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Responses to Comments in Letter 41

4 1 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The text within the summary has been clarified to reflect the work of the proposed tenants
at the digital arts center and the availability of open space to the public.

4 1 - 2

The text has been revised to reflect the public nature of the park.

4 1 - 3

The text has been modified to include a non-profit educational foundation to the list of proposed tenants.

4 1 - 4

The text and Table 1 have been revised to include a public restroom to the list of community and support services.

4 1 - 5

In response to the comment, the 30 surface parking spaces have been acknowledged and have been added to
Section 2.5.5 and Table 1.

4 1 - 6

The text has been modified to as suggested to clarify the selected development team’s responsibility to address
onsite deficiencies to the water distribution system.

4 1 - 7

First bullet – The text has been modified to “develop marginal cost pricing incentives for use of water beyond
projected use allocations.”

Fifth bullet – The text has been modified to include the recommended additional water supply sources subject to
additional analysis and agency review.

4 1 - 8

Comment noted.

4 1 - 9  A N D  4 1 - 1 0

Financial participation in these improvements would be determined in the Letterman Complex Development
Agreement between the Presidio Trust and the selected development team. The text has not been amended as
recommended by the commentor.

4 1 - 1 1

Refer to master response 20.

4 1 - 1 2

The text has been revised to clarify who would be responsible for compliance with the applicable asbestos regulations.

4 1 - 1 3

The text has been revised to indicate who would be responsible for lead-based paint abatement.

4 1 - 1 4

The commentor is correct in suggesting that the contingency plan would apply to the 60-acre Letterman Complex
(as well as to the rest of the Presidio).  The text has been revised to reflect who would be responsible for development
of the plan.
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4 1 - 1 5

The text has been revised to correct the typographical error.

4 1 - 1 6

The text has been modified to address in greater detail how Alternative 5 would be consistent with the general
objectives of the GMPA.

4 1 - 1 7

See master response 20 regarding parking. Revisions to parking numbers were made in the appropriate tables in
Appendix D.

4 1 - 1 8

Comment noted. No response is necessary.
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Response to Comment in Letter 42

4 2 - 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 43

4 3 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The San Francisco Unified School District’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is
noted for the record.
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Responses to Comments in Letter 44

4 4 - 1

The Trust recognizes the long-term commitment of the commenting organizations to the protection of the natural,
cultural and historical resources of the Presidio, appreciates the opportunity to have opened up a working dialogue
with these groups, and welcomes the opportunity to continue to work with these and various other organizations
towards those goals.  For the reasons referenced below, however, in response to the specific comments of the
commenting organizations, the Trust disagrees with the conclusion that the Draft EIS must be supplemented.

We start by noting that a number of issues raised in the letter are important ones also raised by others, which the
Trust has addressed generically in master responses. For a response to the comment concerning the Trust’s compliance
with the Trust Act and NEPA, refer to master responses 1A and 1B; concerning the adequacy of the Trust’s public
involvement process, refer to master response 1E; concerning the Trust’s compliance with and apparent departure
from the GMPA and compatibility of the preferred alternative with the GMPA, refer to master response 2A; and
concerning the public availability of the Trust’s financial plan and assumptions, refer to master response 5.

In the commentors’ opinion, the Trust’s selection of the Digital Arts Center (DAC) as the preferred alternative is a
seriously flawed choice based upon seven distinct conclusions.  The commentors’ seven conclusions are in most
instances subject to interpretation that is not shared by the Trust or uniformly by other commentors.  The Trust will
respond briefly to each of the seven asserted conclusions:

1) The assertion concerning number of employees is true as noted in Table 1 (2,500 employees versus the average
of 1,700 employees for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4).

2) With respect to housing, while Alternatives 2 and 4 provided onsite housing, housing was not required or
requested as part of the project nor was it previously envisioned for the site in the GMPA.  More than half of
Alternative 5’s demand for housing would be met elsewhere within existing housing stock at the Presidio.

3) While the commentors are correct that the DAC has the second largest amount of parking, tenants under any
alternative would be required to participate in TDM programs to reduce parking demand and meet Presidio-
wide performance targets.

4) With respect to public amenities, of all the alternatives, Alternative 5 may provide the most public amenities
given that almost one-third of the 23-acre site would be devoted to a public park, a substantial increase as
compared to the existing site conditions, and the future ability of the DAC proponent to provide continuing
park interpretive and support services.

5) The opinion that the DAC involves the “narrowest education focus” is noted for the record but is not shared by
the Trust or other commentors, specifically the San Francisco Unified School District (letter 43), the American
Association for the Advancement of Science (letter 63), or the California Department of Education (letter 64).
The preferred alternative includes an archive related to the digital arts and an institute offering a digital arts
training program.  Both the archives and the educational institute would provide educational programs, including
outreach to a diverse community, introducing schools and students to emerging multi-media.

6) Concerning compatibility with the Planning Guidelines, the record as documented in the EIS shows that the
preferred alternative is largely consistent with the Planning Guidelines.  These Guidelines are intended to be a
continuing interactive set of guides that will be incorporated into the Design Guidelines and applied through
the design review process and consultation under the Programmatic Agreement involving the continued scrutiny
by the ACHP, the SHPO, NPS, and the public.
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7) Finally, with respect to compatibility with the GMPA, the preferred alternative is fundamentally consistent
with and fairly approximates the development allowed in the GMPA, which anticipated that a scientific research
and education user would occupy the site as an anchor tenant.  The developments are equivalent in many ways,
including the public access aspects, the research and education components, the extent of open space (with the
preferred alternative actually increasing open space), and the absence of a housing component.

The Trust has addressed the commentors’ seven conclusions individually, but as the commentors note, a process
has produced the Trust’s choice, and the Trust believes that the commentors view the relevant criteria under the
decision-making process too narrowly.  In selecting the DAC as its preferred alternative, the Trust has considered
not only the analysis of the seven criteria noted, but also the record of the EIS as a whole and factors not mentioned
by the commentors such as the Trust Act’s self-sufficiency mandate, its directive to give primary emphasis in tenant
selection to those that enhance the financial viability of the Presidio, and the suitability of this site as compared to
others under the GMPA for intensive development.  The Trust, having considered and weighed all relevant decision-
making criteria, selected the DAC as the preferred alternative because in its judgment, the alternative will best meet
the Presidio Trust’s mission, goals, and objectives.

4 4 - 2

For response to comments concerning the Trust’s compliance with the Trust Act and NEPA generally, refer to
master responses 1A and 1B; concerning conformity with the GMPA in the selection of candidates, refer to master
responses 2A and 6A; concerning the Trust’s identification of and compliance with the general objectives of the
GMPA, refer to master responses 3A, 3B, and 3C; concerning the need for a comprehensive plan, refer to master
response 4A; and concerning the consistency of alternatives with the Trust’s Planning Guidelines, refer to master
response 7A.

4 4 - 3

The issues raised in this comment are addressed in greater detail in comments 44-5 through 44-57.  Please refer to
the corresponding responses for a detailed discussion.

4 4 - 4

The comments in this introductory paragraph are addressed in master responses 4A, 5, 10A, and 10B. Also, please
see master responses 6A and 7A.

4 4 - 5

For response to the comment concerning the process for identifying and conformity with the General Objectives of
the GMPA, refer to master responses 3A, 3B, and 3C; concerning the need to develop a comprehensive plan before
proceeding with the proposed project, refer to master response 4A.  For response to the comment in footnote 9
concerning improper segmentation under NEPA, refer to master response 1D. Also, please see master responses 1A
and 7B.

4 4 - 6

The comment is noted for the record.

4 4 - 7

The comment is noted for the record.  For response to the comment concerning the conformity of the Trust’s
decisions with the GMPA, refer to master response 2A.
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4 4 - 8

The comment is noted for the record.  For response to the comment concerning the alteration of the GMPA’s
identified use, refer to Section 1.2 (Purpose and Need) of the Final EIS.

4 4 - 9

For response to the comment concerning departure from the GMPA, refer to master responses 2A and 4A, and
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS; and concerning the Trust’s identification of and compliance with the General Objectives
of the GMPA, refer to master responses 3A, 3B, and 3C.

4 4 - 1 0

For response to the comment concerning the consistency of the Trust’s actions with the GMPA and its “vision,”
refer to master response 2A; and concerning the General Objectives of the GMPA, refer to master responses 3A
and 3B.  We also note that other commentors have asserted that the Digital Arts Center embodies the vision of the
GMPA (see letters 29, 30, 31, 34, 35, 37, 50, 51, 52, 63, and 64).

4 4 - 1 1

For response to the comment concerning the context in which to evaluate the preferred alternative and concerns
with piecemeal development, refer to master response 4A.

4 4 - 1 2

For response to the comment concerning the Trust’s interpretation of the GMPA and a need to amend the GMPA,
refer to master responses 2A and 2B; concerning the need for certain additional park-wide planning, refer to master
response 4A.

4 4 - 1 3

Please refer to master response 7A with regard to a discussion on the purpose of the Planning Guidelines and how
each alternative complies with them. Text has been added in the Environmental Consequences, Cultural Resource
section of each alternative to further detail inconsistencies between site plans and Planning Guidelines. Please refer
to Section 1.4 of the Final EIS and master response 7B for a discussion of the future design review process.

The RFQ process was separate from but related to the Letterman Complex EIS process. The respondents to the
RFQ process did not have Planning Guidelines to work from. The RFQ stage focussed on identifying applicants’
demonstrated qualifications for successfully completing and operating the proposed project, and Planning Guidelines
were not considered necessary at this initial stage. Following the RFQ stage, the Trust developed a draft set of
Planning Guidelines for the Letterman Complex concurrently with the Request for Proposals (RFP) stage of the
selection process. All teams who were selected to respond to the RFP did so with the same information about the
Planning Guidelines, which were under development.  Information was provided to each of the teams on almost a
weekly basis as the Guidelines were developed.  The Planning Guidelines, to be complemented by design guidelines,
remain relevant for the duration of the design development and review process, a process that begins once the EIS
process is completed.

4 4 - 1 4

Comment noted. The Presidio Trust appreciates the commentor’s perspective of key points of the Planning Guidelines,
which do not, however, purport to reflect the full content of the Guidelines.

4 4 - 1 5

It is the Presidio Trust’s opinion, as documented in the EIS, that the preferred alternative is largely consistent with
the Planning Guidelines. The text of Sections 4.1.8 through 4.6.8 (Cultural Resources) of the Final EIS has been
expanded to address in further detail inconsistencies between the alternatives and the Planning Guidelines.   Future
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planning and design review processes would strive for greater compliance with the Planning Guidelines to reduce
these effects (please refer to mitigation measure CR-1, Planning and Design Guidelines, and to master response
7B; also, see master response 7A for discussion about the Planning Guidelines). With regard to the identification of
Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative, please see Section 2.1, Development of Alternatives, of the Final EIS,
where text has been expanded to further describe this process.

4 4 - 1 6

In response to the two substantive comments made, the preferred alternative must be seen in the context of the 23
acres it occupies together with the activities on the other 37 acres of the Letterman Complex, and consideration
must be given to the proposal to set aside almost one-third of the 23 acres as a public park to which the public is
invited. Master response 7A discusses the ways in which the preferred alternative is consistent with the Planning
Guidelines. It is consistent with the GMPA in that no housing is proposed for construction within the Letterman
Complex; rather, the housing needs generated through the new uses at the Letterman Complex would be
accommodated elsewhere, within existing housing stock at the Presidio.  There is no requirement that new uses at
the Letterman Complex be associated with past uses of the Letterman Complex. However, text has been added to
the Final EIS within the description of alternatives that outlines the activities and programs that would be carried
out, including interpretation about the site’s history.

4 4 - 1 7

The Planning Guidelines provide a framework for planning for the entire 60-acre complex, not just the 23-acre site
of development proposed under Alternative 5. Excerpted text from the Planning Guidelines in this comment would
apply to the entire complex. Additional text has been added to the Final EIS to describe and analyze the effects on
the visitor experience for the Letterman Complex undertaking, including the preferred alternative. Please refer to
master responses 7A and 25.

4 4 - 1 8

Additional text has been added to Section 2.7 of the Final EIS to describe in more detail the public-oriented uses
under Alternative 5 that are accessible from the Letterman Drive entryway. The main visitor lobby, accessed from
Letterman Drive, would include interpretive materials related to the Letterman Complex history.   Screening and
meeting rooms would be located near this entrance which would periodically be made available to the public.
Please refer to master response 25 for further discussion.

4 4 - 1 9

Alternative 5 includes the creation of a significant new open space, a 7-acre Great Lawn, within the Letterman
Complex. The details of the O’Reilly Avenue commons and the Great Lawn would be developed in the design
phase of the project (see master response 25).

4 4 - 2 0

Alternative 5 proposes built facilities along the Gorgas Avenue streetscape that include a public café as well as
common facilities, in addition to the Great Lawn where activities and events could occur. This fulfills the Planning
Guideline’s objective for an active, event-oriented edge with recreational, retail, and cultural program uses (see
master response 25).

4 4 - 2 1

Master response 25 addresses this topic. Also, text has been added to the Final EIS to describe the visitor experience
at the Letterman Complex for each of the alternatives. Text has also been added to the Affected Environment of the
Final EIS to describe current plans and activities underway for Presidio-wide interpretation. In addition to programs
and activities brought forward by tenants, the NPS is responsible, per the Presidio Trust Act, to provide interpretive
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services for the Presidio in cooperation with the Presidio Trust and would be engaged in developing programs for
the Letterman Complex.

4 4 - 2 2

Comment noted. Please refer to master response 25.

4 4 - 2 3

The Presidio Trust disagrees with the assertion that most of the open space in Alternative 5 is concentrated in
courtyards. Alternative 5 provides for 15 acres of open space, of which the largest area would be a 7-acre Great
Lawn open and accessible to the public from the east (a new pedestrian entrance from Chestnut Street), from the
south through two passages between the buildings, as well as from the north edge. In addition, an open space buffer
is retained along the south edge of the 23-acre site, near Letterman Drive as well as the O’Reilly Avenue commons.
These public, open spaces, in addition to the enclosed courtyards are consistent with the Planning Guidelines’
recommendation for a network of open spaces throughout the complex as well as for “buildings clustered around
courtyards and intimate outdoor spaces” (Appendix B, 3.5.2D).

4 4 - 2 4

Refer to master response 16.

4 4 - 2 5

Refer to master response 15.

4 4 - 2 6

The proposed buildings in Alternative 5 would be of varying height and scale to avoid a sense of “blockiness.”
Additional text has been added to the Environmental Consequences section for Alternative 5 to address the
inconsistencies between the alternative and the Planning Guidelines. Please refer to master response 23. The design
review process would further address this concern through the application of Planning Guidelines and subsequent
Design Guidelines for new construction to address issues of massing, scale, and orientation. Please refer to master
response 7A and response to comment 33-6.

4 4 - 2 7

The Trust disagrees with the commentors’ assertions. Please refer to response to comment 44-23.

4 4 - 2 8

For clarification, the excerpted Planning Guidelines text refers to the section to “Consider the character of historic
water features – small interior courtyard fountains and the surface runnels – in the design of new water features.”
Alternative 5 proposes the development of a lagoon at the northeast corner of the site, where historically there once
was a tidal marsh area.  The lagoon is a historical symbol or reminder of the past land use of this site. Furthermore,
this design feature would fulfill sustainability goals for the site through onsite management of storm water. Attention
to additional water features, such as the use of fountains and historic runnels, would be addressed in the future
during conceptual plan refinement and design development. Also, it should be noted that the Planning Guidelines
are applicable to the entire 60-acre Letterman Complex and rehabilitation and reuse of the historic runnels may be
more successfully accomplished elsewhere within the complex, subject to additional analysis.

4 4 - 2 9

Please refer to master responses 23 and 24 for a discussion on effects on the historic setting and views. In the Final
EIS, additional analysis has been provided for each alternative for visual impacts.  The analysis is supplemented by
Figures 20 through 24 that illustrate topics covered in the new text and to aid reviewers in evaluating view impacts.
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4 4 - 3 0

See master responses 7A, 23, and 24.

4 4 - 3 1

The site plan for Alternative 5 proposes preservation of the open landscaped space at the south edge of the 23-acre
site, near Letterman Drive. In addition, the site plan designates the south edges of the built complex to be the
arrival/drop off and visitor area, with most of the public amenities located along the Great Lawn’s building faces,
which would be consistent with the intent of the Planning Guidelines. Refinement of building uses, and their
specific location within the 900,000-square-foot footprint would occur during the design development phase.

4 4 - 3 2

A discussion of the preferred alternative’s impact on the O’Reilly Avenue edge can be found in master response 23.
Additional text has been added to Section 4.5.8.1 explaining that the “impenetrable” edge along O’Reilly Avenue
would be a subject of ongoing negotiations during the design development and review process to avoid this adverse
effect on the adjacent historic structures.  The Planning Guidelines would be applied through consultation under
the Programmatic Agreement and the design review process, which would involve input from the ACHP, the SHPO,
NPS, and the public.

4 4 - 3 3

Please see response to comment 44-20. The Presidio Trust disagrees with the assertion that Gorgas Avenue would
be an amorphous, pastoral edge.

4 4 - 3 4

The reference to jobs/housing balance in the Planning Guidelines is in the context of design principles for access,
circulation, and parking. Currently, 1,304 units of housing are available elsewhere at the Presidio, a portion of
which would be used to accommodate employees of a Digital Arts Center.  It should be noted that neither the Army
nor the UCSF proposal had housing on the 23 acres.

4 4 - 3 5

The Digital Arts Center would be required to fully participate in an active TDM program which would include
mitigation monitoring and other measures specified in mitigation measure TR-8 that are designed to reduce usage
of automobiles at the Letterman Complex (see master response 20).

4 4 - 3 6

The Presidio Trust disagrees with the assertion that linkages to the Presidio and rest of the Letterman Complex are
weak (see master response 25).

4 4 - 3 7

Please refer to mitigation measure CR-1, Planning and Design Guidelines, and master response 7B. Elements of
architectural scale, massing, orientation, and color would be addressed in the design development process for this
undertaking. New construction would be sited and designed to reinforce historic patterns of development on the
site and would be more compatible with the historic setting in scale and massing than the existing LAMC and LAIR
facilities.

4 4 - 3 8

For response to the comment concerning the conformity of alternatives to the Planning Guidelines and the effect of
bringing the proposals into conformity with the Planning Guidelines, refer to master responses 7A and 7B.  For
response to the comment concerning the scope of alternatives, refer to master response 6A, and concerning
identification of the preferred alternative, refer to Section 2.1.3 of the Final EIS.



L  E  T  T  E  R  M  A  N    C  O  M  P  L  E  X 301

L E T T E R  4 4

4 4 - 3 9

For a response to the comment concerning the Trust’s tiering to the GMPA EIS, refer to master response 1D;
concerning missing sections addressing the Trust’s vision for the park as a whole and its financial plan, refer to
master responses 4A and 5; concerning a lack of any discussion of the natural resources at the site, refer to master
response 16; concerning the range of alternatives, refer to master response 6A; refer to master responses 24, 4B, 20,
18, 14 and 13 regarding the analysis of impacts on the visitor experience, the park as a whole, parking, traffic, sewer
and water usage, respectively; regarding the reliance on mitigation measures, refer to master response 12; concerning
the cumulative impact analysis, refer to master response 4B; and concerning the Trust’s decision-making process
and its requirements under NEPA, refer to master response 1B.

4 4 - 4 0

Please refer to master response 1D, and to Section 1.2, Underlying Purpose and Need within the Final EIS.  For
further response to comment concerning the 23- versus 60-acre site and for response to comment in footnote 16,
refer to master response 4A.  See also master response 6A.

4 4 - 4 1

Concerning information on trees, wildlife resources and birds, refer to master response 16.  Concerning the hydrology
of the area and drainage patterns, refer to master response 15.

4 4 - 4 2

The commentors are referred to Section Y, Human Health, Safety and the Environment in Appendix A of the EIS
for an analysis of the impacts related to the cleanup of hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants at the
23-acre site. The analysis identified mitigation measures, including asbestos remediation, lead-based paint abatement
and contingency planning, that would be imposed upon the project to reduce impacts due to potential contamination
at the site.  Those measures appear in the main body (Section 4.7) of the EIS.

4 4 - 4 3

For response to the comment concerning the Trust’s compliance with the GMPA and the need for a comprehensive
plan for the Presidio, refer to master responses 2A, 3B, and 4A; and concerning the public availability of the Trust’s
financial plan and assumptions, refer to master responses 5, 10A, and 10B.

4 4 - 4 4

For response to the comment concerning the adequacy of the range of alternatives considered by the Trust, refer to
master response 6A (see also Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the EIS).  For response to comment concerning conformance
of the alternatives to meet the Planning Guidelines, refer to master response 7A.

The Trust had a number of rational bases for focusing its development alternatives to 900,000 square feet on the 23-
acre site.  Please refer to master response 6A and Section 1.2 of the Final EIS, where text has been expanded on
these issues.

It is not accurate to say that none of the alternatives contemplate a lower density level on the 23-acre site.  In fact,
Alternative 1, which proposes spreading the 503,000 square feet of building density throughout the 60-acre complex,
is included and analyzed as one of six alternatives.  This alternative provides an important baseline to show the
effects of spreading the density across the complex as compared to retaining the entire development within the 23-
acre site.

For response to comment on confusing press statements concerning the selection of alternatives, refer to master
response 6B.



L  E  T  T  E  R  M  A  N    C  O  M  P  L  E  X302

L E T T E R  4 4

4 4 - 4 5

The Presidio Trust disagrees with the commentors’ opinion that key assessments in the EIS are lacking. For discussion
of the assessments of impacts on other parts of the park, refer to the cumulative impacts analyses provided for each
alternative in Sections 4.1.11 through 4.6.11 of the Final EIS and to master response 4B. Concerning an assessment
of project impacts on natural resources including trees and wildlife, refer to master response 16.  Concerning an
assessment of project impacts on the visitor experience, refer to master response 25.  Concerning an assessment of
visual impacts, refer to master response 25.

4 4 - 4 6

With regard to parking and traffic issues, refer to responses to comments 44-47 through 44-52, below.  Regarding
water and sewer capacity issues, refer to master responses 13 and 14, respectively.

4 4 - 4 7

The land use associated with Letterman Digital Arts was considered to be “research and development” because the
proposed number of employees compared with the proposed square feet of replacement construction is consistent
with the employee densities typically noted for research and development facilities.  The ITE Trip Generation
Manual (Institution of Transportation Engineers 1991 and 1997) indicates an average employee density of 342
square feet per employee for research and development uses, and between 301 and 313 square feet for various
types of office uses.  Because Letterman Digital Arts proposes a total of 2,500 employees for the 900,000 square
feet of facilities, the average employee density of 360 square feet per employee is more consistent with the lower
density typically found for research and development facilities than for office space.

4 4 - 4 8

The average vehicle occupancy of 1.4 persons per vehicle, as obtained from the Citywide Travel Behavior Survey,
is for San Francisco Superdistrict 2.  Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) and provide a basis for geographic subareas in the City of San Francisco.
Superdistrict 2 is generally bounded by the Pacific Ocean, Golden Gate Park, Van Ness Avenue, Townsend Street,
and the Marina.

The average vehicle occupancy of 1.4 persons per vehicle is for all trips destined to or leaving Superdistrict 2, and
accounts for trips that originate and end within San Francisco, as well as in the North Bay, South Bay, East Bay and
other out of the Bay Area origins (and not just those with a San Francisco origin or destination).

4 4 - 4 9

An explanation of parking demand was contained in Appendix D in the Draft EIS. Also, see master response 20.
Parking for the proposed development could not be accommodated in existing spaces because, even though there
are currently 13,000 spaces in the Presidio overall, only 585 vacant spaces are located on the 23-acre site and
parking on adjacent sites is very limited. Also note that although the park currently has 13,000 parking spaces, the
GMPA calls for a reduction to approximately 8,400 spaces.

4 4 - 5 0

Typically, offices and research and development centers generate peak-hour traffic volumes that are approximately
10 percent of the total daily traffic generated, as illustrated in Table D-1 on page D-3.  Because many of the trips
generated by employment centers are visitor trips, a large proportion of trips do not occur during the peak commute
periods.  In addition, employee-generated traffic is generally distributed over a 2-hour peak period.  In order to
provide a conservative analysis of traffic conditions, the peak hours of the 2-hour peak periods were evaluated for
the EIS.  The traffic volumes shown in Table D-3 on page D-5 correspond to estimated traffic during the p.m. peak
hour, and not the p.m. peak period.
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Traffic that would be traveling to and from other parts of the Presidio was incorporated into the traffic impact
analysis.  Traffic that is currently traveling to and from other parts of the Presidio is accounted for in the traffic
counts conducted in January 1999.  Traffic that is forecasted to be traveling to and from other parts of the Presidio
in the future was estimated in the GMPA EIS.  The future intersection traffic volumes assumed in the Draft EIS
were based on the sum of these forecasted traffic volumes as well as traffic that would be traveling to and from the
23-acre site.

The levels of service shown in Table 18 of the Final EIS reflect year 2010 conditions and consider the traffic
traveling to and from the 23-acre site, traffic traveling to and from other parts of the Presidio, and traffic traveling
through these intersections to other destinations outside the Presidio.

The Presidio Trust would need approval from Caltrans to construct the proposed intersections on Richardson
Avenue.  If these intersections were not constructed, the project-related impacts at other Presidio gates (primarily
the Lombard Street Gate) would be substantially greater.

4 4 - 5 1

See master response 20.

4 4 - 5 2

With regard to impacts on the historic buildings and streetscapes, the effects of proposed intersection improvements
on the historic setting are analyzed in Sections 4.1.8.3, 4.2.8.5 through 4.5.8.5, and 4.6.8.3 of the EIS. Additional
text has been included to address these concerns raised. In addition, please see master response 22. See master
response 23.

4 4 - 5 3  A N D  4 4 - 5 4

Refer to master responses 12, 13, and 15.

4 4 - 5 5

Please see master response 4B.

4 4 - 5 6

For response to the comment concerning the Trust’s actions with respect to selection of its preferred alternative,
refer to master response 6B and Section 5.2 of the Final EIS.

4 4 - 5 7

For all of the reasons set forth in the Trust’s responses to comments and in the Final EIS itself, the Trust disagrees
that a supplement to the Draft EIS is necessary.  The EIS has been prepared in full accordance with the requirements
of NEPA.  Because the EIS meets the standards for an adequate statement under the Act and has enabled meaningful
analysis, the Presidio Trust has found no compelling reason to recirculate the Draft EIS.

4 4 - 5 8

Thank you for your letter. The Presidio Trust disagrees with the commentors’ opinion that the EIS and the site plan
for the 23-acre site are flawed.  The Trust acknowledges the import and complexity of its responsibility under the
Trust Act to preserve and protect the Presidio as a park while ensuring its financial self-sufficiency.  The Trust has
made clear that it continues to use the GMPA as the master plan that guides the Trust’s decision making.  Here, the
Trust had a rational and legitimate purpose and need (Section 1.2 of the Final EIS) for proposing, as set forth in this
EIS, to implement this 23-acre portion of the GMPA’s Letterman Complex plan.  It is therefore appropriate and
consistent with NEPA to have tiered this EIS off the GMPA EIS.  Furthermore, all differences between the GMPA



L  E  T  T  E  R  M  A  N    C  O  M  P  L  E  X304

L E T T E R  4 4

concept and the purpose and need for this site-specific implementation proposal have been fully and adequately
analyzed.  Regarding the requested information on the Trust’s vision for the park and financial management program,
refer to master responses 2A, 3A, 4A, 10A, and 10B.  Regarding site-specific information on toxics, wildlife, and
watersheds, refer to the response to comment 44-42, and master responses 16 and 15, respectively.  The range of
alternatives considered in the EIS are reasonable in light of the stated objectives of the Presidio Trust, as discussed
in master response 6A.  Concerning assumptions regarding water usage, parking and traffic, refer to master responses
13, 20 and 18, respectively.  Finally, as discussed in master response 12, all significant adverse effects have been
identified, and while there is no requirement under NEPA to do so, as noted in your letter (footnote 21), specific
mitigation measures have been identified wherever possible and will be adopted as later set forth in the Presidio
Trust’s final decision on the project.
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Letter  45

45-1
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Response to Comment in Letter 45

4 5 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The commentor’s objections are noted for the record.  Please refer to Sections 1.1 and 1.2
of the Final EIS for a discussion of the background and need for the project.  Please also see master response 2A.
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Letter  46

46-1

46-2
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46-6
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46-4

46-3



L  E  T  T  E  R  M  A  N    C  O  M  P  L  E  X 309

L E T T E R  4 6

46-8
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46-7
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Responses to Comments in Letter 46

4 6 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The Presidio Trust disagrees with the commentor’s opinion that the EIS is inadequate.
The EIS has been prepared in full accordance with the policies and purposes of NEPA.  The analysis of impacts
requested in the commentor’s letter are addressed in the Final EIS, and the responses to comments 46-3 through 46-
13 below address each impact individually. With regard to cumulative impacts, please refer to master response 4B.

4 6 - 2

The conclusions summarized in this comment letter are addressed in detail in the responses to comments 46-3
through 46-13.

4 6 - 3  A N D  4 6 - 4

Refer to master response 20.

4 6 - 5

The Presidio Trust’s Transportation Manager meets regularly with both MUNI and Golden Gate Transit with the
goal of improving transit service to the park.  Current and proposed relocated Golden Gate Transit and MUNI #28
stops are on Richardson Avenue, within 400 feet walking distance of the site.  Stops for MUNI #43 and #82X are
within 100 feet walking distance of the site.  Current stops for MUNI #41 and #45 routes are on Lyon Street within
800 feet walking distance of the site. Extension of the #41 and #45 trolleycoach lines into the Presidio (giving these
routes the same stops as the #43 and #82X) is included among MUNI’s long-range capital planning projects.

The Trust planned to contract with Golden Gate Transit for reverse-commute service.  The Golden Gate Transit
Board approved the contract, subject to concurrence by the city.  Concurrence has not yet been granted and so the
Trust has been working with MUNI to expand and improve service reliability via the 82X line.

Van service may be part of the park’s overall TDM strategy when a larger employee population is present.   Vanpool
matching and parking preference is part of the development team for Alternative 5’s TDM plan.

The Trust will be working with MUNI and Golden Gate Transit to expand non-peak service as the park’s employee
population grows.  A Guaranteed Ride Home program is part of the development team for Alternative 5’ TDM plan
to accommodate persons who work later than the last bus or their carpool program.

4 6 - 6

The San Francisco Planning Code parking supply standards indicate minimum parking requirements, not maximum
parking requirements. The GMPA (page 74) states that “Future Letterman tenants will be required to manage
parking to discourage unnecessary automobile use and reduce the potential for overflow parking in adjacent
neighborhoods and areas of the Presidio.”  In an effort to achieve both of these objectives, the EIS assumes trip
characteristics that do not substantially underestimate or overestimate parking demand.  Because transit service is
not and is unlikely to be as available at the Presidio as it is in downtown San Francisco, the proportion of transit
trips achieved in downtown San Francisco probably could not be achieved at the Presidio.  Therefore, constraining
the parking supply cannot be used as readily to promote alternative modes of transportation.

In response to the basis for the suggestions:

a) Although the Trust has a goal of having 50 percent of park employees living in the park, the Presidio does not
contain enough housing to accommodate 50 percent of Letterman employees and still serve other Park employees.
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b) The assumption that 30 percent of non-Presidio employees will take non-transit modes has been made in the
EIS.

c) A factor of  three employees per 1,000 square feet was assumed in the EIS.

d) The commentor’s proposed level of vanpooling is very ambitious and, to the knowledge of the EIS preparers,
has not been achieved anywhere in the Bay Area.

For a response to the remainder of the comment see master response 20.

4 6 - 7

The revenue from proposed parking fees is intended to fund 1) administration of the parking program, 2) a portion
of the park’s TDM program, and 3) possible underground parking.  It is not currently expected that parking would
generate revenue beyond that needed for these functions to help the Trust meet its goal of financial self-sufficiency.
Also see master response 18 regarding offsite traffic issues related to the proposed new intersections on Richardson
Avenue.

4 6 - 8

Please refer to the Financial Management Program in Appendix E of the Final EIS, and master responses 10A and
10B. See also Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final EIS.

4 6 - 9

As indicated in Section 4.5.5 of the EIS, the additional regional housing demand created by employment associated
with the Digital Arts Center from outside the Bay Area would be 481 units.  Presidio housing stock (1,116 single-
family and multi-family units and 188 units in buildings that formerly served as barracks) would accommodate
about 55 percent of this demand.  New demand for regional housing would be 216 units, which is less than 0.5
percent of the estimated new housing construction between 2000 and 2010, and less than 1 percent of currently
vacant units in the Bay Area.  While the development of new housing at the Presidio may be desirable in the future
to strengthen the jobs/housing balance at the Presidio, at this time it is speculative, and not essential to mitigate
housing impacts from employment associated with a Digital Arts Center. In addition, while a Digital Arts Center
does not envision housing on the 23 acres, no housing was contemplated on the same 23 acres in the GMPA.

The Presidio Trust will conduct additional environmental analysis to implement site-specific projects, including the
development of a housing management plan, if not already adequately analyzed in the 1994 GMPA EIS.  The
Presidio Trust intends to initiate a housing study in 2000, with opportunities for public participation.

4 6 - 1 0

Refer to master response 16.

4 6 - 1 1

The commentor is referred to mitigation measure TS-1, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan in Section 4.7 of
the Final EIS for the requested process.  Since Section 2.6.4 of the Draft EIS repeats information provided in more
detail in the later section, the measure has been deleted from the Final EIS.  However, the text of mitigation measure
TS-1 has been revised to include the additional detail requested by the commentor. For a discussion of the SWPPP
with regard to cumulative impacts, refer to master response 4B.
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4 6 - 1 2

First Paragraph – The EIS does not assume that the Letterman Complex would consume all the available water
supply at the Presidio.  The first sentence of Section 3.5.1 states that, in the past, the Presidio’s water was supplemented
by purchases from the city.  Section G.1, Water Supply and Distribution in Appendix A of the EIS indicates that the
GMPA EIS anticipated that a minimal amount of water from the city would be required under Alternative 1 should
water of a purity that is not available from onsite sources be required.  The discussion in Appendix A concludes that
potable water may not be required from the city to service the Letterman Complex since the LAIR facility would
not be considered for health research under Alternatives 2 through 5.

Second Paragraph – The reference to the text is correct but taken out of context.  The discussion concluded that the
Presidio Trust was pursuing alternative sources of water supply (such as use of reclaimed water for irrigation) as
well as reducing water demand through conservation measures in order to fit its water budget.

Third Paragraph – The EIS assumes that the Letterman Complex would be allotted 6.3 percent (88,798 gpd) of the
total water available in the Presidio in a typical rainfall year (Table 12 in the Final EIS).  The preferred alternative
would require slightly less (6.0 percent or 84,574 gpd).  With implementation of park-wide water conservation
measures identified in mitigation measure WS-2, Water Supply- and Demand-Side Solutions to Reduce Cumulative
Impacts, and the water reclamation plant in mitigation measure WT-1, the water used within the Presidio would
come from onsite sources and would be treated by onsite facilities, and total water consumption would not exceed
total water available within the park (see master responses 13 and 14).

Fourth Paragraph – In response to this and other comments, estimated water savings from implementing mitigation
measure WS-2, Water Supply- and Demand-Side Solutions to Reduce Cumulative Impacts are provided within the
measure.  The measure would result in a water savings of approximately 120,000 gpd (not including use of reclaimed
or purchased water), which would represent approximately 42 percent of the net cumulative peak shortfall of
285,776 gpd (refer to Table 12 in the Final EIS and master response 13).

Fifth Paragraph – Toilet water would be reclaimed for irrigation use, which would have a similar beneficial effect
on potable water demand and sewage treatment capacity as recycling gray water. See master response 14.

4 6 - 1 3

The “problems” of water supply and sewer capacity are treated differently in the EIS based on the tiering analysis
provided in Sections G.1, Water Supply and Distribution and G.2, Wastewater Treatment and Disposal in Appendix
A of the EIS.  The commentor is referred to Sections 4.1.11.2 through 4.6.11.2 (Water Supply) of the Final EIS for
a discussion of the relationship between project and park-wide water requirements.  A similar discussion on sewer
capacity is not required because the tiering analysis in Section G.2, Wastewater Treatment and Disposal determined
that the Letterman Complex would not result in any additional impacts on sewer capacity that were not previously
discussed in the GMPA EIS.  It should be noted that the Presidio water reclamation system would reduce those
park-wide cumulative impacts that were previously disclosed in the GMPA EIS.

4 6 - 1 4

These concluding remarks are individually addressed in the responses to comments 46-1 through 46-13 above.
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Letter  47

47-1
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Responses to Comments in Letter 47

4 7 - 1

Thank you for your letter. The responses to comments 47-2 through 47-9 below individually address each
concern summarized in the comment.  Please refer to those responses.

4 7 - 2

The Presidio Trust acknowledges the commentor’s commitment to the implementation of the GMPA.  The
Trust has made clear its commitment to continue to use the GMPA as the foundation for its planning decisions.
It is the master document which guides the Trust in decision-making.  In some circumstances, as here, changed
conditions or additional needs require the Trust to assess critically the best means to implement certain of the
GMPA’s site-specific plans or programs.  Here, the Trust had a rational and legitimate purpose and need
(Section 1.2 of the Final EIS) for proposing, as set forth in this EIS, to implement this 23-acre portion of the
GMPA’s Letterman Complex plan.  It is not so substantial a departure from the GMPA as is so often characterized.
For further response to the comment concerning the conformity of the Trust’s decisions with the GMPA, refer
to master responses 2A and 3A.   For discussion of the Trust’s complete decision-making context and purpose
and need for the project as proposed in this EIS, refer to Section 1.2 of the Final EIS.

4 7 - 3

The comment is premised on the notion that each project undertaken by the Trust must singularly accomplish
the goal of addressing environmental, social, and economic challenges.  Given the complexity of the goal
when viewed through the prism of the Trust Act, the GMPA cannot be viewed in such singular dimension.
Therefore, for response to the comment concerning the extent of departure from the GMPA, refer to Section 1
of the Final EIS and to master response 2A.  For response to comment concerning the inadequacy of the
Trust’s identification of and compliance with the General Objectives of the GMPA, refer to master responses
3A, 3B, and 3C.  For response to the comment about the specific inadequacies of the preferred alternative,
refer to response to comment 44-1.

4 7 - 4

For response to the comment concerning the conformity of the preferred alternative to the Planning Guidelines,
refer to master responses 7A and 7B.  For response to the comment about specific inconsistencies with the
Planning Guidelines, please refer to the more exhaustive list and the discussion in response to comments 44-
17 through 44-37.  With regard to the comment that the preferred alternative’s site plan is an exclusive campus,
please refer to the responses to comments 44-16 and 44-17. Inconsistencies of each alternative with the Planning
Guidelines are discussed in Sections 4.1.1 through 4.6.1 (Consistency with Approved Plans and Policies) in
the Final EIS. Please refer to response to comment 33-2 for further discussion. With respect to consistency
with the Planning Guidelines, please refer to responses to comments 15-2 and 33-3. For clarification, all of the
alternatives in the Final EIS have been analyzed at an equal level of analysis.

4 7 - 5

For response to the comment concerning failure to examine a reasonable range of alternatives, refer to master
response 6A.  For response to the comment concerning the financial justification for a 900,000-square-foot
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development, refer to Section 1.2.2 of the EIS and master responses 5, 10A and 10B.  Further discussion of
and justification for the range of alternatives selected for analysis is included in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the
EIS.  Consistency of the alternatives to the GMPA is discussed in Sections 4.1.1 through 4.6.1 of the Final EIS.
Alternative 1 proposes a smaller footprint for new construction which could occur throughout the 60-acre
complex.

4 7 - 6

For response to the comment concerning the availability of financial information and the financial justification
for the project as proposed, please refer to master responses 5 and 10A and 10B and see the Financial
Management Program in Appendix E of the Final EIS.   In response to the comment concerning piecemealing
of its reuse decisions, please refer to master response 4A.

4 7 - 7

For response to the comment concerning the apparent selection of a developer during the NEPA process, refer
to master response 6B and the discussion at Section 5.2 of the Final EIS.

4 7 - 8

With respect to the comment concerning tiering, as was noted in response to comment 47-2, the Trust has
made clear that it continues to use the GMPA as the master plan that guides the Trust’s decision-making.  Here,
the Trust had a rational and legitimate purpose and need (Section 1.2 of the Final EIS) for proposing, as set
forth in this EIS, to implement this 23-acre portion of the GMPA’s Letterman Complex plan. It is not so
substantial a departure from the GMPA as is so often characterized.  It is therefore appropriate and consistent
with NEPA to have tiered this EIS off the GMPA EIS.  Furthermore, all differences between the GMPA
concept and the purpose and need for this site-specific implementation proposal have been fully and adequately
analyzed.  For further discussion concerning the appropriateness of tiering, refer to master response 1D.

Concerning cumulative impacts, refer to master response 4B.  Concerning the impacts on natural resources,
and in particular, the palm trees and the hooded oriole, refer to master response 16. Concerning the impacts on
hydrology, refer to master response 15.  Concerning visual impacts, refer to master response 24.

4 7 - 9

The Trust agrees that the Presidio of San Francisco is a unique site that presents complex and sometimes
competing objectives that require unique and innovative management authorities and solutions.  For response
to comment concerning the precedential effect of the Letterman project on other units of the national park
system, refer to master response 8.

4 7 - 1 0

These concluding remarks are individually addressed in the responses to comments 47-1 through 47-9 above.



L  E  T  T  E  R  M  A  N    C  O  M  P  L  E  X328

L E T T E R  4 8

Letter  48
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Exhibit 1
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Responses to Comments in Letter 48

4 8 - 1

Thank you for your letter.  The comment is noted and no further response is warranted.

4 8 - 2

The Planning Guidelines and later Design Guidelines would be used to help shape the final project.  To this
end, they are intended to provide guidance for projects within the entire 60-acre complex, including those that
would occur after the current environmental review process for the 23-acre site is concluded.  For example, the
Final Planning Guidelines, once incorporated into the Design Guidelines now under development, would be
utilized in planning and design for the restoration of Tennessee Hollow. The apparent inconsistencies in the
Draft Planning Guidelines noted by the commentor were the result of confusing graphic representations. In
response to the comment, the graphics in the Final Planning Guidelines have been amended to help avoid
contradictions or inconsistencies.  Please see master response 7A.

4 8 - 3

The figures mentioned by the commentor have been changed to remove the references to infill construction.
In both the Final EIS and the Planning Guidelines, text changes have also been made to clarify this issue. Infill
construction is expected only for Alternative 1 in the Final EIS, and only in those areas indicated in Figure 4.
This infill is located in such a way as to avoid impacting the future riparian corridor restoration.

4 8 - 4

The Tennessee Hollow “edge” shown in this diagram is not referring to a building edge, but instead addresses
landscape and site treatments that might be planned.  The intent of this drawing was to indicate that low-
intensity uses are appropriate along Tennessee Hollow with minimal paving.

4 8 - 5

Table C-1 in the Draft EIS identifies buildings 1029 and 1030 as non-historic buildings. The GMPA called for
their retention and rehabilitation for dorm-type uses. Any proposals for their demolition would be subject to
additional environmental analysis.

4 8 - 6

In response to the comment, building 230 has been added to the figures in the Planning Guidelines.
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Responses to Comments in Letter 49

4 9 - 1

Thank you for your correspondence. The EIS has been prepared in full accordance with the policies and
purposes of NEPA, and meets the standards for an adequate statement under the Act.

4 9 - 2

The Trust fully recognizes the historic significance of the Presidio (see Section 1.4 of the Final EIS). For
response to the comment concerning the process for identifying and adopting the General Objectives of the
GMPA and the recognition in the General Objectives of the historic significance of the Presidio, refer to
master responses 3A and 3C.

4 9 - 3

For response to the comment concerning undue restraint of the development site to 23 acres rather than 60
acres, refer to master response 4A and Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS.  Refer also to Section 1.3 of the Final EIS
and master response 6A.

4 9 - 4

Additional text in the cumulative impact discussion for cultural resources has been incorporated into the Final
EIS to address these concerns.  Please refer to master response 4B. It is assumed that development activities
within the balance of the Presidio would be consistent with those put forward in the 1994 GMPA. The Pro-
grammatic Agreement between the Presidio Trust, SHPO, ACHP and NPS regarding undertakings within the
Letterman Complex is included in Appendix F of the Final EIS.  This agreement will be the vehicle for further
assessing effects of undertakings at Letterman on the Presidio National Historic Landmark.

4 9 - 5

New text has been added to the Final EIS to further analyze the effects of each alternative on the historic
setting and the National Historic Landmark district. In addition, to address concerns that the EIS does not
adequately evaluate the visual impacts on historic properties and views, new text and graphics (Figures 20 –
24) have been added to the analysis of each alternative in Section 4 to discuss the effect of adding new
construction on visual resources of the Letterman setting. Please refer to master responses 23 and 24 with
regard to effects on the historic setting, including O’Reilly Avenue, and visual resources.

The O’Reilly Avenue buffer (O’Reilly Common) would be a linear open space of 85 feet in width.  A distance
of 125 feet would be maintained from the face of the historic O’Reilly Avenue buildings to the face of the new
construction.  The final building mass and bulk would be carefully studied and refined during the design
review process. See master responses 7A and 7B for further discussion on compliance with the Planning and
Design Guidelines. Photographs of the historic view corridors both before and after implementation of each
alternative are not included in the Final EIS.  Text is provided in Section 4, Environmental Consequences, as
mentioned above. This type of visual analysis would be considered in the subsequent planning and design
review process to ensure the proposal’s visual compatibility with the historic setting and the Planning Guidelines
(see master response 24).
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Regarding the comment about historic drainage patterns and features, please refer to the response to comment
44-28. Design details for the preferred alternative would be refined through design development and review as
mentioned above. Alternatives 2 through 5 focus on actions within the 23-acre site;  projects and rehabilitation
activities outside of the 23-acre site would be subject to subsequent environmental analysis. And the Planning
Guidelines would be used to direct these site improvements in the broader 60 acres.

Effects upon the historic resources have been included in the analysis of the Final EIS. With regard to the
comments on the Gorgas Avenue/Richardson Avenue access routes and effects on the historic road corridors
and buildings, please refer to master responses 18, 22 and 23. Additional text has been added to the Final EIS
in Section 4, Environmental Consequences, to address these concerns, including effects on the individual
buildings.

4 9 - 6

Please see the response to comment 44-13. The Trust disagrees that the value of the Planning Guidelines has
been lost; they remain relevant for the duration of the design development and review process, a process that
begins once the EIS is completed. Regarding the preferred alternative’s consistency with the Planning Guidelines,
please refer to master response 7A.  With regard to future design and the review process as relates to the
Guidelines, please see master response 7B.  See also Section 1.4 of the Final EIS.

4 9 - 7

With regard to the alternatives’ consistency/inconsistency with the Planning Guidelines, please refer to master
response 7A. The Trust believes that the alternatives largely meet the recommendations put forth in the
Guidelines, but has included additional analysis in Section 4, Environmental Consequences, of the Final EIS
to identify inconsistencies with the Guidelines. Analysis of proposed building massing and scale has also been
added to Section 4 for each alternative. Please refer to master response 24 for further discussion of massing,
scale, and visual analysis. Please refer to master responses 7A and 7B for further discussion on applicability of
the Planning Guidelines and design guidelines.

The Presidio Trust concurs that opportunities for an excellent interpretive program at the Letterman Complex
are available. See master response 25. Text has been added to the Final EIS to elaborate upon visitor experience
opportunities for each alternative. The Presidio Trust does not agree with the assertion that the preferred
alternative is “fundamentally incompatible” with the Planning Guidelines and could not be modified to be
more consistent with them. Please refer to mitigation measure CR-1, Planning and Design Guidelines.

4 9 - 8

For response to concerns that a developer was selected during the NEPA process, refer to master response 6B
and Section 5.2 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment in Letter 50

5 0 - 1

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


