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VOLUME III 
Appendix L 

Comments on DEIS/R and Responses  
 

 
Order of comments presented in this appendix: 
Agencies 
Groups and Organizations 
Public Hearings 
Individuals 

 



 



Reviewers Page 

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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

Wednesday, July 16, 2008 Page 5 of 521 of 659



22 of 659



23 of 659

malone
Line

malone
Text Box
1



24 of 659

malone
Line

malone
Text Box
1

malone
Text Box
Cont



25 of 659



Doyle Drive Draft EIS Comments  March 29, 2006 
 
Comment 
Number 

Page 
Number 

Comment Description Initials 
 

1 Vi The overall width of the parkway is not stated  

2 xiii It appears that the Circle Option increase the number of buildings removed to 14.  Please confirm.  

3   The burial of natural topography at the eastern end of the bluffs (over the tunnel) is not included.  

4 xvii The shade cast by the causeway could effect the movement of low-flying avian species through the wildlife 
corridor that links Crissy Marsh with Tennessee Hollow. 

 

5  Tunnels – Include the need for careful evaluation of subsurface conditions during construction for design 
and installation of hydrologic conveyance system.  In addition to the pre-design geotech work, a careful 
evaluation of subsurface conditions would also need to be done during construction to inform and refine the 
actual installation of the drains. 

 

6 Section 
3.2.1 

The shade evaluation should be more thoroughly addressed in this section as it will have different impacts 
to the ability to successfully revegetate areas under the different alternatives.  Shade discussion should 
include light amounts under structures. 

 

7 3.2.1 Permanent Impacts for shade analysis not adequately assessed.  We suggest that the analysis look at light 
intensity levels for different alternatives and what plants might be prevented from growing, particularly in 
relation to the gradient of habitats that would be a part of Tennessee Hollow and Marsh restoration projects: 
woodland, willow riparian, freshwater marsh, brackish marsh, and tidal marsh. The vegetation that can be 
established, as well as the gaps between the vegetation will partially determine the impacts to a restored 
corridor from Tennessee Hollow to Crissy Marsh.  
 

 

8 3.2.1 The impacts to the corridor the causeway were not adequately assessed, in that there was not much 
differentiation among the alternatives described in the text.  The assessment seemed largely based on 
generalizations for taxa based on professional judgment.  Also, the impacts were not assessed using any 
sort of quantitative measure (such as the height/width ratio) or based on impacts to important plant or 
animal species that would be the focus of restoration efforts.  The impacts should be assessed on the basis 
of the height and width of the causeway or viaduct structure, the light levels that would be expected below 
the structure, and the vegetation that could be established below the structure, as well as resultant gaps in 
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vegetation.  There is a basis in the scientific literature for the inclusion of all these variables as criteria in 
determining how great an impediment a raised highway structure is to wildlife movements.  The impacts to 
the corridor need to be properly assessed to assist in weighing differences in the alternatives, and to guide 
the design of mitigations to reduce impacts to the corridor.  The assessment should include impacts to 
habitat and vegetation under the corridor.  Lack of vegetation and/or large gaps in vegetation may prevent 
some animals from moving under the structure.  The analysis should consider a gradient of habitats for the 
proposed restoration efforts including woodland, willow riparian, freshwater marsh, brackish marsh, and 
tidal marsh.  Two or three key plant species for each habitat type should be selected for impact analysis that 
could examine plant vigor, density, areal coverage, and gaps in vegetation.  In addition, a few key animals 
that we would expect to be targets of the restored corridor from the marsh to Tennessee Hollow should be 
considered.  Some possibilities would be salt marsh common yellowthroat, yellow warbler, black-crowned 
night-herons, and belted kingfishers.  No Build Alternative: The existing structure would impede some 
wildlife movements.  However, this structure is the highest and least wide of the alternatives.  This 
structure would provide for the most light and establishment of vegetation within the Tennessee Hollow—
Crissy Marsh corridor.  This alternative would be the best for wildlife passage.  Replace and Widen: This 
structure would be the same height as existing, but would be nearly twice as wide.  This structure would 
have a height to width ratio ½ that of the no build, indicating lower value for wildlife passage.  There would 
be more shade, but the possibility of establishing some shade tolerant species, including trees and shrubs.  
This structure could still provide passage for wildlife due to the height of the viaduct and vegetation 
underneath.  The greater width of the structure would make it a greater impediment to wildlife movements 
than the No Build.  Parkway Alternative:  This structure is the lowest and widest, and has the lowest height 
to width ratio, indicating it could be the worst for wildlife passage.  It has been assessed that vegetation 
would probably not establish under the causeway.  As such, this alternative provides the greatest 
impediment to wildlife movements.  We probably would only have wildlife that routinely use culverts 
passing under this structure.  This structure would probably preclude the movements of birds between the 
marsh and Tennessee Hollow.  The Split Parkway design may improve the wildlife corridor underneath the 
causeway by allowing for more light and some vegetation in the spaces between sections of the causeway, 
but there still would be concern with the height of the viaducts that should be assessed for designated focal 
species of plants and animals. 

9 3.2.1 The vision for Tennessee Hollow in the GMPA included a pedestrian trail to link Tennessee Hollow with 
Crissy Marsh.  Please demonstrate whether this is feasible in both alternatives.  Would the Parkway 
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Alternative allow for human passage under the causeway? 
 

10  This only addresses the light pollution with respect to people.  The impact on darkness for wildlife should 
also be addressed. 

 

11 3-39 Paragraph 2 states that "All build alternatives would involve standard construction techniques and require 
large scale construction of the proposed equipment and labor intensive activities.  Yet, construction related 
noise impacts to Crissy Marsh are dismissed stating that "implementation of the measures specified in the 
avoidance and minimization measures section of this document will reduce negative noise effects.  The 
effects on the Marsh of standard construction techniques were not evaluated.  The document also suggests 
that "noisy construction activities might be completed using nighttime construction so that day time 
activities at the Crissy Center would not be disturbed."  Since most construction activities listed on page 3-
178 create noise levels greater than 5 dBA over the ambient noise levels at Crissy Center, a permit for night 
construction may be required.  If it is not granted, night time construction activities might not be allowed.  
In that case address the impact of standard construction techniques, "noisy construction activities" on 
Crissy Center.  The impact of standard construction impacts on the Crissy Center has not been fully 
addressed for the alternatives in Section 3.2.4 Community Impacts.  We suggest meeting with Crissy 
Center Staff to get a better understanding of their transportation access needs during construction and the 
impacts of standard construction activities on their operations during construction.  Unless the EIS makes a 
definite commitment to full implementation of all of the measures specified in the avoidance and 
minimization measures section of the document, to include a discussion of retrofitting  windows with high 
sound transmission class (STC)  windows, standard construction impacts need to be addressed for all of the 
alternatives.  

 

12  3-47 The evaluation of parking impacts during the construction period does not identify a loss of parking in the 
Mason Street Warehouse Area.  Can Alternative 2 with Detour be constructed without the loss of parking in 
this area?   

 

13 3-47 Impacts on the recreational parking at East Beach that may result from the loss of 619 parking spaces in the 
Crissy Field-PX/Commissary area, 368 spaces in the Palace of Fine Arts area and other parking losses 
during construction have not been evaluated.  Increased use of East Beach Parking by area A visitors and 
employees during the construction period could result in reduced visitor satisfaction and the need for 
additional enforcement of parking restrictions in the area and a requirement for increased manpower to 
provide this accelerated level of enforcement.  
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14 3-49 The Parking evaluation groups the Crissy Center in the Crissy Field-PX/Commissary area in exhibits 3-9 
and 3-10 which indicate that the current requirement for parking in the area is 218 and that only 76 of those 
spaces will be available during the construction phase of the project.  It is not clear in the EIS how close 
these spaces will be to the Crissy Field Center or how the loss of parking will impact programs at the 
Center.  Please clarify.   

 

15 3-51 Alternative 5 straightens the northern section of Halleck Street, shifting it to the east into the 108 space 
parking lot that was constructed for the Crissy Center.  The spaces that remain after construction will be on 
the same side of Halleck as the center and visitors will not have to cross a busy street to enter the center.  
As mitigation for the loss of parking by the relocation of Halleck to the east.  We recommend expanding 
the parking lot to the west into the current location of Halleck Street as soon as Halleck Street is reopened 
in its new alignment.  

 

16  3-52  The document now states that it is not known if the removal of buildings 1182, 1183, 1184 and 1185 will 
be temporary or permanent.  Permanent removal of these buildings has never been discussed or agreed to.  
Removal would only be allowed if it could be assured that they would be returned to their original location 
in the final phase of construction. 

 

17 3-59 The document states here that "Operational as well as construction noise impacts during the construction 
phase of the proposed project could be minimized by management at the Crissy Center and the construction 
contractor.  Together, they could aid in reducing or eliminating potential noise impacts through careful 
coordination between noisy construction activities and noise sensitive activities at the Crissy Center."  
However, page 3-9 Paragraph 2 states that "All build alternatives would involve standard construction 
techniques and require large scale construction of the proposed equipment and labor intensive activities.  
The document also suggests that "noisy construction activities might be completed using nighttime 
construction so that day time activities at the Crissy Center would not be disturbed."  Since most 
construction activities listed on page 3-178 create noise levels greater that 5 dBA over the ambient noise 
levels at Crissy Center, a permit for night construction may be required.  If it is not granted, night time 
construction activities might not be allowed. .  The impact of standard construction impacts on the Crissy 
Center has not been fully addressed in Section 3.2.7 Environmental Justice for Alternatives 2 and 5.  The 
document states on page 3-59 "Operational as well as construction impacts during the construction phase of 
the proposed project could be minimized by management of the Crissy Field Center and the construction 
contractor."  Address the options that will be available to minimize standard construction noise impacts on 
the Crissy Center.    We suggest meeting with Crissy Center Staff to get a better understanding of the noise 
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sensitive activities at the Crissy Center, transportation access needs during construction and the impacts of 
standard construction activities on their operations during construction.  Unless the EIS makes a definite 
commitment to full implementation of all of the measures specified in the avoidance and minimization 
measures section of the document, to include a discussion of retrofitting  windows with high sound 
transmission class (STC)  windows, standard construction impacts need to be addressed for all of the 
alternatives.   
• . 

18 3-88 Alternative 2 states that "additional spillback from westbound Lombard Street would occur unless the 
Richardson northbound slip ramp to Marshall is maintained.  Page 2-43 states "The current Presidio access 
for northbound traffic at the east end of Doyle Drive can not be accommodated due to geometric constraints 
and concerns for traffic safety.  If the slip ramp can not remain, the impact of the spillback on local streets 
and intersections should be described in greater detail, to include how far the spillback will back up on 
Lombard Street and how cut through traffic will impact local streets and intersections. 

 

19 3-99 Alternative 2. No-Detour Option raises the low viaduct structures more that 6 feet and doubles its width.  
This significant increase in the mass and scale of the roadway significantly increases the visual and 
physical separation between the upper and lower post that was created along the bluffs between the 
National Cemetery and Halleck Street when Doyle Drive was first constructed.  The boundary, created by 
the bluffs, marks a functional separation between the urban functions of the upper post and the industrial 
functions that occurred in the lower post.  Alternative 2's mass and scale covers such a vast expanse along 
the bluffs that this character defining element of the Presidio will be obscured.   

 

20  3-114 Add to Para 4 discussion of Alt 2 No-Detour--The significant increase in the mass and scale of the low 
viaduct that results from raising its elevation by more that 6 feet and doubling its width significantly 
increases the visual and physical separation between the upper and lower post that was created along the 
bluffs between the National Cemetery and Halleck Street when Doyle Drive was first constructed.  The 
boundary, created by the bluffs, marks a functional separation between the urban functions of the upper 
post and the industrial functions that occurred in the lower post.  Alternative 2 No-Detour covers such a 
vast expanse along the bluffs that this character defining element of the Presidio will be obscured.   

 

21 3-115 Alt 5 Para 1.  Please clarify how will this section be modified to include the recommendations of the DEIS 
review meeting to relocate rather than demolish buildings 204 and 230, to raise the elevation of building 
228 and to leave the  portion of building 201 that can be saved in place.   This discussion should note that 
building 204 was moved from its original location when Doyle Drive was first constructed.  A portion of 
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building 204 was also removed at some time in the past. 
22 3-119 Relocation:   Please clarify how will this section be modified to include the recommendations of the DEIS 

review meeting to relocate rather than demolish buildings 204 and 230, to raise the elevation of building 
228 and to leave the  portion of building 201 that can be saved in place.   This discussion should note that 
building 204 was moved from its original location when Doyle Drive was first constructed.  A portion of 
building 204 was also removed at some time in the past.  

 

23 3-106  Regulatory Setting Para 2 line 7 change as to an  
24 3-106 Regulatory Setting Para 4 line 8 change included to include  
25 3-114   Last Para states Mason Street Warehouses are expected to be replaced to their original location.  It should 

say “will” be put back if removed.  This comment was made on the Admin DEIS.  If this change is not to 
be made please provide clarification on this decision.  It is not in the current comment matrix showing 
Authority responses to Admin DEIS comments).    

 

26 3-115  Alt 5 Para 2 line 8 add Marshall Street  
27 3-116 Preparation of Historic Structure Reports.  We suggest referencing the standards established in 

“Preservation Brief 43: The Preparation and Use of Historic Structure Reports,” by Deborah Slaton, 
published by Heritage Preservation Services, National Park Service, 2005.  

 

28 3-117 Archaeology Monitoring, Discovery, Evaluation and Treatment Plan.  Please include a discussion of any 
plans to conduct further consultation with Ohlone tribes and individuals as planning and design proceed.   

 

29 3-118 The last sentence of the 1st Para “Efforts to comply with NAGPRA will also be included as will also be 
described.”  Is confusing. 

 

30 3-125 Para 4 line 6. Change "involved in" to "planning for" -- the public process hasn't started yet.  
31 3-137 Text refers to an Exhibit showing contaminated sites, but the Exhibit is not in the document  
32  2nd bullet under Flood Protection from Extreme Tidal Events – The below ground parking north of the 

Gorgas warehouse mentioned here is not fully characterized and evaluated throughout the document.  It 
would be useful to see this evaluation and determination.  If the potential impacts to hydrology and 
groundwater resources associated with the proposed single-level underground parking structure at the 
Gorgas Warehouses were evaluated and determined to be less than significant, the analysis should be 
presented in the EIS/R.   

 

33  Maintenance of Hydrologic Conditions at the Main Post Tunnel – It would be helpful to include a cross  
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section of this tunnel.  It is not clear from the illustrations that there are no seeps or springs that could be 
affected by this structure.  There is no new cross section of the fill on the face of the low bluff. 

34  Exhibit 3-35 The proposed tunnel should be shown as a cut-and-cover tunnel.  
45  1st partial paragraph, last two sentences – these statements contradict one another.  Clarify why the 

groundwater table would rise.  Note that the topography will be changed dramatically here by the 
placement of fill.  This needs an illustration.  The discussion of groundwater in fill is confusing. 

 

36 3-137 Managing Water Quality from Construction Dewatering – 2nd paragraph – include discussion of the 
remediation sites in the project area. 

 

37 3-140 Hydrology, Water Quality and Storm water -- Regulatory Setting – add brief discussion of relevant NPS 
policies (similar to that for Air Quality.)  NPS Policies 2001, Section 4.6, Water Resources management 
should be referenced here. 

 

38 3-146 New Exhibit 3-43 shows "soil" and "bedrock" which is a common way to differentiate for the purposes of 
ease of excavation; it should be clarified that much of the "soil" included here appears to be Colma.  The 
differences between the volumes on Exhibit 2-31 and 3-43 should be clarified.   

 

39  3-178-
179 

Noise Impacts to Crissy Field Center  The EIS/R states "To minimize construction noise impacts during 
the construction phase of the project, management of the Crissy Field Center and the construction 
contractor can aid in reducing or eliminating potential noise impacts by careful coordination between noisy 
construction activities and noise sensitive Center Activities.  An example might be that the noisy 
construction activities might be completed using nighttime construction so that day time activities at the 
Center would not be disturbed."  Since most construction activities listed on page 3-178 create noise levels 
greater that 5 dBA over the ambient noise levels at Crissy Center, a permit for night construction may be 
required.  If it is not granted, night time construction activities might not be allowed.  In that case what is 
the impact of daytime "noisy construction activities" on the noise sensitive educational programs at Crissy 
Center?  Alt. 2 Detour constructs, operates and demolishes a detour structure approximately 15 feet from 
the back of the Crissy Center.  The impact of these activities appears to be different from the noise impacts 
associated with Alt 2 No-Detour and Alt 5; yet, the document states that the temporary impacts for the three 
alternatives are generally the same and they are discussed as one impact. The discussion of retrofitting 
windows with windows with a high sound transmission class (STC) did not include the Crissy Center. 
 

 

40 3-148 The discussion should emphasize that Alternative 5 takes out 5 times more material (Exhibit 2-31) or 15 
times more native soil and rock (Exhibit 3-43). 
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41 3-178 Noise Impacts to Crissy Field Marsh   Page 3-39 Paragraph 2 states that "All build alternatives would 
involve standard construction techniques and require large scale construction of the proposed equipment 
and labor intensive activities.  However, Section 3.3.5 page 3-178 states that implementing the measures 
specified in the avoidance and minimization measures section of this document will reduce negative noise 
effects on Crissy Field Marsh.  However in the Measures to Minimize Construction Noise.  Page 3-196.  
EIS/R does not commit to any of these measures except to say that to the "extent feasible, the contractor 
will ensure that these measures are taken."  Unless the document can make an official commitment to 
implement the measures to minimize construction noise, the impact of standard construction practices 
referenced on page 3-39 on Crissy Marsh and the Crissy Field Center must be included in the EIS /R.  
These standard construction technique noise impacts should be evaluated for both day time and night time 
construction activities. 
  

 

42 3-179 
through 
3-181 

The information presented for each plant community type is unbalanced in terms of the amount of 
information provided for each plant community.   

 

43 3-195 The Crissy Center should be included in the discussion of noise insulation and retrofitting windows.  
44 3-196 Measures to Minimize Construction Noise  This section of the EIS/R does not commit to any of these 

measures except to say that to the "extent feasible, the contractor will ensure that these measures are taken." 
The noise levels generated by the measures proposed in this section should be provided and compared with 
the noise levels presented in Exhibit 3-52.     

 

45 3-205 Energy – Include energy consumption estimates for construction for each of the alternatives.  

46 3-215 Non-native Introduced Forest paragraph – clarify that the pine, cypress, and eucalyptus, where they occur 
within the Historic Forest Management Zone, are designated as a cultural resource in the Presidio VMP, but 
where they occur within the Native Plant Zone of the PVMP, they are considered invasive non-native 
species. 

 

47 3-215 In addition to the direct impacts to skunkweed and gumplant that have been called out, other species with 
unique value and potential habitat for various plant species will be lost as a result of the loss of varying 
amounts of natural community types under each alternative.   For example, the following special status 
species will lose potential habitat within the construction corridor:  Franciscan thistle (Cirsium andrewsii), 
Presidio manzanita (Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. ravenii), Presidio clarkia (Clarkia franciscana), and Marin 
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dwarf flax (Hesperolinon congestum).  In addition, significant propagule collection sites for red and blue 
elderberry will be impacted under all build alternatives. 

48 3-217 Northern Foredunes Community Description should include statement indicating that The Crissy Field 
dune community is identified as a Special Ecological Area (SEA) by NPS.  Also supports many special 
status plants.  This information should be included here 
 

 

49 3-217 Why are the northern foredune, central dune scrub and freshwater wetland communities at Crissy Field 
lumped under the description for the “restored marsh and associated wetlands”.  This is inconsistent with 
how other community types are presented.  All of these communities should be described individually; each 
supports special status plant species.  The freshwater wetland (dune swale) east of Crissy marsh is an area 
of very high plant diversity, and provides nesting habitat for red-winged blackbirds.  This area should be 
identified. 

 

50 3-218 Text should be added to refer the reader to a standard source book on BMPs. e.g., Caltrans Storm Water 
Quality Handbooks Construction Site Best Management Practices Manual (2003). 
 

 

51 3-218 Under “Non-native vegetation”, add text to indicate other types of measures that may be implemented to 
reduce erosion and weed establishment.  Contractor should work with Presidio natural resources staff to 
ensure adequacy of weed control methods.   

 

52 3-225 Wetlands and other Waters… National Park Service and Presidio Trust Plans and Policies – This paragraph 
belongs in Section 3.4.1 or 3.4.3.  Replace it here with NPS/PT wetland policy statement.  Move paragraph 
from p. 3-225 to p. 3-210, and add NPS Wetland policy statement 

 

53 3-229 Exhibit 3-68 – The Tennessee Hollow Corridor should be represented as it is on other illustrations.  Add 
Crissy Marsh Expansion Study Area boundary. 

 

54 3-229 Exhibit 3-68 incorrectly depicts the USACE jurisdictional wetland at Dragonfly Creek as larger than the 
Cowardin wetland.  As a rule, the Cowardin wetland polygons should always be as large as or larger than 
the USACE jurisdictional wetlands. 

 

55 3-229 Exhibit 3-68 may cause confusion between the USACE and Cowardin wetlands.  All wetlands that are 
depicted as USACE wetlands should also be depicted as Cowardin wetlands.  For example, wetland W-2 is 
shown as blue, when it should be classified as both a USACE and Cowardin wetland; in this case the 
polygons are identical. 

 

56 3-231/2 The discussion of impacts to wetlands is limited to wetlands within the construction corridor.  Need  
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discussion of impacts to wetlands in project study area. 
57 3-235 Biological Resource Monitoring Program referenced here, as described in previous section was a 

construction monitoring program and would not be adequate to assess efficacy of mitigation measures. 
 

 

58 3-238 Add VMP to list of NPS and Trust Plans and Policies at top of page . 
 

 

59 3-239 2nd paragraph under “Special Status Species”:  Change to Crissy Field Marsh and Dunes. 
 

 

60 3-246 3rd paragraph, any seed mixtures or hydro seed used must first be approved by NPS and Trust NR. 
 

 

61 3-253 Snowy plovers have shifted from “rare” to “regular” visitors in the Presidio.  

62 3-254 See comment on wildlife corridor under 3.2.1.  In addition, the wildlife corridor over the tunnel to the west 
of the causeway is not the same in terms of habitat value.  There probably would be different species using 
the corridors between Tennessee Hollow and Crissy Marsh and the habitat over the tunnel.  The habitat 
over the tunnel does not adequately mitigate for the loss of habitat connectivity under the causeway in the 
Parkway alternative. 
 

 

63 General Total number of wetland acreage listed in text does not agree with that shown in Exhibit 3-63.  Please 
check for consistency throughout. 

 

64  5th paragraph, 1st sentence:  Modify to read, “most of the …wetlands, with the exception of the restored 
wetlands at Crissy Field…  “. 

 

65  Hydrology, Water Quality, Storm Runoff; and Wetlands– Presidio Parkway Impacts (permanent, 
temporary, and cumulative) – modify all 6 statements to read “Significant; less than significant with 
successful mitigation.” 

 

66 4-6  Add Marshall Street to the first sentence at the top of the page  
67 4-10 Para 2 line 5 delete "and vary little between alternatives"  
68 5-11 The discussion of cumulative impacts on hydrology should be more comprehensive.  
69 5-16  Add Marshall Street to line 5 of Para 2.  

70 C-1  The discussion of Replace and Widen No-Detour Option in the last paragraph does not address the visual  
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impact of raising the low viaduct by 6 feet and doubling its width.  This impact in not shown clearly in the 
visual simulations nor is it described adequately in the document. 

71 C-2  Para 1 Lighting.  The reduction of fugitive light from cars and light fixtures on the roadway in areas where 
the Parkway is in tunnel has not been identified as a positive aspect of the Parkway Alternative.  This type 
of fugitive light as well as noise from the roadway will be greatly reduced if not eliminated in portions of 
the Parkway that are in tunnel. 

 

72 C-10 Add to Para 4 discussion of Alt 2 No-Detour--The significant increase in the mass and scale of the low 
viaduct that results from raising its elevation by more that 6 feet and doubling its width significantly 
increases the visual and physical separation between the upper and lower post that was created along the 
bluffs between the National Cemetery and Halleck Street when Doyle Drive was first constructed.  The 
boundary, created by the bluffs, marks a functional separation between the urban functions of the upper 
post and the industrial functions that occurred in the lower post.  Alternative 2 No-Detour covers such a 
vast expanse along the bluffs that this character defining element of the Presidio will be obscured.   

 

73 5-20 Under Historic Resources, the No Detour Option, and the two Parkway options should also be described as 
Potential Adverse Effects.  That’s what the narrative on the preceding pages says. 

 

74 7-48 Interpretive/Educational Materials and Popular Report Interpretive signage and interpretive material 
will be needed during construction to explain the Doyle Drive construction project to National Park 
visitors.  Signage and interpretative material will also be needed to show how elements of the cultural 
landscape and contributing structures have been moved, demolished or altered.   
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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
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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

Thursday, July 31, 2008 Page 1 of 456 of 659



 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R

Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment
Number Response

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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Comment
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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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Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment
Number Response

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. 
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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 
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 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. 
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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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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 
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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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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

Thursday, July 31, 2008 Page 1 of 1133 of 659



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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• 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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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 

140 of 659

edmondshess
Line

edmondshess
Text Box
29

edmondshess
Line

edmondshess
Text Box
30

edmondshess
Line

edmondshess
Text Box
31



  

9                                                                                                                          4/14/2006 

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 
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 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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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

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

Wednesday, July 16, 2008 Page 1 of 1168 of 659



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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• 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
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 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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Public Hearing January 18, 2006 Comment Letter Responses 

Vaughey, P.(Cow Hollow Neighborhood Merchants) 184 207 

Sachs, J.  189 208 

Covert, R. 194 209 

Lem, L. 196 210 

Blum, J. 197 211 

Levin, M. 199 212 

Hermann, Dee 203 213 
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           1 
 
           2 
 
           3 
 
           4         SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
 
           5                      IN PARTNERSHIP WITH 
 
           6        CALTRANS, FHWA, GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE HIGHWAY AND 
 
           7                    TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT 
 
           8       IN COOPERATION WITH THE PRESIDIO TRUST, THE U.S. 
 
           9    DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, AND THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
 
          10                       VETERANS AFFAIRS 
 
          11 
 
          12                    DOYLE DRIVE DRAFT EIS/R 
 
          13                        PUBLIC HEARING 
 
          14                 MILTON MARKS CONFERENCE ROOM 
 
          15             455 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE (LOWER LEVEL) 
 
          16                   SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 
 
          17 
 
          18                  WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 18, 2006 
 
          19                       7:00 O'CLOCK P.M. 
 
          20 
 
          21 
 
          22 
 
          23 
 
          24   REPORTED BY:  DEBORAH FUQUA, CSR#12948 
 
          25 
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           1                           ---o0o--- 
 
           2                     A P P E A R A N C E S 
 
                                      KAY WILSON 
           3                           Moderator 
 
           4                         MYRNA VALDEZ 
                                    GARY KENNERLEY 
           5                     Parsons Brinckerhoff 
 
           6                        MICHAEL PAINTER 
                                      MPA Design 
           7 
                                    JARED GOLDFINE 
           8            California Department of Transportation 
 
           9                           LEE SAAGE 
                        San Francisco Transportation Authority 
          10 
                                       JOE STORY 
          11                        DKS Associates 
 
          12 
 
          13 
 
          14                 P U B L I C   S P E A K E R S 
 
          15   Patricia Vaughey 
               Jackie Sachs 
          16   Richard Covert 
               Lewis Lem 
          17   Michael Levin 
 
          18 
 
          19   QUESTIONS/COMMENTS READ FROM CARDS FOR: 
 
          20   Jan Blum 
               Dee Hermann 
          21 
 
          22                           ---o0o--- 
 
          23 
 
          24 
 
          25 
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           1   end of the time that you speak, then, any questions that 
 
           2   we can, we'll forward to the panel. 
 
           3            If the questions are -- we want to answer as 
 
           4   many as we can, but if they're too technical or too 
 
           5   detailed, then you can know that they'll be answered in 
 
           6   the final environmental document.  But the ones that are 
 
           7   fairly straightforward we'll try to work through tonight 
 
           8   so we can clear up as many questions as you have. 
 
           9            And then after that, if the -- if you have a 
 
          10   clarifying comment after the panel questions, we'll give 
 
          11   you a minute just for a clarifying comment.  We would 
 
          12   ask that no time slots will be yielded or traded. 
 
          13   Please don't interrupt the speakers with side 
 
          14   conversations or applause.  We want to be able to hear 
 
          15   everybody.  And please turn off those cell phones and 
 
          16   beepers.  We don't want to be too draconian here, but we 
 
          17   do want to get through and hear from everybody.  And we 
 
          18   appreciate your cooperation.  And let's get some speaker 
 
          19   cards up here, please. 
 
          20            Just raise your hand, and we'll be glad to -- 
 
          21   Okay.  Well, we'll start out with the first two, and 
 
          22   I'll check back in a few minutes. 
 
          23            Patricia Vaughey? 
 
          24        PATRICIA VAUGHEY:  Good evening. 
 
          25        KAY WILSON:  Good evening. 
 
 
 
                                                                     30 
 
 

183 of 659



 
 
 
 
           1        PATRICIA VAUGHEY:  Patricia Vaughey for the Cow 
 
           2   Hollow Neighborhood Merchants. 
 
           3            There were two slides back on No. 5 concerning 
 
           4   Marina Boulevard's entrance.  And I want to make a 
 
           5   statement, first, that our association has a stand that 
 
           6   we all have to share the burden in the greater 
 
           7   neighborhood and that all of us are going to have to 
 
           8   share some of this traffic. 
 
           9            But there are two slides that Gary produced. 
 
          10   One of them, he says that Doyle Drive was one third on 
 
          11   Marina Boulevard and two thirds on Lombard.  And yet the 
 
          12   next slide, it says 22 percent on Lombard.  And Gary 
 
          13   said that's 2 percent.  And it's actually 11. 
 
          14            My question is, is this -- is what studies did 
 
          15   you do with this transportation analysis for your model, 
 
          16   and what was the mathematical principle behind it?  I've 
 
          17   asked this question several times, and no one can seem 
 
          18   to answer it. 
 
          19            At the time the stop signs were put on Marina 
 
          20   Boulevard, Lombard was at 98 percent.  And then when the 
 
          21   stop signs went up, it went up to 104 percent.  Then, 
 
          22   after the dot com boom, it went down to 96 percent, and 
 
          23   now it's up to almost 99 percent.  With 11 percent 
 
          24   increase, not counting the projected 25,000 by 2030, we 
 
          25   are going to be approximately 110 percent over maximum 
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           1   capacity.  What mitigations do you have for this?  We 
 
           2   already have Greenwich, Filbert, Chestnut, Alhambra, 
 
           3   Francisco being inundated with people that want to get 
 
           4   off of Richardson and divert throughout our 
 
           5   neighborhoods.  Marina Boulevard, after the stop signs 
 
           6   went up, on Baker they put a "no right-hand turn."  So 
 
           7   now the cars are going up Scott. 
 
           8            My question is, is what mitigations are you 
 
           9   going to do to help the entire neighborhood on this, and 
 
          10   how can you rationalize diverting some traffic from one 
 
          11   neighborhood to another so close together?  And that's 
 
          12   my big problem. 
 
          13            My next problem on this is, the section near 
 
          14   Lyon and Bay, the diamond portion and the circle 
 
          15   portion, not the highway part, but the part that goes 
 
          16   into the Palace of Fine Arts, there's some great impacts 
 
          17   on the neighbors.  Okay? 
 
          18            And I want to know if there is any way we can 
 
          19   get that mathematical principle behind that study, 
 
          20   because I think you're a little bit off on some of it. 
 
          21   And I'd like to be able to have a look at that 
 
          22   mathematical principle myself. 
 
          23            Thank you. 
 
          24        KAY WILSON:  Patricia, you've asked some meaty 
 
          25   questions.  Let me summarize a couple of them for the 
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           1   traffic folks and see how they do. 
 
           2            What studies were done as far as the 
 
           3   transportation model, and what were the mathematical 
 
           4   principles behind that? 
 
           5            We'll start with that, and then I'll go to the 
 
           6   other two. 
 
           7            Joe? 
 
           8        JOE STORY:  I guess it's a Joe question. 
 
           9        KAY WILSON:  I think so. 
 
          10        JOE STORY:  Thanks. 
 
          11            Actually, the traffic analysis was done in two 
 
          12   different -- with two different steps.  The first step 
 
          13   is to look at the forecast on what's supposed to happen 
 
          14   by 2030.  And that part of it was handled by the 
 
          15   Authority staff themselves.  And of course, with Doyle 
 
          16   Drive as an existing roadway -- and we certainly have a 
 
          17   no-build condition -- we needed to see how traffic 
 
          18   volumes would actually change by 2030. 
 
          19            The way that the TA does this is, they have 
 
          20   what's called a multimodal regional traffic model that 
 
          21   it's built that is designed to simulate traffic behavior 
 
          22   characteristics across the entire Bay Area.  It's 
 
          23   specifically focused in the city of San Francisco. 
 
          24            And that focus actually looks at the travel 
 
          25   speeds and the travel times of each length of every city 
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           1   street in the entirety of San Francisco.  That -- when 
 
           2   you get outside of the city, the other regions are 
 
           3   represented by the portion of the model that replicates 
 
           4   what's done by MTC, or Metropolitan regional [sic] 
 
           5   commission at the regional level.  And that allows for 
 
           6   the forecast to be technically consistent with FHWA 
 
           7   standards for doing projections. 
 
           8            But a more specific answer to Pat's question 
 
           9   is, the volumes are a result of traffic speeds.  And the 
 
          10   model has what's called an "equilibrium assignment." 
 
          11            So between any two points or any two districts 
 
          12   in the model, it looks at the minimum travel-time paths 
 
          13   and looks at several different paths and assigned 
 
          14   probabilities to each of those paths so that what ends 
 
          15   up happening is, some people may choose to go from 
 
          16   Downtown to Marin County via Marina, and some of those 
 
          17   people may choose to go from Downtown to Marin County 
 
          18   via Lombard. 
 
          19            And the probabilities are directly related to 
 
          20   what is the travel time on each of those paths.  Then 
 
          21   the model has what I would call a feedback mechanism 
 
          22   that the higher the traffic volumes get, the model then 
 
          23   begins to say, "Well, the road can't handle this much 
 
          24   traffic.  It's going to get slower and slower." 
 
          25            And also there's this relationship between the 
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           1   theoretical capacity, the carrying capacity of the 
 
           2   roadway, and the actual speeds that are achieved on the 
 
           3   roadway. 
 
           4        KAY WILSON:  Okay.  A couple of follow-ons:  What 
 
           5   mitigations have we proposed to address traffic issues? 
 
           6   And how can you rationalize diverting traffic from one 
 
           7   neighborhood to another? 
 
           8        JOE STORY:  That's certainly an interesting 
 
           9   question.  I would begin by saying it's almost a 
 
          10   chicken-or-egg question.  And the reason I say that is 
 
          11   because the alternatives were designed, and then the 
 
          12   question came up whether or not the alternatives would 
 
          13   create significantly more or less problems on the 
 
          14   adjacent roadways. 
 
          15            And while we did identify some percentage 
 
          16   changes between the alternatives, in the aggregate, the 
 
          17   alternatives did not have what I would call a fatal flaw 
 
          18   in terms of significantly making a negative result 
 
          19   happen.  One of the reasons for that is, as Gary said in 
 
          20   his presentation, is most of the traffic increase is in 
 
          21   the non-peak direction rather than in the peak 
 
          22   direction. 
 
          23        KAY WILSON:  Patricia, do have a follow-on comment 
 
          24   or question? 
 
          25        PATRICIA VAUGHEY:  No one seems to be able to tell 
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           1   me what the principles behind this model are.  And my 
 
           2   only question on that is, the studies were based on 
 
           3   2000.  And we're at 2006 right now.  And we had a great 
 
           4   increase before Lucas, and now we have a great increase 
 
           5   after Lucas. 
 
           6            And I'm just wondering, for the greater 
 
           7   neighborhood, if we're not being more cautious -- I 
 
           8   think we can do a better job.  I think I like what we've 
 
           9   done.  I am on the citizens advisory committee. 
 
          10            But we've got to look into these issues because 
 
          11   the side streets of all of Scott, from Marina Boulevard 
 
          12   on up, as well as the side streets of Greenwich and 
 
          13   Filbert, are getting inundated with diverted traffic. 
 
          14   And this isn't fair to the entire neighborhood.  Thank 
 
          15   you. 
 
          16        KAY WILSON:  Thank you very much. 
 
          17            Jackie Sachs is our next speaker, please. 
 
          18        JACKIE SACHS:  Good evening, Panel.  I'm also on 
 
          19   the citizens advisory committee.  I have a few questions 
 
          20   regarding transportation and traffic. 
 
          21            First of all, regarding traffic, near the 
 
          22   Palace of Fine Arts, how will this construction impact 
 
          23   the parking at the Palace of Fine Arts? -- for the 
 
          24   simple reason that you will not only have people taking 
 
          25   public transit, you will have tour buses, you will have 
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           1   cabs wanting to drop people off and pick people up, you 
 
           2   will have MV vans with senior and disabled individuals. 
 
           3   You might even have some handicapped buses, bus loads of 
 
           4   people that are handicapped 
 
           5            And I was just wondering, how will this new -- 
 
           6   how will the -- will there be enough -- and you may even 
 
           7   have limousines as well.  How will all of this impact 
 
           8   the parking at the Palace of Fine Arts?  That's question 
 
           9   number one. 
 
          10            Question number two, as you know, there are 
 
          11   currently two bus lines that go through the Presidio, 
 
          12   the 28 and the 43.  Once the construction is started, 
 
          13   how are you going to re-route those buses, and what are 
 
          14   you going to do with the 18-wheelers that get off the 
 
          15   Golden Gate Bridge, and they want to go down to the 
 
          16   Marina?  How in the world -- how -- they'll have to go 
 
          17   down -- they may have to -- how are you going to 
 
          18   accommodate those 18-wheelers that have to make 
 
          19   deliveries down at the Marina?  And that's about it. 
 
          20        KAY WILSON:  Okay.  Thank you.  First question is 
 
          21   for traffic near the Palace of Fine Arts, how will 
 
          22   construction impact parking at the Palace? 
 
          23        GARY KENNERLEY:  What we're looking at doing there, 
 
          24   for during the construction period, we've been working 
 
          25   with the Presidio Trust on the parking study; we had to 
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           1   analyze.  There will be some lesser parking in that 
 
           2   area.  We're looking at -- working with the Presidio 
 
           3   Trust with their spaces, to manage it.  The Palace of 
 
           4   Fine Arts, specifically we're looking at, if necessary, 
 
           5   providing shuttle buses to other areas of parking to 
 
           6   maintain that access. 
 
           7        KAY WILSON:  The second question -- and I don't 
 
           8   know if we have this one available tonight -- bus lines, 
 
           9   how will buses be rerouted, and what about 18-wheelers? 
 
          10   Are we at that level of detail yet? 
 
          11        JOE STORY:  I can address the bus issue. 
 
          12        KAY WILSON:  Okay.  Thank you. 
 
          13        JOE STORY:  But not the 18-wheeler issue.  That's 
 
          14   probably a Gary issue. 
 
          15        KAY WILSON:  Okay. 
 
          16        JOE STORY:  Because this is a design study and it's 
 
          17   not a transit routing study, we are not at liberty to 
 
          18   redirect local bus routes within San Francisco.  So we 
 
          19   basically have assumed that the local routes would 
 
          20   generally follow the paths that they do today. 
 
          21            Having said that, we did relocate the bus stops 
 
          22   in the Parkway alternatives and -- at the intersection 
 
          23   of Francisco, north of Richardson -- and created enough 
 
          24   room for the buses to pull out of the line of traffic, 
 
          25   in closer to the Palace of Fine Arts from where the 
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           1   current Richardson stops are today. 
 
           2            But we did not reroute the 43.  That's a 
 
           3   decision that Muni would make themselves.  But that 
 
           4   would affect the 28. 
 
           5        JACKIE SACHS:  What about the follow-up to that? 
 
           6   What about the transit hub that they're planning on 
 
           7   putting into the Presidio?  Would the construction in 
 
           8   any way affect the transit hub that they want to put 
 
           9   near where Letterman -- well, where Lucas is now? 
 
          10        JOE STORY:  As I understand it, the transit hub is 
 
          11   not part of the scope of these alternatives.  So it's 
 
          12   actually not in the right-of-way of the Doyle Drive 
 
          13   corridor as it is.  There is going to be enough room for 
 
          14   these stops on Richardson that will be able to 
 
          15   accommodate the buses, as I mentioned earlier. 
 
          16        KAY WILSON:  Thank you, Jackie.  And we'll have to 
 
          17   answer that other one in the final analysis. 
 
          18        JACKIE SACHS:  Thank you. 
 
          19        KAY WILSON:  Thank you very much. 
 
          20            Any other yellow cards, please?  We'd love to 
 
          21   hear from some more people.  If you don't have a yellow 
 
          22   card, raise your hand, and Lauren will bring you one. 
 
          23            Do you have a card? 
 
          24        MALE IN AUDIENCE:  No, I don't. 
 
          25        KAY WILSON:  Oh, well, we'll get you one.  That's 
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           1   easy. 
 
           2            Raise your hand if you would like a yellow 
 
           3   card, and we'll run them around. 
 
           4            Okay.  Are you ready to come on up? 
 
           5        RICHARD COVERT:  My name is Richard Covert.  I'm a 
 
           6   long-time resident of San Francisco and a former 
 
           7   assistant chief counsel of CalTrans legal.  And I was 
 
           8   retired, but I had occasion to have been interested in 
 
           9   some Doyle Drive litigation. 
 
          10            But I have a question, a specific question 
 
          11   about the land-use alternatives on Page 11 on your 
 
          12   handout, for Alternative 5, the Parkway.  And under the 
 
          13   temporary impacts, it's got, "Construction staging will 
 
          14   require use of the parking lot at the Post Exchange." 
 
          15   And that's now, I believe, a Sports Basement. 
 
          16            So as I understand it, under Alternative 2, you 
 
          17   would be putting that Sports Basement temporarily out of 
 
          18   business for an extended period of time during 
 
          19   construction, which would obviously have an impact on 
 
          20   revenues to the City. 
 
          21            On the other hand, Alternative 2, which is to 
 
          22   Replace and Widen, has significantly less construction 
 
          23   costs than Alternative 5, for obvious reasons.  You'd 
 
          24   have it two times.  So that would obviously increase 
 
          25   construction costs of the Parkway over the 
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           1   Alternative 2. 
 
           2            My specific question is, what analysis -- and I 
 
           3   also note under the Parkway alternative, you're not 
 
           4   going to be impacting the Sports Basement during 
 
           5   construction.  So it could stay open.  So we don't have 
 
           6   that severe impact, economic impact, on the Presidio 
 
           7   under the Parkway alternative that you do under 
 
           8   Alternative 2. 
 
           9            And I'm wondering what specific studies have 
 
          10   been made in right-of-way costs, which it would appear 
 
          11   you would have under the Parkway alternative because you 
 
          12   don't have to close the Sports Basement, which I would 
 
          13   think would generate a very significant revenue for the 
 
          14   Presidio.  Under that Parkway alternative, you don't 
 
          15   have to close it up, whereas under Alternative 2, you do 
 
          16   have to close it up. 
 
          17        KAY WILSON:  Okay.  Gary, do you have any input on 
 
          18   that? 
 
          19        GARY KENNERLEY:  Very quickly.  One thing, all 
 
          20   alternatives will actually be using a portion of that 
 
          21   parking lot for staging.  However, that parking lot has 
 
          22   greater capacity than the Sports Basement actually 
 
          23   needs.  So the detour alternative under Alternative 2 
 
          24   would actually require the removal of that building; 
 
          25   otherwise it could stay in operation. 
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           1        RICHARD COVERT:  I wasn't calling on the detour so 
 
           2   much as on the -- the way I read this, and this is on 
 
           3   Page 11, is even without the detour, you're going to 
 
           4   have -- under Alternative 2, you're going to have 
 
           5   construction staging that's going to take out that 
 
           6   parking lot for significant periods of time, which 
 
           7   would, obviously, affect the liability. 
 
           8        GARY KENNERLEY:  As I say, it wouldn't take out the 
 
           9   whole parking lot.  It would leave enough.  But 
 
          10   basically, to answer your question on the right-of-way, 
 
          11   generally we have taken square footage of buildings, 
 
          12   typically projected in-line, sort of building-use work 
 
          13   in the Presidio, and applied typical commercial rates to 
 
          14   those square footages to generate anticipated 
 
          15   right-of-way costs. 
 
          16        RICHARD COVERT:  Thank you. 
 
          17        KAY WILSON:  Thank you.  Any more yellow cards? 
 
          18            We'll collect that one. 
 
          19            And Lewis? 
 
          20        LEWIS LEM:  Hi.  I just have a quick question.  I'm 
 
          21   Lewis Lem.  I work for AAA of Northern California.  I 
 
          22   was just starting to look at the documents, but I have 
 
          23   one question just about the data on the highway safety 
 
          24   and level of service, and as somebody familiar with 
 
          25   that, just a very simple question.  Maybe not too 
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           1   simple; we'll see. 
 
           2            As I read it, basically, on the highway 
 
           3   segments between -- comparing between Replace and Widen 
 
           4   and the Parkway options, other than Richardson, there's 
 
           5   really no difference in level of service.  There's 
 
           6   difference in volumes of traffic carried.  That's what 
 
           7   it appears to be.  But it doesn't look like, other than 
 
           8   Richardson, the level of service for the segments of the 
 
           9   highway are any different with this scenario, Replace 
 
          10   and Widen -- 
 
          11        KAY WILSON:  Can you confirm that, Joe? 
 
          12        JOE STORY:  I don't have the -- I don't have the 
 
          13   tables in front of me, so I couldn't say exactly what it 
 
          14   says. 
 
          15            I will say that the term "level of service" is 
 
          16   a qualitative term that's based on some quantitative 
 
          17   analysis.  I would expect level of service is based upon 
 
          18   the density of traffic, which is, if you -- how many -- 
 
          19   how close together are the cars, how tightly packed or 
 
          20   loosely packed in are they?  And it's created like your 
 
          21   school report cards:  A, is very little congestion, and 
 
          22   F is over-saturation. 
 
          23            Having said that, because it is a replacement 
 
          24   project, from the no-project to the project, we're 
 
          25   essentially looking at carrying, roughly, about the same 
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           1   amounts of traffic.  There may be nuances within that 
 
           2   traffic of 100 vehicles or 200 vehicles that might 
 
           3   change a letter here or there just because of where the 
 
           4   line is drawn when we calculate things. 
 
           5            But certainly the whole project as a 
 
           6   replacement project does not create a major regional 
 
           7   attractiveness to the roadway or away from the roadway. 
 
           8        LEWIS LEM:  Is there a way we can just check and 
 
           9   get an answer? 
 
          10        KAY WILSON:  Yes.  Maybe after the meeting, we can 
 
          11   get the document out and go over the tables. 
 
          12        LEWIS LEM:  I just think that's a relatively 
 
          13   important question when you're comparing the Replace and 
 
          14   Widen with the Parkway.  Basically, as I read it, other 
 
          15   than Richardson, there's no difference in terms of the 
 
          16   level of service.  But I wouldn't presume to have the 
 
          17   answer to that question because I could be wrong. 
 
          18        JOE STORY:  I would need to check the technical 
 
          19   reports one more time. 
 
          20        KAY WILSON:  Okay.  Thank you. 
 
          21            The next yellow card that's been submitted is 
 
          22   by Jan Blum.  And she's asked that I read these 
 
          23   comments: 
 
          24            "How far off the ground will the Parkway be in 
 
          25   elevation to the marsh expansion area?"  Gary? 
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           1        GARY KENNERLEY:  Off the existing ground? 
 
           2        KAY WILSON:  Yes, that would be my guess. 
 
           3        GARY KENNERLEY:  Basically, it would vary from 
 
           4   pretty much being -- as it comes out of the Main Post 
 
           5   tunnel, it will be pretty much at-grade.  And as it goes 
 
           6   over where the Halleck Street connection would be, it 
 
           7   would be about three meters -- ten feet above the 
 
           8   existing ground. 
 
           9        KAY WILSON:  And then the next few questions I 
 
          10   believe pertain to the height of the Parkway: 
 
          11            "What is the maximum height in feet?  What is 
 
          12   the minimum height in feet?" 
 
          13        GARY KENNERLEY:  The minimum is zero.  When you say 
 
          14   "height in feet," again, I would assume -- are we 
 
          15   talking height off the ground, or absolute -- 
 
          16        KAY WILSON:  Yes.  I'm getting a nod "yes." 
 
          17        GARY KENNERLEY:  At the high viaduct, it is 
 
          18   approximately about 35 meters above -- it's the same 
 
          19   place as the existing structure is, about 35 meters off 
 
          20   the ground. 
 
          21        KAY WILSON:  And in feet? 
 
          22        GARY KENNERLEY:  Which is about 100 feet. 
 
          23        KAY WILSON:  Thank you.  Okay. 
 
          24            Michael Levin? 
 
          25            And please raise your hand if you've got some 
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           1   more yellow cards to give us. 
 
           2        MICHAEL LEVIN:  Thank you.  I'm Michael Levin.  I'm 
 
           3   not too well prepared for this, but you're soliciting 
 
           4   comments, so I thought, well, why not.  And I have a lot 
 
           5   of reading to do.  I know we're supposed to be 
 
           6   commenting on the thoroughness of the Draft EIR/EIS, but 
 
           7   maybe my questions are at least partly answered in the 
 
           8   report. 
 
           9            But first of all, you mentioned that a few 
 
          10   historic buildings that, in the case of Alternative 2, 
 
          11   would have to be temporarily relocated and, in the case 
 
          12   of Alternative 5, the Parkway, would be lost, as I 
 
          13   understand it.  Again, I don't know if there's more 
 
          14   thorough discussion on exactly what these are in the 
 
          15   report, but maybe you could say something more about 
 
          16   that, what these buildings are, their significance. 
 
          17            There are a lot of historic structures in the 
 
          18   Presidio.  And I think every one of them should be 
 
          19   treasured.  That's why they were designated historic 
 
          20   structures. 
 
          21            But on the other hand, maybe the loss would be 
 
          22   mitigated by the benefit of this new parkway.  As 
 
          23   someone who's lived here all my life, is very used to 
 
          24   Doyle Drive -- although it's certainly negative on the 
 
          25   environment through most of its length, it's something 
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           1   that we're used to.  And I sure would like to think that 
 
           2   in my lifetime I would be able to see something that's 
 
           3   less harmful to the environment, that's an improvement, 
 
           4   a significant improvement over what's there now. 
 
           5            So I'm hoping that one of these alternatives -- 
 
           6   and it sounds like the parkway would be it, would be 
 
           7   that type of change.  But again, I have more reading to 
 
           8   do. 
 
           9            Also, I just thought I'd mention, with regard 
 
          10   to the bus lines, the previous speaker mentioned the 43 
 
          11   and the 28.  There's also the 29 bus, which takes just 
 
          12   an amazing scenic route through the Presidio which I've 
 
          13   often traveled.  And it's one of the best bus rides in 
 
          14   the city.  And I'm hopeful that that will remain in 
 
          15   place.  And I'm wondering if there's going to be any 
 
          16   significant impact to that.  I know you've already said 
 
          17   it's up to Muni whether they'll be rerouting any buses. 
 
          18            But riding that bus will give me a chance, I 
 
          19   hope, to see this project when it's actually under 
 
          20   construction.  Anyway, thank you for listening to my 
 
          21   comments. 
 
          22        KAY WILSON:  Okay. 
 
          23            Jared, do you want to respond? 
 
          24        JARED GOLDFINE:  Yeah, I would need to respond -- 
 
          25   can you just -- here.  Thanks. 
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           1            There is a difference in the number of 
 
           2   buildings.  But first of all, the Presidio is part of a 
 
           3   national historic landmark district.  And the 
 
           4   alternatives do take varying numbers of buildings within 
 
           5   the Presidio.  As we worked towards selecting a 
 
           6   preferred alternative, we were working with the advisory 
 
           7   council and the State Historic Preservation officer to 
 
           8   devise some means of addressing the adverse effects 
 
           9   resulting from the loss of those historic buildings. 
 
          10        KAY WILSON:  And anybody on Muni Line 29? 
 
          11        JOE STORY:  Yeah.  There's certainly -- you know, 
 
          12   there's nothing in any of the alternatives that would 
 
          13   preclude having to change the 29 in the current 
 
          14   situation.  There may be issues with the 29 during 
 
          15   construction periods, so we would need to address that 
 
          16   in the final EIR. 
 
          17        MICHAEL LEVIN:  If I could just follow up with -- 
 
          18   regarding historic structures -- could you clarify a 
 
          19   little bit more what you meant by what's being addressed 
 
          20   with that, how you're working this out with the other 
 
          21   agencies? 
 
          22        JARED GOLDFINE:  Of course, we're working with the 
 
          23   Presidio and the National Park Service because the 
 
          24   Presidio Trust is the landowner.  And so we're trying to 
 
          25   develop ways to record loss of historic buildings.  And 
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           1   if we can relocate historic buildings back into their 
 
           2   existing locations, how we can do that, so a program 
 
           3   of -- a program in order to address the effects on those 
 
           4   historic buildings. 
 
           5            Some of those buildings will be lost.  And so 
 
           6   to the extent that we lose those, we will have to do 
 
           7   recordation of those. 
 
           8        LEE SAAGE:  We often get so caught up in agonizing 
 
           9   over the loss of a building -- as we should -- but 
 
          10   sometimes we forget to mention that we've worked very 
 
          11   hard in designing the project to try to miss as many 
 
          12   buildings as possible.  And in fact, both the Parkway 
 
          13   and Alternative 2 have been very, very carefully 
 
          14   designed to thread their way through that maze of 
 
          15   historic structures as carefully as possible. 
 
          16            And we have been watched like hawks by the 
 
          17   cultural resources both at the Presidio and the State 
 
          18   Historic Preservation officer.  And I can assure you, 
 
          19   they have held our feet to the fire on that and that we 
 
          20   are doing everything humanly possible to minimize the 
 
          21   impact.  And it's only with great reluctance that we 
 
          22   have concluded that a few of those buildings will be 
 
          23   lost.  And that is detailed within the environmental 
 
          24   document. 
 
          25        MICHAEL LEVIN:  Thank you. 
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           1        KAY WILSON:  Thank you very much. 
 
           2            Dee Hermann has submitted a card, and she'd 
 
           3   like me to ask this question: 
 
           4            "In light of the diamond interchange option, 
 
           5   does Section 4F preclude the selection of the circle 
 
           6   drive option under Parkway alternative?" 
 
           7            Jared? 
 
           8        JARED GOLDFINE:  No, it does not preclude the 
 
           9   selection of the circle drive option.  We need to 
 
          10   develop that decision, hearing a variety of factors. 
 
          11   And of course, the input, the comments that we get 
 
          12   during the public review period will help us make that 
 
          13   decision.  But 4F does not preclude that. 
 
          14            As it happens, by virtue of engaging in this 
 
          15   project, we are having an effect on 4F resource.  So -- 
 
          16   no matter how we slice it.  But what we're trying to do 
 
          17   is minimize that effect.  And gravitating on what Lee 
 
          18   said earlier, we have attempted to do that throughout 
 
          19   this project by reducing impacts on recreational 
 
          20   resources within the Presidio and historic resources. 
 
          21        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          22            Any more people that would like to address 
 
          23   this?  Any comments?  Love to have them. 
 
          24            Anybody else?  Going once.  Going twice. 
 
          25            Okay.  Looks like we've heard from everybody 
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           1   tonight.  I really thank you all for working with us 
 
           2   with our guidelines and getting us some good questions. 
 
           3   Please submit any other written comments that you have 
 
           4   by the close of the comment period, which is 5:00 p.m. 
 
           5   on Wednesday, March 1st.  And thank you very much.  Have 
 
           6   a good evening. 
 
           7            (Whereupon, the proceedings concluded 
 
           8            at 8:09 o'clock p.m.) 
 
           9 
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           1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA     ) 
                                       )   ss. 
           2   COUNTY OF MARIN         ) 
 
           3            I, DEBORAH FUQUA, a Certified Shorthand 
 
           4   Reporter of the State of California, duly authorized to 
 
           5   administer oaths pursuant to Section 8211 of the 
 
           6   California Code of Civil Procedure, do hereby certify 
 
           7   that the foregoing proceedings were reported by me, a 
 
           8   disinterested person, and thereafter transcribed under 
 
           9   my direction into typewriting and is a true and correct 
 
          10   transcription of said proceedings. 
 
          11            I further certify that I am not of counsel or 
 
          12   attorney for either or any of the parties in the 
 
          13   foregoing proceeding and caption named, nor in any way 
 
          14   interested in the outcome of the cause named in said 
 
          15   caption. 
 
          16            Dated the 10th day of February, 2006. 
 
          17 
 
          18 
 
          19                                   DEBORAH FUQUA 
 
          20                                   CSR NO. 12948 
 
          21 
 
          22 
 
          23 
 
          24 
 
          25 
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           2 
 
           3 
 
           4         SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
 
           5                      IN PARTNERSHIP WITH 
 
           6        CALTRANS, FHWA, GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE HIGHWAY AND 
 
           7                    TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT 
 
           8       IN COOPERATION WITH THE PRESIDIO TRUST, THE U.S. 
 
           9    DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, AND THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
 
          10                       VETERANS AFFAIRS 
 
          11 
 
          12                    DOYLE DRIVE DRAFT EIS/R 
 
          13                        PUBLIC HEARING 
 
          14           GOLDEN GATE CLUB - SAN FRANCISCO PRESIDIO 
 
          15                        135 FISHER LOOP 
 
          16                   SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 
 
          17 
 
          18                 WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 2006 
 
          19                       7:00 O'CLOCK P.M. 
 
          20 
 
          21 
 
          22 
 
          23 
 
          24   REPORTED BY:  DEBORAH FUQUA, CSR#12948 
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Reviewer: Cow Hollow Neighborhood Merchants (011806)

Modeling is conducted based on the MTC Regional Transportation Model and SFCTA and 
Caltrans criteria.  These criteria examine projected traffic volumes based upon future 
population and employment changes predicted in San Francisco and across the Bay Area.  
The mathematical principles of travel forecasting are found in the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority documents, including Chapter 10 of the 2006 Congestion 
Management Program 
(http://www.sfcta.org/Publications/documents/Chapter10_000.pdf).  In addition, the 
Authority hosted a workshop to describe the modeling process and principles to 
interested partieson February 21, 2006.

1 1046

Traffic volumes on Lombard in the future are predicted to be similar in the No Project and 
Preferred Alternatives. No additional impacts are anticipated from the Preferred 
Alternative, so no additional mitigations are appropriate.

2 1047

Additional local intersections were studied in the Refined Presidio Parkway alternative on 
these streets, and no additional delay to create a level of service problem was identified 
for those streets. Although the Authority supports traffic calming, an area wide traffic 
calming study, as requested by the neighborhood, is beyond the scope of this project.

3 1048

As stated in Section 2.5.1, the Preferred Alternative maintains Palace Drive as a two-way 
street and incorporates the modifications proposed by the San Francisco Department of 
Recreation and Parks.  Based on comments from area residents, the alternative will 
maintain Lyon Street as a two-way street with connection to Bay Street.

4 1049

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1207 of 659



 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
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Reviewer: J. Sachs (011806)

There would be a loss of 258 parking spaces in the Palace of Fine Arts Area during 
construction.  Replacement parking at the Parade Grounds augmented by the existing 
shuttle service was proposed.  Parking will be coordinated with the Presidio Trust.

1 1050

Routing of 28 and 43 will not need to change during or after construction.  Muni may 
choose to reroute the bus as part of a different effort.

2 1051

18-wheeled trucks are not allowed on the remainder of Marina Boulevard.  This project 
does not propose any procedural changes in regards to trucks.

3 1052

This project is designed for bus service on Doyle Drive.  No elements of this project would 
preclude a Presidio transit hub.

4 1053
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Reviewer: R. Covert (011806)

The Community Impact Assessment (August 2005)  (pages 4-15 - 4-18)  describes the 
initial right-of-way assumptions and results; final right-of-way will be agreed upon 
between the FHWA and the Presidio Trust.

1 1054

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

2 1055
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Reviewer: L. Lem (011806)

Comment noted.1 1056
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Reviewer: J. Blum (011806)

The project description is enhanced in the FEIS/R.1 1027

The minimum height of the strcuture is zero.  The maximum height at the high viaduct is 
approximately 35 meters or 100 feet above the ground, about the same as the existing 
structure.

2 1848
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Reviewer: M. Levin (011806)

The text explaining the process for preserving structures was enhanced in the FEIS/FEIR.1 1028

Muni Route 29 would not be affected upon completion of any alternative.  The route may 
need to be temporarily relocated during construction when Halleck Street is closed, and 
the bus would be able to use McDowell.  This would not be a significant impact to the 
project.

2 1029

Comment noted.  The EIS/R adequately addresses these concerns, since "landscape," as 
the term is used by biologists, comprises natural habitats and plant communities.

3 1030
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Reviewer: D. Hermann (011806)

The Circle Drive option was not selected as the Preferred Alternative for the project.1 1031
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           1   Chappell, and Michael Marston. 
 
           2        MICHAEL ALEXANDER:  Good evening.  I'm Michael 
 
           3   Alexander, Chair of SPUR's Doyle Drive Task Force and 
 
           4   Vice Chair of the Board of Supervisors' Doyle Drive Task 
 
           5   Force in 1993. 
 
           6            SPUR strongly supports Michael Painter's 
 
           7   Presidio Parkway.  The parkway is the only alternative 
 
           8   which meets the objectives of the project.  A parkway 
 
           9   design was called for by the San Francisco Board of 
 
          10   Supervisors in 1993, the National Park Service in 1994, 
 
          11   the Doyle Drive Intermodal Study in 1996, and the 
 
          12   Presidio Trust in 2002. 
 
          13            Alternative 2 is a freeway, taller and twice as 
 
          14   wide as what we now have.  It ensures that increasing 
 
          15   numbers of people who drive to work, live, or play in 
 
          16   the national park will be forced to use neighborhood 
 
          17   streets to access the park, as they do today. 
 
          18            The parkway, by contrast, has direct access to 
 
          19   the Presidio. 
 
          20            The Presidio Parkway is the result of years of 
 
          21   work to accommodate the needs of neighbors and agencies. 
 
          22   Michael Painter's goal has been to make this necessary 
 
          23   roadway much better -- better for drivers, better for 
 
          24   park users and visitors, and better for the Presidio's 
 
          25   neighbors. 
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           1            SPUR supports the hook ramp option at the 
 
           2   Highway 1 Interchange.  We do not support the slip ramp 
 
           3   to the Bridge parking lot, which adds roadway width at 
 
           4   the project's widest point, removes residences and 
 
           5   trees, and adds over $10 million in costs. 
 
           6            Legitimate concerns have been raised about the 
 
           7   Parkway's impacts to natural and cultural resources.  We 
 
           8   asked Michael Painter to do sun and shadow studies on 
 
           9   the impact of the Parkway over an expanded marsh and the 
 
          10   Tennessee Hollow restoration.  They show that the 
 
          11   shading impact is a small fraction of the shading of the 
 
          12   freeway alternative. 
 
          13            While marsh expansion and creek restoration are 
 
          14   not part of this project, the Presidio Parkway has been 
 
          15   designed to accommodate them.  We urge the Presidio 
 
          16   Trust and the National Park Service to accelerate 
 
          17   designs for those projects because excavation 
 
          18   coordinated with Doyle Drive's construction would save 
 
          19   tens of billions. 
 
          20            We've examined carefully the legitimate 
 
          21   concerns of some historic groups about impacts of the 
 
          22   Main Post tunnel on the bluff edge and Halleck Street, 
 
          23   which are historic landscape elements.  We're convinced 
 
          24   they can be mitigated so the Main Post and Crissy Field 
 
          25   can be reunited for the first time in 70 years.  Where 
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           1   today you stand at the Main Post and watch trucks 
 
           2   roaring by, you will be, instead, looking at the bay and 
 
           3   never hear the traffic. 
 
           4            The Parkway also restores the historic 
 
           5   alignment of Halleck Street. 
 
           6            Finally, the Parkway needs modern 
 
           7   traffic-management features, including video monitoring, 
 
           8   as called for in the Doyle Drive intermodal study.  They 
 
           9   will also increase the Bridge's security.  Remember, if 
 
          10   Doyle Drive is closed, so is the Golden Gate Bridge. 
 
          11   The deadline for including that in the regional plan for 
 
          12   national security funding is March 1st. 
 
          13            Give us a parkway through the national park, 
 
          14   moving traffic at moderate speed that is worthy of being 
 
          15   the southern approach to the Golden Gate. 
 
          16            Thank you. 
 
          17        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          18            Jim Chappell, with SPUR. 
 
          19        JIM CHAPPELL:  Jim Chappell, President of SPUR. 
 
          20            Good evening.  Getting the eastern end of Doyle 
 
          21   Drive right has always been the project's greatest 
 
          22   challenge.  At the eastern end, there are two great 
 
          23   sites: the Palace of Fine Arts and the Presidio National 
 
          24   Park.  People want to see and enjoy both of them, but 
 
          25   for 70 years, Doyle Drive has been a physical and visual 
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           1   barrier between them. 
 
           2            Before that, the Presidio and the Palace were 
 
           3   united as sites of the 1915 Panama Pacific Exposition. 
 
           4   That unity was foremost in the mind of the great 
 
           5   landscape architect and National Medal of Honor winner 
 
           6   Lawrence Halprin when he recently created the stunning 
 
           7   new park, sweeping towards the Palace from Letterman 
 
           8   Digital Arts Campus.  But Halprin could do nothing about 
 
           9   the intervening Doyle Drive.  We can. 
 
          10            SPUR's objectives have been to reunite the 
 
          11   Presidio and the Palace, to lessen impacts on the 
 
          12   Palace, to provide a magnificent Presidio entry, and to 
 
          13   minimize traffic in the neighborhoods and the park. 
 
          14            There are two options for the Presidio access, 
 
          15   circle drive and the diamond.  Each has advantages and 
 
          16   disadvantages.  SPUR believes that the circle drive best 
 
          17   meets these objectives. 
 
          18            The diamond takes cars borne for the Presidio 
 
          19   on a freeway-style off-ramp past much of the length of 
 
          20   the Palace.  This adds the equivalent of nearly two 
 
          21   lengths of road width and extends the third northbound 
 
          22   lane 700 feet farther north.  The result is to bring 
 
          23   traffic closer to the Palace and to create a dangerous 
 
          24   weave between buses entering Doyle Drive and exiting 
 
          25   cars. 
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           1            Circle drive separates Palace and Presidio 
 
           2   traffic at the Palace's south end.  It removes between 
 
           3   17 and 45 feet from Doyle Drive's width along its most 
 
           4   constrained area. 
 
           5            The diamond uses a freeway-style off-ramp, 
 
           6   visually signaling to drivers that they're entering a 
 
           7   freeway instead of a moderate-speed parkway.  Circle 
 
           8   drive provides a more gentle exit which visually says 
 
           9   you're entering a national park. 
 
          10            We think about 500 of the 1500 cars going to 
 
          11   Letterman will be coming from San Francisco.  Under the 
 
          12   diamond design, each of those hundreds of cars a day 
 
          13   will have to make a nearly half-mile-long loop to the 
 
          14   north in order to enter the Letterman garage. 
 
          15            Circle drive brings them to the garage almost 
 
          16   directly.  However, circle drive means removal of 
 
          17   Building 1151, the pool, which was built in the very 
 
          18   last year of the Presidio's 169-year period of historic 
 
          19   significance.  Removal must require compliance with 
 
          20   historic preservation regulations and that the Doyle 
 
          21   Drive project pay for the replacement of the building 
 
          22   and its use elsewhere in the Presidio.  We think a new 
 
          23   aquatic center near the main Presidio YMCA more 
 
          24   convenient and cheaper to operate. 
 
          25            The visual result of circle drive will be a 
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           1   truly spectacular reconnection of the Presidio and the 
 
           2   Palace of Fine Arts.  It will also provide an entry to 
 
           3   the Presidio that will draw visitors through a historic 
 
           4   area and then lead them to a natural area with a 
 
           5   stunning scenic vista.  And I recommend people to our 
 
           6   Web site, spur.org, for further information. 
 
           7        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
           8            Michael Marston. 
 
           9            Michael Marston? 
 
          10            Redmond Kernan. 
 
          11        REDMOND KERNAN:  Good evening.  I'm a SPUR board 
 
          12   member, and I did want to append to the SPUR 
 
          13   presentation that SPUR did today at their board meeting, 
 
          14   recommend a 60-day extension with conditions that it 
 
          15   didn't harm the project in terms of its funding.  So -- 
 
          16   just so you're aware of that. 
 
          17            So I would like to speak today from the Fort 
 
          18   Point & Presidio Historical Association, and we ask that 
 
          19   the comment period be extended from March 1 to May 1. 
 
          20            Alternative 2 has the least environmental 
 
          21   effect, the least cultural effect, and the least cost. 
 
          22   It is therefore attractive to many people. 
 
          23            I believe it is not the most desired 
 
          24   alternative from an aesthetic point of view and from the 
 
          25   point of view of a national park. 
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           1            Alternative 5 is much recommended.  And it has 
 
           2   a greater environmental and historic impact.  But those 
 
           3   can be alleviated.  And it's a question of how they're 
 
           4   alleviated.  Right now the alternative is the entire 
 
           5   Alternative 5 -- without sub-options to look at the Main 
 
           6   Post, how could buildings be preserved, what are the 
 
           7   options in terms of where they might be relocated. 
 
           8            To some preservationists, relocating a building 
 
           9   is not a good thing, and you might as well get rid of 
 
          10   it.  I don't agreed with that.  I think relocating is an 
 
          11   option that should be explored. 
 
          12            So there's a process that you're required to go 
 
          13   through because not only is the Presidio a national 
 
          14   park, it is, in fact, a national historic landmark.  And 
 
          15   you're required to go through the 106 process for 
 
          16   landmark status as well as a memorandum of agreement. 
 
          17            We don't have the results of that.  That 
 
          18   process lags the environmental process.  And if we knew 
 
          19   the mitigation measures that might be applied, that 
 
          20   would help in being able to make a decision or 
 
          21   recommendation to you.  Right now, we lack that. 
 
          22            The mitigation measures in the draft DEIS could 
 
          23   be simply to record, photograph, put in a file, document 
 
          24   the building that was there but remove it entirely with 
 
          25   no evidence that there was ever a building there.  We 
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           1   find that unacceptable. 
 
           2            We therefore ask that this additional time be 
 
           3   used to study sub-options for the areas that are 
 
           4   troublesome in terms of historic preservation.  And that 
 
           5   is not only the building but the bluff itself, which is 
 
           6   a topographic feature.  So we urge you to have the 
 
           7   extension and let us work together to find options that 
 
           8   add the historic preservation to what is otherwise under 
 
           9   consideration. 
 
          10        KAY WILSON:  Thank you very much. 
 
          11            Next three speakers:  Gary Widman, Diane 
 
          12   Hermann and Lucia Bogatay. 
 
          13        GARY WIDMAN:  I'm Gary Widman, President of the 
 
          14   California Heritage Council.  And I have to say that I 
 
          15   agree with virtually everything that you just heard from 
 
          16   Redmond Kernan, who is also one of our members as well 
 
          17   as being on the Fort & Point Presidio Historical 
 
          18   Association. 
 
          19            I'm concerned that, if the objectives of the 
 
          20   project were to call for a parkway in 1993, there is 
 
          21   really only one parkway alternative that's described. 
 
          22   And it seems that a process should produce more than one 
 
          23   alternative that meets the project objectives. 
 
          24            We're also concerned for historic preservation 
 
          25   of the structures, including the swimming pool.  We note 
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           1   that the concerns -- two of the slides that listed 
 
           2   concerns did not mention historic preservation or 
 
           3   historic issues, although they did mention cultural 
 
           4   resources on its list of concerns.  But historic 
 
           5   preservation and interpretation should be a concern as 
 
           6   well. 
 
           7            So we believe that the comment period should be 
 
           8   extended for 60 days, as Mr. Kernan just suggested, and 
 
           9   those 60 days put to the use of developing 
 
          10   sub-alternatives to 2 and 5 that could better preserve 
 
          11   the historic properties involved and still produce the 
 
          12   optimum structures for everyone. 
 
          13            We think that one should consider that, as one 
 
          14   drives into the Presidio from the north and exits to 
 
          15   Marin County -- exits San Francisco for Marin County, 
 
          16   that a great many people's aesthetic values will be at 
 
          17   stake as they drive through that area.  And it's not 
 
          18   just the aesthetic concerns of the people that are 
 
          19   walking along the shoreline that should be considered 
 
          20   here but the aesthetic concerns of the people who are 
 
          21   driving the freeway need to be considered as well. 
 
          22            And to that end we do recommend the extension 
 
          23   and greater attention to the historic resources. 
 
          24        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          25            Diane Hermann. 
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           1        DIANE HERMANN:  Good evening.  Tonight I would like 
 
           2   to focus on a lack of full and fair disclosure in the 
 
           3   DEIS of the adverse effects of the Parkway Alternative 
 
           4   as currently proposed on the Presidio as a national 
 
           5   historic landmark district.  As required by the National 
 
           6   Historic Preservation Act, a document called "Finding of 
 
           7   Effect," which is almost as thick as the DEIS, was 
 
           8   recently issued for the Doyle Drive project but has not 
 
           9   been distributed to the public with the DEIS. 
 
          10            The Finding of Effect does contain full 
 
          11   disclosure of the adverse effects on historic buildings, 
 
          12   features, and cultural landscapes.  But its most 
 
          13   revealing points are ignored or given only passing 
 
          14   attention in the DEIS.  Three examples include the 
 
          15   following. 
 
          16            First, the Finding of Effect states that the 
 
          17   presence of a continuous bluff to the north of the Main 
 
          18   Post is a character-defining feature of the Presidio and 
 
          19   explains why the bluff's removal or even its alteration 
 
          20   would lessen the public's understanding of the 
 
          21   development of the Presidio over time. 
 
          22            In contrast, the DEIS states only that the 
 
          23   bluff, quote, "influenced the pattern of development of 
 
          24   the Main Post," end of quote. 
 
          25            Second, the Finding of Effect notes that 
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           1   Halleck Street is a character-defining circulation 
 
           2   characteristic of the lower Main Post.  It discusses how 
 
           3   the Parkway Alternative's creation of a man-made hill 
 
           4   under Halleck Street will destroy the visual connection 
 
           5   between the Main Post and the water's edge and will 
 
           6   lessen the integrity of setting, association, and 
 
           7   feeling of this part of the Presidio.  The DEIS 
 
           8   discussion of the adverse effect of the Parkway 
 
           9   Alternative is limited to the bare statement that 
 
          10   historic Halleck Street will be realigned. 
 
          11            Finally, the Finding of Effect discusses 
 
          12   cumulative adverse impacts on the NHLD, for example, the 
 
          13   removal, since the Army's departure from the Presidio, 
 
          14   of dozens of historic buildings near Doyle Drive, 
 
          15   including the demolition of 39 historic buildings for 
 
          16   the Crissy Marsh project.  That discussion underscores 
 
          17   why the demolition of three of the very few remaining 
 
          18   historic buildings in the quartermaster's district 
 
          19   should be avoided.  The DEIS does not discuss these 
 
          20   cumulative impacts. 
 
          21            We therefore respectfully request that the 
 
          22   comment period be extended 60 days so that the public 
 
          23   can be given a fair opportunity to review the full 
 
          24   nature and depth of the project alternatives' relative 
 
          25   impact on the national historic landmark district and 
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           1   its historic buildings, features, and cultural 
 
           2   landscapes. 
 
           3        KAY WILSON:  Thank you very much. 
 
           4            Lucia Bogatay. 
 
           5        LUCIA BOGATAY:  Good evening.  I'm Lucia Bogatay, 
 
           6   an architect member of the Fort Point & Presidio 
 
           7   Historical Association and long-time advocate for 
 
           8   preserving and interpreting history of the Presidio.  I 
 
           9   believe the design, as many of the previous speakers, 
 
          10   for Alternative 5 must be reconsidered in the sensitive 
 
          11   area closest to the Main Post. 
 
          12            The four historic structures slated for 
 
          13   demolition should be retained. Buildings 204 and 201 
 
          14   date from 1896, just before the Spanish-American War. 
 
          15   One of them has an important design role in defining the 
 
          16   west edge of Halleck Street, which is the original route 
 
          17   to the wharf.  And given what happened to this route to 
 
          18   the wharf next to the marsh, it definitely needs to be 
 
          19   preserved all the more. 
 
          20            The circle drive, in my opinion, is not worth 
 
          21   the sacrifice of Building 1151, which was -- although it 
 
          22   was built at the last possible year, it could be 
 
          23   preserved.  It was important to the rehabilitation of 
 
          24   the wounded following World War II.  And in the spirit 
 
          25   of sustainability, which is supposed to motivate this 
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           1   park, not tearing it down would prevent having to 
 
           2   rebuild it. 
 
           3            Second, the DEIS does not give proper weight to 
 
           4   the damage to the cultural landscape, which would be 
 
           5   caused by burying the bluffs at the foot of the Main 
 
           6   Post. 
 
           7            The Secretary of the Interior's guidelines for 
 
           8   treatment of cultural landscapes call for beginning the 
 
           9   resource preservation effort by, quote, "...identifying 
 
          10   those landscape features and materials important to the 
 
          11   landscape's historical character and which must be 
 
          12   retained."  The guidelines list as the important 
 
          13   character-defining features of a cultural landscape, 
 
          14   quote, "...its spatial organization and land patterns, 
 
          15   features such as topography, vegetation, and 
 
          16   circulation." 
 
          17            The bluffs and Halleck Street are such 
 
          18   character-defining features.  And altering or destroying 
 
          19   them should be avoided at all costs.  And its impacts 
 
          20   are avoidable thanks to Red's idea of drafting one end 
 
          21   of Alternative 2 to the majority of Alternative 5. 
 
          22            In any case, it's somewhat ironic to think 
 
          23   that, after watching Crissy Field disappear under the 
 
          24   dirt from the first marsh project, that we will have to 
 
          25   watch the bluffs disappear under the dirt from the 
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           1   second marsh project.  And you can bet I will be there, 
 
           2   standing by the bulldozers. 
 
           3            In any case, I do think that additional time 
 
           4   would give a possibility for coming up with a better 
 
           5   solution, and I applaud the possibility that that could 
 
           6   happen. 
 
           7            Thank you. 
 
           8        KAY WILSON:  Thank you very much. 
 
           9            Joseph Butler. 
 
          10        JOSEPH BUTLER:  Good evening.  My name is Joseph 
 
          11   Butler.  I'm an architect here in the city and chair of 
 
          12   the San Francisco Preservation Consortium. 
 
          13            Today I'd like to echo the comments of Diane 
 
          14   Hermann and support the notion of a 60-day extension for 
 
          15   the purpose of looking at whether Buildings 201 and 204 
 
          16   that define Halleck Street and speak to the history of 
 
          17   the Presidio from the latter part of the 19th century 
 
          18   could be conserved or preserved with a roadway scheme 
 
          19   that's similar to the Parkway but one which moves 
 
          20   further north and allows the Parkway to come to grade 
 
          21   and even perhaps go below grade as it passes the base of 
 
          22   the Main Post. 
 
          23            It was mentioned that the Main Post should be 
 
          24   reconnected to Crissy Field.  But I think the purpose of 
 
          25   the siting by the Spanish was the attraction of the 
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           1   bluff and the disconnect that it made between the beach 
 
           2   and the main post that they were establishing for 
 
           3   defensive purposes above the bluff.  To eliminate this 
 
           4   cultural landscape as part of this project seems too 
 
           5   high a price. 
 
           6            And while the Parkway is greatly preferred to 
 
           7   the Alternative 2, which environmentally as a roadway 
 
           8   has fewer attributes, the better part of 2, its lighter 
 
           9   foot, if you will, on the cultural and landscape 
 
          10   resources, should be carried through in the Parkway 
 
          11   Option 5 so that Parkway option, which is aesthetically 
 
          12   preferable, could also be culturally and 
 
          13   landscape-resource preferable as well.   Thank you. 
 
          14        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          15            I have a card submitted by Diane Rowe.  And she 
 
          16   asked me to read her comments. 
 
          17            "The DEIS includes two project objectives that 
 
          18   appear to be impossible to meet in the Repair and Widen 
 
          19   alternatives, number one, to design the Doyle Drive 
 
          20   corridor using a parkway concept, and two, to improve 
 
          21   intermodal and vehicular access to Presidio which is the 
 
          22   Girard Road exit/entrance ramps in the Parkway 
 
          23   Alternative. 
 
          24            "I have two questions:  One, why isn't there an 
 
          25   additional parkway alternative that would avoid or 
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           1   minimize adverse impacts on the national landmark 
 
           2   district?" 
 
           3            Second question, "Why don't all build 
 
           4   alternatives contain an exit/entrance ramp into the 
 
           5   Presidio?" 
 
           6            Does anyone have any response to those 
 
           7   questions? 
 
           8            The first one was, "Why isn't there an 
 
           9   additional parkway alternative that would avoid or 
 
          10   minimize adverse impact to the national landmark 
 
          11   district?" 
 
          12        LEE SAAGE:  I can try. 
 
          13            The alternatives that were eliminated from the 
 
          14   study in 2004, Alternative 3 and Alternative 4, were 
 
          15   actually developed in response to the notion of a 
 
          16   Parkway Alternative.  So in a sense, those were part of 
 
          17   the collection of early parkway alternatives. 
 
          18            In fact, in trying to achieve the two goals of 
 
          19   those alternatives -- one to avoid impact to historic 
 
          20   resources and to -- and to maintain or create the 
 
          21   opportunity to reconnect Crissy Field with the upper 
 
          22   portion of the Post, we wound up with the very long 
 
          23   tunnels that were associated with those alternatives. 
 
          24   It turns out that, with those alternatives, the attempt 
 
          25   to, if you will, save cultural resources wound up having 
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           1   such adverse effect on natural resources, it drove the 
 
           2   cost of the project up to the point that it simply 
 
           3   wasn't tolerable.  It just became a challenge that 
 
           4   couldn't be met. 
 
           5            The alignment that's associated now with the 
 
           6   Parkway Alternative is really confined by the 
 
           7   constrained features of the Presidio.  It would be very 
 
           8   difficult to find an alternative that was materially 
 
           9   different in terms of its alignment or its primary 
 
          10   characteristic. 
 
          11            It's certainly possible to make adjustments or 
 
          12   changes to the alternative with regard to precise length 
 
          13   of tunnels or location of tunnels or even how many 
 
          14   tunnels there are.  And that's something that we're 
 
          15   hearing comments on tonight and something that can 
 
          16   certainly be looked at. 
 
          17            In terms of alternatives, particularly 
 
          18   Alternative 2, not meeting all the objectives of the 
 
          19   project, there are a number of objectives that were 
 
          20   established for the project.  And none of the 
 
          21   alternatives have met all of the objectives in exactly 
 
          22   the same way.  If they did, we'd only have one 
 
          23   alternative. 
 
          24            So that's kind of a part of the process, that 
 
          25   each alternative meets the various project objectives to 
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           1   a greater or lesser degree.  And part of the evaluation 
 
           2   process is to try to make judgments about which 
 
           3   alternatives, overall, do the best job. 
 
           4            Alternative 2 in part was developed to be sort 
 
           5   of the minimum cost, minimum replacement project that 
 
           6   would meet purpose and need.  And it does do that. 
 
           7        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
           8            Diane Barry, Dick Tilles, and Winchell Hayward. 
 
           9        DIANE BARRY:  I just have to say that, to the 
 
          10   extent I support any alternative, it would be 
 
          11   Alternative 2, the Replace and Widen without a detour. 
 
          12   I think it's the superior environmental alternative, and 
 
          13   I think it provides certainly a reasonable and prudent 
 
          14   alternative to taking out the pool.  I think we should 
 
          15   retain the historic Letterman Pool and reject the circle 
 
          16   drive option under the Parkway Alternative. 
 
          17            And during construction, I would ask that you 
 
          18   retain adequate, convenient and safe parking for 
 
          19   Letterman Pool. 
 
          20            I'd also like to request an extension of the 
 
          21   comment period for 60 days.  I am a user of the pool. 
 
          22   And in trying to drum up support for people to come and 
 
          23   speak here tonight, the YMCA, on February 6th, put out a 
 
          24   statement telling the people who use the pool that they 
 
          25   were not asking for support and that there were some 
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           1   project options that would result in an elimination of 
 
           2   Buildings 1151 and -52, which is not correct.  And they 
 
           3   stated -- and I would like to submit this statement to 
 
           4   you -- that they were not asking their YMCA members to 
 
           5   rally against the project at this time, until they have 
 
           6   more substantive information about the project and their 
 
           7   options. 
 
           8            Certainly they don't have the information that 
 
           9   I have.  And I'm just a regular citizen.  They are a 
 
          10   tenant of the Presidio Trust.  So because of that, I 
 
          11   would ask for an extension -- at least a 60-day 
 
          12   extension of the comment period so that the Y can be 
 
          13   educated.  And I'd like to submit this to someone. 
 
          14        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          15            Dick Tilles. 
 
          16        DICK TILLES:  Thank you, Kay. 
 
          17            I'm speaking here as a private citizen, 
 
          18   although someone who's been involved with the project 
 
          19   for many years. 
 
          20            I want to say I do support the Parkway 
 
          21   Alternative, and I thank the SPUR, Michael Painter, and 
 
          22   our consultants for making it a reality when we thought 
 
          23   it might be dead for a while.  I also support the 
 
          24   diamond option and do not believe that the Merchant Road 
 
          25   slip ramp is necessary.  I think we can accomplish just 
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           1   about all that the Merchant Road slip ramp does by 
 
           2   adding a stop sign for cars going to the Bridge from the 
 
           3   Presidio and by eliminating a couple of toll booths, 
 
           4   which should be done one of these days if the Bridge 
 
           5   District gets their act together. 
 
           6            My main concerns for the project, though, are 
 
           7   really during the construction period.  It's pretty 
 
           8   important.  It's going to be five years, about the time 
 
           9   the Presidio Trust needs to meet its financial goals. 
 
          10   And it's five years in a national park. 
 
          11            I have two primary concerns.  One is that the 
 
          12   connection between Route 1 and Doyle Drive eastbound or 
 
          13   southbound not be maintained during construction.  There 
 
          14   are a number of reasons for that.  There's good 
 
          15   alternative routes that exist between the Marina and 
 
          16   Richmond and the Sunset -- Geary, California Street.  So 
 
          17   we don't really need this connection.  The project would 
 
          18   be built faster and for a lower price if we did that. 
 
          19            It would also reduce traffic on Doyle and help 
 
          20   move traffic along during the construction period. 
 
          21   There will be detours.  The lower amount of traffic we 
 
          22   have on Doyle during that period, the better. 
 
          23            Traffic from the Bridge needs to use Doyle 
 
          24   Drive.  Traffic coming from the Richmond and Sunset does 
 
          25   not.  So it shouldn't be -- that connection should not 
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           1   be made during the construction period. 
 
           2            Secondly, I'm very concerned about what the EIS 
 
           3   says about connections between the Main Post and Crissy 
 
           4   Field during the construction period.  Basically that 
 
           5   there's no north-south access between Lyon Street and 
 
           6   McDowell Street, quite a distance.  Access really does 
 
           7   need to be maintained, both for vehicles and pedestrians 
 
           8   and bicycles during that period.  So I'm hoping that 
 
           9   there will be a traffic-management plan that comes out 
 
          10   very soon that addresses that issue. 
 
          11            Thank you very much for your time. 
 
          12        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          13            Winchell Hayward. 
 
          14        WINCHELL HAYWARD:  Good evening.  My name is 
 
          15   Winchell Hayward.  I'm a long-time resident of San 
 
          16   Francisco and of various historic preservation groups 
 
          17   [sic].  I am speaking in support of Alternative 2 
 
          18   because -- for several reasons.  Number one, the traffic 
 
          19   lanes are somewhat wider.  Alternative 2 has six 12-foot 
 
          20   lanes, whereas Alternative 5 only has four 11-foot lanes 
 
          21   and two 12-foot lanes.  Why there's a difference, I 
 
          22   don't know.  But it adds up to a difference in the 
 
          23   overall width.  Alternative 2's overall width is, from 
 
          24   shoulder to shoulder, 124 feet.  And Alternative 5 is 
 
          25   148 feet.  I might be off a foot or two either way, but 
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           1   it's a significant difference. 
 
           2            Now, both alternatives would modify that Park 
 
           3   Presidio Interchange.  One of them, Alternative 5, 
 
           4   proposes a 270-degree turn.  But I suspect that's going 
 
           5   to be eliminated, but that's very expensive. 
 
           6            Another thing, too, is that the Alternative 2 
 
           7   only removes the one building.  That's if you use the 
 
           8   no-detour option, only one building would disappear. 
 
           9   But if you use Alternative 5, you're going to lose 13 
 
          10   buildings, according to the DEIS.  And I'm not sure -- I 
 
          11   think that figure may have been changed, but that's 
 
          12   what's printed in the book:  13 buildings would be lost 
 
          13   if Alternative 5 is adopted. 
 
          14            Now the -- of course, one of the most 
 
          15   significant things, at least in my book, is the huge 
 
          16   difference in cost between Alternative 2 and Alternative 
 
          17   5.  Alternative 2, without the detour, is about 
 
          18   $553 million.  Alternative 5 with the Merchant Road 
 
          19   access is $710 million, give or take a few thousand.  So 
 
          20   that's a 28 percent increase of Alternative 5 over 
 
          21   Alternative 2, $157 million. 
 
          22            I think as taxpayers, we have to open our eyes 
 
          23   and ask ourselves, is it really worth -- that 257 
 
          24   million [sic], is that worth the environmental 
 
          25   enhancement?  It's really -- to my way of thinking, it's 
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           1   not.  But others may think differently.  But bear in 
 
           2   mind that significant difference of cost. 
 
           3            The book did not indicate a total construction 
 
           4   time.  I suspect there's some difference between the 
 
           5   time of each of these, but it's not indicated. 
 
           6            Also, to the grades, the grades are somewhat 
 
           7   different.  It's a constant grade, essentially, for 
 
           8   Alternative 2, whereas Alternative 5, there's a little 
 
           9   bit of a dip up and down.  And I suggest that that's not 
 
          10   necessary. 
 
          11            And is this enough for me? 
 
          12            Okay.  One more sentence?  Alternative 5 is 
 
          13   going to erase some parking spaces at Palace of Fine 
 
          14   Arts. 
 
          15        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          16            Kristofer Orre has asked that I read a couple 
 
          17   of comments.  The first one is, "Have you considered the 
 
          18   incorporation (present or future) of a rail system 
 
          19   and/or bike paths along the Doyle Drive corridor?" 
 
          20            The second is, "How will you mitigate for not 
 
          21   only the loss of threatened/endangered species but also 
 
          22   the loss of native habitat?  What specific actions will 
 
          23   be taken, and for how long after the completion of the 
 
          24   project will they be carried out?" 
 
          25            Lee, did you want to comment on the alternative 
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           1   light rail that's going to be considered? 
 
           2        LEE SAAGE:  The primary purpose of the project, as 
 
           3   indicated in the purpose and need statement, is to 
 
           4   replace the existing Doyle Drive.  And the existing 
 
           5   Doyle Drive is a highway facility, so we did, during the 
 
           6   early scoping process, look at a number of options 
 
           7   including rail.  But for a variety of reasons, looking 
 
           8   at rail only associated with Doyle Drive, it didn't seem 
 
           9   to be a reasonable thing to do because there's nothing 
 
          10   to connect it to on either end. 
 
          11            With regard to the question concerning 
 
          12   endangered species, I think we can probably ask our 
 
          13   environmental expert from CalTrans to comment on that. 
 
          14        KAY WILSON:  Okay.  Thank you. 
 
          15            Jared? 
 
          16        JARED GOLDFINE:  Yeah.  The short answer to that is 
 
          17   that there are no threatened and endangered species that 
 
          18   would be affected by the project. 
 
          19            There are habitats that would be affected, and 
 
          20   we will be mitigating those, but in terms of federally 
 
          21   or state-listed species, none will be affected. 
 
          22        KAY WILSON:  Is there a guideline in terms of how 
 
          23   long mitigation will be in place after the project is 
 
          24   carried out? 
 
          25        JARED GOLDFINE:  Those are detailed in the 
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           1   environmental document, how they'll be mitigated. 
 
           2        KAY WILSON:  Okay, thank you. 
 
           3            Next three speakers:  Eric Solomon, Michael 
 
           4   Strunsky, and Sue Chang. 
 
           5        ERIC SOLOMON:  Yeah, very quickly -- I think you 
 
           6   ought to save the swimming pool.  Yes.  I think enough 
 
           7   stuff has happened to veterans of our wars who need 
 
           8   rehabilitation, not to do a symbolic smash in their 
 
           9   faces at this time or at any time. 
 
          10            Number two, I get sense that the mapping and 
 
          11   the whole discussion tonight is based on a world where 
 
          12   something ends at Richardson or the Palace of Fine Arts. 
 
          13   There is more, you know.  There's Lombard Street.  There 
 
          14   are all the side streets. 
 
          15            I happen to live on Filbert.  I deal with 
 
          16   megavolts [sic] every day now, helping the Presidio.  So 
 
          17   I'm a contributor. 
 
          18            But I do not grasp why you haven't discussed 
 
          19   what the hook is, what the circle is, and what the 
 
          20   lights are, or how many lanes are going -- is it going 
 
          21   to be the same?  Is it going to be different?  What will 
 
          22   be the traffic implications?  Will people want to take 
 
          23   every possible side street to escape what this highway 
 
          24   is going to do? 
 
          25            And, finally, I want to thank the various SPUR 
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           1   people who I've never seen in action before, because I 
 
           2   think they've made a very sensitive and interesting 
 
           3   suggestion. 
 
           4        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
           5            Michael Strunsky. 
 
           6        MICHAEL STRUNSKY:  Thank you for this very 
 
           7   interesting presentation. 
 
           8            My comments are based upon the fact that my 
 
           9   home is almost exactly at the eastern end of this 
 
          10   project.  And I would like to just ask the design team 
 
          11   to be very critical and assure the accuracy, in 
 
          12   particular, of its traffic studies. 
 
          13            The last gentleman before me talked about the 
 
          14   impact away from the project.  And I just want to 
 
          15   reinforce that.  It is very hard for me to understand or 
 
          16   believe the traffic studies that show the rather 
 
          17   circuitous way of getting to Marina Boulevard is going 
 
          18   to function [sic]. 
 
          19            And I point out the major construction project 
 
          20   that existed at the eastern end of the Bay Bridge which, 
 
          21   if any of you have tried to get on or off the Bay Bridge 
 
          22   in heavy traffic times, it's just a disaster of waiting 
 
          23   in traffic and so forth. 
 
          24            Don't let that happen here.  If it takes 
 
          25   another 60 days, as many people have recommended, to 
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           1   look again at this, look again also at your traffic 
 
           2   studies because they are very hard for me to believe 
 
           3   that they are correct. 
 
           4            Marina Boulevard seems to be forgotten in this. 
 
           5   Don't let political pressures of the nice fancy houses 
 
           6   there ruin the rest of San Francisco.  Do it right, 
 
           7   please.  We only have one chance.  Thanks. 
 
           8        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
           9            Sue Chang. 
 
          10            Okay.  She wrote a comment down, so I'll read 
 
          11   it. 
 
          12            It says, "Please combine 2 and 5 and offer a 
 
          13   beautiful Alternative 2 if possible." 
 
          14            Okay.  The next three speakers -- and when you 
 
          15   come up, stand back just a little bit from the 
 
          16   microphone, and maybe we'll get rid of a little bit of 
 
          17   that ringing. 
 
          18            James Ream, Richard Coffin, and Michael Keck. 
 
          19        JAMES REAM:  My name is James Ream.  I'm a member 
 
          20   of the SPUR's advisory council, although I'm speaking 
 
          21   tonight for myself and not for the council. 
 
          22            Once in a great while, a city -- and in this 
 
          23   case a city and park -- has an opportunity for 
 
          24   greatness.  And Michael Painter's parkway scheme has 
 
          25   given us that opportunity.  And I'm absolutely convinced 
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           1   that we're going to proceed in that direction. 
 
           2            Michael's vision and 15 years of work with this 
 
           3   project and everybody else who has helped him along the 
 
           4   way have brought us to this point.  I think it's a great 
 
           5   moment for the city, and I applaud everybody who has 
 
           6   been involved with it. 
 
           7            I'd like to also address the concerns for the 
 
           8   historic preservation that have been brought up here 
 
           9   tonight, and I'm sure that your panel has given a lot of 
 
          10   time and attention to.  And I speak to that as a past 
 
          11   vice president of the San Francisco Preservation 
 
          12   Advisory Board and past president of the Foundation for 
 
          13   San Francisco's Architectural Heritage.  So I care about 
 
          14   these matters. 
 
          15            Too often, the concerns for preserving pieces 
 
          16   of history have stood in the way in this city of 
 
          17   projects from which we could all greatly benefit and 
 
          18   which could increase the livability and enjoyability of 
 
          19   this city. 
 
          20            A rational society will take a look at what 
 
          21   might be lost in the way of historic structures and 
 
          22   compare that to what will be gained by doing a worthy 
 
          23   project in the best possible way.  And I'd like to urge 
 
          24   everybody connected with this project to stay in there, 
 
          25   weigh these alternatives, and make a decision in favor 
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           1   of the optimum Presidio parkway system. 
 
           2            Michael, I'd also planned to ask this audience 
 
           3   to join me in a round of applause for the work that 
 
           4   you've done, but that's against the rules.  So what I'm 
 
           5   going to do is just applaud you myself as I've always 
 
           6   wanted to do. 
 
           7        KAY WILSON:  Thank you very much. 
 
           8            Richard Coffin. 
 
           9        RICHARD COFFIN:  Good evening.  My name is Rich 
 
          10   Coffin and -- let me raise this up. 
 
          11            Okay.  I get ten more seconds now. 
 
          12            I'm here on behalf of the 5,000 members -- over 
 
          13   5,000 members of the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition. 
 
          14   We want to thank you, first of all, for allowing us to 
 
          15   serve on the citizens advisory committee.  And we've had 
 
          16   input over the last three years on a lot of issues on 
 
          17   the project.  We appreciate that. 
 
          18            We'd also like to say we favor Alternative 5 
 
          19   for the aesthetic values that it offers, for the reduced 
 
          20   footprints, and especially for the options to allow 
 
          21   better interface with city streets.  I think Michael 
 
          22   Painter did an excellent job with that.  I think there's 
 
          23   a lot of work to still be done with that, but I think 
 
          24   there's a lot more potential in Alternative 5 than there 
 
          25   is in Alternative 2. 
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           1            We also ask that, if the boulevard alternative 
 
           2   is selected, that Girard Street have bike lanes on it. 
 
           3   They're not currently shown in the design.  There's been 
 
           4   talk about alternate routes on old Mason to Halleck. 
 
           5   But the more we've looked at the situation, it's 
 
           6   definitely a desirable route for bicycles that would 
 
           7   want to go from Lyon and Marina into the Main Post.  And 
 
           8   we think bike lanes could be accommodated really easily 
 
           9   on that stretch and safely with crossover lanes and new 
 
          10   techniques.  So we ask for that. 
 
          11            We also ask that, in light of the fact that 
 
          12   there are no bike facilities in a some 6- to $700 
 
          13   million project, that some other mitigation measures be 
 
          14   considered, such as improvements to Marina -- check my 
 
          15   notes -- to Crissy Boulevard -- Crissy Field Avenue from 
 
          16   Mason Street up to Lincoln Boulevard, and also that a 
 
          17   multi-use path be installed from the top of Crissy Field 
 
          18   Avenue up to Vista Avenue along the stretch from the 
 
          19   Golden Gate Bridge.  That's a heavily used bicycle and 
 
          20   pedestrian corridor.  I know the Presidio pathway plans 
 
          21   have some improvements designed for that already.  We'd 
 
          22   like to see those implemented as part of mitigation for 
 
          23   this project. 
 
          24            Furthermore, we'd like to consider the fact 
 
          25   that, since there are no bicycle lanes or pedestrian -- 
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           1   in fact, we're losing a pedestrian path on Doyle 
 
           2   Drive -- that money, perhaps, get applied from this 
 
           3   project to the west span of the Bay Bridge and -- for 
 
           4   the new maintenance and pedestrian path and bicycle path 
 
           5   on that project, so.... 
 
           6            Again, I want to thank you for including us in 
 
           7   this process, and we hope that we can work with you in 
 
           8   the future to develop a world-class parkway alternative. 
 
           9   Thank you. 
 
          10        KAY WILSON:  Thank you very much. 
 
          11            Michael Keck. 
 
          12        MICHAEL KECK:  My name is Michael Keck.  It's 
 
          13   K-E-C-K. 
 
          14        KAY WILSON:  My apologies. 
 
          15        MICHAEL KECK:  That's okay.  I've had other 
 
          16   versions thrown at me. 
 
          17            I think this project is about 30 years too late 
 
          18   in coming.  I've looked at the history that you've put 
 
          19   forth in the program here.  And you've tried it several 
 
          20   times.  I come from a very unique perspective that I'd 
 
          21   like to address to you, something that Mr. Kennerley 
 
          22   touched on, which is I am a survivor of a head-on on 
 
          23   Doyle Drive, July 26th, 2003, just about outside this 
 
          24   window. 
 
          25            One of the things that you have failed to give 
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           1   the public -- and I've heard some questions so far as, 
 
           2   "Why are you going to 12-foot lanes?  Why are you making 
 
           3   it so wide?" 
 
           4            Mr. Goldfine can certainly verify, one of the 
 
           5   facts is that CalTrans sets forth regulations when you 
 
           6   build highways and freeways here.  The minimum lane 
 
           7   width that they feel is acceptable for safety is 12 
 
           8   feet.  But the bottom line is that ten feet, there's no 
 
           9   room to get out of an accident.  And if somebody changes 
 
          10   lanes and sideswipes you, you all of a sudden find 
 
          11   yourself on the other side of the roadway where you 
 
          12   don't belong.  And whatever you do, cars aren't going to 
 
          13   save you; air bags aren't going to save you. 
 
          14            I was incredibly fortunate.  Unfortunately, the 
 
          15   young lady that was on her way to a birthday party for 
 
          16   her best friend was not, and she was killed. 
 
          17            But I hear, "More time.  More time.  Let's 
 
          18   talk.  Let's study."  How many more people are going to 
 
          19   die in that passage of time? 
 
          20            Mr. Goldfine of CalTrans can probably run the 
 
          21   numbers for you because CalTrans keeps track of all the 
 
          22   accidents on its highways.  They keep statistics.  And 
 
          23   they're pretty cold.  They know which roadways are 
 
          24   dangerous because they have more accidents. 
 
          25            That road out there is one of them.  The sooner 
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           1   you can change it is not soon enough.  But one of the 
 
           2   things that you should provide these people as they're 
 
           3   making their decisions about aesthetics and animals and 
 
           4   marshes and buildings -- how many lives is it worth?  It 
 
           5   wasn't worth the life of that young lady that died two 
 
           6   and a half years ago.  I'm here to tell you about it. 
 
           7   And I've got some issues.  I'm still walking.  I've just 
 
           8   had my third surgery. 
 
           9            But people can live.  You need to move this 
 
          10   forward with all speed.  I can't tell you which life 
 
          11   you'll save, but I can guarantee you, you're going to 
 
          12   save lives.  Do it now. 
 
          13        KAY WILSON:  Thank you, Mr. Keck. 
 
          14            Michael Boland, followed by Rick Foster and 
 
          15   Monica Dantas. 
 
          16            Excuse me.  That last one I'll read. 
 
          17        MICHAEL BOLAND:  Thank you.  My name is Mike 
 
          18   Boland.  I'm director of planning for the Presidio 
 
          19   Trust.  I'd like to thank everyone for organizing a 
 
          20   wonderful event tonight, and an opportunity for us all 
 
          21   to see the incredible work that's gone into the Doyle 
 
          22   Drive project. 
 
          23            The release of the Doyle Drive EIS, I believe, 
 
          24   is really a milestone, something that's been coming for 
 
          25   a long time, a long time in the making.  I think Doyle 
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           1   Drive has been waiting a long time for the right 
 
           2   solution.  And I think that the process has finally 
 
           3   closed in on that proper solution for the future of this 
 
           4   place. 
 
           5            The Presidio Trust and National Park Service 
 
           6   are in the process of transforming the Presidio into a 
 
           7   21st-century national park.  We're trying to turn this 
 
           8   into a place that's a model of innovative design, of 
 
           9   resource management, heritage preservation, and 
 
          10   community stewardship. 
 
          11            Because of its size and scope, the 
 
          12   reconstruction of Doyle Drive obviously has an enormous 
 
          13   effect on our ability to accomplish this mission. 
 
          14            The old Doyle Drive carried civilians over the 
 
          15   Presidio to the Golden Gate without letting them touch 
 
          16   down in the Presidio, without giving them an opportunity 
 
          17   to enjoy the wonders of this place.  We believe that a 
 
          18   new Doyle Drive can and should reflect the Presidio's 
 
          19   new life as a national park and as a public resource by 
 
          20   engaging the public in the landscape of this place in a 
 
          21   way that the old Doyle Drive does not and cannot because 
 
          22   of its design. 
 
          23            As a result, we believe the Parkway Alternative 
 
          24   best achieves our vision of the Presidio as a wonderful 
 
          25   public place.  We think that the Parkway Alternative 
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           1   better meets the objectives of the Presidio Trust 
 
           2   management plan, which is our land-use management plan 
 
           3   that guides all of our actions here in the Presidio, in 
 
           4   Area B.  And we think that the Parkway Alternative 
 
           5   better achieves the objectives for the Doyle Drive 
 
           6   project as stated in the EIS and, you know, the 
 
           7   objectives that have guided this process thus far, that 
 
           8   it really creates a roadway that responds in a very 
 
           9   contextual way to the Presidio and to its future as a 
 
          10   national park. 
 
          11            We applaud the fact that the Parkway re-creates 
 
          12   a direct connection between Crissy Field, a wonderful 
 
          13   new public resource that the citizens of this city and 
 
          14   the nation can enjoy, to the Main Post, which in PTMP we 
 
          15   imagine as the other great public site in the Main Post 
 
          16   of the Presidio, to create together a really world-class 
 
          17   ensemble along the northern waterfront of the Presidio. 
 
          18   We think that the Parkway Alternative allows this to 
 
          19   happen in a way that the retrofit and widen would not. 
 
          20            Lastly, we really believe that the Parkway 
 
          21   Alternative will set a new standard for highway design 
 
          22   in this region and that it will endure as a model for 
 
          23   how civic-mindedness can drive us to achieve greatness 
 
          24   in the transformation of the landscape.  We don't see 
 
          25   any of these benefits in retrofit and widen alternative. 
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           1            We're extremely pleased with the progress 
 
           2   that's been made thus far.  We're also pleased that the 
 
           3   design team has been so open to our comments as it 
 
           4   incorporated so many of them as we've worked together on 
 
           5   this project.  We look forward to our continuing 
 
           6   collaboration as the project alternatives are refined, 
 
           7   based on the feedback you receive on your draft EIS. 
 
           8            Our goal maintains the goal we began with:  To 
 
           9   minimize the impacts of this roadway to parkland and to 
 
          10   the park's resources and to maximize park benefits by 
 
          11   creating a world-class roadway that we think is worthy 
 
          12   of this world-class park site. 
 
          13            For that, I thank you. 
 
          14        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          15            Rick Foster. 
 
          16        RICK FOSTER:  I'm Rick Foster with Golden Gate 
 
          17   National Recreation Area.  Brian O'Neill, our 
 
          18   superintendent, was unable to participate in tonight's 
 
          19   meeting.  But he asked me to convey his enthusiastic 
 
          20   support for the Parkway Alternative, Alternative 5. 
 
          21            GGNRA first endorsed replacing Doyle Drive with 
 
          22   a parkway rather than a freeway in the general 
 
          23   management plan for the Presidio in 1994.  We've 
 
          24   participated in the draft environmental impact statement 
 
          25   for Doyle Drive for the past six years and have worked 
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           1   closely with the transportation agencies and consultants 
 
           2   in an effort to help them gain a better understanding of 
 
           3   the recreational, cultural, and natural resources in the 
 
           4   national park. 
 
           5            Through this effort, project-specific design 
 
           6   guidelines have been developed for Doyle Drive for the 
 
           7   Parkway that have resulted in a narrower, slower roadway 
 
           8   that responds to its unique setting in a national park. 
 
           9   We appreciate the efforts that Michael Painter and SPUR 
 
          10   have contributed to this effort, and also for the 
 
          11   efforts from Federal Highways, CalTrans, and especially 
 
          12   the Transportation Authority in support of the many 
 
          13   design exceptions that they've championed in an effort 
 
          14   to keep the Parkway vision for Doyle Drive alive. 
 
          15            Thank you. 
 
          16        KAY WILSON:  Thank you, Rick. 
 
          17            Monica Dantas. 
 
          18            Is Monica still here? 
 
          19            Okay.  We're making very good progress through 
 
          20   our cards.  I appreciate everybody's cooperation.  We're 
 
          21   getting through the stack.  If anybody does want to turn 
 
          22   in a card, please raise your hand now, and Lauren will 
 
          23   collect them.  Over there?  Thank you.  And we'll keep 
 
          24   going. 
 
          25            Patricia Vaughy. 
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           1            Patricia? 
 
           2        PATRICIA VAUGHY:  Patricia Vaughy.  Can you guys 
 
           3   hear me?  I'm going to have to do it like this. 
 
           4        KAY WILSON:  Let us lower the mike.  Just a second. 
 
           5        PATRICIA VAUGHY:  Well, the 5 plan looks pretty. 
 
           6   And I think it has some good merits.  I don't think that 
 
           7   anybody ever looked at the traffic patterns of the 
 
           8   Marina-Cow Hollow and of the Richmond.  And I think that 
 
           9   these counts may be off.  And what I'm more disturbed 
 
          10   about is neighborhood meetings where the establishment's 
 
          11   supposed to be asked, the Transportation Authority, and 
 
          12   people from outside neighborhoods coming in and 
 
          13   interfering.  That really bothers me. 
 
          14            The Marina-Cow Hollow is a very, very, very 
 
          15   tight neighborhood.  We may have associations that 
 
          16   squabble, but we will come together for a solution.  And 
 
          17   right now I am saying everything don't -- into the 
 
          18   middle part of the Marina and into the side streets of 
 
          19   Cow Hollow. 
 
          20            And I feel very, very, very sad that -- the 
 
          21   counts that are missing from the EIS.  I would 
 
          22   particularly like for that 60-day extension so that we 
 
          23   can do a better study. 
 
          24            Yes, people have been killed.  But we have an 
 
          25   accident every two days almost at the corner of 
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           1   Francisco, Alhambra, and at Lyon.  We don't have police 
 
           2   protection.  When we call for somebody after an 
 
           3   accident, the State comes, the City comes.  They argue 
 
           4   for 30 minutes which one has the territory.  And there's 
 
           5   a lot of things that are happening. 
 
           6            I am sorry that SPUR did not include people of 
 
           7   Marina-Cow Hollow in their plan because I think that we 
 
           8   could have gotten a plan through better and faster had 
 
           9   they been included.  And I'm very sorry about that.  I 
 
          10   have not be able to find anybody from the area that is 
 
          11   on that committee that actually speaks with authority, 
 
          12   and I'm sorry. 
 
          13            The other thing is, I would like to have a more 
 
          14   open dialog with the Department.  I feel that, when we 
 
          15   go to the CAC meetings, that people from SPUR get 30 
 
          16   minutes to speak, and we get to speak two minutes and we 
 
          17   get cut off.  And I think that we really desperately 
 
          18   need to have more input on this, and I think we can come 
 
          19   up with a win-win solution.  But right now I'm not 
 
          20   seeing it. 
 
          21            I'm hearing more and more people, because of 
 
          22   these -- 30 seconds?  Great. 
 
          23            I really think right now we should look at 
 
          24   No. 2, but I would like to look at No. 5 when we can 
 
          25   find solutions.  But right now I'm not seeing it. 
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           1            And I will not support anything being put next 
 
           2   to the neighbors at Lyon and Bay.  There is no reason 
 
           3   for that phase of the circle or that phase of the 
 
           4   diamond project.  The circle and diamond, you can go up 
 
           5   and use them up on the Parkway.  But you don't need them 
 
           6   up against people's houses. 
 
           7            Thank you. 
 
           8        KAY WILSON:  Thank you, Patricia. 
 
           9            Gretchen Nicholson has asked that I read this, 
 
          10   representing herself and YMCA members.  And she writes 
 
          11   as follows: 
 
          12            "As a member of the Presidio YMCA and frequent 
 
          13   user of the former Letterman Pool (Building 1151), I 
 
          14   deeply oppose the circle drive option of Alternative 5, 
 
          15   Presidio Parkway. 
 
          16            Since the purpose of converting a former 
 
          17   military facility to public cultural, recreational use 
 
          18   is to foster and promote and serve such uses, it makes 
 
          19   no sense to destroy the Letterman Pool to widen a road 
 
          20   when there are other alternatives.  The pool is heavily 
 
          21   used by families, the elderly and the disabled for 
 
          22   educational, health and rehabilitative type and 
 
          23   recreational purposes, which is what this national park 
 
          24   should be supporting and not destroying." 
 
          25            Okay.  We have a comment from Lori Brooke 
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           1   that's representing the Cow Hollow Association, asked me 
 
           2   to read as follows: 
 
           3            "How does traffic get onto Doyle Drive from 
 
           4   Marina Boulevard heading west?"  That's the first 
 
           5   question. 
 
           6            "Does this cause a greater delay from the 
 
           7   current configuration?"  Joe?  Gary? 
 
           8        JOE STORY:  It would be easier to show with a map. 
 
           9        KAY WILSON:  "How does traffic get to Doyle Drive 
 
          10   from Marina Boulevard heading west?" 
 
          11        JOE STORY:  That's good.  There we go. 
 
          12            This is the famous five-points intersection up 
 
          13   here, which is where Lyon and Old Mason and Marina meet. 
 
          14   And this, of course, is the current corridor that the 
 
          15   viaduct from Marina Boulevard currently is in place now. 
 
          16   There is still two lanes at this intersection.  And 
 
          17   traffic is obviously stopped, controlled here before it 
 
          18   gets onto Doyle Drive. 
 
          19            In the Parkway option, the traffic would move 
 
          20   through this and go up to the next intersection here, 
 
          21   where we're envisioning having a yield sign and a right 
 
          22   turn sign, essentially a free right, that would then 
 
          23   continue up and get onto the mainline of Doyle Drive. 
 
          24            In terms of the actual additional travel time 
 
          25   required, I don't have every single number of the 
 
 
 
                                                                     77 
 
 

258 of 659

fowlerl
Line

fowlerl
Text Box
1



 
 
 
 
           1   traffic study in my head.  I believe it will probably 
 
           2   take about another eight or ten additional seconds to do 
 
           3   that.  There's not an additional signal that somebody 
 
           4   heading west will have to go through. 
 
           5            I may also point out that the Richardson 
 
           6   corridor is also going to be designed with some 
 
           7   super-elevation modifications and such to encourage 
 
           8   traffic not to achieve a fast speed on Richardson as 
 
           9   well, but certainly, unlike today where you have the 
 
          10   loop that loops up and back, there will be a slightly 
 
          11   shorter path on Richardson. 
 
          12        KAY WILSON:  Thank you.  I've been asked to make an 
 
          13   inquiry in the group -- are there people that are 
 
          14   planning to use the Presidio Shuttle at the end of the 
 
          15   meeting?  If we could have a show of hands -- because if 
 
          16   not, they may send the driver home.  But if there's 
 
          17   people that want to use it, they may keep it. 
 
          18            Thank you. 
 
          19            Doug Kern. 
 
          20        DOUG KERN:  Hello.  Good evening.  I'm Doug Kern. 
 
          21   Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 
 
          22            On behalf of ten environmental and community 
 
          23   organizations, I'd like to respectfully request a 60-day 
 
          24   time extension so that we can respond to this document. 
 
          25   Most of our organizations have been involved in the 
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           1   process for six to ten years, and we appreciate the 
 
           2   substantial amount of work and effort that's been 
 
           3   expended on this document. 
 
           4            While we are keenly aware of your desire to 
 
           5   keep a steady momentum with the project, our 
 
           6   organizations are still wading through the voluminous 
 
           7   documents and supplementary documents that accompany the 
 
           8   DEIS.  We need additional time to prepare coordinated 
 
           9   responses to many of our technical concerns regarding 
 
          10   the Doyle Drive impacts to marsh expansion and wildlife 
 
          11   corridors.  Thanks for considering our request. 
 
          12        KAY WILSON:  Thank you very much. 
 
          13            Eugena Perez. 
 
          14        EUGENA PEREZ:  Thank  you.  I -- in Spanish 
 
          15   (speaking Spanish) 
 
          16            I would like to address a tiny little line 
 
          17   under circle drive option that would have a significant 
 
          18   effect on a large part of the population.  And that is, 
 
          19   it says, "Would require the removal of the YMCA swimming 
 
          20   pool." 
 
          21            Such a little line for a resource that's so 
 
          22   valuable.  And as somebody who is an immigrant, it 
 
          23   really shocks me that we treat a huge valuable resource 
 
          24   as this pool -- you know, it goes along with having to 
 
          25   throw away my fax machine because nobody will fix it, or 
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           1   using disposable razors. 
 
           2            This Letterman Pool is a large beautiful pool. 
 
           3   And I'm a psychologist.  And I'm particularly concerned 
 
           4   about removing this resource from two specific 
 
           5   populations.  It teaches swimming to a great many 
 
           6   children from infants to teens.  And we know that there 
 
           7   is a huge obesity problem in this country.  And we have 
 
           8   children learning from very early, establishing habits 
 
           9   that will help them with that problem.  And we're 
 
          10   destroying the pool. 
 
          11            And most of the population are seniors, of whom 
 
          12   I happen to be one.  And I use the pool for aqua-fit to 
 
          13   maintain my physical and mental health.  And I know that 
 
          14   there are many, many seniors for whom this resource 
 
          15   prevents depression and, in many cases, their health. 
 
          16            So I would urge you to look for an option that 
 
          17   would not include destruction of this very valuable 
 
          18   resource. 
 
          19            Thank you. 
 
          20        KAY WILSON:  Please raise your hand if you didn't 
 
          21   submit a card so we can collect them all.  Lauren is out 
 
          22   there to collect and hand them back.  Anybody in the 
 
          23   front?  Like to get all of the cards in. 
 
          24            Okay.  The next one is from David Bancroft who 
 
          25   asks that I read the following comment: 
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           1            "With respect to Alternative 5, what 
 
           2   justification is claimed for" -- sorry. 
 
           3            "What justification is claimed for dealing with 
 
           4   the very heavy traffic coming off the Golden Gate Bridge 
 
           5   otherwise getting onto Marina Boulevard by, one, 
 
           6   reducing the number of lanes from two to just one; two, 
 
           7   most importantly, interposing two new four-way 
 
           8   intersections and presumably stoplights; and three, 
 
           9   providing the number of lanes" -- "reducing the number 
 
          10   of lanes going north?" 
 
          11            Okay.  Another card from Elaine -- I cannot 
 
          12   read the last name, a concerned citizen, "Save the pool 
 
          13   for the people." 
 
          14            And the next speakers are Ann Harrison and Jean 
 
          15   Caramatti. 
 
          16        ANN HARRISON:  Hi.  Good evening, everyone.  Good 
 
          17   evening, all of my neighbors.  I'm a resident here in 
 
          18   the Marina District.  I love our community here in San 
 
          19   Francisco.  I think that we have a beautiful town, and 
 
          20   we want to keep it so it's beautiful.  People come here 
 
          21   from all over the world just to be here.  They come here 
 
          22   for a number of reasons. 
 
          23            I'm not a professional speaker, by the way. 
 
          24            Also, I would like to let you know that I think 
 
          25   Alternative 2 is the better alternative for our 
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           1   community.  The reasons are the following:  The cost is 
 
           2   less than -- between 165- and $200 million than 
 
           3   Alternative 5. 
 
           4            Alternative 2 provides us with less disruption 
 
           5   to existing buildings in the Presidio, San Francisco 
 
           6   wildlife.  It's not destroyed -- and the trees.  Fewer 
 
           7   historic buildings are destroyed also. 
 
           8            On Doyle Drive, with Alternative 2, views of 
 
           9   the San Francisco National Cemetery are left intact as 
 
          10   well as the San Francisco Bay as you commute in and 
 
          11   outside of our beautiful city. 
 
          12            On Doyle Drive views give drivers visual and 
 
          13   emotional relief, so road rage is not encouraged, and we 
 
          14   have open sky throughout.  The traffic flows would be 
 
          15   about the same in and out San Francisco with 
 
          16   Alternative 2. 
 
          17            But traffic is diverted more to Lombard and to 
 
          18   Richardson with Alternative 5, so you'd have increased 
 
          19   noise.  And with Alternative 5 you also increase the 
 
          20   growth in the Presidio.  The Presidio is our park, is 
 
          21   our heritage.  I have children that live here in San 
 
          22   Francisco.  They want to stay here living in San 
 
          23   Francisco.  I want San Francisco to stay as this 
 
          24   beautiful community that we have.  I want it to be there 
 
          25   for them to enjoy our parks, not only for us but for 
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           1   future generations. 
 
           2            Alternative 2 is better because, if there is a 
 
           3   terrorist attack, an open existing Alternative 2 will be 
 
           4   the least amount of risk to family and friends trapped 
 
           5   in tunnels than Alternative 5 is being considered [sic]. 
 
           6            Alternative 2 has the feel of a relaxed, cozy 
 
           7   existing community commute to and from San Francisco. 
 
           8            The construction time for Alternative 2 is less 
 
           9   than a minimum of 2 years.  Can you image what it's 
 
          10   going to be like if we go for Alternative 5?  It's not 
 
          11   going to look like the Marina anymore.  It's not going 
 
          12   to look like the beautiful approach when you come across 
 
          13   from Marin and you come across the Golden Gate Bridge. 
 
          14   Alternative 2 allows us to keep the feel that we have 
 
          15   currently in place intact. 
 
          16            Thank you very much for your appreciation and 
 
          17   consideration.  And I hope that the committee will 
 
          18   consider the needs and the wants of the local community 
 
          19   here. 
 
          20            And I appreciate the opportunity to talk 
 
          21   tonight.  Thank you so much. 
 
          22        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          23            Jean Caramatti. 
 
          24        JEAN CARAMATTI:  Just a couple of comments.  I'm 
 
          25   completely opposed to the stoplights that you're 
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           1   considering placing getting onto Marina Boulevard.  I 
 
           2   believe, as do many residents in the area, that it will 
 
           3   shift traffic onto Richardson much in the same way that 
 
           4   it did when the stop signs were placed on the boulevard. 
 
           5            Second, I'm disappointed that you find it 
 
           6   acceptable to tunnel under the Presidio to protect the 
 
           7   cemetery, but you aren't giving the residents of this 
 
           8   neighborhood the same consideration.  I think it's very 
 
           9   important that you start considering the residents in 
 
          10   this area because I think we're being left out of this 
 
          11   loop here. 
 
          12            And finally, I do support a 60-day delay in the 
 
          13   comment period.  Thank you. 
 
          14        KAY WILSON:  Thank you very much. 
 
          15            Last call for speaker cards.  Please raise your 
 
          16   hand.  Lauren is in the back, and she'll collect them. 
 
          17            Okay.  John Brooke. 
 
          18        JOHN BROOKE:  Hi.  Thanks for the presentation 
 
          19   process tonight. 
 
          20            I think the Parkway is a very attractive 
 
          21   alternative; it seems to meet many of the objectives 
 
          22   that were set out.  But it also seems to have an 
 
          23   objective that wasn't said up there, and that's to push 
 
          24   the traffic off Marina Boulevard and onto Lombard. 
 
          25            The projections that you gave, Mr. Kennerley, 
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           1   indicated that 37,000 cars, vehicle traffic, per day 
 
           2   with -- I think it was the expanded Alternative 2.  And 
 
           3   now it's going down to 25- with Alternative 5.  So 
 
           4   that's a 30 percent reduction.  That seems like there's 
 
           5   a new objective here that wasn't stated in the 
 
           6   PowerPoint slide presentation, moving traffic onto 
 
           7   Lombard Street. 
 
           8            I have a couple of questions and -- let me 
 
           9   finish with this.  I urge you guys to reconsider that to 
 
          10   balance the alternatives to look at leveling traffic 
 
          11   flow, and I think -- the percentages, the ratios to what 
 
          12   there is today so that there isn't a seeming other 
 
          13   objective for Alternative 5 versus Alternative 2. 
 
          14            Back on your level-of-service charts, it 
 
          15   indicates that, today, Richardson -- the intersection of 
 
          16   Richardson and Broderick is considered AAA.  That's -- I 
 
          17   think best of -- best operation of flow.  But Marina 
 
          18   Boulevard, Divisadero and Marina intersection, and 
 
          19   Marina Boulevard and Broderick intersection is FFF. 
 
          20   There's clearly a different rating standard there. 
 
          21   Maybe you guys can explain that. 
 
          22            Question number two, the presentation indicated 
 
          23   that flow to Marina Boulevard was nearly identical in 
 
          24   the Alternative 5 scenario as it is today, but yet it 
 
          25   showed a 30 percent reduction in traffic.  Can you guys 
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           1   explain that? 
 
           2            Thank you very much. 
 
           3        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
           4            Joe can you -- the first one was about 
 
           5   Richardson and Broderick, AAA and -- 
 
           6        JOE STORY:  Yeah. 
 
           7            Certainly, the definition of "level of service" 
 
           8   is something that's a nationally developed standard over 
 
           9   a number of years.  It's used widely across the country 
 
          10   and recognized by basically CalTrans and most of the 
 
          11   public agencies.  What it does is it actually grades the 
 
          12   performance of traffic.  There's different methodolgies 
 
          13   for signalized and unsignalized intersections and for an 
 
          14   intersection with what we call two-way stops and 
 
          15   intersections that are all-way stops. 
 
          16            So what ends up happening is an intersection 
 
          17   like the one on Broderick, which is signalized, this one 
 
          18   methodology does not -- every car has to stop and go 
 
          19   through; if the light's green, the car keeps going.  But 
 
          20   on the other hand, cars that go from the all-way stop 
 
          21   like the ones on Marina Boulevard -- every car has to 
 
          22   stop or go through that.  Well, eventually that just 
 
          23   creates more and more delay.  And according to the 
 
          24   national standards, that means that the average car is 
 
          25   going to have a higher level of delay to get through 
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           1   that intersection. 
 
           2        KAY WILSON:  Okay.  And then explain the 30 percent 
 
           3   reduction. 
 
           4        JOE STORY:  Yeah.  The 30 percent reduction on 
 
           5   Marina Boulevard is a situation that happens -- 
 
           6   basically the traffic on Richardson is the controlling 
 
           7   point of the system.  And as you may know, all of San 
 
           8   Francisco traffic signals, wherever possible, have a 
 
           9   fixed time and control so that pedestrians will have 
 
          10   enough time to get across the street. 
 
          11            Sometimes you take your life into your own 
 
          12   hands when you do that, but basically what ends up 
 
          13   happening in our analyses is that if there is no 
 
          14   traffic, people prefer to take Lombard Street, and so in 
 
          15   the increases in -- or I'm sorry.  So what ends up 
 
          16   happening is, when you actually open up the additional 
 
          17   access from Girard Road which then cuts through the 
 
          18   Presidio to the Presidio Gate, it actually opens up a 
 
          19   little bit of a relief valve. 
 
          20            Well, because the preferred route is still 
 
          21   Lombard Street, the traffic -- some of the traffic 
 
          22   shifts from Marina Boulevard to Lombard.  Some of the 
 
          23   traffic shifts from Lombard Street over to Girard Road. 
 
          24   So the net result is a reduction of traffic incurred on 
 
          25   Marina Boulevard. 
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           1        KAY WILSON:  Okay.  Thank you. 
 
           2            Did you have a follow-on? 
 
           3        JOHN BROOKE:  Just that second answer on that 
 
           4   seemed to be a little bit inconsistent when the traffic 
 
           5   on Richardson was a little over 80,000.  So it doesn't 
 
           6   seem to be -- at or less than the same capacity, it 
 
           7   doesn't seem like we'd be reducing traffic on Marina 
 
           8   Boulevard. 
 
           9        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          10            I have two more speaker cards, and two that 
 
          11   I'll read at the end. 
 
          12            Joseph Figone. 
 
          13        JOSEPH FIGONE:  Thank you for the opportunity to 
 
          14   speak.  I'm a 44-year resident of the Marina District. 
 
          15   I've seen this area in almost every way you can imagine, 
 
          16   growing up here.  I've seen many cars wrapped around the 
 
          17   corner of Richardson and Francisco.  I think right now 
 
          18   our biggest thing is safety.  Safety means that we 
 
          19   probably would need a parkway.  And that would be one of 
 
          20   our best alternatives.  Of course, my biggest concern, 
 
          21   also, is the neighborhood and the neighbors and their 
 
          22   concerns, traffic and our streets.  That needs to be 
 
          23   looked at and addressed. 
 
          24            With the Parkway, I understand there's to be 
 
          25   demolition, possibly, of Letterman Pool.  I used that as 
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           1   a toddler learning how to swim.  And I used it when I 
 
           2   became a charter member of YMCA.  Things need to be 
 
           3   changed after awhile.  And there's a swimming pool that 
 
           4   was built on Third Street for $9 million dollars -- or 
 
           5   what was it -- I forgot the exact figure.  I think it 
 
           6   was 9 million. 
 
           7            Why couldn't we replace that pool eventually 
 
           8   with something else in that nearby facility of the 
 
           9   Presidio? 
 
          10            I also have a question of, with Bay Area rapid 
 
          11   transit and all that, when things are built, different 
 
          12   counties pay and assist in all this.  The majority of 
 
          13   users of Doyle Drive of the Marina infrastructure right 
 
          14   there come from Marin County. 
 
          15            Why is it that one third comes from local, one 
 
          16   third from the state, and one third from the federal 
 
          17   government?  Why doesn't Marin County, since they're 
 
          18   pushing over a hundred thousand of their cars from there 
 
          19   to here?  That's about all I have to say.  But I do 
 
          20   support the Parkway, and I've been living here all my 
 
          21   life. 
 
          22        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          23            Betsy? 
 
          24        BETSY:  Just a quick -- oops.  Just a quick 
 
          25   comment.  To me, I am a fifth-generation San Franciscan, 
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           1   and I feel very passionate about this city.  And I feel 
 
           2   very passionate about this project.  I look at San 
 
           3   Francisco as an internationally recognized city for its 
 
           4   beauty and for its vistas from different elevations 
 
           5   around town. 
 
           6            As I review Alternative No. 5 here on the 
 
           7   screen, I am extremely disturbed by its likeness to the 
 
           8   web of freeways in Los Angeles.  It is quite a weaving 
 
           9   of pavement, circling around.  And I think once it's up, 
 
          10   it will be, really, a blight on the beauty of the Marina 
 
          11   District. 
 
          12            In addition, I feel the Presidio is a unique 
 
          13   area, needing unique attention, that it's crucial to 
 
          14   protect and preserve the heritage of the Presidio.  It's 
 
          15   a landmark status to the State of California and very, 
 
          16   very important to those of us who are natives to 
 
          17   California and to San Francisco.  Once this massive 
 
          18   structure is up, it becomes a permanent part of San 
 
          19   Francisco. 
 
          20            The traffic flow is of tremendous concern to 
 
          21   me, both in the neighborhood and the approach to the 
 
          22   bridge, across the bridge.  All of it is needing of a 
 
          23   tremendous amount of discussion and attention.  And I 
 
          24   think it has some concerns when you think of how 
 
          25   California is exploding in population.  Tonight on the 
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           1   news, they talked about the farm disappearing in 
 
           2   California to make way for people who need homes. 
 
           3            There's no way that traffic, it seems like, 
 
           4   will ever be reduced.  It is a major, major part of this 
 
           5   freeway.  And it is going to be an impact to the 
 
           6   neighborhood around it. 
 
           7            Therefore, I am advocating an additional 60-day 
 
           8   time extension, please.  Thank you. 
 
           9        KAY WILSON:  Thank you. 
 
          10            Do I have everyone's cards? 
 
          11            Okay.  I've got two more to read. 
 
          12            Jan Blum submitted a card.  And it says:  "When 
 
          13   will the public know a 60-day extension will be 
 
          14   granted?" 
 
          15            Lee, do you have any insight on that? 
 
          16        LEE SAAGE:  We'll certainly take it under 
 
          17   advisement.  The only thing I can commit to is if the 
 
          18   Transportation Authority, in cooperation with the 
 
          19   Federal Highway Administration and CalTrans decides that 
 
          20   the extension is appropriate, the extension will be 
 
          21   announced prior to the close of the comment period. 
 
          22        KAY WILSON:  Okay.  And I have one last submittal 
 
          23   that I've been asked to read.  And the submittal is from 
 
          24   Michael Marston on behalf of the Presidio Heights 
 
          25   Association of Neighbors.  And I have in my hand a 
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           1   letter he has submitted that is signed by Charles 
 
           2   Ferguson, President.  And I've been asked to read 
 
           3   certain portions. 
 
           4            "Dear Mr. Saage, historically, the Presidio 
 
           5   Heights Association of Neighbors has supported Michael 
 
           6   Painter's Presidio Parkway now designated as Alternative 
 
           7   5.  We believe it to be superior to all other 
 
           8   alternatives that we've seen over the years.  The PHAN 
 
           9   board unanimously supports these positions.  PHAN 
 
          10   supports Alternative 5.  PHAN supports circle drive. 
 
          11   PHAN supports contact-sensitive design refinements. 
 
          12   PHAN does not support the hook ramp option at the Park 
 
          13   Presidio Interchange.  PHAN opposes the Merchant Road 
 
          14   slip ramp.  PHAN remains concerned by the 
 
          15   Lyon-Marina-Mason Street intersection. 
 
          16            "Credit for work done by Michael Painter: 
 
          17   Finally, we are very surprised that we weren't able to 
 
          18   find either print or mention of Michael Painter, 
 
          19   visionary designer of the Presidio Parkway, in the Draft 
 
          20   EIS/EIR.  Thus we strongly request that his work, much 
 
          21   of it pro bono, be properly credited in the final 
 
          22   document." 
 
          23            Just to clarify, for the record, I believe 
 
          24   Mr. Painter is listed as part of the team, as a 
 
          25   contributor to the project.  But it's a big book, and it 
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           1   might have been hard to find. 
 
           2            On that note, I'd like to thank you all for the 
 
           3   time and attention you've given us and for cooperating 
 
           4   with us to get through submitting your comments.  Please 
 
           5   be advised, to remind you, you have until close of 
 
           6   business on Wednesday, March 1st to submit your 
 
           7   comments, that being 5:00 p.m., unless there's an 
 
           8   announcement that the comment period has been extended. 
 
           9            Thank you, and good evening. 
 
          10            (Whereupon, the hearing adjourned at 9:21 
 
          11            o'clock p.m.) 
 
          12 
 
          13 
 
          14 
 
          15 
 
          16 
 
          17 
 
          18 
 
          19 
 
          20 
 
          21 
 
          22 
 
          23 
 
          24 
 
          25 
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           1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA     ) 
                                       )   ss. 
           2   COUNTY OF MARIN         ) 
 
           3            I, DEBORAH FUQUA, a Certified Shorthand 
 
           4   Reporter of the State of California, duly authorized to 
 
           5   administer oaths pursuant to Section 8211 of the 
 
           6   California Code of Civil Procedure, do hereby certify 
 
           7   that the foregoing proceedings were reported by me, a 
 
           8   disinterested person, and thereafter transcribed under 
 
           9   my direction into typewriting and is a true and correct 
 
          10   transcription of said proceedings. 
 
          11            I further certify that I am not of counsel or 
 
          12   attorney for either or any of the parties in the 
 
          13   foregoing proceeding and caption named, nor in any way 
 
          14   interested in the outcome of the cause named in said 
 
          15   caption. 
 
          16            Dated the 22nd day of February, 2006. 
 
          17 
 
          18 
 
          19                                   DEBORAH FUQUA 
 
          20                                   CSR NO. 12948 
 
          21 
 
          22 
 
          23 
 
          24 
 
          25 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
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Reviewer: SPUR (M. Alexander (021506))

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1060
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: SPUR (J. Chappell (021506))

Preference for Alternative 5  with the Circle Drive option noted.1 1061

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1277 of 659



 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: SPUR (R. Kernan (021506))

The comment period was already extended an additional month.1 1062

Building removal is negotiated with the Presidio Trust. The relocation of buildings will be 
detailed in the Programmatic Agreement (PA) which was developed with input from 
participating agencies as outlined in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 
Measures of Section 3.2.11. The PA is provided in Appendix I of the FEIS/R.

2 1063

This was addressed as part of the PA and treatment plan process. The resolution of 
adverse effects associated with the project is provided in the PA (see Appendix I of the 
FEIS/R). Mitigation measures are outlined in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or 
Mitigation Measures discussion of Section 3.2.11.

3 1064
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
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Reviewer: California Heritage Council (G. Widman (021506))

Through the alternative screening process the modified Parkway Alternative (Alternative 
5) was selected as the Preferred Alternative.

1 1065

This was addressed as part of the Programmatic Agreement (PA) and treatment plan 
process. The resolution of adverse effects associated with the project is provided in the 
PA (see Appendix I of the FEIS/R). Mitigation measures are outlined in the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures discussion of Section 3.2.11.

2 1066

The comment period was already extended an additional month.   Discussions with the 
Presidio Trust resulted in the PA presented in Appendix I of the FEIS/R.

3 1067

The visual analysis does consider the visual effects to motorists traveling on Doyle Drive, 
see Section 3.2.10 of the FEIS/R.  Also viewpoint 13 in the Visual Impact Assessment 
specifically addresses the motorists view while traveling on Doyle Drive.

4 1068
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Reviewer's 
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Reviewer: D. Hermann (021506)

Discussion was expanded to address these concerns. See discussion of Permanent 
Impacts in Section 3.2.11.

1 1069

Discussion under Alternative 5: Presidio Parkway in Section 3.2.11 was expanded to 
address these concerns.

2 1070

Discussion under Alternative 5: Presidio Parkway in Section 3.2.11 was expanded to 
address these concerns.

3 1071

See Section 5.6.4 for the discussion of cumulative impacts to cultural resources.4 1072
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
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Reviewer: L. Bogatay (021506)

Design workshops were held to modify Alternative 5 to enhance its features which 
resulted in the creation of the Preferred Alternative (See Section 2.5.1). Those measures 
to avoid, minimize and/or mitigation impacts associated with the project are presented 
throughout Chapter 3. In addition, a Programmatic Agreement (PA) was prepared which 
presents those avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures for impacts to cultural 
resources (see Section 3.2.11 and Appendix I).

1 1073

The Presidio Trust has determined that the top floor of Building 201 will be retained along 
Halleck St.  Building 204 will be deconstructed and materials salvaged for preservation 
and/or reuse.

2 1074

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 1075

Cultural Resource preservation discussions to minimize impacts and possibly preserve the 
bluff similar to 1920's photo were held prior to the FEIS/R, see the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.11.

4 1076
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Reviewer: J. Bulter (021506)

The comment period was extended an additional month.  The issues stated in the 
comment can be addressed during final design of the preferred alternative. Measures to 
mitigate impacts to cultural resources are outlined in the Programmatic Agreement (PA) 
prepared for this project (see Section 3.2.11 and Appendix I of the FEIS/R)..

1 1077

Cultural Resource preservation discussions to minimize impacts and possibly preserve the 
bluff similar to 1920's photo were held prior to the FEIS/R. As stated in Section 2.5.1, the 
refinements make for the Preferred Alternative reduce the disturbance of the existing 
bluff.

2 1078

The profiles of Alternative 2 and Alternative 5 are independent. Great effort has been 
spent to minimize impacts to resources.

3 1079
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Reviewer: D. Rowe (021506)

While a considerable effort has been spent to minimize impacts to resources, not all 
resources can be avoided with the Parkway Alternative.

1 1080

The intent of Alternative 2 was to replace the existing facility to meet the project purpose 
of traffic, seismic and structural safety. The current facility does not provide an exit to the 
Presidio.

2 1081
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Reviewer: D. Barry (021506)

Preference for Alternative 2 noted. In July 2006, the Presidio Parkway (Alt 5) with the 
Diamond Interchange option was selected as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative would retain the YMCA swimming pool.

1 1082

Comment noted.  Detailed design of parking facilities affected by the project would take 
pedestrian circulation, traffic safety, and parking access into consideration.  Such design 
will be developed as part of the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) phase of the 
project.

2 1083

The comment period was extended an additional month.3 1084
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Reviewer: D. Tilles (021506)

Preference for Alternative 5 noted. in July 2006, the Presidio Parkway (Alt 5) with the 
Diamond Interchange option was selected as the Preferred Alternative. The Merchant 
Road slip ramp is not an element of the Preferred Alternative.

1 1085

Comment noted. The management of traffic during construction will be finalized as part 
of design to minimize impacts. A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared as part 
of the project which will include strategies to minimize potential pedestrian, bicycle and 
traffic impacts during construction of the project. See Appendix K for the draft TMP.

2 1086

A detailed Transportation Management Plan will be developed during final design that will 
address access during construction.

3 1087
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Comment 
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Reviewer: W. Hayward (021506)

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.1 1088

Preference for Alternative 2 noted. The Preferred Alternative would result in the 
permanent removal of 8 buildings, see Section 3.2.6 of the FEIS/R.

2 1089

Preference for Alternative 2 noted. Updated project cost information is presented in 
Section 2.7 and Exhibit 2-38 of the FEIS/R.

3 1090

Correct, construction time would vary by alternative but was estimated to take 
approximately 5 years.  Modifications to Alternative 5 and the construction staging 
proposed may reduce the contruction time to approximately 3.5 years for the Preferred 
Alternative.

4 1091

Design of the alternatives, including grades, was to provide the proper safety features 
while minimizing impacts to the surrounding environment.

5 1092
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Reviewer: K. Orre (021506)

The project does not preclude the extension of light rail into the Presidio or hinder the 
implementation of the Presidio Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan.

1 1093

Comment noted.  The EIS/R mitigations are clear on these points.  Mitigation for 
wetlands, probably the most productive of the habitats present, is discussed at length in 
the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures portion of Section 3.4.2; 
avoidance of sensitive habitat areas and their revegetation (where avoidance is not 
possible) in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures portion of Section 
3.4.3.  Generally, restoration actions are begun as soon as possible after construction, 
and monitoring continues for a period of five years.

2 1094
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Reviewer: E. Solomon (021506)

 In July 2006 Alternative 5 with the Diamond Interchange option was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1151 (YMCA Pool) will be preserved.

1 1095

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.  However, as this project is to replace an existing transportation 
structure increases in transportation impacts based solely from this project is not 
anticipated to occur.

2 1096
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Reviewer: M. Strunsky (021506)

Comment noted.1 1097

Comment noted.2 1098

Comment noted.3 1099

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.

4 1100
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Reviewer: S. Chang (021506)

The modified Alternative 5 which was selected as the Preferred Alternative incorportated 
several elements from Alternative 2 to enhance overall design and to reduce the 
construction period.

1 1101
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Reviewer: J. Ream (021506)

Comment noted.1 1102
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Reviewer: R. Coffin (021506)

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1103

Current Presidio Trust Bike and Trail plan proposed bike lanes on Girard Road.2 1104

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

3 1105

This project does not impede the existing Presido Trust Bikeways and Trails Master Plan.4 1106
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Reviewer: M. Keck (021506)

The roadway is being designed to meet all safety standards.1 1107

Comment noted and as Commenter stated, increased safety is one of the elements of the 
Purpose and Need for this project.

2 1108
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Reviewer: Presidio Trust (M. Boland (021506))

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1109

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.2 1110

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.3 1111

Positive comment regarding the management of the project.4 1112
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Reviewer: GGNRA (R. Foster (021506))

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1113

This comment contains the reasons why the GGNRA gave its support to Alternative 5 in 
comment #1113.

2 1114
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Reviewer: P. Vaughey (021506)

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.

1 1115

The comment period was extended an additional month.2 1116

The EIR is not related to how SPUR developed their plan.3 1117

Following the circulation of the DEIS/R, there were a series of workshops and meetings 
with interested parties to develop a consensus for the preferred alternative. The project 
team has made the commitment to continue an open dialog throughout the completion of 
this project.

4 1118

Comment noted.5 1119
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Reviewer: G. Nicholson (021506)

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 1120
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Reviewer: L. Brooke (021506)

There is no additional delay associated with traffic in this direction as one unsignalized 
lane can accommodate the traffic volumes for this stretch; there is a lower speed limited 
in Alternative 5 for this portion of the project as the transition zone between city streets 
and the highway is moved westward.

1 1121
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Reviewer: D. Kern (021506)

The comment period was extended an additional month.1 1122
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Reviewer: E. Perez (021506)

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 1123
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Reviewer: D. Bancroft (021506)

There is no additional delay associated with traffic in this direction as one unsignalized 
lane can accommodate the traffic volumes for this stretch; there is a lower speed limited 
in Alternative 5 for this portion of the project as the transition zone between city streets 
and the highway is moved westward.

1 1124
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Reviewer: E. Hathaway (021506)

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 1847

Saturday, February 03, 2007 Page 1 of 1302 of 659



 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: A. Harrison (021506)

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.1 1125
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Reviewer: J. Caramatti (021506)

Comment noted; the proposed intersections meet project design requirements and would 
also include signal coordination.

1 1126

Numerous opportunities have been provided throughout the life of the project for public 
involvement. Public meetings and workshops were held and a Citizen Advisory Council, 
consisting of representatives from the neighborhoods, has been involved from the 
beginning to provide recommendations on the project.

2 1127

The comment period was extended an additional month.3 1128
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Reviewer: J. Brooke (021506)

Project alternatives do result in less traffic on Marina Boulevard.  This is a consequence, 
not an objective of the project.

1 1129

The Refined Presidio Parkway Alternative achieves a much closer balance of traffic 
between Marina Boulevard and Richardson Avenue.

2 1130

The Refined Presidio Parkway Alternative achieves a much closer balance of traffic 
between Marina Boulevard and Richardson Avenue. The traffic decreases in the original 
alternative were in the off-peak direction.

3 1131
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Reviewer: J. Figone (021506)

The Preferred Alternative is being designed to improve safety throughout the corridor.
The proposed facility will have increased curvature to enhance traffic calming and provide
a transition zone starting at the Main Post tunnel in order to reduce vehicle speeds prior
to entering city streets.

1 1132

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 1133

Marin County residents pay sales taxes which results in the funds available from state and
federal sources, so the Marin residents are paying into the project.  The Marin residents
who use the facility are traveling to SF where they most likely work, shop, and spend
money which generates sales taxes for SF City/County.

3 1134
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Betsy (021506)

Comment noted.1 1135

An enhanced description of the process for building preservation and other historic 
preservation efforts is included in Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of 
Section 3.2.11 of the FEIS/R.

2 1136

Traffic projects are based upon population and employment forecasts as established by 
ABAG in order to meet requirements set forth by FHWA and CTC.  Marin County and 
Richmond District populations are not forecast to experience "exploding" growth.

3 1137

The comment period was extended an additional month.4 1138
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Reviewer: J. Blum (021506)

The comment period was extended an additional month.1 1139
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Reviewer: M. Marston (021506)

Preference for Alternative 5 with the Circle Drive option noted.1 1140

Mr. Painter is credited in the FEIS/FEIR as a participant in this process.2 1141
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: samer [samer_alami@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 9:07 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: AGAINST pool closure 
 
I live in the Marina and have used the Letterman Pool on many occasions. I am against the Letterman 
Pool closure. It would be a shame not to have access to the pool during the construction period that is 
being purposed. I urge you not to close the pool and to provide access to it during any construction 
period. 
 
-Samer Alami 
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Reviewer: Alami, S.

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 1524
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Margot Antonetty [areyou12@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Sunday, February 05, 2006 9:34 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman Pool 
To Whom It May Concern: 
  
As a San Francisco resident, I would like to go on record that it needs to be a priority to retain the 
historic Letterman Pool and reject the Circle Drive Option under the Parkway Alternative, since the pool 
is heavily used by families and children, runners and triathletes. Furthermore, please keep the pool 
open during construction and retain adequate, convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during 
the 3-year construction period to ensure access to all users. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Margot Antonetty 
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Reviewer: Antonetty, M.

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 1536
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

Name: Eric A. Artman 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: P.O. Box 471 
City: Tiburon 
State: CA 
Zip: 94920 
E-mail: eartman@aol.com 
 
Comments:  
The EIR as proposed is incomplete.  Alternative 5 fails to consider a "smooth" or "direct" access 
transition to Marina Boulevard, instead presenting only a diamond interchange.  Preserving the direct 
access to Marina Boulevard of the present Doyle Drive is clearly a possibility, both discarded "tunnel" 
alternatives has sub options with this possibility. 
 
Without the direct access to Marina Boulevard presently available on the existing Doyle Drive, traffic 
congestion and backups will surely occur.  This will result in increased pollution and decreased 
aesthetics within the Presidio, a severe adverse effect to the goals of this project. 
 
Without consideration of a direct, smooth connector to Marina Boulevard, the EIR is incomplete as 
written. 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
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Reviewer: Artman, E.

The direct access suggested would result in the elimination of marsh area.1 1649

The LOS analysis indicates that no congestion beyond acceptable average delays within 
the Presidio will occur with any project alternative.

2 1650
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Reviewer's 
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Reviewer: E. Auchincloss[sic](011806)

Alternative 5 provides an urban street connection.  The Marina Blvd off-ramp was not 
selected as part of the Preferred Alternative.

1 1026
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
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Reviewer: Bancroft

A modified Alternative 5 was carried forward as the Preferred Alternative for the project.  
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.

1 1408

Alternative 5 is to be carried forward as the preferred alternative for the project.  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.

2 1409

The Preferred Alternative is Alternative 5 with some modifications based on feedback 
from public comments and agency/public workshops and to address traffic circulation, 
tidal inundation issues and parking (see Section 2.5).

3 1410

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

4 1411

Exhibit 2-1 was changed to show project area.5 1412

Project proposes no changes to this area, though this area was included in the expanded 
traffic study.

6 1413

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.

7 1414

The Authority, as part of the preferred alternative selection has commited to working with 
the Presidio Trust to restrict access between Gorgas Ave and Lyon St to address local 
residents concerns regarding cut-through traffic.

8 1415

As stated in the FEIS/R (see Methodology in Section 3.2.8), 2000 traffic conditions were 
determined to be more congested than in 2003 for peak direction traffic. In order to 
prepare the EIR for release in 2005, traffic studies were completed in 2004 and those 
studies were based upon the most recent data available at that time -- in October 2003.

9 1416

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.

10 1417

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.

11 1418
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Reviewer: Bancroft

Alternative 5 was selected as the Preferred Alternative. Traffic impacts resulting from this 
project will be mitigated. Mitigation measures are found in the Avoidance, Minimization 
and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.8 of the FEIS/R.

12 1419
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

Name: Janette Barroca 
Organization/Agency:  
Address:  
City:  
State:  
Zip:  
E-mail: jbb3252@yahoo.com 
 
Comments:  
Marina Blvd - Traffic patterns to remain as is  - Cutoff the Gorgas slip at Lyon and Francisco  - 
Northbound (GG bridge) Marina Blvd traffic to be two lanes  - Lyon, between Richardson and Bay street 
to remain as is 
 
Additional thoughts that were discussed: 
Strong preference to Alternative 2, Rebuild and Widen.  No objection to Alternative 5 up to the eastern 
portion. But, at that point use the "rebuild and widen" design.  The widening of Richardson at the PFA to 
3 lanes each way is indeed an increased capacity for the roadway and intended to makeup for the 
reduced traffic into Marina Blvd 
  
Below are the comments and I had prepared prior to last night's meeting. Take a look:   
  
COMMENTS and background information to the EIR - 2/1/06 Informative Paragraphs (can be used to 
"make our point): 
 
1. Page 2-1: Para 2.1, Doyle Drive Project extends, on the west, from the Golden Gate Bridge Toll 
Plaza to Broderick Street on the east, and includes Richardson Avenue, Gorgas Avenue, and Marina 
Boulevard. 
 
2. Page 2-26: Para 2.3.1, NO MARINA ACCESS OPTION. 
Changing traffic patterns would increase intrusion in the residential area of Cow Hollow, Pacific Heights, 
and the Marina by increasing local traffic between Marina Boulevard and Richardson Avenue. 
 
Comments: 
 
1. Page 2-43, para 2.4.3, Exhibit 2-29 shows an off-ramp exiting to Girard Road and Gorgas Ave.  The 
EIS does not address the traffic volumes that would occur at the intersection of Gorgas Ave. and 
Francisco and Lyon Street.  We object to the Girard/Gorgas off-ramp design because of the likelihood 
that Gorgas will become a commuter cut-through into our local streets.  As mitigation for the cut-through 
traffic the neighborhood would accept closing the slip of Gorgas Ave. at Francisco/Lyon Street and 
modifying it to only allow bicycle, pedestrian, and emergency vehicle access. 
  
2. Page 2-43, para 2.4.3, Exhibit 2-29, the off-ramp exiting to Girard Road and Gorgas Ave. The EIS 
fails to address the speed limits, traffic controls, the increased traffic volumes as well as the resulting 
noise, pollutants, and vibration, for the streets west of Richardson Ave and defined as: Francisco Street, 
Lyon Street, Chestnut St., Greenwich St., Union St., and Green St.  
  
3. Page 3-91, para 3.2.9, Temporary Impacts...it is anticipated that some routes may require temporary 
re-routing. Sufficient notice will be given to the general public regarding new, temporary routes within 
the project area. The EIS identifies (Exhibit 2-36, and 2-37) which routes may require temporary closure 
and re-routing but fails to identify alternative routes for all proposed alternatives. Please provide the 
exact alternative routes and exact temporary rerouting routes. 
  
4. Page 3-173, para 3.3.5, Affected Environment. The paragraph identifies noise sensitive receptors as: 
Baker Street, the south side of Marina Blvd, the east side of Lyon Street (north of Lombard), Richardson 
Avenue, and the Palace of Fine Arts. Based on the Project scope boundary, the EIS fails to identify 
Francisco Street, Chestnut Street, the west side of Lyon Street, and Lombard Street. Please include the 
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

mentioned streets and provide the appropriate noise data expected for each alternative utilizing FHWA 
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model, STAMINA 2.0. 
  
5. Page 3-175, Exhibit 3-49, Long Term Noise Measurements. The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), 23CFR772, requires noise level measurements be made 50 feet (app. 15 metre) from source 
and utilizing FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model, STAMINA 2.0. The tabulation presented in 
Exhibit 3-49 is not in accordance with FHWA’s measurements requirements. Therefore, any modeled 
projected noise levels are inaccurate. Additionally, the EIS fails to include noise measurements taken 
along the complete projects boundary, i.e. Golden Gate Toll Plaza to Broderick Street. These 
measurements must include Richardson, both sides of Lyon Street, Baker Street, Francisco Street, 
Chestnut Street, and Lombard Street at Broderick. 
  
6. Page 3-178, Residences Richardson Avenue and Marina Boulevard. These areas could be exposed 
to noise levels above 89 dBA during construction. When construction noise impact is anticipated at a 
highly complex or controversial major urban project, the FHWA requires the utilization of the 
computerized prediction model HICNOM. FHWA Section 772.19, Construction Noise, FAPG 23 CFR 
772, specifically address this issue. The EIS fails to define what mitigating or protective measure will be 
taken to reduce the noise level to acceptable levels. Additionally, the EIS fails to include both sides of 
Lyon Street, Baker Street, Francisco Street, Chestnut Street, and Lombard Street at Broderick.  
  
7. Page 3-190, Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures. Further prediction of noise impacts 
are unnecessary since they have already been identified to exceed the FHWA or NAC requirements 
(Exhibit 3-49, 3-50, 3-53, 3-54, and 3-55). Each alternative requires mitigation/minimization effort. 
Therefore, any postponement until the preferred alternative is selected is unnecessary. For the 
residents of the impacted areas, Marina Blvd, Richardson Ave., Lyon Street, Baker Street, Francisco 
Street, Chestnut Street, and Lombard Street at Broderick, the only viable and acceptable 
mitigation/minimization is traffic management. Your Traffic Management paragraph, page 3-191, is 
unacceptable since the EIS only addresses vehicle speed and traffic volumes. Additional mitigation 
measures (23 CFR 722) are Prohibition of certain vehicle types, Time use restrictions for certain vehicle 
types, Modified speed limits, Exclusive land use designations, and Traffic control devices or 
combinations of these measures. FHWA (23 CFR 722) requires compliance when the criteria are 
approached or exceeded. Additionally, compliance is a prerequisite for the granting of Federal-aid 
highway funds for construction and re-construction of a highway. How do you propose to implement the 
traffic management required to mitigate the noise impacts for Marina Blvd, Richardson Ave., Lyon 
Street, Baker Street, Francisco Street, Chestnut Street, and Lombard Street at Broderick? 
  
8. Page____, The north-bound ramp from Marina Blvd. is limited to a single lane. Since Marina Blvd. is 
a two-lane street, the ramp towards the GG Bridge should also be two lanes. CAN’T FIND THIS 
ANYWHERE 
  
9. Page 3-195, Alternative Paving Materials.  Using alternative paving materials such as open-graded or 
rubberized asphaltic concrete is another noise reducing measure.  According to FHWA it is very difficult 
to forecast pavement surface condition into the future. Unless definite knowledge is available on the 
pavement type and condition and its noise generating characteristics, no adjustments should be made 
for pavement type in the prediction of highway traffic noise levels. Studies have shown open-graded 
asphalt pavement can initially produce a benefit of 2-4 dBA reduction in noise levels. However, within a 
short time period (approximately 6-12 months), any noise reduction benefit is lost when the voids fill up 
and the aggregate becomes polished. The use of specific pavement types or surface textures must not 
be considered as a noise abatement measure.  HIGHWAY TRAFFIC NOISE ANALYSIS AND 
ABATEMENT POLICY AND GUIDANCE, Page 38, Paragraph F. Please provide alternative noise 
reduction methods. 
  
Patricia, pass the "Noise" related comments I prepared to your expert. If my perception is correct, they 
could have far reaching consequences to the whole Doyle Drive redesign. 
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

Need more info on the recent Michael Painter plan for a circle drive between the Palace of Fine Arts & 
the Presidio ~~ if it could be done further north/west more in line with Lucas' garage and ending in the 
parking lot behind the PFA that would be much better. 
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Reviewer: Barroca, J.

These elements have been incorporated into the refinement of Alternative 5, except for 
the two lane for Marina Blvd.  One lane will remain and the right of way will be reserved 
for a possible future additional lane.

1 1667

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.2 1668

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 is presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

3 1669

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.

4 1670

Temporary routes and the means to share this information with the public will be 
developed as part of final design and the Transportation Management Plan.

5 1671

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.  It appears that the eastern extent to Broderick 
is only in the vicinity of Marina Blvd and not at the Richardson/Broderick intersection.  No 
additional noise impact assessment is proposed because the project impacts do not 
extend to this area.  The intended limits are defined in the FEIS.  All noise modeling 
applied to this project was done using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model (Version 2.5) as 
required by 23CFR Part 772.17(a).

6 1672

FHWA guidance for the taking of field measurements is found in FHWA-PD-96-046 
entitled "Measurement of Highway-Related Noise" highway project. Section 4.1.2.1 of this 
document states that "Typically, the reference microphone is positioned at a height of 1.5 
m ( 5 ft), and located within 30 m (100 ft) of the centerline of the near travel lane at a 
position which is minimally influenced by ground attenuation and atmospheric effects."  
"However, the specific location of the reference microphone may be defined by the 
location(s) of any noise-sensitive receiver(s)."  Therefore additional field measurements 
are not warranted and those taken are valid.  STAMINA 2.0 is no longer approved for use 
by FHWA.  The Traffic Noise Model (Version 2.5) is the FHWA-approved noise prediction 
model as noted in 23CFR Part 772.17.

7 1673
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Reviewer: Barroca, J.

Temporary noise impacts in the FEIS/R (Section 3.3.5) are 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 1674

This section of the FEIS (Section 3.3.5) was expanded to include a discussion of all of the 
traffic management options that were considered. These options included speed 
reductions, traffic volume reductions and the restriction of certain vehicle types.  The 
investigation of each of these traffic management options show that they were not 
reasonable approaches to control the traffic noise.  For instance, the reduction of speed 
through the corridor would result in increased congestion, higher consumption of energy, 
increased air pollution, and increased time wasted in transit.  The reduction of traffic 
through rerouting was also investigated but the results of that investigation indicated that 
it would actually increase traffic noise impacts within other segments of the community.  
Finally, the restriction of certain vehicle types (trucks, buses, etc.) could actually reduce 
the overall noise level within the corridor, however this was not a viable option since 
there is no alternative route for trucks, buses or motorcycles to take to traverse the span 
between the downtown area and the access point to the Golden Gate Bridge.  Therefore 
it was determined that while these options appear to be feasible on the surface, they are 
not considered reasonable due to the deleterious side effects of this action.  Unless a 
major design change occurs during the design of this project, further prediction of noise 
impacts is not warranted.  For the preferred alternative a more detailed assessment of 
noise control options has been developed and will be outlined in the FEIS.  However, the 
selection of final 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, as 
noted above, due to the nature of the roadway, traffic patterns, and limited physical 
options, no reasonable control methods have been 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 noted 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.

9 1675

Based on traffic analysis, only one lane is needed.10 1676
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Barroca, J.

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.  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 will be 
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 1677
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

Doyle Drive DEIR Comments (Project Website): February – March 31, 2006 
 
Name: David Bendet 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 3032 Baker Street 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94123 
E-mail: david.bendet@hok.com 
 
Comments:  
As a SPUR member and local resident in the Marina, I am opposed to any option that eliminates the 
Doyle Drive off ramp on to Marina Blvd and sheds more traffic to the Richardson and Lombard corridor.  
Since one of the stated goals for the project is "To maintain the functions that the Doyle Drive corridor 
serves as part of the regional and city transportation network", any option that alters Doyle Drive's 
functionality is non-compliant. 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
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Reviewer: Bendet, D.

The project maintains existing traffic balance.1 1628
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Reidbaker@aol.com 
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2006 7:01 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: pool closure 
 
I strongly object to the closure of the YMCA pool in the Presidio during the construction of Doyle Drive.  
The pool is valuable to all of us in the area who use it.   
 
Vera Berg 
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Reviewer: Berg, V.

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 1525
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Reviewer: Z. Berkowitz (020606)

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1152
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Pauline Bishop [pauline2@infinex.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2006 2:37 PM 
To: Doyle Drive 
Subject: Replacement Project 
 
It has come to my attention that consideration is being given to the demolition of some buildings in the 
Presidio for the replacement project for Doyle Drive in San Francisco. 
 
I would like to express my concern that one of these buildings might be Building 1151 which is the 
location of the YMCA swimming pool.  The Presidio YMCA has a large and diverse membership which 
enjoys the facilities both in the main gym and in the two swimming pools in Bldg. 1151.  The larger pool 
ranges from 3.5 to over 7 feet deep, and the smaller pool is in the 3 foot range.  This means that the 
very young to the most experienced swimmers can benefit from these two pools which are unmatched 
elsewhere in the city.  I have been a member of the YMCA for 4 years and a member of the Presidio for 
over 2 years and, as a former heart patient, recommended by my cardiologist to the Acquatic Fitness 
Programs conducted by trained specialists at this facility.  These classes are very popular and are very 
well attended by seniors with vast variety of disabilities and/or complications. 
 
I am concerned that all development/improvements are made with the idea of "moving more cars/traffic" 
and very few are dedicated to improving the quality of life for the people who live here.  Just note how 
many bus stops in the city have been moved to center of blocks from the corners, just to accomodate 
the traffic flow.  This means that people who use public transportation are forced to walk further - and 
miss connections.  Traffic signals are timed to keep the flow moving and there is not sufficient time for 
many seniors to get across the streets on a green light.  Granted, Doyle Drive has been hazardous 
since it was first opened, but there must be ways of making it safer without destroying the quality of life 
for a great number of people. 
 
We must change our attitude in this country.  Long term planning must incorporate other means of 
transportation than the automobile.  Oil is running out, the earth is overheating and while we are 
surrounded by water here in the Bay Area nothing is being done to support the increase of ferries or 
other types of water transportation. 
 
Letterman Pool is a great public facility.  It must not be destroyed. 
 
Pauline Bishop 
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Reviewer: Bishop, P.

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 1528
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
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Reviewer: T. Bochenek (032606)

Comment noted.1 1479

Correct, the Circle Drive option of Alternative 5 would require the removal of Building 
1151 (the YMCA swimming pool). In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond option 
was selected as the Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1151 will remain intact.

2 1480

The studies show an increase of traffic on Richardson Avenue at Francisco Street from 
66,300 in the base year to 77,000 in the no build design year condition. The Refined 
Presidio Parkway shows an increase to only 69,800 in the design year condition, as a 
result some traffic that would use the newly created Girard Road access to reach 
destinations in the Presidio and points south. Traffic signal timings assumed in the 
signalized intersection evaluation were specifically designed to allow for adequate 
crossing time for pedestrians on Richardson Boulevard.

3 1481

Comment noted.4 1482

Correct, the Circle Drive option of Alternative 5 would require the removal of Building 
1151 (the YMCA swimming pool). In July 2006 Alt 5 with the Diamond Option was 
selected as the Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1151 will remain intact.

5 1483
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Reviewer: B. Bone (021506)

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.1 1040
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Reviewer: Borcherding

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1232
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Name: Philip Bowles 
Organization/Agency: 
Address: 505 Sansome St. #1975 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94111 
E-mail: peb@bfarm.com 
 
Comments: 
I think it would be foolish to narrow the lanes and the shoulders, and to reduce the banking on the 
Palace of Fine Arts turn, as SPUR has suggested. If there is an accident (which will be far more likely 
under the SPUR design) the lack of adequate shoulders will cause a huge traffic jam. Why on earth we 
would want to build a road that is slower and more dangerous is beyond me; but then I'm one of those 
people who don't think owning a car is a crime. The rest of the new design is great! 
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Reviewer: Bowles, P.

The roadway is being designed to meet all safety standards.1 1648
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Name: Robert and Diane Brockob 
Organization/Agency: Marina Community Association 
Address: 1490 Francisco St. #7 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94123 
E-mail: livearch@aol.com 
 
Comments:  
Diane and I strongly endorse, as Marina District residents, Alternative 5, Presidio Parkway, Circle Drive 
option.  We feel strongly that this option provides the best access to the Presidio and encourages 
pedestrian movement through the Presidio to Crissy Field and the bay.   
 
It is very important to consider linking the Palace of Fine Arts with the presidio, both visually and with 
pedestrian ease.   
 
The existing pool facility would be better placed closer to other similar activities such as the gym.  This 
would make sense in terms of auto traffic to these sites and be more efficient to staff and attend for 
users. 
 
My extreme gratitude to Michael Painter for his vision and persistence in bringing this alternative to us.   
 
Also, I would like to thank Michael Alexander for his willingness to show up at meetings and explain the 
options to many of us. 
 
In general, we feel the pedestrian friendly elements of this incredibly beautiful area need to be 
supported.  These open spaces within an urban environment are priceless and must be respected. 
 
With appreciation, 
Bob and Diane Brockob 
 
We wish you all the best in bringing these needed improvements to fruition. 
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Reviewer: Brockob, R.

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1682
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Name: John B. Brooke 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 2628 Greenwich Street 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94123 
E-mail: john.brooke@oracle.com 
 
Comments:  
The DEIS/R does not include the traffic impacts downstream from the project area.  The study needs to 
consider the impacts at least to Van Ness on Lombard and to Fort Mason on Marina Blvd. Further, the 
impacts on the residential streets of Cow Hollow and the Marina need to be studied if this is to truly 
assess the environmental impacts.  Please include a more thorough and comprehensive traffic study in 
the final EIS.   
 
Alternative 5 clearly results in a redistribution of traffic from Marina Blvd to Richardson/Lombard.  This 
needs to be studied further, modified, or eliminated as an alternative.  Such a redistribution is not a 
evaluation criteria or other goal of the project.   
 
Alternative 5 eliminates direct access to and from Marina Blvd to Doyle Drive.  Further, so called "traffic 
calming" design elements have been put in place for the indirect routes to and from Marina Blvd.  
Similar design elements have not been added for Richardson/Lombard.  The result is a dramatic shift in 
traffic distribution from Marina to Richardson/Lombard.   
 
Given the lack of additional capacity on Lombard, traffic will spill onto the residential streets of Cow 
Hollow.  This environmental impact cannot be ignored -- it must be measured and fully described as 
part of any evaluation of alternative 5.   
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Reviewer: Brooke, J.

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 is presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

1 1678

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 is presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

2 1679

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 is presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

3 1680

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 is presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

4 1681
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Reviewer: L. Brooke

Detailed design of parking facilities affected by the project would take pedestrian 
circulation, traffic safety, and parking access into consideration. Such design will be 
developed as part of the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) phase of the project.

1 1043

Detailed design of parking facilities affected by the project would take pedestrian 
circulation, traffic safety, and parking access into consideration. Such design will be 
developed as part of the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) phase of the project.

2 1044
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Paul Bryant [pauljbryant@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2006 10:19 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Against Potential Pool Closure 
 
To Whom it May Concern, 
 
I am writing to ask to save the Letterman Pool for our community.  Pool activities including swimming, 
water running and water exercise/swimming classes are very important to our community, seniors and 
children, not only today, but for many years to come.  
 
In addition to keeping the pool, I hope the pool will remain open during construction. A 3-year closure 
during construction will not meet the needs of our community.    
 
I'm hoping one of the following options might be a viable alternate to pool closure: 
 
a) Retain historic Letterman Pool and reject the Circle Drive Option  
under the Parkway Alternative completely, or 
 
b) Retain adequate, convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during the 3-year construction 
period to ensure access to all users, or 
 
This pool is heavily used by our community families including children, seniors, swimmers and 
triathletes. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Paul Bryant 
 

368 of 659

malone
Line

malone
Text Box
1



 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Bryant, P.

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 1529
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
 
 
From: skeeter buck [skeeterbuck@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2006 8:53 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Retain Historic Letterman Pool 
   
Please retain historic Letterman Pool and reject the Circle Drive Option under the Parkway Alternative. 
 
Skeeter Buck 
Triathlete 
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Reviewer: Buck, S.

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 1521
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Reviewer: T. Bi[sic] (021506)

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.1 1042
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Database ID
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Comment 
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Reviewer: B. Canihan (020606)

Preference for Alternative 5 with the Hook Ramp option noted.1 1142

The length of the tunnels are controlled by adjacent elements such as Lincoln Ave and in 
an effort to avoid biological and historical resources.

2 1143

Though owners of the neighboring land, these entities are not responsible for the 
transportation facility through their property.

3 1144
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Jean Caramatti [Jean.Caramatti@flysfo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 30, 2006 3:40 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Cc: pvaughey@yahoo.com 
Subject: Comments to Doyle Drive DEIS/R  
 
March 30, 2006 
 
Mr. Leroy Saage 
Project Manager 
DEIS/R Comment 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor San Francisco, CA 
94102 
 
Dear Mr. Saage: 
 
I write in support of Alternative No. 2 to rebuild and widen Doyle Drive as I believe that it is in the best 
interest of those that use the Doyle Drive corridor and those who live in the surrounding communities. 
 
I feel strongly that a shift in traffic onto Richardson/Lombard would result if Alternative No. 5 was 
implemented.  No reasonable person could possibly believe that a series of three stop lights leading 
onto Marina Blvd. followed by a series of stop signs on the boulevard itself would encourage commute 
traffic coming off the Bridge to take that route. 
 
Furthermore, the evening commute would surely cause traffic to back up at least half way, if not all the 
way to Van Ness Avenue if Alternative No. 5 is selected. 
 
I would also like to state my support for cutting off the slip ramp off of Gorges onto Lyon and Francisco 
as this will surely bring additional traffic on Lyon, Francisco and Chestnut under the Alternative No. 5 
scenario.  As a resident of the last block of Chestnut Street, I can assure you that the traffic on my 
street has increased considerably since the Lucas Project.  I would not like to see a bad situation made 
worse. 
 
Cow Hollow and Marina are communities that happen to be in the middle of Highway 101.  There is no 
getting around that fact.  However, having said that, it does not mean that the safety and quality of life of 
the residents of those areas is irrelevant because of where they live.  Schools, parks and small 
businesses are located in the Marina / Cow Hollow area.  The residents of the area, both young and old 
alike, cross Lombard and Richardson every day to get to and from school, parks, the library and to run 
errands in the neighborhood.  As traffic increases ... and it will ...the safety of those taxpaying residents 
must be taken into consideration. 
 
Clearly something must be done about Doyle Drive.  I cannot and will not dispute that fact.  But those 
who will make this decision must acknowledge that whatever decision is made will undeniably affect the 
surrounding communities.  I ask that you take these issues and comments into serious consideration 
before making your decision.  We cannot be viewed as dispensable just because we happen to live next 
to Highway 101. 
 
There is a workable and livable solution. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jean Caramatti 
2636 Chestnut Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
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Reviewer: Caramatti, J.

Support for Alternative 2 noted.1 1619

Preference for cutting off Slip Ramp noted.2 1620

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 was presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

3 1621
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From: Barbara Carlisle [bbcusa@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 8:53 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman Pool 
 
To Whom it may concern, 
I am writing to express my sincere hope that Letterman pool will remain open.  I personally use the pool 
and am always pleased to see the number of children who regularly participate in swim team and swim 
lessons.  The pool is an important part of our neighbor hood and an great resource to those of us who 
live in this area.  It would be a tremendous loss if the pool were to close, even temporarily. 
 
Regards, 
Barbara Carlisle 
Cow Hollow Resident 
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Reviewer: Carlisle, B.

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 1571
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From: Cautn1@aol.com 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 5:27 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive 
 
I have not followed the Doyle Project closely and will be unable to attend the forthcoming public hearing.  
So these comments will have to suffice: 
 
No one can object to the idea of making a freeway facility safe, both in earthquakes and with respect to 
collisions. 
 
I hope the project confines itself to that.  Any move to either increase capacity (such as by adding 10-
foot shoulders capable of being used as traffic lanes) or interrupt existing at-grade topographical and 
access patterns would degrade what's there today.  Whatever else one might say about the existing 
structure it does two good things:   
 
first, it compliments the Golden Gate Bridge as a traffic-throttling device  
second, it has a relatively benign effect on the open spaces below. 
 
Gerald Cauthen 
transportation engineer 
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Reviewer: Cauthen, G.

The added shoulders represent a safety measure, not an increase in capacity.1 1568
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Name: Tim Chen 
Organization/Agency: concerned citizen 
Address:  
City: SF 
State: CA 
Zip: 94115 
E-mail: tim@tagbadge.com 
 
Comments:  
Please do not close the YMCA pool, I swim there every week, as do many YMCA members and 
children of family members.  There are no other pool options anywhere nearby.  
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Reviewer: Chen, T.

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 1637
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Name: Karen Cleek 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 178 Funston Avenue 
City: San Francisco, 
State: CA 
Zip: 94118 
E-mail: meroden@sbcglobal.net 
 
Comments:  
I am in favor of the Presidio Parkway Plan.  Regardless of the alternative chosen, I have a few concerns 
I'd like to share: 
 
1)  Palace of Fine Arts is an historical treasure but not the sturdiest building.  I would like to see traffic 
passing by that structure minimized as much as possible - both for the safety of the building and to 
maintain that peaceful place within the City. 
 
2)  That traffic within the residential areas be minimized as much as possible.  Although I am very 
supportive of the Presidio as a wonderful park within the City, I am more willing to sacrifice some of that 
space than I am to see neighborhoods disturbed. 
 
3)  I am a frequent user of the SB Exit from Doyle Drive onto Park Presidio Blvd, and have worked on 
neighborhood traffic calming studies of Park Presidio Blvd.  Regardless of the alternative, a better 
merge onto Veterans (or PPB) is mandatory.  Because of the number of accidents at both Calif & PPB 
and Lake & PPB, I am asking that you give close scrutiny to the flow of traffic from the new ramps onto 
the Blvd at those points - even though it is outside the construction zone per the maps.  I don't want to 
see the situation at these intersections worsened, and there might be some improvements that the 
Doyle Project is making that could actually make them safer. 
 
Thank you! 
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Database ID
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Reviewer: Cleek, K.

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1652

Comment noted.2 1653

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 is presented in the FEIR/S.  No adverse impacts from this project onto the 
neighborhoods was indicated.

3 1654

This element is outside the project scope.4 1655
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Name: adrian cotter 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 26 cumberland st 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94110 
E-mail: Adrian.Cotter@sierraclub.org 
 
Comments:  
I support the Parkway Design, with the Diamond option. I do believe the circle option to be a little better, 
but unless there is a plan to relocate the YMCA swimming pool, then I feel that building ought to be left 
alone. 
 
While I understand that some feel the Parkway option damages too many historic properties, I feel that 
cost is worth it. I would rather have additional land added to the park itself than buildings that mean 
nothing to me. 
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Reviewer: Cotter, A.

Support for Alternative 5 with 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 1633
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Reviewer: Cotter

Travel time comparisons between alternatives was included in the Final Traffic and 
Transit Operations Report. Increased travel times due to congestion do not indicate 
successful traffic calming, as traffic calming techniques are defined as physical treatments 
intended to encourage traffic speeds at all times of the day (both in congested and 
uncongested conditions) 
(https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tfhrc/safety/pubs/its/planning/toolbox.pdf).  The Refined 
Presidio Parkway Alternative includes additional traffic calming measures on the east end 
of the project (which introduce traffic calming elements of mainline traffic that are not in 
the original circle loop option in this comment).   The Merchant Road slip ramp was 
recommended to relieve a design deficiency, but is not part of the recommended project.

1 1242
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From: jay@presidiosport.com 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 3:38 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Please don't close the Presidio YMCA Pool 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am writing to ask that you not close the Presidio YMCA pool, permanently or even temporarily during 
reconstruction.   
 
This pool serves a true community of people, young children first learning to swim, older people finding 
a comfortable way to exercise during the aging process, athletes working out training for races or 
general fitness, people with injuries taking advantage of the therapeutic benefits of exercising in a 
partial or non-weight bearing environment. 
 
As a physical therapist at Presidio Sport & Medicine (1169 Gorgas Ave) we use this pool to not only 
perform aquatic therapy for acutely injured patients, but also to offer free water running classes to the 
community 3 times per week.  These classes are the only ones of their kind in the Bay Area and allow 
many folks with long term injuries or perhaps no health insurance to still find a way to rehab from many 
debilitating injuries.  To remove this facility, will leave a large population of injured people with no 
medium to perform rehab, especially in the earlier stages of the injury. 
 
Please reconsider this decision and look at other alternatives that would have less impact to so many 
people. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
 
Jay Courant, PT, ATC 
Presidio Sport & Medicine 
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Database ID
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Reviewer: Courant, J.

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 1546
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Name: Alexandra Davies 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 2531 34th Avenue 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94116 
E-mail: avondavies@yahoo.com 
 
Comments:  
After reading the Summary pdf, I would like to register my support for the Park Presidio plan.  This is not 
Los Angeles; we should not have freeways towering in the air.  Please support the tunnel plan to 
improve views and Presidio access. 
Thank you. 
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Reviewer: Davies, A.

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1651

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1393 of 659



Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Deakers, Katie [Katie.Deakers@Diageo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 11:14 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive/Letterman Pool Hearing 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
This is a request to please retain the historic Letterman Pool and reject the Circle Drive Option under 
the Parkway Alternative.  The community (San Francisco athletes, rehab patients, children, etc) needs 
access to the pool as well as and adequate, convenient and safe parking during the 3-year construction 
period. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Katie 
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Reviewer: Deakers, K.

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 1561
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From: EVDemar@aol.com 
Sent: Friday, March 31, 2006 8:39 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive Option 
 
Dear Mr. Sagge, 
 
With certain modifications, we support the Michael Painter Parkway Alternative. The modifications 
would be to have, two lanes going to Marina Blvd rather than one as we feel that everyone should be 
able to take their fair share of traffic. 
 
The Circle Drive option for Lyon St looks like it could help those of us that live on the 3200 block of Lyon 
St. We would like to study it further and if possible see a model of this design, before making a final 
decision. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Gene & Jeannette De Martini 
3234 Lyon St. 
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Reviewer: DeMartini, G.

Circle Drive was not carried forward as an element of the preferred alternative.1 1622
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From: Paula & John [sanforddodds@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Saturday, March 18, 2006 7:40 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive Comments 
 
A nice job on the EIR & design. A pretty good design job for a very constricted  and complex 
interchange. 
 
My comments follow: 
1. I vote for the Presidio Parkway option. 
Reason: it reduces the visual impact of the freeway on the Presidio & water views. It gives the option of 
more access over the freeway for the  Park users, who will be looking at the views & sitting on the 
grass. The drivers, most of whom are the single occupant of the vehicle, should not be looking at the 
views anyway. Keeping the vehicles closer to the ground or in tunnels should be maximized. 
 
2. As a frequent user of the Park Presidio Doyle Drive interchange (2-3 times per week in both 
directions) I vote for the HOOK Ramp option from Park Presidio to Doyle Dr.. AS LONG AS there is the 
proposed longer exit ramp from the Park Presidio exit. The problem with this interchange is NOT the 
tight corner, but entering into the tight corner as you exit from Park Presidio going north. The traffic 
moves too fast. The exit ramp needs to be wider & longer, AS PROPOSED, to allow exiting vehicles to 
slow down while NOT impeding the through traffic to the Bridge, before it gets into the tight curve of the 
corner. I do question the need for such a wide (6.6m-20ft) inside shoulder on the curved ramp. IF this 
were to be narrowed, it would force vehicles to the left side where they SHOULD be traveling AND 
eliminate some of the intrusion of the unused massive concrete structure onto the property below. 
 The loop option is not aesthetically pleasing as it will contribute to a complex massive freeway look to 
the interchange -and probably block even more of the view. The goal should be to minimize the amount 
of concrete. 
 
On the entry from Doyle west to Park Presidio south, I question the narrowness and length of the 
on/merge ramp. At the moment this entry ramp enters INTO ITS OWN LANE. The proposal is for the 
entry to come into the right or second lane that will be occupied by vehicles traveling south. The merge 
length is very short. The lower merging traffic from Doyle Dr. CANNOT see if there is oncoming traffic 
behind & up above in the right lane of the southbound traffic from the bridge, due to both the merging 
traffic's lower elevation AND the fact that the oncoming traffic is also curving to the right & so comes 
upon the merging traffic from behind, not from the side. There are no usable shoulders. This is asking 
for an accident since the southbound traffic thinks it has right of way over the merging traffic from Doyle 
Dr, and will not give way until it is too late. Is there any way to add some shoulder space on the right 
side of the merge or lengthen the merging lane distance? I know the little bridge & tunnel come up fast, 
but every little bit would help.  Ideally there should be a shoulder or merge lane ALL the way up to the 
tunnel. Any accident in this location will completely block ALL south bound traffic from the bridge to Park 
Presidio south, AND will probably be a 3 or 4 car accident,  and very quickly back the bridge up causing 
major delays. Is there a message system that will warn drivers if this exit is blocked & tell them to take 
the Richardson exit? 
 
3. At the Marina Blvd/Girard/Gorgas St. end, I vote for the DIAMOND Option. 
There are already too many stop lights on Richardson Ave/Lombard St/Highway 101 which is 
SUPPOSED to be the main artery to exit SF to the north.. We do not need another light which is what 
happens with the other option. The lights are not sequenced properly as it is, they result in delays in 
getting the traffic OUT of the City, which results in more local traffic delays, not to mention pedestrian 
accidents, more auto pollution in the City and delays in total travel time across the bridge.  People who 
are coming down Lombard can use the Lombard St entry to the Presidio, OR turn right down Broderick 
etc to use the existing light at Chestnut to cross over Richardson to get to the Presidio, they do not need 
another one two blocks further down Richardson. For the FEW people who do go this way it is better to 
use the Diamond option to enter the Presidio. It gets them out of the way of the Bridge traffic and should 
speed up egress from the City. 
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

(What you really need is a tunnel under Richardson/Lombard St to make Highway 101 a freeway all the 
way through the City, but that is beyond the scope of this project. - It is a total disgrace that US Highway 
101 is one of the few major US Highways that is NOT a freeway ) 
 
3a. I question the design of the Marina Blvd/Girard St extension entry going west. Specifically, the one 
lane width of Girard from Marina Blvd up to where it widens out to give a freeway entry lane onto Doyle 
Drive (unless I have misread the drawing??). This part of Girard needs to be 2 LANES west, - the right 
lane is freeway entry only, the left is local traffic and freeway entry. As it is you should realize that both 
lanes of traffic are going to turn right to enter the freeway, ANYWAY, regardless of what the design 
intends. If Girard St is ONLY one lane going west before the freeway on ramp  then this restricts access 
to the freeway, thus adding more City traffic congestion, idling in the Marina causing pollution etc and 
aggravating my asthma. The idea should be for making getting out easy. Marina Blvd is 2 lanes at 
under 30mph, albeit with stop signs & lights, & BOTH lanes used to enter Doyle Drive freeway. Why do 
you now want to REDUCE the total existing freeway access by 20-25%, (or the Marina access by 50%) 
by making Girard a single 30mph lane west, which then enters a 2 lane freeway ramp going at 
45+mph.? Are you trying to force the cars to stay in the City? Sorry, but this is STUPID- it violates all 
common sense design guidelines. Surely I must have misread the drawing?? Also a minor technical 
note, the Girard/Marina exit has 2 lanes that turn left onto Girard going east, BUT the arrow shows the 
center exit lane turning onto the left Girard lane instead of onto the right Girard lane. Please fix. 
 
4. While I vote against the replace & widen option 2, (it is too big & bulky & intrusive - just like the 
original freeway that ran along the San Francisco Embarcadero - & we know what a  mess that was!!), I 
do suggest that IF it is allowed for option 5 to only have  a 10ft shoulder on ONE side each way, then it 
should also be allowed for Option 2 to  ALSO have only one 10 ft shoulder, not two. The shoulders 
should be on the outside, to prevent drivers from having to cross traffic to escape (someone is stupid 
enough to try this!!). This will allow you to reduce the massive size (& cost) of option 2.by a width of 14-
20 ft. Maybe you can even reduce it to 2 support columns instead of 3. In spite of this potential 
reduction in cost - I would prefer to pay extra for the parkway/tunnels. 
 
5. Do you have a reserved parking location, either along Girard or along Richardson, where a Caltrans 
towtruck /police car can be stationed to help push the inevitable stall off the bridge access very quickly? 
 
Sincerely 
John Dodds 
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Database ID
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Reviewer: Dodds, J.

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1574

Preference noted.2 1575

The width of the inside shoulder is necessary to provide minimum sight distance to meet 
traffic safety standards.

3 1576

Roadway geometrics have been carefully studied and reviewed. Caltrans has concurred 
with the proposed design of the Preferred Alternative.

4 1577

Support for the Diamond Interchange Option noted.5 1578

Based on traffic analysis, only one lane is needed.6 1579

Comment noted.7 1580

The continuous shoulders will allow most vehicles to pull off the facility and also improve 
emergency vehicle response.

8 1581
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From: Todd Dolan-Smith [toddisodd@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, March 18, 2006 1:53 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: too fast? 
 
nice try , but the best way to fix doyle drive is to enforce the speed laws , its not the road that kills , its 
bad drivers like me,,, but lets  not look at the truth,, lets find a way to spend more money ,,, or better yet 
! ,, give me lots of money ill tell you whatever you need to hear to make you feel like your important . 
gee maybe i should be the one who says < the buck stops here> oh then i guess we might have to get a 
real job ? can you say < would you like frys with that> ?  PS gophers love the tunnel idea! 
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Reviewer: Dolan-Smith, T.

Comment noted.1 1573
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Reviewer: Downing

All structures will be designed to withstand the necessary seismic loading. In addition an 
emergency response plan will be developed for the tunnels.

1 1238

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.2 1239
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From: JACK DUANE [jackduane2001@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 3:22 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Presidio pool 
 
People, I have swam at the pool for many years. It is vital to my heart health. For all the good reasons 
that exist,this facilty should be preserved. It is in a National Park and is part of the YMCA which serves 
the community, as it should be. I was opposed to commercializing the Presidio National Park e.g. Lucas 
Films and still am. Don't make a huge mistake regarding this excellent swimming pool. Thank you.  
 
Jack Duane  
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Reviewer: Duane, J.

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 1547
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Name: Eric Dupre 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 45 Henry St. #1 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94114 
E-mail: edupre@mindspring.com 
 
Comments:  
I support Michael Painter's Presidio Parkway (Alternative 5).  It best meets the concerns of the 
neighbors and the City.   
 
I also support the Circle Drive option, because it is safer, has the fewest impacts on the Palace of Fine 
Arts and reunites the Presidio and the Palace. 
 
      I support the hook ramp option at the Highway 1 interchange, because it has fewer impacts on the 
national park and costs less than the loop ramp.   
 
      I oppose the Merchant Road slip ramp. 
 
     Michael Painter ought to be applauded for his efforts. He should be credited in the Final EIR and in 
the public meetings. 
 
Thank You. 
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Database ID
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Reviewer: Dupre, E.

Support for Alternative 5, the Circle Drive Option, and the Hook Ramp Option noted.  
Opposition to the Merchant Road Slip Ramp noted.  Michael Painter is acknowledged in 
the Final EIS/EIR.

1 1684
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Name: Elaine 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 1842 Jefferson Street, #207 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94123 
E-mail: elwang2000@yahoo.com 
 
Comments:  
Retain historic Letterman Pool and reject the Circle Drive Option under the Parkway Alternative. 
 
Retain adequate, convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during the 3-year construction period 
to ensure access to all users.  the pool is heavily used by families and children, runners and triathletes. 
Please feel free to forward this message. 
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Reviewer: Elaine

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 1639
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Name: Heather Elgin 
Organization/Agency: Teacher 
Address:  
City:  
State:  
Zip: 94123 
E-mail: elgin@sacredsf.org 
 
Comments:  
When planning this project, please consider the great need for an affordable recreation facility that the 
Presidio YMCA Letterman Center satisfies.  I, personally, use the pool three times a week and cannot 
afford to join a more expensive facility in this area of the city.  Every time I visit the pool, I run into 
numerous famililies, athletes, and senior citizens for whom the YMCA provides a safe, affordable, 
convenient location in which to exercise. I implore you to work towards finding a way to keep this facility 
open while moving forward with the Doyle Drive project.  Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Heather Elgin 
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Reviewer: Elgin, H.

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 1636
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From: Bruce [beachinfl@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Friday, March 24, 2006 9:33 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Rebuilding the monster 
 
 
Greetings: 
 
I've driven Doyle Drive for the last 45 years and think the current roadway configuration should be 
rebuild as is = (as an elevated platform/viaduct).   I think having tunnels is a maintenance nightmare.  
Ask any police or fire individual and they will say working an accident in a tunnel is also a nightmare and 
one of the most difficult places to work an emergency situation. Its plain uncomfortable!    Yes, the 
soccer-mommies want the most beautiful plan  (mostly underground),   but its a roadway/highway and 
obviously the current configuration has worked for the last 70 years.   
     Straighten it out and completely rebuild it,  minus tunnels,  and we'll be good to go.!    For SF Fire 
Dept, Caltrans,  CHP  and the Bridge District, having tunnels  is  going to be a nightmare for those 
Agencies involved. 
 
    Keep the darn thing above ground and eight-lanes wide... 
 
[Also, we should not forget the countless scores of people that have died on the current darn thing] 
 
Thanks for your time and effort,  
Bruce R. Elliott 
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Reviewer: Elliot, B.

Preference for current roadway configuration noted.1 1602
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From: Paul A. Epstein [paulsfo@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 20, 2006 9:44 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: DEIS/R Comments 
 
Leroy L. Saage, PE March 21, 2006 
S. F. County Transportation Authority 
100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Dear Lee: 
 
Here are my personal comments with regard to the Doyle Drive DEIS/R: 
 
The Presidio Parkway, Alternative 5, is my preferred alternative for the reconstruction of Doyle Drive. 
Within that selection I believe that the DEIS/R analysis of some elements of Alternative 5 are poorly 
addressed and so detract from many positive aspects of the Parkway proposal. 
 
1. The Hook Ramp alternative, which I favor, is not adequately examined in the DEIS/R with regard to 
the savings in construction of that alternative as compared with the cost of the more complex Loop 
alternative. It would appear that there would be substantial savings with the adoption of the Hook Ramp. 
It is also not clear how much money could be saved by elimination of the Merchant Road Slip Ramp 
entirely and the selection of the Circle Drive option.  
 
A detail analysis of these three elements, since the alternatives are simpler (and should cost less) or 
eliminated, should result in significant cost savings .The DEIS/R fails to adequately explain the financial 
impacts of various alternatives since the costs are treated as similar although the actual construction 
costs of competing alternatives would appear to be quite different. These need further financial analysis 
and discussion in the EIS. 
 
2. It is inexplicable that approximately forty percent (40%) of the portion of Veterans Boulevard that runs 
north from the MacArthur Tunnel to Doyle Drive is omitted from the Construction Corridor. This is 
inexplicable because my notes show that on at least two occasions ( Jan.30,2001 and again on Nov. 
17, 2003) this point was raised by me in the CAC. I was assured that reconstruction north of the Tunnel 
would be included within the project. The DEIS/R fails to discuss the decision making process that 
apparently altered the prior publically made commitment to rebuild all of the roadway north of MacArthur 
Tunnel. 
 
It is worth noting that almost the entire omitted portion is included in the Biological Project Study Area. 
There is no analysis in the DEIS/R of the rebuild of Veterans Boulevard and of the treatment of a 
significant portion of Veterans Boulevard in a manner different than the remainder of the roadway. 
 
The age and existing condition of the entire Veterans Boulevard roadway system is the same. Why 
should only a portion be made safe and brought up to current standards ? For example, the noise 
analysis fails to discuss how alternative paving materials might be installed on Veterans Boulevard and 
their impact. What is the impact of new pavement being installed on only a portion of the roadway? 
 
The DEIS/R fails to analyze how much it would cost to complete the rebuilding of the entire roadway 
from MacArthur Tunnel to Doyle Drive as compared with the current projections. 
 
The potential savings from the elimination of the Loop Ramp and the Merchant Road Slip Ramp 
options, adoption of the Circle Drive option and other potential savings should be calculated. Funds may 
be so identified to cover the additional costs of a more complete Veterans Boulevard up grade. 
 
3. The discussion in Section 5-5, Other Projects and Plans Considered in this Analysis, fails to explain 
how the Presidio Transit Center ( page 5-5) will interface with the transit operations on Doyle Drive. 
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

There needs to be more adequate discussion and analysis of the operation and effectiveness of the 
Doyle Drive entrances, exits, and interchanges/intersections in promoting mass transit access for 
Presidio visitors, residents and employees. The DEIS/R fails to address mass transit and Doyle Drive 
operations in any useful depth. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
S/ Paul A. Epstein 
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Database ID
Reviewer's
Comment
Number Response

Reviewer: Epstein, P.

Comment noted. Alternative 5 with the Diamond Interchange and Hook Ramp options
and various other refinements was selected as the Preferred Alternative (see Section 2.5).

1 1582

Exhibit 2-38 in Section 2.7 provides a cost table of all the elements. Approximately $14
million will be saved with the elimination of the Merchant Road option.

2 1583

Construction costs of the alternatives with the various design options configurations are
provided in Exhibit 2-38 of Section 2.7.

3 1584

There are two structures along Veterans Blvd between Doyle Drive and the MacArthur
tunnel. The Ruckman structure will be rehabilitated/replaced as part of this project to
improve traffic safety at the Park Presidio interchange. The Kobbe structure was
retrofitted in 1996 and currently does not meet the requirements for replacement and
hence is outside the scope of this project.  However, the project team is working with
Caltrans to program the rehabilitation of the Kobbe structure to coincide with the
replacement of Doyle Drive.

4 1585

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.

5 1586

The transit section of the FEIS/R was enhanced.6 1587
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Name: Marten G. Evertz 
Organization/Agency: Self 
Address: 3931B 18th Street 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94114 
E-mail: ever12tz@yahoo.com 
 
Comments:  
It should not have taken this long.  Only in SF.  Spend the money to do it right.  Get the road below 
grade.  Caltrans wanted to initially circumvent the entire city with lovely raised freeways.  Have them put 
this freeway below grade.  There will have to be inconvenienced commuters for awhile no matter what.  
Get it right for once and for all. 
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Reviewer: Evertz, M.

Preference for a below grade freeway noted.1 1656
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Name: Jan Fang 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 2001 McAllister Street #118 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94118 
E-mail: jfang88@yahoo.com 
 
Comments:  
Please keep the Letterman Pool open and make it accessible to all residents and YMCA members 
during the 3-year construction period.   
 
I personally use the YMCA pool. I recently injured my leg during a snowboarding incident in December. 
I am doing Ironman Canada this summer and the water running class is perfect for rehab. YMCA 
members, Masters swimmers, SF residents, athletes, old and young, need the pool. Please don't close 
it! 
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Database ID
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Reviewer: Fang, J.

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 1638
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        Carey Feierabend  
        planning, design, preservation 

PO Box 150972                                                              
San Rafael, Ca. 94915 
                      
 
 
 
Leroy L. Saage, PE 
Doyle Drive Project Manager 
c/o San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94120 
 

March 31, 2006 
 

To whom it concerns: 
 
First off, I would like to congratulate all of the project team for the excellent and 
comprehensive work done to date on this complex project. The release of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the accompanying technical reports is a 
major milestone and you are all to be commended for this achievement. That said, I 
would like to voice some concerns and provide specific comments on the DEIS. 
 
Although the grand vision for the Presidio Parkway Alternative is exciting and 
interesting, I have several concerns about this alternative – namely the effect on the park 
resources and the costs for implementation. I am most concerned about the impacts on 
the Presidio’s historic resources due to the number of proposed historic building removals 
and the effects on the cultural landscape. Since the Presidio became part of the national 
park system, it has undergone numerous changes and more are forthcoming. Therefore, 
adverse effects to the NHLD from the reconstruction of Doyle Drive must be minimized 
so as not to jeopardize the status of the Landmark District. This project needs to be 
considered within the entire District and in the context of previous and forthcoming, 
anticipated projects elsewhere within the Presidio. 
 
Furthermore, the Presidio Parkway Alternative proposes historic building removals in 
several planning areas, not just one location. So not only are the building removals an 
adverse effect on the total NHLD, they also would have an effect on multiple historic 
planning areas, or component landscapes of the overall cultural landscape, which each 
developed on its own, under different historic building campaigns of the Presidio. In 
other words, the effect would not just be on the Letterman Complex or Crissy Field 
alone; rather, the removals would erode away at the character of the Letterman Complex, 
Crissy Field, and the Main Post.   
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Furthermore, in today’s fiscal climate when we face the need to find funding for 
numerous critical public projects, I believe we must exercise prudence in selection of a 
construction alternative. Undoubtedly the costs presented in this analysis are vulnerable 
to changing market conditions and overruns, as witnessed in other major transportation 
construction projects in the Bay Area. The Presidio Parkway alternative is the most costly 
alternative (with perhaps many unknown costs yet to come based upon the need for 
further study), it is not the Environmentally Superior Alternative, and would have a 
significant adverse effect on the National Historic Landmark District. I cannot make a 
convincing argument as to why the Replace and Widen Alternative would not be the 
Preferred Alternative. 
 
The following are specific comments on the document. 
  
Project Costs 
In the summary section, under S.5 Project Costs, the document states that the costs are 
“based on 2003 unit prices and are presented in 2004 dollars.” However, in Exhibit S-6, 
the table header states that the figures presented are 2005 dollars. Please clarify this 
discrepancy – are the figures 2004 or 2005 dollars? If the numbers are 2004, they should 
be updated to reflect current market conditions as the cost of materials (steel, concrete, 
labor) have recently been quite volatile. Do the cost estimates include estimates for 
relocation of utilities and replacement costs for buildings removed? 
 
More information should be presented on funding sources and the assumptions behind 
them. Specifically, please provide additional information as to what would be included in 
the category of “local funds such as bridge tolls and value pricing” which are footnoted 
on page 1-14. There is already public concern over the current budget crisis with the 
Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District and the potential to raise 
bridge tolls in the near future to fund the operating deficit. Golden Gate transit riders are 
facing fare increases over the next five years in addition to cuts in service which is a 
disincentive to using public transportation. If this project is considering the pursuit of 
additional funding through bridge toll increases or a toll road fare along Doyle Drive, this 
information must be disclosed in the final document and analyzed accordingly.   
 
Please provide more detail as to what contingencies are factored into the construction 
cost estimates. Although the cost estimates are conceptual, there are a lot of assumptions 
being made in the document based upon the results of future studies, such as geotechnical 
reports, hydrology design, archeological discoveries, and compensation for building 
removals that could significantly increase the costs of construction.  Are all of these 
included within the existing contingency estimate? 
 
Please explain whether any operating costs that would distinguish the alternatives are 
factored into the project alternatives. If not, please provide these figures, for purposes of 
comparing the alternatives, and identify the agency responsible for that maintenance item 
and the source of funding (such as annual operating budget by CalTrans?). In addition to 
the normal wear and tear of the roadway, figures that should be considered in this should 
include annual utility expenditures for operating the tunnels, water usage for irrigation, 
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short-term monitoring of landscape installation, ongoing maintenance of new landscaped 
areas, etc. 
 
Cumulative Projects 
Several projects are missing from the cumulative project list that should be included in 
the analysis because of their relevancy to the Doyle Drive project. These are: 
 
Merchant Road realignment – an undertaking by the Presidio Trust, National Park 
Service, and Golden Gate Bridge District. The project on the west side of the Golden 
Gate Bridge is scheduled for construction later in 2006 and will realign the road corridor 
and its intersection with Lincoln Boulevard and will reconfigure the current parking 
alongside the road. Since Merchant Road could be affected by the Doyle Drive 
alternatives, this upcoming project should be included in that analysis particularly under 
the Replace and Widen alternative under which northbound vehicles accessing the 
Presidio would have to use this access route. 
 
Golden Gate Bridge Plaza Enhancement - In the National Park Service’s General 
Management Plan Amendment for the Presidio, a concept was set forth to improve the 
area, enhance scenic vistas, and redesign the plaza to allow for an enhanced visitor 
experience. The Golden Gate Bridge plaza is a major visitor destination and will continue 
to be so. Page 5-19 of the DEIS refers to future improvements at the plaza but does not 
include it in the list of projects in 5.5. Please include it in the list. In addition to the visual 
quality analysis evaluation which is presented, the EIS should discuss, for each 
alternative, the opportunity for accomplishing the GMPA’s concept for this area in the 
future – how does each alternative either enhance that ability or preclude it?  
 
Public Health Service Hospital Project - a Presidio Trust project currently underway 
consider the future of several buildings within the 42-acre Public Health Service Hospital 
area, located between Mountain Lake and Lobos Creek Valley on the park’s southern 
border. A Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was released for public 
review in 2004; the Presidio Trust is now studying input received and considering a range 
of issues and options regarding this project. One of the options being studied is a new 
access into the Public Health Service complex from Park Presidio Boulevard. The Doyle 
Drive EIS should reference this project as there could be potential cumulative effects 
resulting from the scope and timing for implementation of both projects, potential traffic 
congestions associated with construction activities, etc. 
 
Main Post Parade Ground - The Presidio Trust is currently crafting plans to transform 
the historic Main Parade Ground, currently a surface parking lot, into an exciting new 
central gathering place for the public. Improvements to existing roadways, the addition of 
new sidewalks and trails, completion of the Main Post Depot, and reorganization of 
existing parking to meet future demand are intended to make the Main Post an easy place 
for visitors to enjoy. This undertaking, which is adjacent to the Doyle Drive project area 
and the Area of Potential Effect, will have an effect on the cultural landscape of the 
NHLD, as well as parking, circulation, and visual resources in the area. The scope of 
these proposed changes as they relate to Doyle Drive’s reconstruction and the timing of 
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implementation of this project should be taken into consideration in the Doyle Drive 
analysis.  
 
Summary of Cumulative Effects – Historic Resources 
The conclusion presented in Exhibit 5-1, Summary of Cumulative Effects, for Historic 
Resources conflicts with the text presented in the same chapter. The table concludes there 
would be no impacts expected for individual structures under the two action alternatives, 
yet text elsewhere in the document contradicts this as follows: 
 
“The Replace and Widen Alternative would likely cause an adverse cumulative effect on 
the Golden Gate Bridge historic property” (p.5-15); and,  
 
“The Presidio Parkway Alternative would likely cause an adverse cumulative effect on 
the Golden Gate Bridge historic property” (p.5-18). 
 
Likewise, the text on page 5-15 under the Presidio Parkway Alternative, Presidio 
Impacts, reads “The Presidio Parkway Alternative (under either option) could result in an 
adverse cumulative effect on the Presidio NHLD.” Yet Exhibit 5-1 does not reflect this 
and states “no impacts expected” on the Presidio. Please correct and/or clarify. 
 
Parking 
Please provide more information on the proposed underground parking garage at the east 
end of the project area, between the Mason Street and Gorgas Avenue warehouses. There 
are several references to a proposed parking garage, and associate assumptions in the 
impact analysis. In one instance it is assumed to have a minimum of 258 parking spaces 
and in another instance the document states that it would supply approximately 500 
spaces. Please clarify. Yet it is not clear as to who is the lead for this project, whether the 
costs are included in the project cost estimates, and what the cost is for this undertaking. 
Is this an undertaking by the Presidio Trust, the City on behalf of the Palace of Fine Arts, 
or the Exploratorium? Please identify or call out this proposed parking garage location on 
the Presidio Parkway Alternative under which it would occur (page 2-44). 
 
Open Space Restoration/Water Demand 
The Presidio Parkway Alternative calls for the restoration of open space and the 
installation of a grassy area to cover one of the tunnels. Likewise, it appears in the 
conceptual drawings that under the Replace and Widen Alternative, “green space” 
replaces the area where the Commissary, PX and associated parking lots currently are.  It 
is not clear what these grassy areas will be and how they will be used and maintained. 
Are these areas to be landscape vegetation or native plant restoration? Whichever it is, 
there will be associated irrigation requirements for this area, as well as the other open 
space restoration site (at least during the initial phase of installation). Please provide the 
effects on water demand for these restoration projects, and clarify if the supply will come 
from the Presidio Trust water system or reclaimed water system. Also, who will be 
responsible for the upkeep and maintenance of this new grassy area near the Main Post? 
If the presidio Trust is responsible, has this been factored into their maintenance and 
operating budget?  
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Environmentally Superior Alternative 
This section is a very helpful summary comparison between the alternatives. However, 
the second paragraph on page 4-16 (beginning with “Both the Replace and Widen…”) 
needs clarification. The statement “the Replace and Widen alternative would require the 
removal of approximately 13,600 square meters (146,400 square feet)” needs to be 
qualified that these figures are for the Detour Option, not for the No Detour Option.  
 
Furthermore, in this same sentence, the statement that the building space removed would 
be throughout the Crissy Field and Letterman planning areas is erroneous and 
misleading. Please clarify that under the Detour Option the building removals would only 
be non-historic structures clustered together just north of the existing alignment 
(Commissary and PX). And under the No Detour Option, only one non-historic building 
in the Letterman Complex would be removed.  
 
In addition, the square meters/square footage figures presented in this paragraph do not 
track with those presented in Exhibit 3-12, Buildings Temporarily Removed and 
Returned or Permanently Removed by Alternative (the figures on page 4-16 are greater 
than those shown in Exhibit 3-12). Please clarify. 
 
Finally, the last sentence of this same paragraph states “The land use development plans 
identified in the PTMP call for an increase in building space in each of the identified 
planning areas, therefore the removal of building space from these areas would be in 
conflict with the proposed land use goals of the PTMP.” The conclusion of this statement 
is not wholly correct. Although PTMP does allow for an increase in net building space 
for these planning areas, it does not preclude the option for building removal 
complemented by replacement construction. The removal of building space in these 
planning areas does run counter with the long-term goals per PTMP, but the net result 
would depend upon the outcome of the terms of the compensation package to the Trust 
for the removal of buildings as part of the acquisition of interest and right of way process.  
 
Thank you for the extended opportunity to review and comment on this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Carey Feierabend 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Feierabend

Comment noted on a job well done.1 1155

An enhanced description of the process for building preservation and other historic 
preservation efforts is included in Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of 
Section 3.2.11 of the FEIS/R.

2 1156

The Cultural Recordation project team coordinated with the Presidio Trust regarding 
which buildings should be preserved. Minor alignment modifications to Alternative 5 
resulted in the creation of the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative would 
require the removal of 9 buildings, see Section 3.2.6 of the FEIS/R. 

3 1157

Text in S.5 was edited to address comments.4 1158

The Authority is looking at a variety of sources for local funding. Tolls along Doyle Drive 
have been identified as a subject of investigation as part of the Authority's Congestion 
Pricing Study. The funding table has been updated to reflect the current funding 
programmed for the project.

5 1159

Project cost estimates are based on the technical reports and include contingencies 
appropriate for the level of design detail.

6 1160

Operating and maintenance figures are not included in the estimates. The maintenance 
agreement will be prepared to clarify responsibilites.

7 1161

The cumulative analysis presented in the EIS/R includes those projects that were 
implemented, planned, approved, and funded at the time the document was being 
prepared. Therefore, of the projects noted in the comment, the Merchant Road 
Realignment, Public Health Service Hospital, and Main Post Parade Ground projects will 
be included in the cumulative project list. Currently, the Golden Gate Bridge Plaza 
Enhancements are only conceptual ideas put forth in the GMPA. Without a specific plan 
for analysis the plaza enhancements will not be included in the cumulative analysis.

8 1162

The changes were made in Section 5.6.4 of the FEIS/R.9 1163

The underground parking option referred to by the comment is no longer a component of 
the project.  It is expected that unmet parking demand would be handled through the 
management of available supply by the Presidio Trust within the study area and in other 
nearby areas. Costs associated will parking are included in the project estimates.

10 1164

Restoration of the project area will be coordinated with the Trust in accordance with the 
Vegetation Management Plan.

11 1165
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Feierabend

The 14th paragraph within Section 4.5 was revised to clarify that it is the Detour Option 
being discussed.

12 1166

The text will clarify the buildings removed for both the Detour and No Detour options 
although no reference to the historic or non-historic will be made in this paragraph.  The 
discussion of historic elements is presented in a later paragraph within Section 4.5.

13 1167

The building area removed numbers are now consistent throughout the document.14 1168

The text in question (Section 4.5) provides a general summary of the impacts of each 
alternative in order to make a determination as to which alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative based on the their impacts and as the commentor agrees, the 
removal of building space is the planning area is in conflict with the goals of the PTMP 
which is an impact associated with the alternative. It is correct that as mitigation for the 
removal of these buildings the Trust would be compensated as part of the right-of-way 
acquisition and would potentially have the ability to offset the loss of building space in 
certain areas with the creation of new buildings but it is beyond the scope of this project 
to determine how exactly the Trust would allocate the compensation they receive.

15 1169
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
Name: Ted Franzone 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 3230 Lyon Street 
City: SAN FRANCISCO 
State:  
Zip:  
E-mail: t.franzone@sbcglobal.net 
 
Comments:  
I live at the corner of Richardson and Lyon.  I want to know how either the circle or diamond options will 
effect my ability to get in and out of my garage?  Also it is not clear to me if I will still be able to exit my 
house onto Lyon Street as I do now.   
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Franzone, T.

The refinement of Alternative 5 would not impact Lyon Street.1 1632

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1430 of 659
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Frischen

The Refined Presidio Parkway Alternative achieves a much closer balance of traffic 
between Marina Boulevard and Richardson Avenue.  Also, traffic flow strategies can 
implement  signal timing to divert commuter traffic as needed.

1 1241
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Kathleen Frost [frost.kathleen@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 8:52 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman Pool 
 
I have learned that the Presidio YMCA Letterman Pool might be closed to facilitate the planned 
improvements to Doyle Drive. 
 
I live in Marin and work in San Francisco.  I commute by car so that I can take my 9 year old daughter to 
and from school in San Francisco.  As a daily user of Doyle Drive, I certainly can appreciate the 
importance of improving this structure.  However, I am saddened by the prospect that the Letterman 
Pool would be closed.   
 
My daughter and I make frequent use of the Presidio YMCA.  My hobby is triathlon and I have had a 
great many workouts in the The Letterman Pool in connection with my training.  The deep water running 
classes at the pool are an excellent way for injured athletes and other individuals to maintain or improve 
fitness while rehabilitating their injuries.  My daughter participates in the excellent Presidio YMCA 
summer camp program, which makes use of the Letterman Pool throughout the summer.  Lastly, the 
Presidio YMCA and the pool benefit the local community by providing an affordable facility that families, 
triathletes, senior citizens and others can use to stay healthy.  It would be a shame to take this pool 
away and to force those individuals to join expensive health clubs or to give up their swimming routines.  
 
I urge you to re-consider the plan to close the pool. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kathleen Frost 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Frost, K.

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 1541
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Cary Fulbright [cfulbright@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 9:47 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Cc: Kory O'Rourke 
Subject: Save Letterman Pool 
 
I write to encourage you to not make any rash decisions that would affect Letterman Pool and possibly 
close it, whether for "just three years during construction", or permanently.  Please reject the Circle 
Drive Option under the Parkway Alternative. 
 
The Letterman Pool as run by the YMCA is an important part of the community.  My younger son is on 
the Presidio Pirates swim team, which was formed just two years ago and already has over 50 young 
swimmers aged 8-16.  Without this swim team, which practices seven times per week, some of these 
kids would be on the streets getting into trouble. 
 
My older son swims three mornings a week as his PE requirement for his high school.  My son has 
never been in better physical shape since he began this regimen, and gets up at 6:15am those days to 
swim.  Other kids in his high school are now planning to swim in the morning, also. 
 
I myself swim at the Letterman pool five mornings per week as part of the masters program.  The 
masters program has a large membership, and has been operating for over seven years.  Members 
range from hardcore triathletes to middle-age people like me who are swimming to keep my blood 
pressure down and prolong my life. 
 
When you balance these three examples of the hundreds of similar stories of children and adults 
learning to swim, adults improving their health, and the YMCA providing scholarships and financial aid 
to many so that everyone can participate, against the slight convenience that would come from 
expanding Doyle Drive, I think it is clear that it would be an absolute travesty to close Letterman Pool 
and throw these hundreds of people out into the streets. 
 
Regards,  Cary Fulbright 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Fulbright, C.

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 1569

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1436 of 659
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: L. Fuller (011806)

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 permanent impact 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. In order to maintain traffic during construction, a transportation 
management plan will be prepared prior to construction.

1 1023
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Marina [marinafromsf@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, February 05, 2006 10:21 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Save the pool 
 
Retain historic Letterman Poole and reject the Circle Drive Option under the Parkway alternative. 
 
The pool is heavily used by families and children, runners and triathletes. 
 
Marina Gelman 
marinafromsf@yahoo.com 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Gelman, M.

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 1534
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Cresterr@aol.com 
Sent: Monday, March 27, 2006 3:38 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Cc: aaron.peskin@sfgov.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive 
 
To: Leroy L. Saage, Doyle Drive Project Manager 
      Jose Luis Moscovich, Executive Director 
 
My name is Doris Giuliotti and I've resided at 42 Richardson Avenue for the past 40 years. After 
reviewing the Doyle Drive plans that you kindly mailed me, I've come to the conclusion of opting for 
alternative two, which is replacing and widening the road in the same configuration as it is now. 
 
The only reasons Doyle Drive needs replacement is to be retrofitted for earthquakes and to widen the 
lanes and place a center divider for traffic safety. There is no need to go through intricate landscaping 
and reconfiguration of the road with tunnel segments. Tunnels aren't safe, in case of accidents within or 
in the event of an earthquake. Of course those that submit the extravagant plans don't reside here. 
Being practical, alternative five would be far too costly and not meeting the needs of the residents. This 
can be illustrated with the plans that have been proposed for the Bay Bridge which took several years of 
arguments and then the work was abruptly suspended when the expenses proved to be non cost-
effective. Given that the bay Area has been the slowest to recover from the recession that's overcome 
the country since 2000, alternative two is the most cost effective. 
 
Beautifying the Presidio park and its views is not the purpose of Doyle Drive replacement. The bridge 
approach has been architecturally beautiful for 70 years and admired throughout the world as a unique 
landmark. The reason why I would like the road to be in the same configuration as it is now is because I 
don't believe that traffice should be curtailed from Marina Boulevard. Marina Boulevard residents have 
been whining for ten years attempting to divert all traffic to Lombard St. and Richardson Avenue, which 
are already above capacity with traffic from commuter cars from Marin, 19th Avenue and 280. Plus we 
get Golden Gate Transit buses, Muni buses, trucks, heavy rigs, noisy motorcycles which Marina 
Boulevard was able to have prohibited from their street. At least the cars should have the option to use 
any street that they wish. 
 
Why should we be the sole victims to inherit even more traffic in front of our property? Bureaucracy has 
always been applied in favor of the residents that pertain to a higher income bracket and with influence 
in government. Everyone should share the burden of traffic---I mean everyone. We all pay taxes and it's 
fair that we all should share the consequences for having to live in this beautiful city. 
 
First and foremost let's not overlook the environmental impact--noise, vibration and pollution. The noise 
is in proportion with the traffic. The more traffic, the more noise. Buses, motorcycles and trucks besides 
the traffic, emit alot of noise, especially when they're idle or come to a stop. The vibrations of traffic 
cause our upkeep to be very expensive having to repair cracks on our walls. The worst of it all is the 
pollution. I've been complaining for years to the Health Dept. and they had agreed after visiting my 
place that the traffic and the fumes of the cars are leaving heavy soot deposits in front and on our 
property. What should we say about inhaling all these toxic fumes? Mr. Tom Rivard, Senior 
Environmental Health Inspector told me recently that he's going to place a toxin meter to measure the 
level of toxicity but I haven't heard from him lately. 
 
In closing, I would apprecaite you taking my e-mail in consideration. Let's have common sense prevail. I 
love the Presidio; that's why I've been living here for 40 years but let's not neglect human life. Trees can 
be replanted but there's no price on a human life. 
 
Sincerely, 
Doris Giuliotti 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Giuliotti, D.

Support for Alternative 2 noted.1 1598

Comment noted.2 1599

The expanded traffic study did not indicate that traffic levels would be impacted from this 
project, thus additional noise will not be an issue.

3 1600

Without information on the location of commenter we cannot address impacts on their 
site.

4 1601
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Edward Gleason [edgleason1@msn.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2006 10:43 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle drive 
 
We have no need to to take down SF amenities like to pool to get the flow of suburbanites back to ' 
pristine Marin' faster. Take out the other side first, 
 
Ed Gleason San Francisco 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Gleason, E.

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 1557

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1444 of 659
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: J. Glesnor[sic] (021506)

Preference noted for Alternative 5.1 1032

The Final Design options for the Diamond Interchange will incorporate Palace Drive 
modifications.  Alternative 2 was not selected as the Preferred Alternative.

2 1033

The slip ramp was not carried forward as an element of the Preferred Alternative.3 1034

It is the intent of the project to minimize tree removal. However, while some trees will 
need to be removed opposite the Gorgas warehouses to accommodate the Girard Road 
connections, the overall tree screen will be maintained.

4 1035
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
 
From: Tracy Hall [tracyhall_fun@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 7:49 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Construction - Letterman Pool 
 
I understand there is some forthcoming construction and that the Presidio Lettermen Pool could close 
during this period. 
 
As a member of the Presidio YMCA and community, I would like to voice my concern and belief that the 
pool should remain open during construction.  Myself, as well, as many others, including children in the 
area, older adults, and those rehabilitating from injury all use and rely on this pool.  Other substitutes 
are simply too far, require special parking situations and costs.  Please consider these points in keeping 
the pool open. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Tracy A. Hall
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Hall, T.

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 1515

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1448 of 659



Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

Name: Jason Hann 
Organization/Agency: Comsys Information Technology Services 
Address: 114 Granada Drive 
City: Corte Madera 
State: CA 
Zip: 94925E-mail: iceehann@hotmail.com 
 
Comments:  
I have been a resident of SF for over 6 years our recent move to Marin has changed my commute to 
include Doyle Drive.  I am an avid supporter of Alternative 5 and feel that this would be better in safety 
as well as aesthetics.  It would also create better access to areas of the Presidio, Marina, and SF that I 
frequently visit.  If you are indeed collecting votes, I am a definate yes on Alternative 5 
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Reviewer: Hann, J.

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1661
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Shelly Harrington [shelly_harrington@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2006 4:22 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Please keep Letterman Pool open 
 
I'm a local triathlete that uses this pool for training.  It's critical to my training because I can easily bike 
and run after swimming, and this is not nearly as possible anywhere else.  Please make sure to retain 
adequate, convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during the 3-year construction period to 
ensure access to all users.  The pool is heavily used by families and children, runners and triathletes. 
 
Thanks, 
Shelly Harrington 
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Reviewer: Harrington, S.

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 1522
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Reviewer: B. Harrison (021506)

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.1 1045
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Mr. Leroy L. Sager, PE~ Project Mgr.
Doyle Drive DElS/If Comments
c/o San Francisco County Transportation
100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th floor
San Franc~sco' ~A. 94102

Dear Mr. Sager:

208 Willard North
San Francisco, CA.

fvIat'ch20, 2006
94118~15

~MJI~
Authority

Subject: Doyle Drive Project -
Selection of Alternate on

Which to Proceed

Thank you for giving us advocates for a new and better Doyle
another month (ending March 31) to study this very lengthy and extr
comprehensive document, ana.to make our comments. Certainly my own comr}
ments will have been improved by this additional month in which to study
the DElS, and I submit them"to you herewith for your ahd your staff's
consideration, and hopefully~for your agreement with them.

Your files may include a letter from me on this subject that I sent
several months ago, in which I endorsed,Alternative#2 over several oth~r
alternatives that were being considered at the time. After studying the'
DEIS, I wish to reaffirmmy support for Alternative#2 (over AlternatiV.e/,>
#5), and ,forseveralmore reasons than were mentionedin myearli~F le~t;~"~~
The last sheet in this letter is a tabulatt9nconsolidatingsome ofthe'~"
most importantdata, which are taken from 7,yariousplacesin the DElS..

Following are my reasons for endorsing Alternative #2 (no detour)
over Alt. #2 (with detour) and over any of the four listed variations
of Alternative #5:

1. Least cost - Alt. #2 (no detour) is about $146 million cheaper
than the least-expensive option of Alt. #5, when the Merchant Ramp option
is included.

2. AltF#2 (no detour) has the shortest construction time (40. ,.

months). Alt...5would take 15 months longer. With Alternative #2 (with"'""~C
detour) we wou!d be spending about $33 million over the no-detour option
only for a temporary benefit, and the construction time would be 11 mopths
greater, so I think that Alt. #2 (with detour) is not a good deal and I
would recommend ag~inst it. The attached tabulation shows other factors
in which the no-detour option is clearly the better one.

3. Alt. #2 (no detour) would necesfdtate the remova:1.of only 'one
building. Alt. 5 (any option) would take l~ buildings. The'~~irclelt
option of Alt. #5 would also take the"swimming pool, which has been vigor-
ously protested by its users.

4. The Alt. #2 (no detour) option woukd only take 2.2 acres,
which is about one-fifth of the acreage that would required by any of
the Alt. #5 options.

\

5. The amount of material (soil and rocks) to be excavated for
Alt. #2 (either option) is less than one-fifth of the material that would
be excavated for Alt. #5. I will discuss this further later in this letter.

6. Alt. #2 (no detour)) ~ould displace only five current job
positions, vs. 48 or 68 jobs displaced under Alt. #5.

7. Alt. #Iz'requires a lesser width of roadway than Alt. #5, and
also has 12-ft. widths for all 7 traffic lanes. Under Alt. #5, four of
the seven traffic lanes would be only 11 ft. in width, with the other
three lanes being 12 ft. wide.

Page 1 of 3
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(Letter of 3/20/06 to Mr. Leroy Sager reDoyle Drive, cont.)

8. The viaduct plan for the eastern part of Doyle Drive (under
Alt. #2) enables the land underneath the freeway to be used for other
purposes, such as parking of cars or possible extension of the Crissy
Marsh. Under Alt. #5, the land under the freeway in that area is not
available for any other purpose than vehicular travel. Also, h~v~g a
viaduct (insteadof a ground-levelfreeway) facilitates movemerrtc~bf
people and vehicles between the areas on either side of the freeway.

9. Exhibit 2-37 (pages 2-62 and 2-63) seems to indicate that
there will be fewer short-term road closures under Alt. #2 than under
Alt. #5.

10. Alt. #2 would permit the use of moveable median barrie~s (or
dividers) in order to facilitate rush-hour traffic, as is done o'a:the
Golden Gate bridge. This could not be done under Alt. #5."

11. Alt. #2 includes no signalized imtersections, instead using
overpasses or underpasses where roads cross. Alt. #5 has at least two
signalized intersections, which will tend to slow up traffic.

12. Alt. #5 will create a parking spacei~l~.~icitof 118 places
as opposed to only one parking space lost under Alt. #2 (no detour)
or 20 spaces lost under Alt. #2 (with detour). Alt. #5 would take up
many of the present parking spaces on the west side of the Palace of
Fine Arts.

13. The Alt. #5 -"hook ramp-" would require removal of a row of
eucalyptus trees at the southwest corner of the Park Presidio-Doyle
Drive Interchange. Alt. #2 seems not to require their removal.

14. The pr8file drawings for Alt. #2 indicate a constantly-
decreasing elevation for all vehicles Eroceeding eastward (although
the grades differ), with a maximum grade of 4. 00 'fi'~The pr()fil,~ clr<3.Vl'7'
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tantly-decreasing ..' Elil*va~.1~ri;l:.9!::a
velliQ~e ~raYeiiJ;lg~J~astward(max. grade 4.25'%) except at the~'e~g~e~
e'nd,where Drawings P-3 and p-4;"-;' indicate a rise of about 15 feet
and then a decline of about 10 n~et, whichmCtyb~.8l1!~y~:rpass at
Halleck. St~eet. Ov~r time! this "blip";i,l.,'!bE{~~a!!~y~profile at the
east end w111 requ1re veh1cles to work harder to get over the "blip"
and thus add to air pol1.ution.The "blip" will also tend to slow up
traffic (particularly trucks). Doyle Drive should not be encumbered
with traffic impediments such as this -"blip-",and Alt. #2 has no such
"blip-"(i.e. short down-and-up or up-and-down) throughout its length.
I undersmand that traffic speed is expected to be (~lower for Alt. #5
than for Alt. #2, and that is another reason why Alt. #2 should be
chosen. We should remember that most people who will be driving this
traffic connector will be intent upon getting from SFto Marin County
or vice-versa, as rapidly as reasonably possible, and I think that
the highway design chosen should be the one that helps them best to
achieve that objective.

15. Referring back to item 5, page 3-149 (third paragraph)
states: -"insoft soil areas, such as the Main Post tunnels, the soils
are inadequate for supp()rtingthe tunnels and backfilled soil cover,"
and that piles may be needed tp support tl1etllnpelsand their loos~
soil-and-rocks overburden. tome, itseem§ l~icfrous to go to such
extraordinary measures as to scoop out a huge~amount of soil and rock

so that it can be piled on top of a pile-supported tunnel in order to
create an~ artificial hill that will have a tunnel through it. How
effectively could such a loose soil-and-rockihill be compacted?

p~~~ ') ~.p ')
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tetter of 3/20/06 to Mr. Leroy Sager re Doyle Drive, continued)

(n~m 15, continued);
-Vlould it perform during an earthquake? I believe that the whole
i6ea<of such unnaturqlly-created hills on top of tunnels is completely
unnecessary, wasteful of taxpayers money and even potentially dangerous.
Again, Alternative #2 would obviate the need for pile-supported tunnels
and unnecessary excavation and backfilling. Another aspect of this is
that the excavation contemplated under Alt. #5 may include a lot of rock,
for which blasting would probably be required. Such 'blastingmay be a
disturbance to those who live and work in the Presidio and neighboring
areas.

16. I believe that there should be better access to the Presidio
Main Post from the freeway than is presently planned. At this late date
in the "game",I Viillhave the temerity to propose that an off-ramp be
provided for eastbound freeway traffic to Halleck Street, and that an
on-ramp be provided from Halleck Street to westbound freeway lanes.
This would be a proposed addition to Alternative #2.

After all of the above hopefully~well-considered comments , it ma;)'",'!

seem inappropriate to close this letter with whati,':t,would call a "nit4";~;
pick". But I was curious regarding the use of the ¥f'b'rd"parkway" in re:f'~X;;
erence. to Alt. #5 and ..freeway" in reference to Alt. #2. Ca.lWrans :pro-~!
y,ip.edITlewith the following definitions from the AASHTO's Californla
~!~~~~~ Design Manual:

Parkway: an arterial highway for non-commercial traffic with
~ull or partial control of access and usually located within
a park or ribbon of parklike development.

Freeway: a divided arterial highway with full control of
access and with grade separations at intersections.

Strictly speaking" then, Alt. #5 should not be called a parkway
since it would carry commercial traffic (trucks and buses) as well as
~utomobiles. But neither can it be called a freeway since it would have
signalized intersections instead of grade separations at two locations.
Alt. #2 fits the freeway definition very well, of course. But "parkway"
is a "warm and fuzzy" word that best d,escribesAlt. #5, even if it is
used slightly inaccurately.

Thank you for your attention to and consideration of these
comments. I would be pleased to discuss them with you with you or any
member of your staff, if you ~ish.

Page~ of 3

Sincerely yours -

~~'~~:chell T. Hayw~rd-f
Retired Electrical Engineer

*Member of the California
*The opinions expressed herein Heritage;~C\1nciland of the
are my own - I am not speaking Fort Po.fJit"'r&fresidio
for these two organi~ationso Hisio~toilAssocation

~ary Kennerley,PBQD, PE
CCw/enc: Cralg Middleton,. ~ec.~<~p.j,J~.~-9j;'9.'Presidio Trust

Michael Bolan, Plann~t:;c;~~~lc!iio Trust

Brian O' Neill , Supt. ;.lltA.. '
Rick Foster, Nat. Park Service, GGNRA
Redmond Kernan, Ft. Point &Presidio Historical Association
Whitney Hall, ' .. .. .. "

Gary Widman, President, California Heritage Council
. .. ..

Dlarll1e Rowe, Secretary, ..

Enclosure: Tabulation
entitled "Comparison--"
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
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Reviewer: W. Hayward (032006)

Support for Alternative 2 noted.1 1394

Alternative 5 was selected as the preferred alternative.2 1395

Alternative 5 addresses specific environmental issues to provide a natural environment on 
top of the tunnel structure.  The embankment on top of the tunnel can be engineered 
and designed to perform well during the design earthquake such that no significant 
damages occur.  Because the material and the placement will be specified, the properties 
and compaction of the embankment can be controlled and monitored for conformance 
during construction.

3 1396

Alternative 2 was not selected as the preferred alternative.  Presidio access is provided at 
Girard Road in Alternative 5.

4 1397

Comment noted.5 1398

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1459 of 659



Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Jody Heyman [jdstrat@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 8:53 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman Pool 
 
I have been a member of the Y for many years and have used the pool both for personal use as well as 
for my family.  It is a true community where the instructors and lifeguards make it a point to know who 
comes to visit.  They all know when I have an injury because I spend more time in the water.  They 
know our routines! 
 
It is also a place for so many people to enjoy at all hours.  at 5:30am I have taken advantage of the 
masters swim program.  If I come after 8, I crowd in the lanes with other swimmers trying to get our 
workouts in before heading to work.  By 9:30, the seniors take over and we have to be patient until their 
class is finished.  It's a pool that is in constant motion being used by both the young and old.  We would 
be devastated not having access to this wonderful community. 
 
The pool and the facilities need updating, but we beg of you NOT to close such an important part of this 
community.   
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Jody E. Heyman 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
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Reviewer: Heyman, J.

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 1544
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Heyman, Mel [mheyman@peds.ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 10:18 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman pool 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I wish to let you know how important it is that the Letterman pool (Presidio YMCA) remain open.  My 
family, including my wife, three boys, and I, has used the pool for many years.  It remains an important 
resource for the community.  And it is a popular training area for many swimmers and tri-athletes of all 
ages!   
 
I also would appeal to you to keep the pool open during construction. (Otherwise, the pool will be closed 
for the anticipated 3 years of construction.) 
 
Please feel free to contact me if I can be of any further assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mel Heyman, MD 
Professor of Pediatrics 
UCSF 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Heyman, M.

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 1553
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
Name: Erik Honda 
Organization/Agency: San Francisco Citizen 
Address: 183 Henry Street 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94114E-mail: ehonda@acalanes.k12.ca.us 
 
Comments:  
Hello Mr. Saage: 
 
Please please please approve the much superior Presidio Parkway plan, and let's get started ASAP.  
For 36 too many years we've been waiting to get rid of an ugly, dangerous blight on some of the 
loveliest urban landscape in the entire world, and replace it with something we can all be proud of, 
whether we're entering the city acorss the bridge or standing in our beautifully restored Chrissy Field.  
The Parkway plan will do just that, while the replace and widen plan would be a step backward that 
generations of San Franciscans would regret for years and years to come. 
 
Thanks for your work on this. 
 
Erik Honda 
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Reviewer: Honda, E.

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1657
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Peggy Hope [p.hope@att.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2006 2:48 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: adding my voice 
 
I am a senior citizen who has discovered the relief of relative mobility by spending three mornings a 
week doing water aerobics in the Presidio YMCA pool.  My arthritic bones are crying out against the 
proposed demolition of said pool.  So many older people, like myself, have benefited from this program.  
And it is a joy to see the young children being introduced to the water in the smaller pool.  Then there 
are the accomplished swimmers doing laps, keeping themselves fit and respecting us duffers for trying 
to do the same.  I know that thousands of people avail themselves of this wonderful place.  Having been 
born in the Presidio, I have a special feeling for the Presidio and its historic buildings.  I love what 
George Lucas did with his project.  It preserves the integrity of its surroundings.  Also, the location is 
most important as I do not drive a car. 
 
There must be some other way of protecting the over-zealous drivers who must speed there way into 
our city by way of Doyle Drive, without destroying a vital part of our Presidio and the YMCA 
organization.  But if you must do it, then please find the funding to build a replica of our pool, 
somewhere near the gym, before destroying the present one. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Peggy Hope 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
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Reviewer: Hope, P.

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 1527
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Funston@aol.com 
Sent: Saturday, March 18, 2006 1:29 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive Project 
To  : Leroy L. Saage  /   doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
 
Re : Doyle Drive 
 
My name is Anne Howson.  I live at 3258 Lyon Street between Richardson Ave. and Bay St. Obviously, 
the work that your group is doing is of great concern to me.  It will greatly affect the quality of life in my 
neighborhood. I have to admit that I view your work with a great deal of mistrust.  This mistrust stems 
from the fact that about two weeks after we moved into our home on Lyon Street a great many very 
large and quite beautiful trees that stood directly across from our home providing a screen from the 
traffic noise and auto emissions on Richardson were simply cut down.  This was done to accommodate 
the creation of a bus stop on Richardson, which, for the past two years, has NEVER EVER been used 
for a bus.  I am sure that everyone would agree that the foliage, which was put in as replacement for the 
trees, is way less than adequate and, I might add, far less than was promised in the “Planting Plan” 
sheet # 52 of the “Lyon, Richardson, Gorgas Improvement Project”. The chip ground cover, in 
particular, is an unsightly mess, which just collects tourist detritus, dog poop, and overflow parking when 
there is an event at the Palace Theater. The only reason that a healthy patch of Canadian Thistle has 
not taken hold in the “Richardson Triangle” is that my husband Jeffrey goes out and digs it out with a 
shovel about twice a month. 
 
Proposals for Doyle Drive 
Obviously a great deal of thought and time and MONEY has been put into the proposal so far.  It is 
clear to me the “Parkway” alternative is preferred by everyone on your team.  The presentation in the 
booklet and on the posters that were created makes it abundantly clear that we will get some version of 
the “Parkway” no matter what input comes from the public. The “Parkway” shows vision and respect for 
the beauty of our city, but, you must get back to the drawing boards in designing the flow of traffic on 
the city end of the project. Clearly, you are pressured to have an easy access to the Lucas Film garage, 
but NOT at the expense of the YMCA swimming pool. PLEASE!  So, eliminate the “Circle Drive” right off 
the bat. The “Diamond Option” drawings in the booklet are unclear as to how it will work vis a vis Lyon 
St. We need a better idea and better drawings and a clear written explanation of what it is you are trying 
to accomplish with these two options. 
 
In general, I think your ideas for the Gorgas off ramp and the stop lights to get to Marina Blvd. will force 
most drivers to flow into the city on Richardson.  In my mind it is not acceptable to do so. Traffic should 
flow into the city equally onto Richardson and Marina Blvd. This could be done with SYNCed STOP 
LIGHTS on Marina Blvd. The current access to the Presidio (and the Lucas garage) at the city end of 
the project is adequate. It seems equally important to consider how many people want to get to the 
Palace of Fine Arts and the Marina Green. 
 
Please try to get Michael Painter to work more with the Lyon Street homeowners whose quality of life 
should be of concern in this planning process.  
 
Sincerely 
Anne Howson 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
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Reviewer: Howson, A.

The Circle Drive option was not selected as the preferred alternative.  The YMCA 
swimming pool will not be removed as part of the preferred project.

1 1595

Stop lights on Marina are currently beyond the scope of this project.2 1596

Comment noted.3 1597

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1469 of 659
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
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Reviewer: J. Howson

The Refined Presidio Parkway alternative achieves a balance of traffic flow between 
Marina Boulevard and Richardson Avenue more akin to the anticipated No Build 
Condition. Some alleviating of traffic is forecast to occur with the introduction of Girard 
Road access into the Presidio, attracting local traffic to and from destinations in the 
Presidio and points south that are not available in No-Build Alternative.

1 1467

The design refinements that were made as part of the preferred alternative have resulted 
in a much closer match to the existing balance of traffic between Richardson and Marina. 
This has been confirmed by the additional traffic operations analysis included in the 
Traffic Operfations Addendum, October 2005 and summarized in Section 3.2.8 of the 
FEIS/R including Exhibits 3-30 and 3-31.

2 1468

Marina Blvd. is working at capacity as one lane. Right of way should be preserved to 
enable two lanes in the future.

3 1469

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

4 1470

Comment noted.5 1471

Detailed drawings of all the design alternatives are provided in Appendix B of the FEIS/R. 
The Preferred Alternative is detailed in Section 2.5.1 of the FEIS/R.

6 1472

Lyon Street and the trees will not be altered by this project.7 1473
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Eduardo Hueso [ehueso@ilm.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2006 9:24 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Retain Letterman Pool 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
I work in 1 Letterman Dr. and use the Letterman pool regularly. Swimming is the most effective therapy 
to my back injury and the number one recommendation from my doctors. 
Anyone who has been to the Letterman pool knows the impact it has on the community's physical and 
mental health. 
 
From serious athletes to seniors, hundreds of people benefit from this facility. 
To the best of my knowledge there is no local alternative to the Letterman pool. 
 
I kindly request that the pool and parking associated with it is kept and kept active during the 
construction of the Doyle Drive project. 
 
Thanks you, 
 
Eduardo Hueso 
Software Engineer 
Industrial Light and Magic 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 
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Reviewer: Hueso, E.

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 1558
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: marilyn hughes [marilynh94123@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, February 05, 2006 10:37 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman Pool 
 
I am a low-income 70 year-old living in senior housing at Lyon and Lombard Streets.  I suffer from 
arthritis and spinal stenosis.   The convenient location and reasonable fee at the Letterman pool enable 
my mobility.  Please find an alternative to the Circle Drive option under the Parkway Alternative so that 
the Letterman pool can remain in operation.  Thank you. 
 
Marilyn Hughes 
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Reviewer: Hughes, M.

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 1535
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

Doyle Drive DEIR Comments (Email): February - March 10, 2006 
 
From: William humnicky [whumnicky@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2006 9:49 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Please don't close the pool in the Presidio! 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
I am a resident of the Presidio and am saddened to learn that the Presidio pool may be closed (even 
temporarily) due to construction on Doyle Drive.  
 
Please save the pool for water running and swimming workouts for many years to come and for all the 
seniors and the children who take water exercise/swimming classes. The pool is a valuable resource for 
the community. Yes there are other pools in San Francisco, but, they are much farther away, do not 
have easily accessible free public parking and can be much more expensive to use.   
 
Thanks to training I did in the pool, I was able to recover from a leg injury.  
 
Keep the pool open permanently, even during construction. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
William Humnicky 
whumnicky@yahoo.com 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 
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Reviewer: Humnicky, W.

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 1514
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From: Mary Ingham [mbeckman@igc.org] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 8:53 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: PResidio pool 
 
Please save the Presidio Y pool!   
 
One of many athletes using it regulary! 
 
Mary Ingham 
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Reviewer: Ingham, M.

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 1532
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Name: Chris Jackson 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 821 Marina Blvd.  
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94123 
E-mail: chrisjackson@earthlink.net 
 
Comments:  
Comments for Alternative #5: 
I would like to the design team for their hard work and thoughtful design.  In an era where it is very easy 
to be negative on government and government projects, it is really great to see something produced 
that is a true benefit to the community.  Listed below are a few reasons why I like Alternative 5 for the 
Doyle Drive project.  
 
#1 SAFETY!  The current configuration is terrible for pedestrians and children.  Cars sometimes come 
off Doyle drive speeding at 40-50 miles per hour.   They come off the drive at that speed, around a 
curve with limited visibility, into a residential neighborhood.   It is terrifying to have young children who 
could run into the road and be hit by drivers who can not stop in time at those speeds.  It is also 
impossible to cross Marina Blvd at the assigned crosswalk at Baker street. The cars are coming to fast 
to stop by the intersection and don't bother.  Alternative 5 is FANTASTIC.  By having traffic for Marina 
Boulevard exit on the right and come to a stop before driving onto Marina, cars are moving much slower 
by the time they get to the homes, kids and crosswalks.  This is terrific.    
 
#2 Improved views.  It is great to see people put so much thought into one of our countries national 
treasures.  The restoration of Crissy field is something this city can really be proud of.  Thousands of 
people enjoy it every day.  My family and I are some of those people.  Unfortunately, the current Doyle 
drive does not add to that pleasure.  It is clear to anyone who has visited the Presidio that Doyle drive is 
an eye sore towering above the park.   If we have to have a major highway running into our city it should 
at least try to be as pleasing as possible to the eye.  The designers of Alternative 5 have clearly put a lot 
of thought into this.   Their design of putting a tunnel in part of the drive is terrific.  It connects the whole 
Presidio to Crissy field visually and allows guests to walk from one to the other without having to go 
under the current structure.  The current drawings really seem to mitigate the visual negative impact of 
this major road.   It would be such an improvement to have Crissy joined visually to the rest of the 
Presidio.    
 
My only suggestion is that there is a lot of concrete around and under Doyle drive.  If some of that 
space could be smoothed out for roller bladders, roller hockey, basket ball etc.  that would be a great 
bonus.  The area has lots of park and walk areas and it would be great fun to have a play ground for 
roller hockey and basket ball players.  Since the asphalt already exists it would just need to be 
smoothed a bit.   
 
Anyway thank you for the good work.  Sincerely, Chris Jackson   
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Reviewer: Jackson, C.

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1658

Support for Alternative 5 noted.2 1659

Comment noted.3 1660
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From: JJacobiEsq@aol.com 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 3:30 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Reject circle drive option under the Parkway alternative, save Letterman Pool 
 
The Letterman pool is a wonderful community resource.  Unlike the fancier facilities in the new 
Letterman arts complex, the Letterman pool is open to the public for a reasonable fee, and is well 
managed by the Presidio YMCA which I am a founding member.  I try to use the pool once a week and 
observe many others, especially families with children, getting healthy exercise in this facility.  Please 
do whatever you can to work Doyle Drive construction around this valuable San Francisco resource. 
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Reviewer: Jacob, J.

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 1545
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Name: Martina Jones 
Organization/Agency:  
Address:  
City:  
State:  
Zip:  
E-mail: martina@stanfordalumni.org 
 
Comments:  
I've attempted to review the Citizen's Guide to Doyle Drive improvements. Alternative 5 appears to have 
many more permanent and far reaching affects on the Presidio (loss of land, loss of buildings, loss of 
facilities) than other alternatives. As an athlete and frequent visitor of the Presidio, I wish for as little of 
the existing park to be permanently changed, in particular the closure of the YMCA pool. Many families 
and athletes -- all of whom are extremely respectful, regular users of all the Presidio's facilities -- take 
advantage of the land that would be "removed" from circulation and the pool that would be closed. 
Please don't change something that the most active and enthusiastic residents of this city love and use. 
 
Respectfully, 
Martina L. Jones 
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Reviewer: Jones, M.

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 1644
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Reviewer: J. Kennedy (021506)

Comment noted. The FEIS/R adequately addresses these concerns. Please review the 
"Implementation and Monitoring Plan" under the Avoidance, Minimization and/or 
Mitigation Measures in Section 3.4.2 for additional information.

1 1036
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Reviewer: Kirby

Planting will be in accordance with the Trust Vegetation Management Plan which gives 
strong consideration to native plantings.

1 1240
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Reviewer: Kitt (031506)

Comment noted.1 1825

The present number of lanes (6) is only sufficient with the reversible lanes.2 1826

The project aims to be designed to be functional as well as complementary to the 
surrounding environment with the materials currently available.

3 1827
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From: george.kovacs@gm.com 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 12:30 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Safe the Presido Pool 
 
To whom this may concern:                                                   
 
Please retain adequate, convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during the 3-year construction 
period (if it happens) to ensure access to all users.                                                                  
 
The pool is heavily used by families and children, runners and triathletes!!!   To loose access would be a 
hardship for many community users.                                                                      
                                                                             
Thank you very much!                                                        
                                                                             
George Kovacs 
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Reviewer: Kovacs, G.

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 1554
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From: mark [landerinsf@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, March 18, 2006 6:03 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Cc: garypetersen@sbcglobal.net 
Subject: Doyle Drive Parkway 
 
Thank you for designing a wonderful parkway and solution to the Doyle Drive reconstruction. 
 
I very much favor the new Parkway design located at surface level and including two tunnels. 
 
It will reunite the Presidio Park with Crissy both visually and topographically, and is well worth the extra 
investment for a project that will have far-reaching and long-term effects on this beautiful quarter of San 
Francisco. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mark Landerghini 
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Reviewer: Landerghini, M.

Comment noted.1 1588
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Doyle Drive DEIR Comments (Email): March 10 – March 27, 2006 
 
From: William Poy Lee [vdragon@ix.netcom.com] 
Sent: Saturday, March 18, 2006 7:58 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Cc: bbowman@sfchronicle.com 
Subject: Doyle Drive Tunnel Should Have Natural Air and Sun Openings to the Surface. 
 
Dear Road Worriers -- regarding the underground tunnel option of the new Doyle Drive, please include 
open air breaks to the surface along the tunnel route. 
 
While recently visiting Paris, we became stuck in slow-moving traffic in the tunnel highway between the 
airport and Paris.  It was like being stuck in a slow-death gas chamber as the accumulating fumes of the 
commute traffic started to seep into our taxi and into our lungs.  The fans in the ceiling were not of much 
use.  I was never more glad than to get free of that tunnel. 
 
I am not against the tunnel, but as a 4th generation San Franciscan, I would only ask you to provide not 
only mechanized air ventilators (which can break down by the way), but intermittent openings that allow 
natural air as well as sunlight to flood down into the tunnel.  I'll miss the beautiful drive to the bridge, but 
this looks inevitable. 
 
Thanks -- William Poy Lee, Esq. 
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Reviewer: Lee, W.

Tunnel ventilation will be developed in the detailed design. A goal of the ventilation 
design will be to minimize tunnel Operations and Maintenance costs.  The use of natural 
light and ventilation will be used as much as possible, but the proposed system must 
satisfy the necessary fire and life safety requirements.

1 1572
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From: Jody Llewellyn [youngjody@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 8:01 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Maintaining Letterman Pool 
 
Dear Doyle Drive Committee -- 
 
Understanding that you have a public hearing upcoming, I was compelled to put in my resident's two-
cents on the matter.   I respect and understand the need to improve this critical artery -- no doubt it will 
result in increased quality-of-life for all in the area with traffic flow, noise reduction, and, of course, 
safety.   Clearly, your team has put many years and much study into the options and alternatives 
available to move forward. 
 
It has also come to my understanding that one impact would be the 3-year-or-longer closing of the 
historic Presidio YMCA Letterman pool.  This pool is a cornerstone of the community in the area, and if 
there is any way to consider keeping it open, you would be doing the community a major service. 
 
On any given day, all walks of live come through Letterman's doors to enjoy this valuable (and rare) 
community asset -- swim lessons, seniors, rehab patients who take the water running classes taught by 
Presidio Sport + Medicine, and athletes. 
 
There really are not many other options in the area -- not that are accessible on a walk-in basis to the 
community, and to YMCA members at a reasonable cost.  The other pools belong to more expensive 
gyms, far-flung and limited-hour city pools in completely different parts of town, and the Embarcadero Y, 
which would be very difficult to access for those who are used to driving to the Presidio, and I am sure 
the Embarcadero could not absorb the volume of the Presidio Pool Community. 
 
It would be sad to see this pool abandoned for a long period of time, especially in its historic condition. 
 
I encourage you to work with residents and the Y community to find a way to keep it open and 
accessible. 
 
Thanks, 
Jody Llewellyn 
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Reviewer: Llewellyn, J.

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 1543

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1500 of 659



Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Britt Loughlin [brittloughlin@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 8:20 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Cc: 'Jody Llewellyn' 
Subject: Please don't close letterman pool! 
 
Hello, 
 
I just learned that there is a chance Letterman Pool in the presidio could be closed for up to 3 years 
during the extension of Doyle Drive.  If there is any way to avoid closing the pool I would strongly 
recommend it.  The YMCA has done an incredible job of maintaining this historical landmark which is 
used for recreation and fitness across all ages from children taking their first swim lessons to adults 
participating in Masters.  There are classes that the injured and elderly take advantage of which help 
them recover and stay active.   It is not only that so many people would lose out on the benefits of 
having the pool but there are also the jobs that will be lost to consider.  Dedicated swim coaches, life 
guards, etc.   
 
I have to believe there is a way to keep the pool open and I appreciate your giving it consideration. 
 
Britt N. Loughlin 
Executive Search and Staffing Consultant 
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Reviewer: Loughlin, B.

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 1570
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Name: Cheryl Loukas 
Organization/Agency: Buckland & Taylor Ltd. 
Address: 101-788 Harbourside Drive 
City: North Vancouver 
State: BC 
Zip: V7P3R7 
E-mail: cloukas@b-t.com 
 
Comments:  
I was trying to download the fact sheet, but it was not available.  Do you know when the project will be 
advertised for bid?  Has a design firm been chosen to design the bridge? 
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Reviewer: Loukas, C.

It is anticipated that construction would start in 2009. The selected method of project 
procurement, either traditional design-bid-build or design-build will dictate when the 
project is advertised for bid. The preliminary design will be completed by a combination 
of Autority's selected consultant and Caltrans.   

1 1646
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From: Lara Lum [lara_lum@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 09, 2006 9:04 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Save Letterman Pool -- public comment 
 
As an active user of the Presidio Letterman Pool, I would like to voice a comment. 
 
Many people -- YMCA members, day use people, swim lesson students, and youth groups -- use this 
pool.  YMCA also sponsors fund raising events here. 
 
It is integral to the neighborhoods surrounding the Presidio, in addtion to the people and families who 
live in the Presidio. 
 
There are very few pools open year round that are affordable and family friendly.  Many of the pools are 
in very expensive gyms, such at Club One or Pinnacle. 
 
The location is convenient and offers parking.  It's also close to open space, so a combined workout can 
be done -- swimming, running, biking.  Many triatheletes use these facilities. 
 
This pool is a great asset to San Francisco and Letterman Pool should be retained and the Circle Drive 
Option under the Parkway Alternative rejected. 
 
While the Doyle Drive Replacement project is underway (3 yrs), adequate, safe, convenient parking for 
Letterman Pool should be provided for all pool users. 
 
Your consideration of this input is greatly appreciated. 
 
Lara Lum 
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Reviewer: Lum, L.

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 1539
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From: Amy Lyons [amy@goldmanfund.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 31, 2006 2:36 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Comments on Doyle Drive Project 
 
March 31, 2006 
 
Mr. Leroy L. Saage 
Doyle Drive Project Manager 
c/o San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
Dear Mr. Saage: 
 
I am writing to reiterate the Richard and Rhoda Goldman Fund’s strong preference for the Presidio 
Parkway design (Alternative 5) for replacing Doyle Drive.  Given our building’s close proximately to 
Doyle Drive, I would also like to advocate for several construction options that would address our 
concerns regarding permanent and temporary construction noise.   
 
With regard to permanent noise impacts, the predicted traffic noise level of the Rebuild and Widen 
alternative of 74dB at Goldman's Building 211 [DEIS, Exhibit 3-53, page 3-183] is significantly higher 
than the federal Noise Abatement Criteria, and is unacceptable in a national park setting. 
 
The Activity Categories in Exhibit 3-48 are too broad and we believe set too high a traffic noise 
threshold for a national park. The 66dB predicted for the Parkway in Exhibit 3-53 is obviously much 
better, although we question that high a prediction when traffic will be buried in a capped concrete box 
below the bluff edge. 
 
We support the objective of the National Park Service Director's Order 47, at DEIS, page 3-171. It 
should be the noise objective for the Project. 
 
Regarding construction noise impacts, given our building's proximity to the Project, we feel it should be 
listed in the same "Sensitive Areas" [DEIS, page 3-178] as the Crissy Field Center. Since all our 
activities are noise sensitive, noisy construction in our area would need to be outside office hours. The 
noise of pile driving is of particular concern, and the EIS should commit to the quietest available 
techniques.  The mitigation plans referred to on page 3-197, "alternate construction methods may be 
used to reduce the noise caused by pile driving and other equipment near sites that are noise-
sensitive," is inadequate.  It is our position that the statement require the most stringent noise 
reductions.  This could be accomplished by using the phrase, "…shall be used….," instead of “… may 
be used.” 
 
We have similar concerns about traffic and construction vibration [DEIS, page 3-197, et. seq.], and their 
mitigation. The EIS only speaks of effects on historic buildings. It inadequately assesses vibration 
impacts on Building 211 and its proximity to the project. 
 
Last, we also support the principles of Context Sensitive Design. We support this process of continued 
improvement to the Parkway design involving governing agencies and affected institutions and public 
groups. The designs in the DEIS must be the starting point for the Project, and not the end point. 
 
We hope that the commission will recognize that the Presidio Parkway and construction alternatives 
outlined above are the best options for all parties involved.  
 
Sincerely,  
Amy Lyons 
Executive Director 
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Reviewer: Lyons, A.

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1623

Alternative 2 was not selected as the preferred alternative.  The statement that the NAC 
is set too high is not reflective fo the process that was used to develop the criteria.  The 
NAC is a balance by FHWA between what is desirable and what is reasonable.  The 
Director's directive has been used as a noise objective, and was considered in the 
assessment of noise on this project.

2 1624

All residential units were given the same level of "sensitivity" as the Crissy Field Center.  
From the reviewer's comments it would appear that the building in question is used as an 
office building although the noise sensitive activities that take place within this building 
were not identified.  Consistent with all alternatives, the construction noise impacts will be 
reduced to the extent possible using equipment and methods that will be identified in the 
contract documents.  Stringent noise reduction statements will be included in the 
construction plans.

3 1625

Traffic vibrations will generally not be noticeable during the operational phase of this 
project.  During construction, vibration impacts will be limited by the use of low-impact 
construction methods and equipment.  This concept was spelled out in detail in the 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.5.  The impacts on 
Building 211 will be consistent with those of other buildings of its type, location and age 
and will be monitored during construction to ensure that the potential for damage is 
minimized.

4 1626

Comment noted. See Section 2.2.3 for a discussion of Context Sensitive Design and 
Section 2.5.1 for a discussion of the Preferred Alternative.

5 1627
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Name: Laurence Maller 
Organization/Agency: WA Thomas Co 
Address: 2356 Pacheco Bl 
City: Martinez 
State: ca 
Zip: 94553 
E-mail: laurence@wathomas.net 
 
Comments:  
I prefer option 5 with the diamond option.  I like the direct ramp from southbound into parking and 
northwestbound onramp.  You shouldn't cave to the NIMBY's ... the freeway has to be extended those 
few blocks along Richardson directly onto Lombard, otherwise the same near-gridlock status will never 
change.  Perhaps as a 4-lane bus/HOV-only median strip (at grade, separated by k-rail barriers) with 
one diagonal overpass onto Lombard? 
 
 
$800 million for 1.5 miles of road?  Wow.  Don't let the special interests in the City delay this project and 
drive up its cost.  Safety first, capacity second, cosmetics third. 
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Reviewer: Maller, L.

Comment noted.1 1629

Comment noted.2 1645
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Reviewer: Manning

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 1233

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 1234
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Reviewer: T. McAteer (021506)

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.1 1041
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From: Liv Ingrid Mellemseter [livi@liaaen.name] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 5:43 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman Pool (Presidio YMCA pool) 
 
Hello, 
I just found out that there is a chance you will be closing the Letterman Pool (Presidio YMCA pool). This 
was a big surprise, and I have to say I am very disappointed that you have not posted information about 
this or the upcoming hearing at the pool's bulletin board. Wouldn't that ensure that all users of the pool 
get a chance to let you their opinion. Please make sure such a posting is done. 
 
Well, anyway, I found out through a friend and this is what I think about it: 
 
* I urge you to keep the pool. 
* I urge you to keep it open during construction of the roads. 
* I hope that you find another option than the Circle Drive Option under the Parkway Alternative.  
* During the construction period, it should be possible to continue to offer parking for pool users.  
 
I love going to the pool. I am a 30 year old women. When I go there (to waterrun 2-3 times a week) I get 
to spend time with people both my age, younger, older and much older. It's a fantastic community, and 
a safe place to stay fit (the only way for me and many others with injuries or age limitations). And not to 
forget the kids and teenagers that come there.  
 
Have you been to the pool lately!?? It is heavily used by both families and children, elderly and 
althletes!  
 
KEEP IT - AND KEEP IT OPEN! 
 
See you on the 15th... 
 
Regards, 
Liv 
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Reviewer: Mellemseter, L.

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 1538
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Reviewer: A. Meyer (032706)

Preference for Circle Drive Option noted.  The Diamond Option was selected as part of 
the Preferred Alternative so the pool will not be impacted by this project.

1 1484
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From: ber8832@aol.com 
Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2006 9:53 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Support for Michael Painter design options 
 
I wish to add my support to the alternative designs for Doyle Drive prepared and modified by Michael 
Painter and would expect that Mr. Painter's substantial contribution to the project by properly 
acknowledged in the final EIS. 
 
As someone who has been engaged in various elements of disaster planning, I wish to oppose any 
design that includes any elevated roadways.  While I can appreciate that modern engineering design 
can mitigate potential failure of such roadways caused by major earthquakes, the risk and increased 
cost are not justified if such road raising is otherwise unnecessary. 
 
The parkway design of Mr. Painter provides for adequate movement of vehicles to and from the Golden 
Gate Bridge (in this regard, the inclusion of modern traffic management systems on the drive is strongly 
recommended), reestablishes an important connection between the Presidio and the Palace of Fine 
Arts with a Circle Drive design at the south end, minimizes negative impacts with a hook ramp at the 
intersection of Highway 1, minimizes negative impacts for Presidio neighbors, and provides parkway 
users with a wonderful visual connection with the Presidio and its environs; one of San Francisco's 
jewels. 
 
The memory of the tragic impacts of Loma Prieta on elevated road structures, coupled with the 
consequent dramatic rebirth of the Embarcadero and Octavia Boulevard in San Francisco, and the 
Mandela Parkway rejuvenation in Oakland serve as excellent examples supporting the Parkway design 
for Doyle Drive. 
 
Our extraordinary natural environment and our magnificent urban structures deserve no less. 
 
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration. 
 
Bernard L. Meyerson 
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Reviewer: Meyerson, B.

Michael Painter is acknowledged in the  Final EIS/EIR.1 1603

The terraine in the project corridor requires a combination of bridges, tunnels and at-
grade sections to blend the facility into its physical setting in the Presidio, part of the 
stated purpose of the project.

2 1604

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1520 of 659
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Reviewer: Moore

Preference for Alternative 1 noted.1 1231
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Reviewer: Mulcare (031006)

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1829

The traffic operations analysis is used to determine the project volumes and hence the 
number of lanes needed.

2 1830

The project does not propose any changes to Marina Blvd. east of the Lyon St 
intersection.

3 1831
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Reviewer: Myers

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.1 1243
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Name: William Neil 
Organization/Agency: Golden Gate Triatholon club 
Address: 131 Congo Street 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94131 
E-mail: rwneil@gmail.com 
 
Comments:  
There are simply not enough Swiming pools in San Franciso to afford the closure of the Letterman Pool 
(Presidio YMCA pool) for any extended time period.   
 
Every pool in this city is already over-booked at the times most people can use them.  Even early 
mornings and late evenings are frequently packed with swimmers. 
 
Please seriously consider options that would ensure that the Letterman Pool continues to be available 
during construction on Doyle Drive. 
Name: Suzette Wallace 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 65 Cervantes Blvd., Apt #8 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94123 
E-mail: sukiwallace@hotmail.com 
 
Comments:  
Under the proposed plans, what would become of the cherished Pet Cemetary and the neighboring 
stables and equestrian ring? 
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Reviewer: Neil, W.

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 1641
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Name: susan Nickerson 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 273 20th avenue 
City: san francisco 
State: ca 
Zip: 94121 
E-mail: sf1sue@aol.com 
 
Comments:  
Please do not close the presidio pool.  It is a vital part of our community. 
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Reviewer: Nickerson, S.

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 1635
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From: j.m.errun.sf@att.net 
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2006 9:41 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive Alternatives 
 
Dear Sir: 
 
I would like to add my name to the list of the public asking for the retention of Letterman Pool.  There 
must be a way to accomplish a safe Doyle Drive without destroying an extremely valuable recreational 
facility.  The total community and its visitors should be considered not just the automobile drivers driving 
dangerously fast through.  
 
My family from tri-athletes to the very young have spent many essential exercise and pleasurable hours 
at the pool.  We have healed after surgeries, after the death of a spouse, and made many lasting 
friendships at the community of Letterman Pool.  We know firsthand that San Francisco is very lacking 
in affordable aquatic resources for the users of all ages and incomes.  
 
San Francisco was once the home of the world's largest pool, Fleishhacker Pool at the end of Sloat 
Boulevard near the San Francisco Zoo.  Imagine a pool almost as long as the Empire State Building is 
tall that was Fleishhacker.  Maybe that was a bit much, but the community has lost too many 
recreational areas to the power of the automobile.  The site of Fleishhacker is now a parking lot for the 
zoo.  Now several of your alternatives show Letterman Pool wiped out by the automobile.  As the girth 
of the public grows, the pool and recreation sites diminish their dimensions.  This is not a justifiable 
sacrifice for the convenience of the automobile.  Please do not have a narrow focus of what is good for 
the public all parts of the community need to be considered. 
 
Mitigation must follow if this plan destroys the pool.  Money from the project must be provided for a pool 
of equal size and convenience before the new road is completed. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jane Nurre 
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Reviewer: Nurre, J.

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 1548
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Name: Kevin O'Brien 
Organization/Agency: Palace of Fine Arts League, Inc. 
Address: 3301 Lyon Street 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94123 
E-mail: kevin@palaceoffinearts.org 
 
Comments:  
The Diamond Option and the Circle Drive Option at Palace Drive creates access problems to the 
Palace of Fine Arts Theatre for patrons and delivery vehicles. These options eliminate needed parking 
spaces. Also, it is unclear if tour bus zones will need to be moved and if access to the theatre stage 
door and loading door will be impacted. 
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Reviewer: O'Brien, K.

Parking removed (temporarily or permanently) due to project construction will be 
replaced as part of the mitigation and transportation management plans.

1 1686
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Name: Megan OConnor 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 2585 Union St, #5 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94123 
E-mail: moconnor13@yahoo.com 
 
Comments:  
I love the Presidio and I agree that Doyle Drive needs an overhaul. However, I ask the the Letterman 
pool stay open and continue to have safe parking during the construction time. The pool is used by 
many many people on the neighborhood and there is not alternative so it should remain open and 
accessible. 
 
Thanks, 
Megan 
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Reviewer: O'Connor, M.

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 1640

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1537 of 659



Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Sheila O'Connor [slaveryoco@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2006 9:20 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Keep Letterman Open! 
 
I am writing to request that the Doyle Drive Committe consider the following:  
 
1)  Retain historic Letterman Pool and reject the Circle Drive Option under the Parkway Alternative, and 
2)  Retain adequate, convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during the 3-year construction 
period to ensure access to all users. 
 
I have a young daughter and we joined the YMCA specifically to teach her pool safety and how to swim.  
Without the Letterman Pool, we will be unable to do so.  The city is much better off with a pool than 
another highway. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Sheila O'Connor 
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Reviewer: O'Connor, S.

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 1523
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From: Elias Olson [ewvo@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 11:42 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive Extension 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
I am writing to you to voice my opinion that the historic Letterman Pool be retained and the Circle Drive 
Option under the Parkway Alternative be rejected.  I also strongly urge the pool remain open during the 
3-year construction period to ensure access to all users, and further, that you retain adequate, 
convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during this period.  The pool is heavily used by families 
and children, as well as runners and triathletes, and its operation needs to be continued for the sake of 
our community, particularly in light of the limited number of swimming pools we have in San Francisco. 
 
Thank you in advance for considering my comments in your decision making process. 
 
Sincerely, 
Elias Olson 
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Reviewer: Olson, E.

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 1556
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From: scott panter [mailto:sspanter@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 31, 2006 6:04 PM 
To: Lee_Saage@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive 
 
Mr. Leroy Saage 
Project Manager DEIS/R Comment 
c/o S.F. Transportation Authority 
100 Van Ness Ave., 26th Floor 
San Francisco, CA  94102 
 
Dear Mr. Saage: 
My wife and I are residents of the Cow Hollow area of San Francisco, and we have concerns regarding 
the Doyle Drive upgrade.  We agree with those changes advocated by Ms. Patricia Vaughey of the Cow 
Hollow Neighbors and Merchants, as follows: 
 
a. The exit from Doyle to Marina Blvd. be retained as depicted in 
Alternative #2. 
 
b. The entrance from Marina Blvd. to Doyle be retained as depicted in 
Alternative #2. 
 
c. Eliminate the slip ramp from Gorgas with outlets into Lyon and Francisco. 
 
d. All city land between Richardson, the Bay, and Doyle remain the same as 
on 2/1/2006.  The same for Lyon St. 
 
If these changes cannot be made, we prefer Alternative #2. 
 
In addition, since the stop signs have been installed on Marina Blvd., we have noted a considerable 
increase in traffic on Greenwich St., which is the location of our residence.  Sometimes it takes 3-5 
minutes to get out of our driveway in the morning.  Any modification of Doyle that further restricts or 
impedes traffic flow onto Marina Blvd. will exacerbate this situation, which is unacceptable. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Scott Panter and Barbara Ellington 
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Reviewer: Panter, S.

Comments noted.1 1612

Comments noted. Based on the traffic analysis, traffic conditions along Marina Blvd are 
expected to be similar as the existing conditions for the Preferred Alternative (see 
discussion of Preferred Alternative impacts in Section 3.2.8).

2 1613

Friday, February 02, 2007 Page 1 of 1543 of 659



Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Debbie Parrott [dparrott@iconexhibits.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 2:38 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman Pool 
 
I recently heard through my triathlon friends that the accessibility of Letterman Pool may be 
compromised soon due to a construction project in that area. This would be a major loss to the 
numerous families, children and competitive athletes who rely on the pool for recreation and training.  
 
I am a triathlete and am recently pregnant and the one sport that supposed to be safest form of exercise 
for pregnant women is swimming. I personally would be crushed if the pool was shut down. 
 
I and my athlete friends so appreciate the facility and those who run it. Please do not close Letterman 
Pool. 
 
Debbie Parrott 
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Reviewer: Parrott, D.

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 1560
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From: HPatrick [HPatrick@GMSSR.COM] 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2006 1:00 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive Project 
 
As a fourteen-year commuter over the Golden Gate Bride, I am very interested in the Doyle Drive 
Project and am extremely surprised at the lack of general publicity over the intended "upgrades".  I only 
happened to learn about it while switching channels, and stumbled on it on a news report on the Ten 
O'Clock News about two days ago.  I am sure that other long-term commuters would be just as 
interested.   
 
Quite frankly, it is the traffic situation on the surface road where the new Lucas Arts Center has been 
built that needs greater attention.  After the introduction of FastTrack, the commute traffic flows 
extremely swiftly through the Bridge, but more often than not, the surface street with the traffic lights, 
cannot cope with the volume of traffic, and the traffic is backed up to almost the Bridge.  I generally get 
to the Bridge at about 8.33 a.m. every morning.  The situation is a little better before this time.   
 
As far as I am concerned, the surface of Doyle Drive is much better than the 101 from Marin County.  It 
really seems to be quite a waste of money to replace something that, in my view, is in far better 
condition than the approaches to Doyle Drive.   
 
I shall be forwarding more detailed comments on not only the project, but the need for the project.     
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From: HPatrick [HPatrick@GMSSR.COM] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 01, 2006 1:20 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Comments on Doyle Drive DEIS/R 
 
As a fourteen-year commuter into San Francisco from Marin County, I would like to comment on the 
proposals for the reconstruction of Doyle Drive.   
 
I strongly support the "No Build" Alternative 1 - Exhibit 2-23 on page 2-33, with any appropriate seismic 
and other necessary upgrades. 
 
However, as it appears that the decision to rebuild Doyle Drive has probably already been taken and it 
is a matter of merely selecting what alternative should be adopted, I would opt for Alternative 2, Replace 
and Widen, Exhibit 2-26 on page 2-39.  I strongly disapprove of, and oppose, Alternative 5 - Presidio 
Parkway, with the tunnels, Exhibit 2-29 on page 2-45.  My detailed comments are as follows: 
 
ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO BUILD, Exhibit 2-23  
 
Contrary to one of the reasons for justifying the proposals, the surface does not need attention and it is 
in a far better condition than much of the 101 in Marin Country along which I travel.  Widening the lanes, 
in my opinion, will probably not reduce accidents, but increase them.  It is not the width of the lanes that 
create accidents, but the speed at which motorists drive.  If the speed cannot be controlled in the 
narrow lanes, then I dread to think what the speeds will be with wider lanes.  (A shoulder will certainly 
be required to cope with the increased number of crashes.)  Despite the much publicized accidents 
when they do occur, the accident rate on this stretch of road is minimal.  There is rarely a backup due to 
an accident, and during my fourteen years of commuting, there has rarely been a backup due to an 
accident.  There have been more accidents on the 101 up to San Rafael than on Doyle Drive.  
 
Additionally, should this Alternative not he adopted, a number of the mature trees lining the existing 
Doyle Drive will need to be felled.  Leaving Doyle Drive as it is, with seismic upgrades as necessary, will 
have the least impact on the historic buildings, and nature and character of the Presidio.  If not, the 
beauty of the Presidio will be lost forever. 
 
ALTERNATIVE 2 - REPLACE AND WIDEN - Exhibit 2-29  
 
My comments relating to Alternative 1 apply to this Alternative as well.  However, as mentioned in my 
opening statement, if it is the intention to proceed with the reconstruction, then Alternative 2 appears to 
be the best alternative.   
 
ALTERNATIVE 5 - PRESIDIO PARKWAY, WITH TUNNELS Exhibit 2-29  
 
This proposal is the worst choice and should certainly not be adopted.   
 
This alternative clearly affects the nature and character of the existing Presidio and it original historic 
purpose.  There will be unacceptable destruction of buildings and the environment.  [The foregoing 
comments also apply to Alternative 2.]   The DEIR itself acknowledges the adverse effects of this 
proposal, citing 36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)(1).  Once the Presidio grounds and buildings are destroyed, they 
will be gone forever.  They cannot be replaced or reintroduced.  I would imagine that all of the tourists to 
San Francisco visit the Bridge, and most also visit Marin Headlands, Muir Woods and the rest of the 
National Golden Gate Recreational Area.  The views from Doyle Drive are probably unequaled - the 
beauty of the Bridge and the Bay when traveling North, and the view of the Bay stretching across to the 
East Bay, the Presidio itself with its beautiful green landscape, buildings, and National Cemetery, as 
well as Pacific Heights and the rest of the City, must create a memorable and lasting impression on any 
tourist.  To build Doyle Drive with two tunnels, will destroy this image completely, and is just 
preposterous.  
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

Apart from the aesthetics, building two tunnels in an area of possible liquefaction leaves a lot to be 
desired.  I certainly would not want to be in one of these tunnels when the next earthquake strikes.  
Additionally, as previously mentioned, I envisage that with wider lanes, motorists will speed through the 
tunnels (that's if there is no backup during the rush hour which has been created by the reconfiguration 
of the surface road/traffic lights to accommodate the Lucas Arts Center).  A pile-up in the tunnel leaves 
the possibility of one vehicle catching fire, and the rest of the cars being involved in a fiery crash inside 
the tunnel, with the occupants of the cars not just being injured but burned to death. 
 
I do hope that the entities involved will consider the Alternatives very thoroughly and carefully before 
proceeding with any reconstruction of Doyle Drive. 
 
J. H. Patrick   
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Reviewer: Patrick, H.

Comment noted.1 1552

Comment noted.1 1551
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From: Rebecca Pearson [Rpearson@hansonbridgett.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 10:34 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Retain historic Letterman Pool  
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
As a triathlete and a woman living in a household with a 6 year old, I can personally attest to the need to 
retain the Letterman/Presidio YMCA Pool.  There is a shortage of affordable, quality pools in San 
Francisco where athletes can train and children can engage in healthy activity. 
 
While we support needed improvements to our transportation system, our household would be at 
severe loss if the Letterman/Presidio YMCA Pool was closed, even for a short period of time.  We 
request that alternatives be considered that will accommodate regional transit needs while maintaining 
an important recreational facility in San Francisco. 
 
Please keep San Francisco athlete- and kid- friendly by: 
 
* Retaining historic Letterman Pool and rejecting the Circle Drive Option under the Parkway Alternative. 
* Retaining adequate, convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during the 3-year construction 
period to ensure access to all users. 
 
I am unable to attend the hearing on February 15, 2006, due to a prior commitment.  I would appreciate 
it if you would take my feedback into consideration when making a decision. 
 
Regards, 
 
Rebecca S. Pearson 
Associate 
Hanson Bridgett Marcus Vlahos Rudy LLP 
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Reviewer: Pearson, R.

In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond interchange option was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1151 (YMCA Pool) will remain intact.
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From: marcia peterzell [marcia.peterzell@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2006 2:25 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Comments on the proposed elimination of the Letterman Pool 
 
Friends, 
I am writing today in order to plea with you not to tear down the Letterman Swimming pool.  I believe the 
YMCA will survive and they would build another pool with money that you would give them.  However, 
Letterman is a true relic of the old San Francisco which is diminishing in space.  The pool Works and to 
tear it down in order to expand Doyle Drive is putting convenience today rather than saving history of 
significance for the future. 
 
Please reconsider this plan. 
 
Retain historic Letterman Pool (Building 1151) and reject the Circle Drive option under the Parkway 
Alternative. 
 
With hopes, 
Marcia Peterzell 
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Reviewer: Peterzell, M.

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 1537
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Reviewer: Petition 12 Signatures

Elements 1, 3, and 4 have been incorporated into Alternative 5.  Element 2 would require 
the taking of additional park land.
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Reviewer: Petition with 32 Citizens' Signatures

Elements 1, 3, and 4 have been incorporated into Alternative 5.  Element 2 would require 
the taking of additional park land.

1 1302
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Reviewer: Phillips

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 1237
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Name: James Ream 
Organization/Agency: See text 
Address: 3385 Clay Street 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94118 
E-mail: reamail@sbcglobal.net 
 
Comments:  
As past vice-president of the San Francisco Landmarks Advisory Board and an architect, I have 
observed issues on the preservation of historic resources in San Francisco since 1977.  Many worthy 
resources have been saved, and many non-worthy saved, just because they were old. 
 
The nation's historic preservation legislation was born in the wake of the massive demolition of urban 
buildings, good and bad, following World War II.  The resulting legislation slowed this destruction but 
created a climate where age alone was equated with historical value although just as many mediocre 
buildings were built in the past as are built today.  The result has been the compromise of worthy 
projects that could benefit today's world through fear of removing something that might be considered 
historic. 
 
When the military post became a national park, hundreds of buildings were rated historic because they 
were part of the post and not because of any intrinsic value.  But this effort to preserve the identity of 
this park as a fort obstructs the optimum development of its new identity as a great national park.  A 
classic example of obsolete identity preservation is the attempt to retain Buildings 201 and 204.   These 
generic wood-framed box buildings are examples of standard military construction seen in forts across 
the country and are in poor repair.  If the army had decided to remove them prior to their departure, I 
believe not a descent would have been heard.  To have them force a compromised plan for Doyle Drive 
would be a costly mistake. 
 
Please keep the best reaiization of the Parkway Plan primary in the final decision process, a plan which 
will benefit countless visitors to the park for decades to come. 
 
James Ream, FAIA  
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Reviewer: Ream, J.

The properties in question are significant under Section 106 and NEPA and must be 
considered in the process.  The project team worked with the Presidio Trust regarding 
building preservation.
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From: Joshua A. Ridless [jridless@ridlesslaw.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2006 4:24 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman POOL @ Presidio YMCA 
 
As an active user of the Presidio YMCA Pool, I am adamantly against any plan that would result in even 
a short term closure of the Letterman Pool. 
 
Best regards, 
Josh 
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Reviewer: Ridless, J.

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 1542
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Reviewer: E. Robbins (020606)

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1149
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Reviewer: Robinson

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1235

Project cost estimates will need to be updated to reflect cost saving design options and 
construction staging measures.  The SFCTA is currently studying the feasibility of a toll 
facility to off-set the project costs.  Phased construction and other methods exist to 
finance the project. See Section 1.7 Funding and Programming.

2 1236
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Reviewer: C. Roehl (020606)

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.1 1145

Preference for the Merchant Road Slip Ramp noted.2 1146
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Rolfe

A purpose of the project is to maintain the existing capacity on Doyle Drive and improve 
the operations and safety of the roadway.

1 1352

This Purpose and Need of the Project is to replace an aging state highway.  Other studies 
are underway to examine the feasibility of the alternatives suggested in this comment, 
such as improved ferry and bus service, rail service on the NWP, the operation of the 
Presidio shuttle system and a possible F line extension; ways to implement and fund 
these projects would be addressed in those studies.

2 1820

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.  Transportation impacts based solely from this 
project were  not detected.

3 1821
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

Name: Gary Romain 
Organization/Agency: ActivSpace LLC 
Address: 819 North 49th Street 
City: Seattle 
State: WA 
Zip: 98103 
E-mail: gromain@activspace.com 
 
Comments:  
ActivSpace is the Lessee of Buildings 1183, 1184, 1185, 1186.  Our lease is for 60 years and we plan to 
perform a complete historic renovation of the structures.  They will be converted into "ActivSpaces" - 
rental units for artist, crafts people and small businesses to work and create.  The Facility will also 
include a café and historical displays.   
 
We support Alternative 5.  We believe it offers the best balance of enhanced economic activity and 
environmental quality. 
 
1. It enhances the planned growth at the Presidio.  The Mason Street Warehouses are a key 
component of future Presidio Growth.  Situated at the Marina Gate, they provide a key link between the 
Presidio and the surrounding community.  Alternative 2 limits this growth by limiting access to the 
Presidio in general and the Mason Street Warehouses specifically.  By widening Doyle Drive, parking 
and access are severely limited.  Alternative 5 provides direct access to the Presidio which enhances 
economic activity and provides better circulation and parking at the important Marina Gate/Mason Street 
Corridor.   
 
2. The positive visual and aesthetic impacts are also significant.  Great effort and expense has gone 
toward upgrading and rehabilitating Crissy Fields.  The Parkway option expands this important view 
corridor and connects Crissy Fields, the Bay, the Main Post and the Letterman Complex. 
 
3. It also seems clear Alternative 5 will improve water quality in the important Golden Gate Recreation 
Area at Crissy Fields and thereby significantly enhance this important natural habitat.  Moreover, 
Alternative 2 appear to significantly degrade the quality of the storm water runoff, which will almost 
certainly have a detrimental impact on this important natural habitat.   
 
In short we support alternative 5 because it provides significant environmental, aesthetic and economic 
advantages.  It is a rare that we can "have our cake and eat it too", but this alternative seems to offer 
the best of all worlds - improved economic and environmental conditions! 
 
Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
 Gary Romain 
 President 
 ActvSpace LLC 
 819 North 49th Street #400 
 Seattle, WA 98103 
 gromain@activspace.com 
 
 
 
 
 

584 of 659

malone
Text Box
1

malone
Line



 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Romain, G.

Support for Alternative 5 noted1 1630
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
Name: Keith Saggers 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 2310 Powell Street #305 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94133 
E-mail: keithspedicabs@sbcglobal.net 
 
Comments:  
Bicycle access to Golden Gate Bridge and future light rail possibilities 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Saggers, K.

The replacement of Doyle Drive does not impede the implementation of the Presidio's 
Bikeways and Trails Master Plan. The restoration of the project area will be planned in 
coordination with the Presidio Trust. The project has also been design so as not to 
preclude the extension of light rail into the Presidio.

1 1647
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: J. Saroyan (020606)

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1147
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: R. Saroyan (020606)

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1148
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Faye Schulte [faschulte@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2006 8:48 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Presidio YMCA Pool 
 
I just wanted to express my concern over the potential closure of the Presidio YMCA pool during the 
work on Doyle Drive.  The pool is the only pool is this area of the City so it should stay open and 
accessible during the construction on Doyle Drive.  As a resident of the Marina and frequent user of the 
pool, I would be very upset and inconvenienced if it were closed.  And I hope, that there is no 
consideration given to permanently closing the pool.  It's a beautiful pool with historic character that 
should not be destroyed. 
 
Faye Schulte 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Schulte, F.

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 1555
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Name: Rachel Susanne Sears 
Organization/Agency: Hypercat Racing 
Address: 1346 Merced Street 
City: Richmond 
State: CA 
Zip: 94804 
E-mail: hypercatracing@hotmail.com 
 
Comments:  
Please retain adequate, convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during the 3-year construction 
period to ensure access to all users. The pool is heavily used by families and children, runners and 
triathletes. 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Sears, R.

Comment noted.  Detailed design of parking facilities affected by the project would take 
pedestrian circulation, traffic safety, and parking access into consideration.  Such design 
will be developed as part of the Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) phase of the 
project.

1 1634
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: F. Serbinoff (021506)

Preference for Alternative 2 noted.1 1038

 In July 2006 Alternative 5 with the Diamond Interchange option was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative therefore Building 1151 (YMCA Pool) will be preserved.

2 1039
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: J. Setthemiei[sic] (020606)

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1150

Alternative 5, the Presidio Parkway Alternative, has recently been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The Diamond Interchange configuration of this alternative provides 
access from Doyle Drive to the Presidio.

2 1151
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From: Irene Solomon [filbert@pon.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2006 9:45 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Problems with Alternative 5 
 
I am amazed the the Transportation Authority and the Presidio Trust would even consider demolition of 
the Presidio swimming pool. The pool is used extensively by people of all ages, the healthy, those 
needing physical rehabilitation, as well as competitive swimmers. At at time when obesity and Type 2 
Diabetes are major societal health concerns, when Americans are being urged to increase their 
exercise, removal of the pool is clearly detrimental to the public interest.  
  
Alternative 5 as outlined does not serve the public well. Quite the contrary, it would impact unfavorably 
on the traffic patterns and quality of life in the neighborhood. Further, there has been inadequate 
attention to the historical preservation issues raised by the proposed destruction of multiple Presidio 
buildings. I urge you to select Alternative 2 and consider the public's request for an extension of time to 
discuss the environmental implications of the two proposals. 
 
Irene L. Solomon, M.D. 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Soloman, I.

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 1549

A 30-day extension was granted on the original comment period. Preference for 
Alternative 2 noted. The Programmatic Agreement prepared for this project which was 
developed in coordination with numerous participating agencies outlines the measures for 
the treatment and mitigation of impacts to historic resources (see Section 3.2.11 and 
Appendix I).

2 1550
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From: Speakman, Sarah [SSpeakman@seyfarth.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2006 2:53 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Save Letterman Pool 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I am writing to encourage those in charge to keep Letterman pool open during the Doyle Drive 
contraction.  I leave in the Marina area and use Letterman pool for water running and Masters 
swimming.  This is the only public pool in the area that offers these programs.  Were Letterman to close, 
I would have to commute up to the JCC (private) or Koret (also private).  This would increase traffic 
congestion, make me late for work and cost me more money.  Please make alternative plans so that I, 
and the rest of Letterman community can continue to enjoy the pool. 
 
Sarah Speakman 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Speakman, S.

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 1520
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
 
From: TC Stellanova [tc@rawthought.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 10:38 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Cc: enolarama@yahoo.com 
Subject: Letterman Pool 
 
Hello, 
 
I am a triathlete and member of the Presidio YMCA who uses the Letterman Pool for swim practice at 
least three times a week.  Letterman Pool and the Presidio YMCA Aquatics Program provide an 
indispensable cornerstone of the San Francisco aquatics community and should not be shut down. 
 
I definitely understand that the streets and highways in and around the Presidio are outdated and in 
need of improvement; however, I hope that while you're considering plans for improving these streets 
that you only consider plans that keep Letterman open and accessible throughout construction.  Too 
many seniors, injured athletes, and families with children rely on the services Letterman provides to 
justify making the pool inaccessible for any length of time. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Todd C. Stellanova 
tc@rawthought.com 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Stellanova, TC

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 1517
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From: Michael Strunsky [Mikes@gershwin.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 31, 2006 12:33 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Doyle Drive DEIS/R Comments 
 
To: Leroy L. Saage, PM 
 
From: Michael & Jean Strunsky 
            2457 Bay Street 
            San Francisco CA 94123 
 
Subject: Comments; DEIS/R 
 
Date: 31 March, 2006 
 
We believe the Doyle Drive Plan, Parkway Version, as presented, will create a disaster of traffic 
congestion in the residential neighborhoods of the Marina and Cow Hollow.  We think the plan 
substantially underestimates the projected traffic flow and capacity of Lombard Street. 
 
We also strongly oppose any plans to change the configuration of the existing intersection at Doyle 
Drive, Richardson Street, and Lyon Street. (The residents of Lyon Street, between Richardson and Bay 
Streets, who all oppose any changes to that block, have been assured, as late as 30 March, 2006, by 
Michael Alexander, Keith Kawamura, and Michael Painter, who we believe are representatives of the 
planning process, that no changes will be made.  We hold them to that promise).  We believe the 
Presidio Swimming Pool should remain; it is a vital neighborhood-accessible asset which must not be 
sacrificed for the benefit of the profit-making Presidio Trust or the Lucas organization's bay views. 
 
We support the plan to widen and retrofit the existing Doyle Drive, including upgrading and maintaining 
the existing ramps to Marina Boulevard.  Smooth and continuous traffic flow to Marina Boulevard 
(without the Parkway Version's proposed new traffic lights and circuitous right and left turns) is vital to 
all San Francisco neighborhoods’ sharing of the existing and future heavy traffic flow burdens.  We also 
support the plans for the rehabilitation of the Palace of Fine Arts as presented by the San Francisco 
Parks and Recreation Department on 30 March, 2006.  We oppose any Doyle Drive plans that would 
conflict with the Palace of Fine Arts plans 
 
Michael and Jean Strunsky 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Strunsky, M.

Comment noted.  To address this concern, the parameters of the traffic study was 
expanded into the neighborhoods.  No additional impacts from this project were depicted.

1 1614

Comment noted.2 1615

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 1616

Comment noted.4 1617

Opposition to Alternative 5, which would be in conflict with the proposed entry drop-
off/turnarounds on Palace Drive, is noted.

5 1618
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From: Swanson, Edmund [Edmund.Swanson@ucsfmedctr.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2006 2:54 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman pool 
 
I would like to see the Letterman pool kept in use during construction.      
 
Thanks Ed Swanson 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Swanson, E.

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 1518
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Dr. Jim Taylor [jim@drjimtaylor.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 10:21 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Save the Presidio Y pool 
 
It would be travesty to close the Presidio Y pool. 
 
Retain historic Letterman Pool and reject the Circle Drive Option under the Parkway Alternative.  Retain 
adequate, convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during the 3-year construction period to 
ensure access to all users.  
 
Make sure the pool stays open during construction.  The pool is heavily used by families and children, 
swimmers, and triathletes. 
 
Jim Taylor, Ph.D. 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Taylor, J.

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 1559
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From: Thompson, Katherine [Katherine.Thompson@Schwab.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2006 11:19 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Save Letterman Pool 
 
I am writing to express my strong support for the retention of the Letterman Pool in the Presidio.  While 
not a huge swimmer myself, I recognize the pool as a key community resource, used by YMCA 
members and many others in the community.  There are very few places to swim in San Francisco, and 
it is a shame to eliminate such a nice facility which is so heavily used by families, people recovering 
from injuries, children learning to swim and many for general exercise needs.  I hope you will adopt a 
Doyle Drive option which will allow the Letterman Pool to continue its place in the health and fitness of 
San Francisco. 
 
Kathy Thompson 
Schwab Technology 
Finance & Corporate Admin Technology (FCAT) 
 
 

612 of 659

malone
Line

malone
Text Box
1



 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Thompson, K.

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 1516
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Richard D. Tilles 
1975 Filbert Street 

San Francisco, California, 94123 
 

April 17, 2006 
 
Mr. Leroy L. Saage, Project Manager 
Doyle Drive DEIS/R 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94102 
 
Dear Lee: 
 
Thank you for producing a very impressive document.  I am writing comments as a San 
Francisco citizen living in a neighborhood affected by the Project, not with any affiliation 
to the Presidio Trust.   
 
Naturally, I support the Parkway Alternative, which is the only one that fulfills the 
project’s purpose and need while keeping the Presidio as a jewel in the properties of the 
GGNRA.  Regarding variants: 

• I support the diamond interchange at Girard Road; I can’t see any benefits to 
justify the Circle Drive’s taking of a valuable and historic building and potential 
for driver confusion. 

• Also, although I see some benefits in the Merchant Road slip ramp, they probably 
are not enough to make up for the cost and disruption to the Park to justify this 
project.  The very minor change of adding a stop sign for traffic entering the 
Bridge Plaza from Merchant Road will alleviate much of the current congestion 
and should be instituted immediately. 

• I have no preference regarding the hook or loop ramps at Veteran’s Boulevard. 
 
Once the Parkway Alternative is selected, my primary concerns are with traffic flow 
during the construction process.  The Transportation Management Plan needs to be 
developed well in advance of actual construction with input from the Park and 
surrounding neighborhood groups.  Two items are particularly important: 

• The option of closing connections between Doyle and Veteran’s Boulevard 
during the entire construction process (p 3-72) should be instituted.  This will not 
only save money and time in the process but it will reduce overall traffic on the 
roadway during construction, making it much easier to handle temporary detours, 
lane closures, etc. Traffic to and from the Golden Gate Bridge needs to use Doyle 
Drive; traffic from the Richmond and Sunset districts have other good 
alternatives. 

• Closing Halleck Street for the virtual duration of the construction process (Page 
3-71) will significantly disrupt operations in the Park.  No access to Crissy Field 
between Lyon Street and McDowell Street is likely to have major  
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Leroy R. Saage 
Page 2  
 

impacts.  The TMP needs to look into ways of retaining north-south access on 
Marshall Street or a temporary road. 
 

My limited reading of the document turned up a few other miscellaneous comments and 
questions: 

• P. 3-49: Parking requirements during the construction period need to be analyzed 
in a lot more detail, as there are potential shortages that affect the trust’s mission 
for financial self-sufficiency. 

• P. 3-54: Regarding the Merchant Road slip ramp, why does the report say that no 
residential building would be removed under either option? 

• P. 3-195: Discussion of noise insulation for Building 106 says that “participation 
by FHWA and/or Caltrans is normally limited to publicly owned buildings”, 
implying that Building 106 would not be eligible.  Yet what is Building 106, but a 
publicly-owned building? 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  I look forward to a speedy resolution of 
environmental, design and funding issues so that a very important project for the City and 
the Presidio can proceed as quickly as possible. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Richard Tilles   
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: D. Tilles

Support for Alternative 5 and the Diamond Interchange noted.1 1367

The Transportation Management Plan (TMP) will be developed well in advance of actual 
construction with input from the Presidio Trust and surrounding neighborhood groups. 
See Appendix K of the FEIS/R for the draft TMP.

2 1368

The closure of connection between Doyle and Veteran's Boulevard during construction are 
evaluated in the DEIS, as indicated by the comment. A potential negative consequence 
identified with the closures is the possible increase of traffic around the Toll Plaza. The 
Transportation Management Plan will need to manage traffic diversion strategies, 
especially for traffic from the Richmond and Sunset Districts during the project.

3 1369

The revised construction staging will reduce the closure of Halleck Street to an estimated 
24 months. During the period that Halleck Street is closed, it is proposed to maintain a 
pedestrian/bicycle connection in the general location of Halleck St. The location of the 
connection will need to be determined in the detailed design and coordinated with the 
actual construction activities.

4 1370

The Parking Impact Analysis and the Addendum evaluated potential unmet parking 
demand based on information available at the time the analysis was prepared. As the 
Doyle Drive project progresses, parking needs will continue to be assessed as building 
use in the Presidio may vary considerably over time.

5 1371

The text under the Alternative 5 Permanent Impacts discussion in Section 3.2.6 was 
clarified, however, the Merchant Road Slip ramp was not selected as part of the Preferred 
Alternative.

6 1372

It is true that Building 106 is a publicly-owned building. As stated in the Avoidance, 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures for noise of Section 3.3.5, the use of insulating 
windows will be discussed with the Trust as an optional abatement means. Consideration 
of the historic integrity of the buildings will also be considered. No change to the 
document is required.

7 1373
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

Name: George Torgun 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 748 Page St Apt 7 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94117-2426 
E-mail: georgetorgun@yahoo.com 
 
Comments:  
As a San Francisco resident and frequent recreational user of the Presidio, I am writing in support of 
Alternative 5, the Presidio Parkway Diamond Option, in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report for improvements to Doyle Drive.   
 
The Presidio is a natural and cultural treasure that deserves to be managed in a way that places a high 
value on its status as a National Park and historic landmark.  While Doyle Drive may have been 
originally designed to provide efficient access to and from the Golden Gate Bridge, the impacts of noise, 
pollution, and poor aesthetics must now be important considerations and strongly favor transforming 
Doyle Drive from a freeway into a parkway.  This is especially important given the expected increase in 
the use of this roadway and the Presidio itself in the next few decades; a superhighway running through 
a National Park would greatly diminish the experience of this magnificent resource for everyone.   
 
Given that I cover quite a few miles running and hiking through the Presidio, I am also concerned with 
pedestrian access during (and following) the reconstruction of Doyle Drive, which could take several 
years.  I am hopeful that access from one side of the roadway to the other will be maintained to the 
greatest extent possible.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project. 
 
George Torgun 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Torgun, G.

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1687

Access from one side of Doyle Drive to the other will maintained during construction 
although locations of access will shift during the course of construction as certain 
activities may necessitate the temporary closure of certain crossing points. Details of such 
closures will be finalized with the final construction staging plans. Permanent access 
across Doyle Drive will be available following completion of the new roadway.

2 1688
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Mark Tricarico [marktricarico@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 11:26 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Presidio Letterman pool 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I am the father of a young girl living in the city. Over the last several years, my daughter and I have 
greatly enjoyed access to the Presidio pool. With already too few options for affordable swimming in the 
city, the closing of the Presidio pool would be a tremendous loss for both athletes who train there as 
well children who enjoy swimming there. Improving our transportation system is certainly a worthwhile 
endeavor, however to do it at the expense of much needed recreational facilities would be quite 
detrimental. Please, consider alternatives that could accommodate transit needs while preserving a 
facility that brings great joy and important recreational opportunities to our children.  
 
Thank you. 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Tricarico, M.

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 1533
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Tsiu (033006)

Project costs may vary based on availability and market price of materials. Costs 
presented in Section 2.7 are in 2011 dollars.

1 1399

Comment noted.  The Preferred Alternative includes refinements in order to reduce 
disturbance to the existing bluff. Impacts to plant species can be found in Section 3.4.3.

2 1400

The underground parking lot was eliminated and not an element of the Preferred 
Alternative.

3 1401

The design workshop on 3/22 addressed these issues and considered them in the 
alternative refinement.

4 1402

It is correct that Alternative 5 would reduce the area into which Crissy Marsh could 
expand. During the project alternative development stage, all efforts have been made to 
minimize impacts to the greatest extent while meeting the goals of the project.

5 1403

The underground parking facility was eliminated and is not part of the Preferred 
Alternative.

6 1404

If Option 2 (described in Section 3.3.1 of the FEIS/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. Without pretreatment, wetlands can be problematic as urban runoff treatment 
features because of the accumulation of pollutants and the exposure of fauna that uses 
the wetland to these pollutants.

7 1405

The Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures discussion in Section 3.2.11 of 
the FEIS/R was enhanced to describe the process used to minimize the loss of historic 
structures.

8 1406

Comment noted.  The roadway is being designed to meet all safety standards.9 1407
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
Name: Sharon Tucker 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 906 Noe Street 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94114 
E-mail: sharon@tucker-elie.com 
 
Comments:  
I strongly support Alt 5, the parkway plan, and applaud SPUR for the years of effort undertaken on this 
issue. I'm confident that remaining concerns, including fears that too little daylight will get to the 
marshland, can be overcome. 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Tucker, S.

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1685
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
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Reviewer: S. Tyson (011806)

A thruway for all of SF is beyond the scope of this project. This project is focused on 
replacing Doyle Drive.

1 1025
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
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Reviewer: Unknown (021506)

Tunnels would be designed to meet all safety standards. Opposition to Alternative 5 
noted.

1 1037
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Ken Voorhees [kenvoorhees@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 10:26 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: Letterman Pool Closing 
 
I have been using the Letterman pool on a regular basis since 1997 and do not want to see it closed for 
Doyle drive construction.  Please leave my pool alone! 
 
Ken Voorhees 
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Reviewer's 
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Reviewer: Voorhees, K.

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 1540
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
Name: Kay Voyvodich 
Organization/Agency: KV Associates 
Address: 870 Market St Suite 758 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94102 
E-mail: kay@kvassociates.net 
 
Comments:  
As a long-time visitor, observer and participant of activities at the Presidio, I have reviewed the DEIS/R 
for Doyle Dr. It is excruciatingly clear that Alternative 5 is the ONLY design that meets project objectives 
-- a simple and obvious choice considering the cumulative benefits it offers - safety, flow, aesthetics, 
impact and overall effect.  
 
The Circle Drive Option provides an appropriate national park site entrance from San Francisco offering 
a microcosm of everything the Presidio has to offer - great views, historic buildings and the natural 
environment. The Circle Drive Option states in its design, "You Are Now Entering a National Park -- 
Slow Down!"  
 
The Circle Drive Option also has the least impact on the beautiful Palace of Fine Arts - historically, an 
important part of the Presidio. How wonderful to be able to re-unite these two properties. What an 
opportunity! Anyone who has spent even a minute in that area of the Presidio contemplates how one 
might resolve this awkward division of property for both cars and people. I hope this design will include 
some way to offer foot traffic access across Doyle Drive as well.  Michael Painter's context sensitive 
designs should also be carried out into the final engineering and applied throughout this legacy highway 
design project. Let's take this one-time opportunity to "do it right."  
 
The Hook Ramp Option has many similar positive characteristics to the Circle Drive Option - lower 
environmental impact, more consideration to historic buildings, more cost effective, etc. This is such a 
better option than The Hook Drive which should not even be provided as an option.  
 
The Merchant Road slip ramp offers marginal improvement for a big expense - both financial and to the 
park environment. It also encourages more driving - not a very environmentally sound recommendation. 
That said, as a frequent user of the Golden Gate Bridge, modern traffic management systems would 
most likely provide a far greater positive improvement and what I would assume would be much less 
cost - not to mention less impact on the park itself. It would also provide more security for the bridge 
and Doyle Drive. 
 
It is an egregious oversight to not include the tireless efforts of Michael Painter in the draft 
environmental statement. Whatever the results, credit should go to where credit is due. Please correct 
this in the final report. 
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
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Reviewer: Voyvodich, K.

Support for Alternative 5 noted.1 1662

Comment noted.  The Circle Drive Option was not included in the Preferred Alternative.2 1663

Preference noted.3 1664

The Merchant Slip Ramp was not selected as part of the preferred alternative.4 1665

Michael Painter is acknowledged in the Final EIS/R.5 1666
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
Name: Suzette Wallace 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 65 Cervantes Blvd., Apt #8 
City: San Francisco 
State: CA 
Zip: 94123 
E-mail: sukiwallace@hotmail.com 
 
Comments:  
Under the proposed plans, what would become of the cherished Pet Cemetary and the neighboring 
stables and equestrian ring? 
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Reviewer's 
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Reviewer: Wallace, S.

The Pet Cemetery and equestrian facilities will not be impacted by the replacement facility.1 1642
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: J. Wanvig

The toll both operations and design are not a part of the this project although improving 
the overall safety of Doyle Drive is one of the major objectives of the project.

1 1297

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 1298

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 1299

The purpose of the project is to maintain operations. Altering speed limits or changing the 
posted speed limits is not part of the project.

4 1300

In July 2006, Alternative 5 with the Diamond Interchange option was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative, therefore Building 1151 (YMCA Pool) will be preserved

5 1301
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Wessing

Preference for Alternative 5 noted.1 1244

Comment noted2 1245

Comment noted.3 1246

The visual analysis evaluated the visual effects of the proposed build alternatives from 19 
different viewpoint throughout the Presidio including the waters edge (Crissy Field 
viewpoint 9), and from hills or more distant points (Calvary Stables viewpoints 10 and 17 
and Main Post viewpoint 19).

4 1247
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: Steve Wilbur [steverwilbur@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2006 8:43 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: keep the pool open 
 
I vote to keep the Letterman Pool open now and during construction.  The city needs pools and this is a 
great one. 

• Retain historic Letterman Pool and reject the Circle Drive Option under the Parkway Alternative. 
• Retain adequate, convenient and safe parking for Letterman Pool during the 3-year 

construction period to ensure access to all users. 
• the pool is heavily used by families and children, runners and triathletes. 

 
thank you, 
Steve Wilbur, swimmer 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Wilbur, S.

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 1519
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: D. Wing (011806)

Although there is no proven formula to equate lane width to lives, much research has 
been done comparing lane width and traffic safety. The data suggests a relationship of 
decreasing accidents with increasing lane width up to 11-12 feet. Research does not 
support the idea that further increase in lane width would benefit traffic safety.

1 1024
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
Name: brian wong 
Organization/Agency:  
Address: 221 Mirada Ave 
City: San Rafael 
State: CA 
Zip: 94903 
E-mail: bwong@lucasfilm.com 
 
Comments:  
Hi- I just saw the news of the potential to have the Presidio Pool closed. As an employee of Lucas and a 
participant of Team in training, I heavily rely on the pool for all my workouts and physical therapy needs. 
It is the most convenient to not have to drive somewhere, compete for parking and pool lanes during the 
lunch and evening hours. Three years is quite a long time for this area not to have access to a pool.  
The demand put on other pools would decrease the popularity of swimming to workout as well as the 
access would be dramatically changed to wait " in line" to share a pool lane.  I realize that expansion is 
needed, but at what cost to the community?  Please, please see if there is an alternative.  Traffic is 
worse, off ramps need improvement but the people in this area who come to use this pool would be the 
most affected by its loss. 
 
Thank You. Brian Wong 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
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Reviewer: Wong, B.

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 1643
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Woss (031706)

These elements have been incorporated into the refinement of Alternative 5, except for 
the two lane for Marina.  One lane will remain and the right of way will be reserved for a 
possible future additional lane.

1 1828
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

 
From: Pamela Zacharias [pam@pamelaphotography.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2006 11:24 AM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: letterman pool 
 
Hi, 
 
I am a triathlete who uses the letterman pool 3x per week.  I am requesting that the letterman pool NOT 
be closed during the Doyle Drive project.  Many of my triathlete friends also use this pool, as well as 
many families, kids, seniors etc... The swim coaches are also excellent.  Closing the pool would result in 
a huge loss to me and to the entire Presidio community.  
 
Thank you for considering my opinion, 
Pamela Zacharias 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Zacharias, P.

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 1530
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Doyle Drive DEIS/R comments  

From: mehran zakerin [zakerin@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2006 5:51 PM 
To: doyledrivecomments@sfcta.org 
Subject: save pool 
 
to whom is concern: 
 
please save letterman pool  I am using this pool about 8 years   swimming and exercise in the pool is 
part of my life the  best part .  Also this beautiful pool is best pool in san francisco we have to keep it as 
the way it is , thank you for your help to save my life. 
 
sincerely 
mehran zakerin 
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Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Zakerin, M.

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 1531
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Zegart

Appropriate context sensitive design elements will continue to be investigated.1 1822

Comment noted.2 1823

Travel time comparisions between alternatives was included in the Final Traffic and 
Transit Operations Report but was not included in the FEIS/R. Travel time is not a 
recognized safety element, this is achieved through the physical design features of the 
roadway which are done on the basis of safety. A major objective of the project is to 
improve the traffic safety on Doyle Drive which is accomplished through proper design.

3 1303

Travel time comparisions between alternatives was included in the Final Traffic and 
Transit Operations Report but was not included in the FEIS/R. Congested travel time is 
not a recognized safety measure, as traffic safety is a necessary design feature in all 
alternatives and applies to all time periods.

4 1304

Project definitions do not include the toll plaza area.  It is in the jurisdiction of the 
GGBHTD.

5 1305

The current access to Gorgas from NB Richardson was only approved by Caltrans as a 
temporary measure and needs to be removed as part of the replacement project.

6 1306

Further interchange concepts will not be evaluated.  The footprint of Alternative 5 has 
been designed to minimize the impacts on the park.

7 1307

Information, such as maps, on bike routes within the Presidio is provided in the Presidio 
Trails and Bikeways Plan. The Final EIS/R will keep the existing text description of the 
bike routes.

8 1308

As discussed in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures of Section 3.2.10, 
the design guidelines for restoration of temporarily affected areas will follow the Secretary 
of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for the 
Treatment of Cultural Landscapes (National Parks Service, 1995).

9 1309

Preference for the Circle Drive Option noted.10 1310

Landscaping will be coordinated with the Trust's Vegetation Master Plan (VMP).11 1824

Removing existing non-native plants, before the project begins, is the ongoing 
stewardship responsibility of the NPS and the Trust.  In its own revegetation program the 
project will, of course, use the nursery as much as possible, but specific plant selection 
for revegetation will be made later, as part of a Revegetation Plan to be developed during 
the final design phase of the project.

12 1311
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 Comments on the Doyle Drive Project DEIS/R 

Database ID
Reviewer's 
Comment 
Number Response

Reviewer: Zegart

Planting will be done in consultation with the Presidio Trust and in accordance with the 
Trust Vegetation Management Plan.

13 1312

The commenter notes that 1.15 acres of non-native vegetation would be removed, which 
is true, but that removal doesn't really allow for a positive impact since that area would 
be permanently lost to any vegetation, native or non-native.  The Merchant Road Slip 
Ramp was not selected as part of the Preferred Alternative and thus this impact will not 
occur.

14 1313

Shadow impacts have been studied see Plans and Policies section under the PTMP 
discussion of Section 3.2.1 of the FEIS/R. Global warming data is not applicable at this 
scale; in any case, eight to ten feet of sea level rise would render the roadway unusable. 
A brief discussion of climate change is provided in Section 4.4.1.

15 1314

Potential flooding impacts, which would be mainly related to coastal flooding hazards, are 
discussed under Permanent Impacts in Section 3.3.1. The mitigation measures required 
to protect the project from flooding are presented in the Avoidance, Minimization and/or 
Mitigation Measures of Section 3.3.1. A flood chart is not considered necessary.

16 1315

The recent design workshops have investigated ways to preserve more of the existing 
bluff and reduce retaining wall heights from 26' to 10-20'.

17 1316

The parking facilities among the build alternatives are relatively similar to each other.  
Best management practices would be required for all parking facilities so that runoff will 
be treated prior to discharge.  The BMPs selected would have to comply with the 
requirements of the Presidio Trust Storm Water Management Plan (under existing 
regulations).

18 1317

An emergency response plan for the facility will be developed. Emergency response for 
the surrounding area is beyond the scope of this study.

19 1318

Lighting will be designed to minimize glare. It is anticipated that conceptual design 
guidelines will be developed to address these issues.

20 1319
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