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Response to Comment in Letter 31

3 1 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The organization’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is noted for the record.
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Responses to Comments in Letter 32

3 2 - 1

See the response to comment 3-6.

3 2 - 2

Committed projects on Lombard Street are considered in a revised Cumulative Analysis contained in the Final
EIS (see Table 9).   The analysis indicates very minor impacts and resulting traffic volumes that are lower than
those used in the Draft EIS’s year 2010 traffic analysis.

3 2 - 3

The projected traffic volumes were those developed in the GMPA, and are based on the mix of land uses that
are expected to be in the Presidio in the year 2010.  For the turning movements that do not enter or exit the
Presidio gates, the turning movement volume was assumed to increase at an annual rate of 1 percent from the
existing counts made in January 1999.  Therefore, 1999 volumes were used as a base, not 1989 volumes.

3 2 - 4

The San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic is not aware of any comprehensive traffic counts in the
Golden Gate/Lombard Corridor in 1998.  The San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic periodically
conducts traffic counts at various locations throughout the city as the department determines traffic counts are
warranted.  Thus, the traffic counts conducted in 1999 for the purposes of this EIS provide the most recent and
appropriate traffic counts.

3 2 - 5

The trips estimated for the Letterman Complex are comprised of both employee and visitor trips. Since it is
planned primarily for office uses, tour buses would not be destined for the complex.  If and when they do need
to stop at the complex, they would enter through either the Lombard Street Gate or the proposed new intersection
on Richardson Avenue. Based on city ordinances, tour buses are unable to enter via either Gorgas Avenue or
Marina Boulevard gates.

3 2 - 6

The contribution of construction-related truck traffic to cumulative impacts would not be significant due to the
short-term nature of construction activities. The impacts of construction traffic on the local and regional
transportation system are discussed in Sections 4.1.7.7 through 4.6.7.7 (Construction Impacts) and would be
mitigated through implementing mitigation measure TR-5, Construction Traffic Management Plan. It is highly
unlikely that construction at the 23-acre site would overlap with the two major construction projects in the
vicinity, Crissy Field restoration and the reconstruction of Doyle Drive, for the following reasons:

� Major site construction of Crissy Field is anticipated to be completed by mid- to late-year 2000, and therefore
would not overlap with demolition or construction activities within the Letterman Complex, which would
not start before that date.

� Planning and design effort for Doyle Drive will require a minimum of four years.  Therefore, construction
activities within the Letterman Complex would be completed prior to construction of Doyle Drive.
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Planning for the renovation of the Exploratorium is currently underway, and construction is anticipated to
begin in mid-2001 and be completed by the end of 2002.  A portion of the Exploratorium construction activities,
as currently planned, may overlap with those for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. In response to the comment, mitigation
measure TR-5, Construction Traffic Management Plan has been revised to include coordination of construction
activities between the various nearby projects to minimize temporary transportation impacts.

3 2 - 7

See the response to comment 6-2.

3 2 - 8

The construction traffic management plan required under mitigation measure TR-5, Construction Traffic
Management Plan would minimize impacts to visitor safety, including users of the YMCA.

3 2 - 9

The EIS does address impacts to which the commenter refers (see responses to comments 32-1 through 32-8).
The traffic volumes analyzed are appropriate for both existing and cumulative (year 2010) conditions.  Any
temporary construction-related traffic would be subject to mitigation measure TR-5, Construction Traffic
Management Plan.

3 2 - 1 0

The sloping terrain of the Letterman Complex and the upward grades to the southwest and west could reflect
noise generated at the project site outward (to the northeast and east).  Reflected noise or noise caused by
echoes is not considered in the analysis because the impacts of reflected noise would be substantially less
intense than the impacts experienced by the noise-sensitive sensitive receptors located along the shortest, most
direct path of noise travel.  Since the travel of noise follows primarily linear paths, terrain-reflected noise
would tend to travel upward and outward over the Marina District.  As reflected noise travels back toward the
neighborhoods, it would tend to be masked by foreground noise.  Reflections or echoes could be occasionally
noticed by neighbors, but these noises would be indirect and attenuated with the additional distance traveled.
The slopes that would provide reflection around the Letterman Complex are not steep walls, and they are made
of acoustically “soft” surfaces, meaning they are vegetated with trees and grasses and are not densely built up.
These factors would serve to diminish the intensity of reflected noise to a level that does not require further
analysis.  The noise analysis instead focuses on the effects of noise traveling along the shortest, most direct
path to the nearby receptors, including the residences located along Lyon Street, which face the site.  Direct
impacts at these nearest neighbors are characterized in Sections 4.1.10 through 4.5.10 of the EIS.

3 2 - 1 1

The effect of echoes on immediate neighbors is discussed in response to comment 32-10.

3 2 - 1 2

As discussed in Section 4 of the EIS, noise during demolition and construction would be reduced by mitigation
measure NO-1, Reduction of Construction Noise.  Traffic noise and noise from stationary sources expected
with Alternatives 1 through 5 after construction would not cause significant impacts.  No significant noise
impacts would occur with Alternative 6.  Therefore, no further mitigation would be required.
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3 2 - 1 3

The comment is unclear.  If the commentor is referring to noise impacts of the development following
construction, the operational noise impacts for each alternative are analyzed according to the thresholds in
Section 4.1.10 of the EIS.  The effects of noise generated after completing construction are then discussed for
each alternative in Sections 4.1.10.2 through 4.5.10.2 (Long-Term Traffic Noise Increases) and 4.1.10.3 through
4.5.10.3 (Long-Term Stationary Source Noise Impacts).  These two impact topics consider the sources of
noise that would operate following construction of the alternatives.

3 2 - 1 4

The traffic noise impacts analyzed in the Draft EIS account for all vehicle trips to and from the site (including
ingress and egress).  The noise contributions of heavy-duty trucks, buses, medium-duty trucks, and automobiles
is considered and aggregated in the impact evaluation.  The noise analysis assumes that the composition of
new traffic caused by the development alternatives mimics the composition of the traffic present in the existing
conditions.  This means that the occurrence of all types of vehicles is assumed to increase proportionally with
the expected increase of overall vehicle trips.  This assumption is conservative for the proposed development
alternatives because the new traffic would most likely include a lower percentage of heavy-duty trucks and
buses and a higher percentage of automobiles than currently exist.  Implementation of mitigation measures for
transportation, including mitigation measures TR-1, Lyon Street/Richardson Avenue/Gorgas Avenue Intersection
Improvements, and TR-5, Construction Traffic Management Plan, would route ingress and egress traffic during
operation and construction phases, respectively, away from noise-sensitive receptors in the nearby neighborhood.
Because the noise analysis considers the influence and the routing of the vehicles, and no significant impacts
were identified, no noise mitigation measures would be required.  See also the response to comment 32-13.

3 2 - 1 5

Construction noise impacts are analyzed according to the thresholds in Section 4.1.10 of the EIS.  These
thresholds are applied to the instantaneous equivalent noise levels (Leq) that could be caused by the construction
activities.  The threshold of 80 dBA Leq is used to determine significance of any daytime construction noise
regardless of noise levels existing without the construction activity, and the threshold of a 5-dBA increase is
used to determine the significance of nighttime noise over conditions existing without the construction activity.
Because mitigation measure NO-1, Reduction of Construction Noise, would address these impacts, the effect
of adding construction noise to the existing noise environment is addressed.

3 2 - 1 6

The effects of noise reflections are discussed in response to comment 32-10.  Because noise levels are measured
on a logarithmic scale, low-energy reflected noise would not cause substantial contributions to the noise levels
analyzed in the EIS (which includes the effects of heavy-duty trucks, buses, as well as other operation and
construction noise).  In response to the comment, new text has been added to Sections 4.1.11.8 through 4.6.11.8
(Noise) in the Final EIS to address cumulative impacts of the proposed development in combination with other
reasonably foreseeable future projects.  As discussed, cumulative impacts of demolition/construction noise
would not be significant, and cumulative impacts of long-term traffic and stationary source noise would not be
significant.
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3 2 - 1 7

The Presidio Trust is unaware of any neighborhood impact on water that would occur during demolition.  The
short-term noise impact on adjacent neighborhoods due to demolition is discussed in Sections 4.2.10.1 through
4.5.10.1 (Short-Term Demolition/Construction Noise Impacts) of the Final EIS.

3 2 - 1 8

The water pipes do not pose a risk to human health, safety, and the environment.  The Army previously
evaluated the hazard of mercury vapor in the LAIR’s laboratory sinks (U.S. Army 1993b as referenced in
Section 6 in the Final EIS). The evaluation focused on 19 laboratories and rooms where there was potential for
mercury contamination to occur in sinks and drains.  The assessment found that 5 of the 19 rooms contained
recoverable mercury from <0.1 grams to 19.26 grams.  Total mercury found and removed during the sampling
event was 20.58773 grams.  The Presidio Trust has contracted FOSS Environmental and Infrastructure to
collect, inventory and dispose of hazardous waste/materials remaining in the Letterman Complex. Even though
the data suggest that traps do not pose a chemical threat, the Trust has directed FOSS to remove all traps
located in laboratories.  The traps will be staged, profiled and disposed of in a proper manner to eliminate the
potential of a chemical release.

3 2 - 1 9

See response to comment 32-18. In addition, mitigation measure HH-3, Contingency Plan would ensure that
corrective measures to protect groundwater and soil would be implemented immediately if contamination is
discovered or observed.

3 2 - 2 0

The text in Section 3.5 has been revised to indicate that the Presidio Trust would supply water to Presidio
users, including those located within the Letterman Complex. Refer to master response 13.

3 2 - 2 1

Refer to master response 14.
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Responses to Comments in Letter 33

3 3 - 1

The GMPA and EIS identified additional buildings within the Letterman Complex that could be demolished
and an equivalent amount of square footage constructed within the 60-acre area.  Since the GMPA’s adoption
in 1994, several of these smaller-scaled buildings have been demolished. Additional buildings to be demolished
are identified in Appendix C of the EIS.  Please  see master response 11.

3 3 - 2

Alternative locations for the project are adequately discussed in Section 2.2.1, Alternative Sites within the EIS.
The 23-acre site was the most well-suited location for the proposed project.  See Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS.
The Presidio Trust disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that the proposed tenant of Alternative 5 is not
consistent with the GMPA.  As discussed in Section 4.5.1, Consistency with Approved Plans and Policies,
with the exception of Alternative 1, the preferred alternative is most consistent with the GMPA for reasons
given in the text (see master response 2A).  The 7-acre Great Lawn or public park would further the GMPA’s
general objective to increase open space and the GMPA’s specific goal to provide for safe and enjoyable
recreational use of the Presidio. Implementation of the Planning and Design Guidelines through the site planning
and design development phases would ensure that the locations of the proposed buildings would minimize
impacts on recreational use of the public park and public access. These Planning and Design Guidelines
include parameters for height and bulk of building masses, as well as for public access. Please refer to master
responses 23 and 25 with regard to circulation and public access.  Please refer to master responses 7A and 7B
concerning Planning and Design Guidelines and design review.

3 3 - 3

The preferred alternative would be modified through the planning and design review process to more fully
comply with the Planning Guidelines. Conformance with the Planning Guidelines’ principles for public access,
land use as well as access, circulation and parking would be addressed at that time. Please refer to master
responses 7A, 7B, and 25. The Great Lawn would be accessible from the south through two passages, between
the buildings, as well as at the north edge of the site from the east at Chestnut Street.

3 3 - 4

Please refer to master response 23 with regard to the preferred alternative’s effects on the historic setting and
O’Reilly Avenue. The Final Planning Guidelines include goals and design objectives for preserving the O’Reilly
Commons.  Additional text has been added to the Planning Guidelines to better define the desired width of the
O’Reilly Commons, and additional text has been added to the Final EIS to reflect those inconsistencies with
the Planning Guidelines that constitute an adverse effect.  In the preferred alternative, the Great Lawn would
serve as an additional open space to that of the O’Reilly Commons.

3 3 - 5

The comment is noted. Implementation of measures affecting building form, as described within the Planning
Guidelines, would provide a comparable lessening of the effect on the historic district while reducing the
project’s apparent bulk. Alternative 1 within the EIS considers replacement construction of up to 503,000
square feet throughout the 60-acre Letterman Complex. Please refer to master response 11 with regard to the
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derivation of the proposed building area and square footage.  Please refer to Section 2.2, Alternatives Considered
but Rejected, for discussion on locating the replacement construction elsewhere within the Presidio (also, refer
to master response 10A). The suggestion to consider locating more of the new construction underground could
be considered in the design development phase as a means to reduce any adverse effects on adjacent historic
structures and streetscapes caused through height and massing of the new construction.

3 3 - 6

Site sections of the preferred alternative have not been provided in the Final EIS, but would be included in
future planning and design reviews, with opportunities for public input at the conceptual design stage. Responses
to the bulleted remarks follow:

First Bullet – The tallest blocks of the buildings, which are bar-shaped, would be oriented east/west. The
benefit of this orientation is that along O’Reilly Avenue, the narrowest section of the tall building block would
face the commons and therefore the potential for shadow-casting would be minimized. The four-story gable
ends of the buildings would alternate with three-story connection pieces, creating some modulation in the
building elevation facing O’Reilly Avenue.

Second Bullet – New buildings which directly face Gorgas Avenue would be lower in height than in other
areas of the site, to be compatible with the one- and two-story buildings along Gorgas Avenue. Elsewhere in
the 23-acre parcel, a 60-foot height limit in conjunction with buffers and setbacks would prevent the new
construction from towering above its adjacent neighbors.  An open space “foreground” along Letterman Drive
would serve as a visual buffer for adjacent new construction at 60 feet.  Please refer to the Building Form
section of the Planning Guidelines for additional information and graphic diagrams.

Third Bullet – Design of the buildings would be developed so that they do not read as “giant boxes.” The
concept for this design is a series of parallel bars linked by connecting buildings.   This idea would be further
developed to avoid monolithic massing. Public access to the courtyards would be explored in subsequent site
planning and design of the preferred alternative (see mitigation measure CR-1, Planning and Design Guidelines).
Creating courtyard buildings, however, is consistent with the Planning Guidelines recommendation for “buildings
clustered around courtyards and intimate outdoor spaces” (Appendix B, 3.5.2D within the Final EIS).

Fourth Bullet – The commentor’s suggestion of locating Buildings 2 and 3 on Gorgas Avenue would be
incompatible with the adjacent one- and two-story industrial buildings which presently define the historic
character of Gorgas Avenue. However, it is duly noted that the Great Lawn should serve all Presidio visitors
and tenants.  Efforts would be made during subsequent stages of the design to improve public access and
increase visual access into this large open space.

3 3 - 7

The tennis court, structure 1147, would be relocated elsewhere within the Letterman Complex or Presidio. The
effects of this action are analyzed in Section W, Recreation in Appendix A.
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3 3 - 8

The GMPA concept of retaining the LAMC auditorium was coupled with the idea of retaining LAIR. The
preferred alternative is based on the idea that both LAMC and LAIR will be removed and an integrated,
carefully designed complex would be developed for the 23-acre site which is more compatible with the historic
Letterman setting than what currently exists. Under this scenario, the Trust considers that the existing auditorium
is incompatible with the historic setting of the Letterman Complex and attempting to integrate it into a new
design for the site could prove to be quite difficult. Also, it is very close to the historic structures on O’Reilly
Avenue, making the realization of an O’Reilly Common very difficult. The auditorium has never served as a
public amenity, so its loss to the public would be negligible.  Please see master response 25 for a discussion of
visitor experience and public access.

3 3 - 9

Comment noted. Implementation of the Planning Guidelines and later Design Guidelines would ensure that
the new development would be in keeping with the character of the historic district, which would include
elements of the cultural landscape. Please refer to master responses 17, 23 and 24 with regard to discussion of
the cultural landscape and visual screening.

3 3 - 1 0

In response to the comment, text has been added at Sections 1.4 and 1.1 of the Final EIS discussing the
Presidio’s status as a National Historic Landmark district and the implementation of the NHPA mandate. The
commentor is referred to Section 3.1, The Presidio, and Section 3.10.1, National Historic Landmark District
that identify the Presidio as a National Historic Landmark district. It should be noted that the history of the
Presidio and the site are important topics in the EIS.  The Index identifies such key words as “historic hospital
complex,” “national historic landmark,” “National Historic Preservation” and “cultural resources” as appearing
more than 50 times throughout the text.

3 3 - 1 1

The Trust concurs with this comment. As discussed in Section V, Interpretation and Education within Appendix
A of the EIS, future tenants would be required to include programs that acquaint visitors with history, culture
and the arts, cross-cultural and international understanding, community renewal, and/or environmental
stewardship and sustainability. These programs would benefit the Presidio, the participants, and the organizations
and communities they represent. These enhancements for achieving Presidio goals would have beneficial
impacts on visitor interpretation and education. Furthermore, text has been added to Sections 2.3.3 through
2.8.3 (Activities and Programs) to address this comment. Refer to master response 25.

3 3 - 1 2

Building 558 has been rehabilitated by the Presidio Trust to house the residential leasing office as well as an
un-staffed visitor information station. In addition, a wayfinding/information kiosk would be constructed near
the building to further guide visitors through the Letterman Complex.

3 3 - 1 3

The commentors reference the 1994 Programmatic Agreement for the Presidio and that document’s provisions
for archeological analysis.  A final Programmatic Agreement for the Deconstruction, New Construction, and
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the Execution of Associated Leases at the Letterman Complex has been developed by the Trust and is attached
to the Final EIS in Appendix F. This new Programmatic Agreement includes an Archeological Monitoring
Assessment and Monitoring Program (AMA and Monitoring Program) developed for Letterman, which is
found in Appendix A of the Letterman Programmatic Agreement.  The provisions of the Letterman Programmatic
Agreement supercede the previous 1994 Programmatic Agreement.

Under the AMA and Monitoring Program all planned undertakings will be reviewed by a qualified archeologist
prior to final design. The initial AMA for the 60-acre site has been conducted; four archeologically sensitive
zones were identified.  The Trust agrees that there is a need to factor in archeological issues in the preliminary
phases of design.

3 3 - 1 4

The referenced Section 2.6.7 has been rewritten for the Final EIS, and moved to Section 4, Archeological
Properties, as mitigation measure AR-1, Archeological Management Assessment and Monitoring Program. In
addition, as noted in the response to comment 33-13 above, Appendix F of the Final EIS, contains the
Programmatic Agreement which contains the AMA and Monitoring Program for the Letterman Complex. The
AMA would examine the existing archeological inventory and predicted sensitivity zones in the Area of Potential
Effect for the undertaking. Additional studies separate from monitoring would be recommended in the AMA.
The AMA would include: a) archival study to assemble historic and pre-historic data; b) ground probing for
surface and sub-surface archeological evidence; c) test augering or excavations as needed; and d) compliance
with all provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) and the
Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA).

3 3 - 1 5

Appropriate monitoring procedures would be followed as per the Programmatic Agreement in Appendix F of
the Final EIS.

3 3 - 1 6

To the extent that areas have been previously disturbed, the Presidio Trust would consult with the SHPO on
appropriate methodologies. Archeological excavation rather than preservation in situ may not be appropriate.

3 3 - 1 7

The archeological resources management plan mentioned on page 101 of the GMPA was never completed by
the NPS. Thus, there were never any findings related to this site. Portions of it, most notably the CAD maps of
sites, have been incorporated in the archeological research completed for the development and execution of
the Programmatic Agreement in Appendix F of the Final EIS.

3 3 - 1 8

The Trust agrees that there is a need to factor in archeological issues in the preliminary phases.  To this end,
archeological concerns were discussed with the project proponents at the earliest planning stages for the
Letterman project.  Information provided to the proponents included an archeological sensitivity map prepared
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by Leo Barker.  The design of the preferred alternative allows the project to avoid known archeologically
sensitive areas in the vicinity of PAS-2 and PAF-30.

The Archeological Management Assessment Program described in Appendix A to the Programmatic Agreement
states that all planned undertakings would be reviewed by a qualified archeologist prior to final design.  The
archeologist would prepare an AMA report or documentation to examine existing inventory and predicted
sensitivity zones.  Comments from the archeologist would include recommendations for additional actions to
clarify or ensure resource identification and protection, and proposed methods of monitoring.  Additional
studies separate from monitoring may be recommended in the AMA, including, where appropriate, ground
probing, historic research, or test excavations.  Such studies might ultimately result in redesign of the project
if necessary to protect archeological resources.

3 3 - 1 9

Please refer to the FMP in Appendix E of the Final EIS, and to master response 10A. Refer also to Section 1.2
of the Final EIS and master response 4A.
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Response to Comment in Letter 34

3 4 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The organization’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is noted for the record.
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Response to Comment in Letter 35

3 5 - 1

Thank you for your letter.  As noted in the letter, the commentor is the sustainability and green building
services consultant with the development team for the Digital Arts Center.  The commentor addresses techniques
that would be employed to meet the Presidio Trust’s sustainability goals for the project as discussed in Section
1.3.9 (Environmental Sustainability).  The Presidio Trust would work with the consultant during planning,
design, and construction of the project to ensure that these and other practices are incorporated into the final
product to ensure it is a model of sustainable development.  No further response is warranted.
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Responses to Comments in Letter 36

3 6 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The discussion of the purpose and need for the project has been expanded in Section
1 of the EIS. In addition, please refer to the FMP in Appendix E of the Final EIS, and to master response 10A.

3 6 - 2

The Presidio Trust appreciates the City and County of San Francisco’s offer to possibly supply water for
contingency and emergency purposes in the future. At this time, the Presidio water system is adequate for
handling emergency flow requirements.  A minimum of 3 million gallons of water is maintained in the Presidio’s
reservoir as a reserve for fire and emergencies as required by the Presidio Fire Department.  The distribution
system has two large main-line connections to the CCSF’s system that feed directly to the reservoir.  These
connections are normally closed unless there is an emergency water demand.

3 6 - 3

Refer to master response 13.

3 6 - 4

Implementation of mitigation measures WS-2, Water Supply- and Demand-Side Solutions to Reduce Cumulative
Impacts, and WT-1, Water Reclamation Plant to Reduce Cumulative Impacts, would adequately address potential
park-wide deficiencies in water supply, taking into account water demand based on projected development at
the Presidio.  Should additional solutions be explored through monitoring and additional analysis, the Presidio
Trust would work with CCSF officials to ensure their concerns are addressed and any need for city water is
minimized.  Also refer to response to comment 36-2 and master response 13.

3 6 - 5

Additional information on minimum in-stream flows to protect Lobos Creek is provided in the Restoration
Plan for Lobos Creek prepared in 1995 (NPS 1995) for the NPS.  The study concluded that flows above 0.5
million gallons per day (0.77 cubic feet per second) would be required to preserve the channel depth and bank
slopes of the creek to ensure the adequate protection of existing plant and wildlife habitats, and a distinct
aquatic connection to the Pacific Ocean.  Maintained creek flow may also prevent standing water and salt
water intrusion from the ocean into the aquifer water supply.  Free flow reduces mosquito breeding and protects
fresh-water dependent communities, thus preserving opportunities for public enjoyment of the downstream
section of the creek.  Maintained flow across Baker Beach provides a unique aesthetic, recreational, and
ecological resource.  According to the study, should users of water on the west side of San Francisco use wells
as a supplementary water supply, if the wells are located within the Lobos Creek groundwater basin, they
could reduce seepage into the creek (depending on the location, number of wells, and pumping rate).  Lower
flows would still maintain wetland vegetation in the creek bed, but would probably not scour a clear channel
across Baker Beach.

3 6 - 6

Refer to master response 14.
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3 6 - 7

Refer to master response 15.

3 6 - 8

The Trust will be coordinating with the city’s Department of Traffic and Parking regarding proposed
improvements at the Lombard Street Gate. A pedestrian overcrossing was not proposed because of extremely
limited space for an overpass terminus on the Exploratorium side of the roadway.  However, the city can
suggest further study of an overcrossing as part of either the Letterman Access Project Study Report (see
master response 18) or Doyle Drive scoping.  At the present time, state funding is not being sought for the
project.  The current plan does not appear to trigger any 4(f) considerations.

3 6 - 9

First Paragraph – The analysis in the EIS did not consider Doyle Drive alternatives because they have not yet
been identified in the county’s new study and because the Trust wanted to analyze a “worst-case” scenario
where no other access points to the Presidio from Doyle Drive had been identified.

Second Paragraph – The “new interchange” referenced in Section 4.1.7 is not a specific physical structure,
but rather a supposition that a future Doyle Drive is likely to include an interchange providing direct access
between Doyle Drive and the Presidio.  See response to comment 23-67 regarding the Gorgas Avenue alignment.

Third Paragraph – It would be extremely difficult and expensive to locate access further west because Doyle
Drive is on structure at that point.  Although this might prove to be the best long-term solution and should be
studied as part of Doyle Drive reconstruction, it is not a feasible short-term access mitigation.

3 6 - 1 0

Figure 15 has been corrected.  The arrows depicting the eastbound through movement at the southernmost
intersection and the eastbound right-turn movement at the northernmost intersection have been eliminated
from the figure. A detailed drawing of the improvement to a scale of 1:50 has not been developed.  However,
cross-sections of Richardson Avenue north and south of Lyon Street have been prepared for existing conditions
and conditions with the proposed improvements, and have been submitted to the city’s Planning Department
and to Caltrans for their review.  The PSR/PR effort (see master response 18) will develop the detailed drawings
of these improvements.

3 6 - 1 1

See master response 18.

3 6 - 1 2

Removing the traffic signal at the intersection of Richardson Avenue and Francisco Street would be prompted
by the creation of a new intersection slightly northward.  The transit stop for buses traveling northbound on
Richardson Avenue would be relocated to a point immediately north of Lyon Street, as shown in Figure 15.
Pedestrians walking between this bus stop and the Presidio would cross at the crosswalk on the north side of
Lyon Street.  The bus stop for the southbound direction of Richardson Avenue would remain at its current
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location, but pedestrians crossing Richardson Avenue to this bus stop would cross at the new intersection at
Lyon Street, rather than Francisco Street as they do currently.

Removing the traffic signal at Richardson Avenue and Francisco Street would impact bicycle circulation.  The
portion of the city’s bike route 4 extending from Broderick Street to Lyon Street on Francisco Street would
need to be relocated to Chestnut Street (see Figure 18, Bicycle Routes in the Final EIS). This would have no
significant impact on bicyclists because the distance would be the same as the current route and the portion of
Chestnut Street used for the route is residential in character and similar to the Francisco Street route.

3 6 - 1 3

Appendix D of the EIS discusses the assumed geographic distribution of trips generated by the Letterman
Complex (Table D-6), the assignment of project-generated p.m. peak-hour vehicle trips to Presidio gates
(Table D-7), and Year 2010 turning movement volumes at each of study intersections (Figures D-1 through D-
6).  As shown in Table D-7, the majority (about 65 percent) of the project-generated p.m. peak-hour vehicle
trips were assigned to the Gorgas Avenue Gate under Alternatives 1 through 5.

The proposed intersections on Richardson Avenue would provide the most direct vehicular access to the
Letterman Complex, thereby minimizing any project-related impacts on the streets of the surrounding residential
neighborhoods.  The Presidio Trust will periodically monitor traffic volumes at Presidio gates, and is also
willing to coordinate with the San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic to monitor traffic volumes in
adjacent residential neighborhoods.

3 6 - 1 4

A survey of parking conditions mid-morning on city streets in the immediate vicinity of the Letterman Complex,
conducted for the park-wide Parking Management Study, indicated that on-street parking in the area is 58
percent occupied.  All of the surveyed streets have time restrictions limiting non-residents to either 2 or 3
hours.  Because the project-related parking demand would be largely comprised of long-term, or employee,
parking demand, the time restrictions imposed on on-street parking in the vicinity of the Letterman Complex
would discourage employees driving to and from the 23-acre site from parking on the residential streets near
the Letterman Complex.

It is possible that some employees and visitors to the Letterman Complex and Crissy Field may seek on-street
parking along the south side of Marina Boulevard and in the vicinity of the St. Francis Yacht Club and the
Golden Gate Yacht Club.  During weekdays on-street parking is typically available on Marina Boulevard,
although vehicles without a residential permit are limited to 2 hours.  Parking is also available at the curb on
Yacht Road (about 200 spaces) and in the off-street lot between the St. Francis Yacht Club and the Golden
Gate Yacht Club (about 200 spaces).  A portion of this supply is reserved to the yacht harbor permit-holders,
but, in general, this parking is available to anyone.  During field surveys parking along Yacht Road was
observed to be 80 to 100 percent occupied during days when events are held at the harbor and 30 to 65 percent
occupied on non-event weekdays.  Access to this parking supply involves at least a half-mile walk between
Marina Boulevard (at Baker Street) and the Letterman Complex, and therefore it is not expected that there
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would be a substantial increase in weekday parking utilization along Marina Boulevard.  Please see master
response 20.

3 6 - 1 5

The various alternatives would add between 25 and 40 eastbound vehicles and between 10 and 25 westbound
vehicles through the intersection of Lombard and Baker streets during the p.m. peak hour.  The intersection of
Lombard and Baker Streets currently has all-way stop signs, and the currently most congested approach
(southbound) operates at LOS A during the p.m. peak hour.  Under Existing plus Project conditions, the
addition of 40 eastbound and 25 westbound vehicles through this intersection would not change the southbound
approach’s operating conditions from LOS A.  Under cumulative (year 2010) conditions, the southbound
approach would operate at LOS C, with and without the addition of traffic generated by the proposed project
(note: the stop signs were installed subsequent to receipt of the comment).

3 6 - 1 6

Regarding tour buses, see response to comment 32-5.  Helicopter and water taxi service are not expected as
part of the Letterman access project.  The Trust is working with the GGNRA to plan water access at Torpedo
Wharf on Crissy Field with connection to the Trust internal shuttle.  However, no water taxi trips were assumed
in the traffic analysis for the EIS.

3 6 - 1 7

See master response 19.

3 6 - 1 8

The commentor is referring to figures in the Transportation Study Report that were prepared to provide
background transportation information for the Draft EIS.  The 29-19th Avenue line does run south of Lombard
Street on Presidio Boulevard.  The 76-Marin Headlands line is not shown on the illustration of transit routes
and is not included in the transit analysis because of its limited operating hours. Because it operates on Sundays
and holidays only at a one-hour headway, its operating hours are inconsistent with the weekday p.m. peak hour
analysis period. However, the operation of this line is discussed in the text of the Transportation Study Report.
Because the 30 and 30X operate within the area depicted in the illustration of transit services, these MUNI
lines were shown in the figure.  In response to the comment, a description of MUNI lines 30 and 30X and of
the terminal locations of each described MUNI line has been added to the description of transit services in the
Transportation Study Report.

3 6 - 1 9

The proposed methodology for calculation of transit demand is not appropriate for the Letterman Complex.
Although the MUNI lines that serve the Presidio are well-used, the maximum load points (MLPs) on most of
these lines are quite far from the Presidio, and sufficient capacity exists on these lines to accommodate the
additional demand that would be generated at the 23-acre site.  The number of trips that would be generated at
the site is based on the trip generation rates that were developed after researching rates from several different
sources, including the San Francisco Guidelines for Environmental Review, the Institute of Transportation
Engineers Trip Generation and the Presidio Validation Study, 1988.  Mode split assumptions are based on



L  E  T  T  E  R  M  A  N    C  O  M  P  L  E  X 245

L E T T E R  3 6

Presidio employee survey results and analysis contained in the 1994 GMPA.  The 23-acre site is located far
from downtown and consequently has a lower transit mode split than sites located more conveniently to the
MUNI bus and rail network.

3 6 - 2 0

The Presidio Trust agrees with this comment and will be working with MUNI to develop funding for this
program.

3 6 - 2 1

The Presidio Trust is actively working in all the programs cited to help reduce vehicle emissions.  A number of
other comments discuss overall vehicle trip reduction.  In addition, the Trust is currently moving toward
having its own fleet (which services the park) on alternative fuels and has started by converting 15 trucks to
all-electric operation.  The Presidio has a CNG fueling station that services Trust as well as other public
vehicles.  The Trust is working to develop an alternative fuels car-sharing program and the proposed internal
shuttle will use alternative fuels.  Preferential parking for alternative fuel vehicles will be considered as part of
the Trust’s parking management program.

3 6 - 2 2

All housing leases at the Presidio currently are one-year leases.  As these leases come up for renewal, Presidio-
based households (households with at least one employee of a Presidio-based tenant organization) have priority
for leasing.  As of September 30, 1999, the end of the Presidio Trust’s fiscal year, there were 236 Presidio-
based households out of 731 total units leased, with 385 units still to be made ready for leasing. This capacity
to accommodate Presidio-based households, coupled with normal turnover, will allow the Presidio Trust to
accommodate the employee demand for 265 housing units associated with Alternative 5.

3 6 - 2 3

The housing demand is quantified in Section 4.5.5.1, Increase in Housing Demand, to provide a benchmark
for understanding the level of effect on San Francisco and the Bay Area.  The determination as to whether a
less than one percent increase in demand for housing would be considered a significant impact is somewhat
subjective. However, the shortage of housing in the city for low- and moderate-income groups is noted, and
the text in Sections 4.3.5.1 and 4.5.5.1 of the Final EIS has been revised to note the adverse impact on affordable
housing in the city.

To limit the demand for affordable units in San Francisco, the Presidio Trust offers reduced rental rates to
Presidio employee and tenant households with gross household incomes of less than $45,000.  As Presidio
buildings are reoccupied and park programs and activities are established, the need for additional onsite housing,
including affordable housing, would be analyzed based on actual employment patterns and related housing
demands associated with building uses.

3 6 - 2 4

Development within the Presidio is under exclusive federal jurisdiction and is not subject to city housing
impact fees.  The Presidio Trust applies revenues from market rate residential and non-residential leasing to
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make it possible to reduce rental rates to households with gross household incomes of less than $45,000 (see
response to comment 36-23).

3 6 - 2 5

As in all construction, there are tradeoffs between having tight restrictions on activity (e.g. time-of-day
restrictions) that prolong the construction process while lessening the impacts during construction, and fewer
restrictions that shorten the construction period. These will be addressed as described in mitigation measure
TR-5, Construction Traffic Management Plan.
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37-1

Letter  37



L  E  T  T  E  R  M  A  N    C  O  M  P  L  E  X248

L E T T E R  3 7

Response to Comment in Letter 37

3 7 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The organization’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is noted for the record.
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38-1

Letter  38
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Response to Comment in Letter 38

3 8 - 1

The concerns of the commentor are noted for the record.
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Letter  39

39-1

39-2
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39-2

39-3

39-4

39-5
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Responses to Comments in Letter 39

3 9 - 1

See master response 21.

3 9 - 2

The improvements near the Gorgas Avenue Gate are proposed to alleviate traffic congestion and Letterman
access problems prior to a permanent Doyle Drive reconstruction (refer to master response 18). The Presidio
Trust will be coordinating the proposed improvements with both Caltrans and the city to determine whether
such improvements can be made part of the more extensive Doyle Drive project.

3 9 - 3

In order to ensure that the existing traffic volumes used for this analysis were the most recent and accurate
possible, traffic counts were conducted during the p.m. peak period (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) on Wednesday, January
13, 1999, and during the a.m. peak period (7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) on Thursday, January 14, 1999 at four of the five
study intersections.  Traffic counts were not conducted at the intersection of Marina Boulevard/Mason Street
at this time due to construction activities in the area, which would not represent typical conditions.  Existing
counts from the GMPA EIS were used for this intersection.

The traffic counts conducted in January 1999 were compared to the traffic counts made for the GMPA EIS.
Section 3.9.2 describes the average daily traffic volumes observed at the Presidio gates in 1998 and existing
levels of service.  Figure 11 depicts existing intersection p.m. peak-hour turning movement volumes at the
study intersections, and Figures 1 through 6 in Appendix D depict the Year 2010 p.m. peak-hour turning
movement volumes under each alternative.  Assumed travel characteristics such as modal split and geographic
distribution of trips are summarized in Section 4.1.7, and explained in further detail in Appendix D.

3 9 - 4

The no action alternative (Alternative 6) as discussed in the EIS represents no change from current management
direction or level of management intensity as intended by NEPA.  Under NEPA guidance, to construct a no
management alternative would be an academic exercise which would provide an inappropriate benchmark to
compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action alternatives (Forty Questions No. 3 in Council
on Environmental Quality 1981).

3 9 - 5

Refer to master response 19.



L  E  T  T  E  R  M  A  N    C  O  M  P  L  E  X254

L E T T E R  4 0

Letter  40

40-1



L  E  T  T  E  R  M  A  N    C  O  M  P  L  E  X 255

L E T T E R  4 0

Response to Comment in Letter 40

4 0 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The commentor’s concerns about the loss of existing mature trees are noted for the
record. The commentor pointed to inconsistencies between the Planning Guidelines and the Draft EIS which
have now been corrected within the Final Planning Guidelines.  In short, the Draft Planning Guidelines were
erroneous in assuming that all existing mature trees would be preserved and protected.  Rather, the intent of
this section of the Planning Guidelines is to preserve and protect existing mature trees that have been identified
as having the most valuable wildlife habitat (based on observed bird diversity and use) as discussed in Section
Q, Wildlife, of Appendix A of the EIS. These mature trees would include the coast live oaks, the palms, the
redwood, and the eucalyptus trees and Monterey pines within the historic windrows bordering the 23-acre site.
Please refer to the text revisions within the Final Planning Guidelines for additional clarification on this subject.
Concerning the need for additional information about the mature trees within the 23-acre site, refer to master
response 16.


