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Responses to Comments in Letter 21

2 1 - 1

To provide more information regarding the financial context of Letterman Complex leasing, the Presidio
Trust’s July, 1998 Financial Management Program (FMP) is included in the Final EIS as Appendix E.  Pursuant
to the requirements of the Presidio Trust Act, the Presidio Trust prepared the FMP to demonstrate how the
Presidio Trust could become independent of federal appropriations by fiscal year 2013. The FMP includes a
description of the implementing policies and financial assumptions and analysis upon which the Presidio
Trust’s financial projections are based.

The commentor suggests that the Presidio Trust’s plan to borrow funds from the Treasury, pay interest-only
payments through year 2012, and then amortize the principal and interest as in a 15-year loan creates a “formula
for certain failure if tight development schedules are not met or if the privatization of the ‘keystone’ Letterman
Complex falters.” The Presidio Trust’s approach to use Treasury borrowing early to initiate capital projects
allows for generation of the cash flow that will permit future repayment.  An “interest-only” period during
construction of a project is a typical financing structure.  In fact, the length of the interest-only period proposed
under the FMP allows a sufficient amount of time (14 years) to establish a revenue flow.  It is true, however,
that the Presidio Trust must proceed with capital improvements and leasing projects in a timely fashion.

Please note that the commentor misstates the FMP projection of revenue from the Letterman Complex as $44
million, based on $40 per square foot multiplied by 1.1 million square feet.  While the FMP used $40 per
square foot as a fully serviced rent benchmark in valuing the 23-acre site, it did not expect that the Presidio
Trust would collect that rent level.  Rather, the Presidio Trust will ground lease the site and secure a revenue
from the tenant that takes into account the capital investment required and operating costs of the site.  The
Trust’s financial forecast assumes $5.3 million of revenue from the Letterman Complex.  Please refer to master
response 10A.

2 1 - 2

The commentor’s opinion regarding the qualifications of the seven-member Trust Board is noted for the record.
It should be pointed out that several of the Board members have particularly strong backgrounds in preservation
and protection and are recipients of a number of awards from national environmental organizations.  Individual
backgrounds of the Board members are available for review on the Presidio Trust’s website (http://
www.presidiotrust.gov/about/index.asp).

2 1 - 3

With respect to the issue of the consistency of the Trust’s actions with the GMPA and the need for an amendment
to the GMPA, the commentor is referred to master responses 2A and 2B.  For a discussion of the Trust’s
mandates, refer to master response 1A.  With respect to the assertion of conflict of interest, refer to master
response 9A.
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2 1 - 4

The Trust does not agree with the commentor’s statement that there has been inadequate public notice and
hearing opportunities.  For a more complete response to this comment, refer to master response 1E and Section
5.1 of the Final EIS.

2 1 - 5

Refer to master response 11 for a discussion of how the 900,000 square feet was derived. With regard to the
square footage allocated to parking, text has been added to Section 2 of the Final EIS to identify the proposed
square footage of structured parking under each alternative.

2 1 - 6

The activities and programs proposed under Alternative 5, Digital Arts Center, are adequately described in
Section 2.7.2 of the Final EIS.  Section 104 (n) of the Presidio Trust Act requires the Presidio Trust to consider
the extent to which prospective tenants contribute to the implementation of the GMPA and to the reduction of
cost to the federal government.  Public outreach programs are an important factor in tenant selection by the
Presidio Trust Board of Directors.  Note that Section 103 (c) of the Presidio Trust Act specifies that all properties
administered by the Presidio Trust shall be exempt from all taxes and special assessments of every kind by the
State of California and its political subdivisions. The activities of tenant organizations are subject to taxation.
The Presidio Trust Act authorizes loan guarantees, but does not require their use.  The commentor’s opinion
regarding the substance and permanence of the digital arts industry is noted for the record.

2 1 - 7

See master response 18.

2 1 - 8

See master response 18.

2 1 - 9

Refer to master response 15.

2 1 - 1 0

Turf grass was selected for its ability to withstand foot traffic, and benefit erosion prevention and storm-water
management.  When used judiciously, and in combination with appropriate maintenance practices, turf grass
represents a sustainable design response to expected uses. In Alternative 5, the lawn area would not be a
monoculture of turf grass.  Instead, turf grass would be limited to the extent required to allow for the informal
outdoor activities anticipated, with the balance and majority of the open space, planted in trees, shrubs and
lower perennials.  A diverse palette of horticulturally appropriate and native plantings designed to enhance
educational and interpretive opportunities, and wildlife habitats would be utilized in combination with turf
grass.  Water conservation would be a primary consideration.  Soils would be amended and graded to improve
water retention and availability.  Where used, the turf grass would be selected from varieties with demonstrated
deep roots and relative drought tolerance.  A programmable and zoned irrigation system would be installed to
supply water at rates and frequencies tuned to individual plant needs and variations of microclimate, slope, and
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exposure.  Finally, long-term maintenance practices and water use monitoring systems would be established to
maintain water conservation over time.

2 1 - 1 1

Based on discussions with the development team for the preferred alternative, the Presidio Trust has no reason
to assume that any extraordinary police or fire protection would be required for a Digital Arts Center beyond
what was previously analyzed in Sections G.6, Law Enforcement Services and G.7, Fire Protection Services in
Appendix A of the EIS.

2 1 - 1 2

No health or safety risks related to the releases of hazardous substances or pollutants are in any way foreseen
in connection with the operation of a Digital Arts Center. Any sensitive materials stored onsite such as aerosol
containers, paint, solvent and thinners would be managed and disposed of in accordance with the Presidio
Trust’s Standard Operating Procedure for Hazardous Waste/Materials Management and all applicable federal,
state, and local regulations.

2 1 - 1 3

The design for new construction would comply with national building codes, including site-specific seismic
criteria, the same as all major structures in San Francisco and other major cities. The 1997 Uniform Building
Code is used for newly constructed buildings in San Francisco.  San Francisco does not have any more stringent
design criteria than any other jurisdiction in Seismic Zone 4 and the Presidio Trust’s design criteria for seismic
would be that for Seismic Zone 4. The Marina is not comparable to the Presidio since it is fill and loose bay
mud; this is not the same material as the ground on which the Letterman Complex is built.

2 1 - 1 4  A N D  2 1 - 1 5

Comment noted.  NEPA does not require analysis of specific lease terms or review at various implementing
steps of a project. However, NEPA does require that federal agencies review major actions that significantly
affect the environment as a whole.  This necessary environmental analysis for new development at the Letterman
Complex is included in the EIS.  The Presidio Trust does not agree with the commentor’s suggestion that lease
guidelines be established that are compatible with the 1994 GMPA.  The GMPA is a conceptual land use plan.
In executing leases, the Presidio Trust must comply with the requirements of the Presidio Trust Act.  Section
104(a) of the Presidio Trust Act requires the Presidio Trust to manage the leasing of property within the
Presidio using the authorities provided in the Presidio Trust Act, exercised in accordance with the purposes set
forth in section 1 of the Act which established the GGNRA, and in accordance with the General Objectives of
the GMPA. For response to the comment concerning a comprehensive management program, please refer to
master response 4A.
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Responses to Comments in Letter 22

2 2 - 1

Refer to master response 20.

2 2 - 2  T H R O U G H  2 2 - 4

The points made about congestion at the Lombard Street Gate and its impact on bicyclists are noted. The
Presidio Trust’s Transportation Manager agrees that the proposed changes that are necessary for traffic flow
and pedestrian safety could adversely impact bicycle flow at the gate.  (Please note that current level of service
at the Lombard/Lyon intersection has been revised to LOS C in the p.m. peak hour to correct a typographical
error that was made in the Draft EIS.)  The Presidio Trust is proposing alternative routes for bicycle traffic that
is now accessing the Presidio via the Lombard Street Gate. Since Lombard Street is primarily a traffic and
transit street and not on the bicycle network, it is not in any case the ideal street with which to be connecting.
The city’s bike route 6, on Greenwich Street, could enter the Presidio through a break in the Presidio wall at
the former Greenwich Street Gate; however, this would be subject to further analysis and is outside of this
project’s area. Bike route 4, on Francisco Street, would be relocated to Chestnut Street and enter the Presidio
through either the Gorgas Avenue Gate or on an expanded bicycle and pedestrian path from the Lombard
Street Gate (see new Figure 18 and new mitigation measures TR-6, Relocation of the City’s Bike Route 4, and
TR-7, Adjustment of Bicycle Entry Points Near the Lombard Street Gate, in the Final EIS). The precise route,
as well as options for route 6, would be investigated under the Presidio Trails and Bikeways Master Plan
which is currently under preparation by the NPS and the Presidio Trust and will involve extensive public input
in its planning.  Please see master response 25.

L E T T E R  2 2
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Responses to Comments in Letter 23

2 3 - 1

The comments are noted for the record.  For response to the comment concerning the Trust’s and the Board’s
public outreach process, refer to master response 9B.  Refer also to master response 1E and Section 5.1 of the
Final EIS.

2 3 - 2

For response to the general question about the Trust’s compliance with NEPA, refer to master response 1B.
Also, please see master response 1D.

2 3 - 3

As summarized in Table 1, the EIS appropriately analyzed the environmental impacts of six alternatives including
four that would entail 900,000 square feet of replacement construction and associated parking on a 23-acre
site.  The true size of each alternative is represented in the EIS. For response to the comment concerning the
effect on visitor experience, refer to master response 25.

2 3 - 4

For response to the question seeking a basis for such a unique project in a national park, refer to master
response 8 and Section 1.1 of the Final EIS.

2 3 - 5  A N D  2 3 - 6

Because there are no lease conditions to analyze, there is no such obligation under NEPA. Please refer to the
response to comment 21-14.

2 3 - 7

Under NEPA, the responsibility for the scope and contents of an EIS rests with the federal agency and not the
developer in order to avoid a conflict of interest.  The EIS contains sufficient site-specific information relevant
to adverse impacts for decision-making.

2 3 - 8

On the question of an amendment to the GMPA and on the consistency of the Trust’s actions with the GMPA,
the commentor is referred to master responses 2A and 2B.  See also master response 4A.

2 3 - 9

Refer to master responses 7A and 23.

2 3 - 1 0

The Presidio is a National Historic Landmark district, as stated and described in the Final EIS, and the features
and elements which contribute to the landmark status are documented in the 1993 National Historic Landmark
Update. Construction at the Presidio is not similar to new construction on or adjacent to a significant Civil War
site; the only similarity between the two places is that they may both be listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. New construction at the Presidio, in accordance with the provisions under the National Historic
Preservation Act, must be compatible with the historic setting to ensure there is no adverse effect on the
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Landmark status. Conformance with the Final Planning Guidelines and later Design Guidelines is intended to
ensure that new construction is compatible with the historic district. Furthermore, the design development
process will include consultation with the SHPO, ACHP, and NPS as detailed in the Programmatic Agreement
in Appendix F of the Final EIS.

2 3 - 1 1

The Trust believes it is complying with all the laws applicable to the actions it takes.  For response to the
comment concerning the Trust’s compliance with the Trust Act, refer to master response 1A; and concerning
the Trust’s compliance with the NPS Organic Act, the GGNRA Act, and the National Historic Preservation
Act, refer to master response 1C.  With respect to compliance with the GMPA, the commentor is referred to
master response 2A.

2 3 - 1 2

Refer to the response to comment 23-11.  Also, please see master responses 1A, 1C, and 2A.

2 3 - 1 3

For response to the comment that the Trust identified “bogus” general objectives of the GMPA, refer to master
response 3A.  On the consistency of the Trust’s actions with the GMPA, refer to master response 2A.  With
respect to how the preferred alternative conforms to the General Objectives of the GMPA, the commentor is
referred to master response 3B.  In sum, the Trust believes that the Digital Arts Center (Alternative 5) conforms
to the General Objectives of the GMPA (see Section 4.5.1.1 of the Final EIS) as well as a number of the more
specific goals and planning principles of the GMPA (see Section 4.5.1.2 of the Final EIS).

2 3 - 1 4

The commentor requests the Trust to state how the preferred alternative meets each of the eight objectives
listed on page iv of the Letterman Draft EIS.  The first concerns consistency with the purposes of the GGNRA
Act, which is discussed in master response 1C, and with the General Objectives of the GMPA, which is
discussed in master response 2A.  The second objective concerns responsiveness of the preferred alternative to
the requirements of the Trust Act, which is discussed in master response 1A, and in Section 1, Purpose and
Need in the Final EIS.  The third objective addresses the user’s ability to finance the project, which was
determined by the Trust Board from financial disclosures made as part of the Letterman RFQ/RFP proposal
presentations (see Section 2.1 of the Final EIS).  The financial needs and assumptions for the Letterman
project are more fully discussed in master responses 5 and 10A and in Section 1.2.2, Achieving Financial Self-
Sufficiency.  With respect to the fourth and fifth objectives, furthering the Presidio goals and involvement in
identified desirable sectors, the proponent for the preferred alternative has presented a proposal that includes
working in the arts, communication, research and education, as well as constructing structures and operating
those structures in an environmentally sustainable manner (see Section 4.5.1.2, Consistency With Approved
Plans and Policies). With respect to the last three objectives, through the Programmatic Agreement, the Trust
would oversee new design and site any new construction to be compatible with the Presidio’s National Historic
Landmark status (see master response 7B and Section 1.2); the proponent would participate in a transportation
demand management program for the Presidio, and would take actions to reduce automobile use by employees
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and visitors (master response 19); and would construct and operate any structures in an environmentally
sustainable and responsible manner (refer to the Planning Guidelines in Appendix B of the Final EIS, which
would guide the development at the Letterman Complex).

2 3 - 1 5

The inconsistencies of the Digital Arts Center with the July 1994 GMPA are discussed in Section 4.5.1.2 of the
EIS.

2 3 - 1 6

The commentor is referred to Appendix A of the EIS for a discussion of all impact topics that are addressed in
site-specific detail for the Letterman Complex in the GMPA EIS.

2 3 - 1 7

A new detailed EIS is unnecessary because this EIS contains sufficient site-specific information for reviewers
to evaluate and compare a range of development projects, including the preferred alternative, which mirrors
the specific development project in question.  Under applicable regulations governing NEPA, a preferred
alternative is always identified in either the Draft EIS or Final EIS (unless a specific statute provides otherwise,
which is not the case here).

2 3 - 1 8

Please see master responses 23-5 and 23-6.

2 3 - 1 9

For a complete discussion of the relationship of the Letterman project to the GMPA, please refer to master
response 2A and Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final EIS.  Also see response to comment 23-15.

2 3 - 2 0

Please refer to master response 11.

2 3 - 2 1

The Trust’s compliance with the GMPA and its General Objectives is discussed in master responses 2A, and
3A and 3B.  The Trust has relied upon the GMPA as its master plan, and has proposed this project as a rational
means of satisfying the requirements of the Trust Act while at the same time implementing the GMPA consistently
with its General Objectives.  See Section 1.2 of the Final EIS.

2 3 - 2 2  T H R O U G H  2 3 - 2 4

Yes.  The commentor is referred to master response 2A for a more complete response.

2 3 - 2 5

The commentor’s opposition to the Trust’s enabling legislation and concerns about the Presidio are noted for
the record.  Both the GMPA EIS and this EIS analyze how the contemplated action would affect the environment
of the Presidio.  An analysis of the effect of the Trust Act upon the national park system is beyond the scope of
the contemplated site-specific action and beyond the Trust’s authority.  For further response to the comment,
refer to master response 8 and Section 1.1 of the Final EIS.
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2 3 - 2 6

For response to the question concerning how the Presidio differs from other national parks, refer to master
responses 1A and 8.

2 3 - 2 7

For response to the question why the Presidio is not under control of the NPS, refer to master responses 1A,
1F, and 8.  In addition, for further information on the reasons for creation of the Trust and for transfer of a
portion of the Presidio land and buildings from the jurisdiction of the NPS to that of the Trust, the commentor
is directed to House Report 104-234, as issued on August 4, 1995 by the U.S. House of Representatives and to
the discussion in Section 1.1 of the Final EIS.

2 3 - 2 8

The Presidio Trust Act and other federal legislation provide for a range of specific legal authorities and programs,
including those alluded to by the commentor:

� Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit – This federal income tax credit program is available to qualified
entities that rehabilitate eligible historic properties nationally. New replacement construction at the Letterman
Complex would not be eligible for this program.

� State and Local Tax Exemptions – Section 103(c) of the Presidio Trust Act states that the properties
administered by the Presidio Trust shall be exempt from all taxes and special assessments of every kind by
the State of California and its political subdivisions.  It should be noted that services typically provided by
municipal government (police, fire, emergency medical, infrastructure maintenance, etc.) are provided by
the Presidio Trust. The activities of Presidio tenants are not exempt from state and local taxes.

� Loans and Loan Guarantees – To augment or encourage the use of non-federal funds to finance capital
improvements on Presidio properties, the Trust Act authorizes the Presidio Trust to make loans, subject to
appropriations, to the occupants of Trust-managed property, for the preservation, restoration, maintenance,
or repair of such property.  The Trust Act also authorizes the Presidio Trust to guarantee lenders against loss
of principal or interest on any loan, subject to approval of terms by the Secretary of the Treasury and other
requirements stated in the Trust Act.  Presidio tenants may also be eligible for other loan or loan guarantee
programs administered by other agencies.

� Long-Term Leases – The Presidio Trust may enter into long-term leases.  Long-term leases allow for an
appropriate return on tenant investment in building rehabilitation or new construction.

� Federal Investment in Infrastructure Improvements, Environmental Cleanup, and Other Projects – As
anticipated by the Trust Act, the Presidio Trust will invest congressionally-appropriated funds to maintain
and manage those areas of the Presidio under its jurisdiction as part of the national park system prior to
reaching financial self-sufficiency.  Pursuant to the Base Realignment and Closure Act, the Department of
the Army has a legal responsibility to fund the environmental cleanup of the Presidio.

The Presidio Trust disagrees with the commentor’s opinion that the aforementioned legally authorized lease
terms and funding/financing programs are “corporate welfare.”

2 3 - 2 9

The Presidio Trust would not execute a lease for the 23-acre site until completion of the entire EIS process.
Accordingly, there is no specific response to the commentor’s request for information related to a lease agreement.
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As stated in the Request for Qualifications to lease the 23-acre site, the Presidio Trust expects market rent,
payment of a service district charge to fund the cost of police, fire, emergency medical, and infrastructure
services provided by the Presidio Trust, and payment of all applicable fees and taxes.

2 3 - 3 0

The Presidio Trust disagrees with the commentor’s opinion that there will be public subsidies of proposed
development within the 23-acre site.

2 3 - 3 1

The costs to the City and County of San Francisco for providing services to the Letterman Complex were
considered as part of the analysis presented in the Impacts on City Services section on pages 168 through 172
of the GMPA EIS from which the Draft EIS tiers.  The current development project would not result in any
additional costs that would accrue to the city of San Francisco that were not previously analyzed in the GMPA
EIS.

2 3 - 3 2

For response to the comment concerning the General Objectives of the GMPA, refer to master responses 3A
and 3C.

2 3 - 3 3

For response to the question concerning the process followed to identify the general objectives of the GMPA,
refer to master response 3A. Also, please see master response 3B.

2 3 - 3 4

The process of identifying the General Objectives of the GMPA is discussed in master response 3A.  The
General Objectives of the GMPA were not “created” by the Presidio Trust Board; rather, Congress directed
that the Presidio Trust follow the General Objectives.  As those general objectives already exist implicitly
within the GMPA, the Trust has, in an exercise of its administrative discretion, ascertained the General Objectives
but cannot “create” general objectives in the future.  For further response to the comment, refer to master
responses 3A and 3C.

2 3 - 3 5

For response to the question concerning the Trust’s authority to identify the General Objectives of the GMPA,
refer to master response 3A.

2 3 - 3 6

For response to the comment concerning changing the GMPA before pursuing development at the 23-acre site,
refer to master response 2B, and refer to master response 2A for a discussion of the conformity of the Trust’s
decisions with the GMPA.

2 3 - 3 7

For response to the comment concerning asserted conflicts of interest, refer to master response 9A.
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2 3 - 3 8

There is no conflict of interest that requires disclosure.  For further response to the comment, refer to master
response 9A.

2 3 - 3 9

For response to the comment, refer to master response 9B.  This comment does not address issues related to the
NEPA analysis. The NEPA regulations provide that comments on an EIS need only address the adequacy of
the statement or the merits of the alternatives discussed or both.

2 3 - 4 0

Please refer to master response 9B and response to comment 23-39.

2 3 - 4 1

Please refer to master response 9B and response to comment 23-39.

2 3 - 4 2

The commentor is referred to Section 4.5.1, Consistency with Approved Plans and Policies, for a discussion as
to how the Digital Arts Center is appropriate in a national park setting.  Please also see Sections 1.1, 1.2, 2.1,
and 2.2 of the Final EIS.

2 3 - 4 3

Please refer to the response to comment 23-42.

2 3 - 4 4

Public access impacts of the alternatives are addressed in Sections 4.1.8.5, 4.2.8.7 through 4.5.8.7, and 4.6.8.5
(Effect on Visitor Experience) within the Final EIS.  The preferred alternative’s 7-acre public lawn would be a
significant open space addition to the park and would be accessible to all park visitors. Also, see master
response 25.

2 3 - 4 5

The public would not be able to access the building interiors, except for the public lobby spaces and any other
public amenities. See master response 25.

2 3 - 4 6

No additional new construction beyond the proposed 900,000 square feet in Alternative 5 is contemplated.
Under all alternatives analyzed, the total square footage for the entire 60-acre Letterman Complex would not
exceed 1.3 million square feet. Any proposal for future additional space would be subject to further environmental
analysis.

2 3 - 4 7

This is not a NEPA issue.

2 3 - 4 8

Please refer to master response 9B and response to comment 23-39.
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2 3 - 4 9

For response to the comment, refer to master response 9B and response to comment 23-39.

2 3 - 5 0

For response to the comment concerning the precedential effect of the proposed action, refer to master response
8.  In addition, for future projects at the Presidio, the Trust would continue to use the GMPA and its General
Objectives as foundations for planning decisions.  Refer also to master responses 2A and 9B.

2 3 - 5 1

The commentor is referred to Section CC, Growth-Inducing Impacts in Appendix A of the EIS for this analysis.

2 3 - 5 2

The Presidio Trust assumes the commentor is referring to the Presidio Trust’s June 14, 1999 announcement
identifying the Digital Arts Center as the preferred alternative in the Draft EIS.  Please refer to Section 2.1.3 of
the Final EIS.

2 3 - 5 3

Letters submitted by community and planning groups to the Presidio Trust in support of the preferred alternative
or other alternatives have been made a part of the administrative record and are available for review at the
Presidio Trust library.

2 3 - 5 4

Refer to response to comment 23-39. Also, please see master response 9B.

2 3 - 5 5

Please refer to master response 6A and Section 2.2 of the Final EIS.  Also see Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS.
Section 4.1, Environmental Consequences: Alternative 1, discusses the impacts of rehabilitating and reusing
the LAMC and LAIR buildings.  The impacts of demolishing these buildings are discussed in Sections 4.2.2,
Solid Waste, and elsewhere within the EIS.

2 3 - 5 6

Please refer to master response 6A and Section 2.2, Alternatives Considered but Rejected, and specifically,
Section 2.2.3, Remove LAMC and LAIR Buildings and Restore to Natural Conditions, for a discussion of
impacts related to demolishing the LAMC and LAIR and returning the land to open space.  Alternatives 1
through 5 would all include a buffer to minimize impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.  Also, see master
response 17, Impact on Quality of Life of Neighbors.

2 3 - 5 7

For response to comment concerning opportunities for public hearings on the Letterman project, refer to
master responses 1E and 9B, and Section 5.1 of the Final EIS.

2 3 - 5 8

The Trust disagrees with the commentor, and believes that the public has had opportunities for meaningful
participation.  For further response to the comment, refer to master responses 1E and 9B, and Section 5.1 of
the Final EIS.
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2 3 - 5 9

The commentor is referred to the definition of “sustainability” contained in the Glossary of the EIS. Further
explanation of environmental sustainability is contained in Section 1.4.9 of the Final EIS as well as within
Sections 2.3.6 through 2.8.6 (Environmentally Sustainable Practices). The term “economically sustainable” is
identified in one of the Presidio Trust’s General Objectives of the GMPA (Section 1.1.5), is embraced in the
goals of the Financial Management Program (Appendix E of the EIS), and is further defined as economic self-
sufficiency.

2 3 - 6 0

The Presidio Trust Act authorizes the Board to establish procedures for providing public information and
opportunities for public comment regarding policy, planning, and design issues through the GGNRA Advisory
Commission.  By Resolution 98-16, the Presidio Trust Board of Directors formalized the role of the Advisory
Commission as a body to hear public comment on significant Presidio Trust land use issues.  A member of the
Presidio Trust Board of Directors also serves on the Advisory Commission, acting as a liaison.  The Executive
Director of the Presidio Trust and other Trust staff attend Advisory Commission meetings and report back to
the Board of Directors.

The Presidio Trust hosted or participated in a total of 15 public meetings and workshops related to Letterman
Complex planning, the RFQ/RFP process, and the EIS process through August 1999.  In addition, Trust staff
attended public meetings of neighborhood and civic groups to discuss and answer questions about the Letterman
project.  The Presidio Trust attended at least 60 outreach sessions in 1998.  These covered a variety of subjects
in addition to the proposed Letterman project.  The information requested by the commentor is available for
review at the Presidio Trust Library (filed as the Letterman Public Outreach list).  See master response 1E.

2 3 - 6 1  T H R O U G H  2 3 - 6 4

These comments do not address issues related to the NEPA analysis. The comments are noted for the record
and will be considered by the Presidio Trust in its deliberations.

2 3 - 6 5

The Presidio Trust would own, operate, and maintain these services within the Presidio.  The Presidio Trust’s
goal is to connect all users, including those at the Letterman Complex, to its water, wastewater (currently in the
planning stage), and stormwater systems.  This would decrease the historic demand for these services from the
city.  However, it is likely that emergency connections between the city and Presidio systems would be
maintained. The commentor is referred to the separate discussions in Section 4 (Water Supply) in the main
body and Section G (City Services) in Appendix A of the Draft EIS, and the Impacts on City Services section
on pages 168 through 172 of the GMPA EIS for additional discussion of this issue.

2 3 - 6 6

This comment does not address issues related to the NEPA analysis.  The city of San Francisco is required by
law to provide certain public services.  Please see the response to comment 23-31.
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2 3 - 6 7  A N D  2 3 - 6 8

Refer to master response 21.

2 3 - 6 9

This comment does not address issues related to the NEPA analysis.  The Letterman developer would pay fees
and taxes that it is obligated to pay.  Please see the response to comment 23-31.

2 3 - 7 0

Refer to master response 24.

2 3 - 7 1

The Final General Management Plan Amendment it its entirety is available in the Presidio Trust Library.

2 3 - 7 2

The commentor is referred to Table 11, Summary of Environmental Consequences in the Final EIS.

2 3 - 7 3

It is not known whether a similar action has been undertaken in another national park unit. Refer to master
response 8.

2 3 - 7 4

See the response to comment 23-73.

2 3 - 7 5

The Planning Guidelines were prepared cooperatively by the Presidio Trust, NPS staff, and the consulting firm
Simon Martin-Vegue Winkelstein Moris.

2 3 - 7 6

The Planning Guidelines were reviewed by the Presidio Trust Board prior to circulating the Draft EIS and
identifying the preferred alternative.  The Record of Decision following publication of the Final EIS would
constitute approval of the Planning Guidelines when they are adopted as part of the agency’s decision. They
would also be included in the consultation package referenced in the Programmatic Agreement (Appendix F).

2 3 - 7 7

The Planning Guidelines were first introduced at the January 27, 1999 public scoping session for the project,
and were included in the Draft EIS for public review and comment. Please refer to Section 1.4 of the Final EIS
for a more complete discussion of the relationship of Planning and Design Guidelines to the Letterman project.

2 3 - 7 8

Please see the response to comment 23-3.

2 3 - 7 9

A Digital Arts Center would use 23 acres, or 1.5 percent, of the 1,480-acre Presidio.  Of the 23 acres, the
buildings would be concentrated on 8 acres so that 15 acres would remain as open space, including a 7-acre
Great Lawn for public use and enjoyment. See master response 25 with regard to public access. The tenant
organizations within the 23-acre site would be within a larger diverse community of other residential and non-
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residential tenants.  The Presidio Trust does not agree that this constitutes “takeover of a large part of a national
park.”  The Presidio Trust Act does not require the Presidio Trust to consider for-profit or non-profit status as
a basis for tenant selection.  Also see master response 1A. Please also refer to Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final
EIS for a discussion of the purpose and need for this Letterman project

2 3 - 8 0

See the response to comment 23-79.

2 3 - 8 1

The Presidio Trust disagrees with the commentor’s premise that public resources are being exploited by private
interests seeking private profit.  The Presidio Trust Act requires the Presidio Trust to lease properties at the
Presidio in order to generate revenues to preserve the Presidio as a part of the national park system.  The tenant
of the 23-acre site would pay fair market value for the use of the site.  Refer to Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final
EIS for more complete discussion.

2 3 - 8 2

See the response to comment 23-79.

2 3 - 8 3

See the response to comment 23-81.

2 3 - 8 4

See master response 1A and Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final EIS.

2 3 - 8 5

The commentor’s dismay with the Presidio Trust and its enabling legislation, and concerns about the Presidio
are noted for the record.
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Letter  24

24-1

24-2

24-3

L E T T E R  2 4
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24-5

24-4

24-6
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Responses to Comments in Letter 24

2 4 - 1

For response to the comment concerning the apparent selection decision during the public comment period,
refer to master response 6B.

2 4 - 2

The majority of buildings proposed under the preferred alternative are office use, which is a readily adapted
floorplate for other users, should tenants change. All of the alternatives allow for public access within and
around the buildings. As discussed in Section 2.7 (Alternative 5: Mixed-Use Development), the preferred
alternative incorporates components of public access through the creation of a 7-acre Great Lawn open to the
public, retail amenities such as a coffee house and café, and access to lobby/reception spaces (consistent with
other tenant occupancies on the Presidio).

With regard to the comment about furthering the Presidio’s goals for sustainability, please refer to Section
2.7.6, Environmentally Sustainable Practices, which describes the preferred alternative’s incorporation of
sustainable design practices into the overall concept. Furthermore, the proposed project would be subject to
Design Guidelines for the architecture and landscape, which would include adherence to the U.S. Green
Building Council’s Leadership in Environmentally Efficient Design Guidelines.

In response to the comment on social and educational goals in the preferred alternative, please refer to the
response to comment 18-6.

2 4 - 3

Please refer to master response 25. The preferred alternative incorporates a variety of public amenities and
allows for public access beyond what currently exists on the site. Please refer to master response 25 and
Sections 1.1 (Background) and 1.2 (Purpose and Need) within the EIS with regard to the need for the proposed
project at the 23-acre site.

2 4 - 4

Comment noted. The alternatives analyzed present a range of uses that could occur at the site and the preferred
alternative incorporates a variety of educational and publicly accessible features within its design. See response
to previous comments.

2 4 - 5

The Presidio Trust considered a number of alternatives to satisfy the goals of the project as discussed in
Section 1.3 (Goals).  However, for the reasons given in Section 2.2, each alternative was determined not to
merit detailed analysis in the EIS.  See Section 2.1 (Development of Alternatives) and Section 2.2 (Alternatives
Considered but Rejected) for more complete response to the comment.

2 4 - 6

The Trust is taking all comments received into consideration. For response to comment concerning the Trust’s
compliance with applicable law and public participation process, refer to master responses 1A, 1B and 1E and
response to comment 7-1.
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Letter  25

25-1
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25-5

25-5

25-2

25-4

25-3
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Responses to Comments in Letter 25

2 5 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The commentor’s preference for Alternative 4 (Live/Work Village) is noted for the
record.

2 5 - 2

The Presidio Trust has relied upon the reuse plans of the GMPA as colored by the Trust Act requirements in
proposing the Letterman project.  See Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final EIS.  The preferred alternative includes
a diversity of uses and a variety of publicly accessible amenities and spaces (please refer to master response
25). In addition, the site plan for the preferred alternative would be subject to a planning and design review
process that would examine design refinements to ensure greater consistency with the Planning Guidelines as
well as the future Design Guidelines (see mitigation measure CR-1). The Planning Guidelines set forth principles
about land use and public access whose application would ensure against “isolation and alienation from adjacent
Presidio uses.” See master responses 7A and 7B with regard to the Planning Guidelines and future design
review.

2 5 - 3

Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment 25-2. In addition, the preferred alternative provides a 7-
acre lawn around which the buildings would be located. This lawn is a new public amenity to the site and
would provide opportunities for pedestrian-level, human-scale interaction. In addition, final designs would
comply with Planning Guidelines as well as the future Design Guidelines, which include several design principles
related to scale, character, and patterns of development being compatible with existing development and
providing public access.

2 5 - 4

Comment noted. The 7-acre lawn would be open to the public and would be accessible from a variety of
directions. In addition, the break in the historic wall at Chestnut Street would allow for new pedestrian access
to the site. The final design of the landscape as well as the architecture would be subject to review and consistency
with both the Planning Guidelines, in Appendix B of the EIS, and Design Guidelines. Regarding concerns of
sociability and the size of the grounds, see master response 25.

2 5 - 5

Based on discussions with the development team for the preferred alternative, the employee commuting profile
is not expected to be different than that assumed for all alternatives in the EIS.  Also, given the nature of a
Digital Arts Center, very little truck traffic would be generated.

2 5 - 6

Refer to master response 19.
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Letter  26

26-1

26-2

L E T T E R  2 6
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Responses to Comments in Letter 26

2 6 - 1

Thank you for your message. The notice referred to in the comment was sent to 735 individuals and organizations
on June 18, 1999.  It is unclear why the commentor received the notice 43 days later.  After consultation with
the U.S. EPA, the Presidio Trust elected to extend the prescribed comment period until August 2, 1999.  Both
agencies concurred that a full 45-day extension would be sufficient to allay public confusion regarding the
Trust’s alternative selection process.

2 6 - 2

Comment noted.
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27-1

27-2

27-3
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Responses to Comments in Letter 27

2 7 - 1

For response to comments concerning opportunities for public involvement, refer to master response 1E, and
with particularity to the Trust Board, master response 9B.   See also Section 5.1 of the Final EIS.

2 7 - 2

Master responses 1B and 1D provide a detailed analysis of how the Trust is complying with NEPA. This will
not be included as an appendix as requested.

2 7 - 3

Master responses 1D and 2A address the question of conformity with the GMPA. Master responses 1A and 1C
address the Trust’s conformity with applicable statutes.

2 7 - 4

Master response 2A addresses the Digital Arts Center’s conformance with the GMPA. This is also addressed
in Section 4.5.1.2 of the EIS. Development of the General Objectives of the GMPA is addressed in master
response 3A.

2 7 - 5

A full discussion of the General Objective of the GMPA can be found in master responses 3A - 3C and in
Section 1.1.7 of the Final EIS.

2 7 - 6

The Presidio Trust follows the specific requirements of the Presidio Trust Act and all other applicable laws,
including NEPA and the National Historic Preservation Act.  Section 104(a) of the Presidio Trust Act states
that the Presidio Trust shall manage the leasing, maintenance, rehabilitation, repair and improvement of property
within the Presidio under its administrative jurisdiction using the authorities provided in Section 104, exercised
in accordance with the purposes of the 1972 Act that established the GGNRA, and in accordance with the
general objectives of the GMPA.  Please refer to Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final EIS and master responses 5
and 10A and 10B for a complete response to the comment.

2 7 - 7

The proposed project would not exceed the square footage cap of 1.3 million. The preferred alternative calls
for replacement construction of up to 900,000 square feet, with building demolition identified in the EIS to
ensure the 1.3-million-square-foot cap at completion of construction.   Master response 11 provides information
on how the total square footage for this project was derived.

2 7 - 8

Please refer to response to comment 23-31.

2 7 - 9

Refer to master responses 9A and 9B.

2 7 - 1 0

Refer to the response to comment 23-60 and master response 1E.  See also Section 5.1 of the Final EIS.
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28-1

Letter  28



L  E  T  T  E  R  M  A  N    C  O  M  P  L  E  X196

L E T T E R  2 8

28-2
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28-5
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Responses to Comments in Letter 28

2 8 - 1

Thank you for your letter.  The Presidio Trust welcomes all comments on the Letterman Complex and other
proposals in the Presidio and does not distinguish letters received on the basis of the commentor’s qualifications
or expertise.  The Presidio Trust is pleased that the commentor is an active participant in meetings and discussions
in connection with the Letterman Complex planning process.  However, the Presidio Trust disagrees with the
commentor that it has not fulfilled its existing authority and mandate under the NEPA, or the “requirements”
established by the GMPA and the Presidio Trust Act.  Please refer to master responses 1A, 1B, and 1D. Please
also refer to master response 2A and Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final EIS.

2 8 - 2

For response to comments concerning a preference for the GMPA public review process and adequacy of the
Trust’s public participation process for the Draft EIS, refer to master responses 1E and 1F. See also Section 5.1
of the Final EIS.

2 8 - 3

Alternative 1, which closely reflects the GMPA vision for the site, allowed for the demolition of the former
hospital and replacement construction of up to 503,000 square feet. Alternatives 2 through 5 assume additional
building demolition (primarily the LAIR facility) with a total replacement construction of up to 900,000 square
feet.  Because this is a departure from the GMPA and EIS of 1994, this EIS has been prepared to analyze the
impacts of the new alternatives currently under consideration. Please refer to Sections 1.1 (Background) and
2.2 (Purpose and Need), the Consistency with Approved Plans and Policies discussions under each alternative
in Section 4 (Environmental Consequences) and Appendix A (Revised Environmental Screening Form) for a
further explanation about the relationship between the 1994 GMPA and EIS and this document.  Also, refer to
master responses 1D and 2A.

2 8 - 4

Each of the elements noted correspond to sections and analysis within the Final EIS and the record as a whole
which openly disclose impacts, if any.

2 8 - 5

The Presidio Trust disagrees with the commentor’s statement.  The impacts on the U.S. Park Police and the
Presidio Fire Department are adequately analyzed in Sections G.6 (Law Enforcement Services) and G.7 (Fire
Protection Services) in Appendix A of the EIS.  At the request of the Presidio Trust, both departments made
staff support available and participated early in the NEPA process (see Section 5.5.3, Persons Consulted) and
provided guidance, information and assistance in preparing the two sections to ensure that its views were
adequately reflected in the EIS.  Following its review of the Draft EIS, the two departments had no further
comment.

2 8 - 6

Please refer to master response 1E and Section 5.1 of the Final EIS.
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2 8 - 7

The commentor’s conclusions are not supported by evidence in the record.
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Letter  29
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Response to Comment in Letter 29

2 9 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The organization’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is noted for the record.
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Letter  30

30-1
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Response to Comment in Letter 30

3 0 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The organization’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is noted for the record.


