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b FILM INSTITUTE OF

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA

Mill Valley Film Fesuval - Rafasl Film Center - Outrsach & Education

August 2, 1999

Mr. John Pelka, NEPA Coordinator

Attn: Letterman Complex - Presidio Trust
P.O. Box 29052

San Francisco, CA 94129-0052

FAX (415) 561-5315

Deat Mr. Pelka,

I enthusiastically add my vote of support for Lucasfilm and the exciting new Letterman Digital
Ans project. We have found it an honor and a pleasure to work with this award winning and
industry respected company who is committed to the moving image as an art form.

Lucasfilm has been an international flagship for innovative creative expression for film and the
digital arts,

The Lucas vision for the Presidio will attract individuals and companies who want to be on the
forefront of new media technologies while providing a cornerstone for the burgeoning network of
national and Bay Area new media businesses. I’ve attached an article that recently appeared in
the LA Times. 1 thought the author was quite articulate in captivating the importance of
Letterman Digital Arts not only to the Bay Area but also to the industry at large.

For over a decade the Film Institute of Northern California has received multi-level support from
the Lucasfilm organization. Lucasfilm has generously invested time, expertise, equipment and
dollars to support the Film Institute of Northern California (including its projects: Mill Valley
Film Festival - Rafael Film Center - Outreach and Education) and other developing arts
organizations.

There can be no better example of corporate commitment to quality, artistic vision or the future,
than the Lucas organization.

Thank you for your time. —

Sincerely,

Mark Fishkin
Executive Director

LETTERMAN cC OMPLEX
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Response to Comment in Letter 51

51-1

Thank you for your correspondence. The organization’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is noted for
the record.
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Letter 52

August 2, 1999

NEPA Coordinator

Mr. Pelka .

ATTN: Letterman Complex
Presidio Trust

34 Graham Street

P.O. Box 29052

San Francisco, CA 94129

BY FAX: 561-5315
Dear Mr. Pelka:

! page(s), including this one

1 write in support of the Letterman Digital Arts proposed development for
the Presidio.

As the Executive Director of the San Francisco Film Society, presenter of the
San Francisco International Film Festival, | have seen the contribution that
Lucas companies have made to the arts in the Bay Area. Their success has
helped make the Bay Area an increasingly powerful force in the film world.
At the Presidio, they will lead the way in creating a dynamic hub of artists
and technicians that will benefit not only the Presidio community and the city
of San Francisco, but the entire Bay Area, by shifting the focus from
Hollywood to San Francisco for new film technology.

The Lucas companies have an outstanding reputation for responsible
community participation. As a future tenant of the San Francisco Film Centre
at the Presidio, we at the Film Society are eagerly anticipating working with
Lucas Digital Arts in a way that will benefit other Presidio tenants, the film
arts and the public.

We are excited to be a part of the development of a unique urban park, and
we know that Lucas Digital Arts will make a strong contribution to an
enhanced visitor experience at the Presidio and interact in a very positive

way with the community. Thank you for your consideration.
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xecutive Director

Melanic Blum

BY FAX: 561-2244

<
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SANFRANCISCO
FILM SOCIETY

Presenter of the San Francisco
Internations) Fim Fastival

1521 Eddy Street
San Francisco, CA
94115-4102

Tel: 415-929-5000
Fex: 415-921.5032
sfiff@sfiff.org
www.ftff org
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Response to Comment in Letter 52
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Thank you for your correspondence. The organization’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is noted for
the record.
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Letter 53

Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter

¢/o Gail Sredanovic
2161 Ashton Ave.
Menlo Park, CA 94025

The Presidio Trust

NEPA Compliance Coordinator -- Attn: Letterman Complex
Presidio Trust

34 Graham Street

San Francisco, CA 94129-0052

RE: Presidio DEIS

Dear Trustees: The Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club is greatly concerned about the DEIS
and the proposed plans for the Presidio.

A. The public process for making decisions for the Presidio has been inadequate._

+ Many decisions are being made without the public having access to the underlying information
upon which these decisions are based. The financial details on which plans are based for the
Presidio have not been adequately disclosed to the public. Added to these deficiencies, on
7/23/99 we called the Trust office to request that a copy of the budget be mailed to us. The
response was that it was necessary to personally come to the trust office which is located in San
Francisco, weekdays between 8 am and 5 pm. This places an undue burden upon the public
seeking information. —

» In other cases, the necessary underlying information has not apparently been developed or is N
not planned to be. There are no surveys for the flora and fauna. Scientifically adequate surveys

need to be completed. The information to determine the impact of the five alternatives in the DEIS
on the natural environment is not provided. _J
« Other decisions are being made before public input is even completed. The Trust has N
apparently engaged in exclusive negotiations with Lucas Films regarding the Letterman site even
before the end of the public comment petiod.

B. Negative Impact. —

« We are greatly concerned that the flaws in the process and deficiencies in the DEIS will lead to
negative impacts on the natural environment in the Presidio. It appears that planning is being
driven by a planning/development/commercialization mind set as opposed to being driven by
concerns for the natural environment. This is exempilified in the DEIS by the lack of adequate
scientific studies and surveys of the existing flora and fauna of the Presidio and studies and
measures to protect them. In addition, there should be studies to review restoration of native
vegetation and mitigation of possible invasion by exotic plants and weeds which might disrupt the

53-1

53-2

53-3

53-4

environment due to the new construction and due to additional impacts from traffic and noise.
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* The uses to which the buildings will be put may not be congruent with the goals of the National | 535
Park Service or the public good. This is after all public land. _J

C. Decrease in structures and impacts. We agree with restoration of existing buildings but

not with the current emphasis on new construction which is not congruent with the concept ofa  |53-6
National Park. In fact we would urge the Trust to significantly decrease the total number of
buildings, their total footprint and their total square footage. -

Sincerely,

Gail Sredanovic and Joyce Eden on behalf of the Sierra Club Loma Prieta Chapter
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Responses to Comments in Letter 53

53-1

Thank you for your letter. Please see Section 5.1 of the Final EIS. In addition, the commentors are referred to
the FMP in Appendix E of the Final EIS. The FMP and the Presidio Trust’s annual budget are available for
review in the Presidio Trust’s library at 34 Graham Street (open weekdays and Saturday morning), and on the
Presidio Trust’s website (www.presidiotrust.gov). The Presidio Trust regrets that the commentors were given
inaccurate information. Please refer to master responses 5, 10A, and 10B.

53-2

Refer to master response 16.

53-3
For response to comments concerning the apparent selection of and negotiation with a developer before
completion of the NEPA process, refer to master response 6B.

53-4

The Presidio Trust disagrees with the commentors. There are no flaws in the process or deficiencies in the EIS
that would lead to significant adverse impacts on the natural environment. Planning and decision-making for
the Letterman Complex is being guided by environmental considerations integrated with economic and tech-
nical considerations to meet the requirements of the Trust Act and NEPA. The efficient collection and effec-
tive use of quality baseline data and surveys lead to the development of design and mitigation measures to
avoid impacts on the natural environment (see master response 16). Additional studies of native vegetation are
not required because effects were found to be insignificant. However, a detailed landscaping plan would be
prepared as required by mitigation measure NP-1, Landscaping Plan, to maximize opportunities for native
habitat enhancement. Disturbed areas would be revegetated and stabilized as soon as possible after grading or
construction to address erosion control and possible invasion by exotic plants and weeds in accordance with
the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and the Vegetation Management Plan.

53-5

The comment is noted for the record. For further response, refer to master responses 1A and 2A.

53-6

The GMPA, which serves as the Trust’s foundational planning document, sets forth a varied mix of preserva-
tion, rehabilitation, demolition, and new construction. Because it was not known whether the specific use
identified in the GMPA for the Letterman Complex could be satisfied or a specific user found, the GMPA left
open the possibility of new replacement construction of the LAMC facility, subject to further environmental
analysis as has been completed in this EIS. With new construction being limited under the GMPA to devel-
oped areas and significant constraints on the amount of new construction allowed in other planning areas, the
23-acre site had by far the largest potential for new replacement construction, and therefore, consistent with
the need to located the project at a site with the essential characteristics for financial success — to serve as the
economic engine for other rehabilitation, preservation, and demolition projects at the Presidio — this proposal
involves significant new replacement construction. Please also refer to the discussion of this project’s purpose
and need in Section 1.2 of the EIS.
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Letter 54

NEPA COMPLIANCE CO-ORDINATOR
Attn: Letterman Complex

Presidio “ Trust “

34 Graham St.

P.O. Box 29052

San Francisco, CA 94129 — 0052

Dear Sirs,

I, as aprivate citizen, wish to formerly object in the strongest possible manner, officially, to the present
publicly announced plans for the “ re- use “ of the Presidio of San Francisco. As a citizen of the United
States I also object to the creation of the “ trust “ as presently constituted.

This land, indeed ALL land, is sacred. Particularly, this land must not be subject to that peculiar
phenomenon known as “ Development “. Human activities to reform nature, intentionally, are
circumspect. The land and the structures which are presently sited in this former Army base are a part of
a whole.

This San Francisco region is unique in that an urban metropolis benefits from a close proximity to nature.
The Golden Gate national recreation area serves as model of successful land use. This is due to the wise
provision for the strict attention to the ecology which the law formerly provided.

The “ trust’s “ intentions to alter the landscape 1s perhaps the most foolish and dangerous precedent
imaginable.

The proper and necessary purpose to which this land MUST be turned to is as an institute for Global
Reforestation and Natural Wisdom. The upkeep of the structures can be accomplished through the
solicitation of Universities throughout the country to create a “ trust “ in the actual meaning of a Public
Trust organization.

The present plans of the Presidio * Trust * are founded on an absurd premise; namely, that nature must 54-1
“ pay its own way “. The Presidio of San Francisco is land which has been carefully husbanded for over
two centuries. Until the present, human habitation has been beneficial.

The future of the Presidio of San Francisco may be the most important single issue in this nation. The
Present situation, both nationally and globally, which has been created by “ the new world order «
“economy “, has vastly accelerated the destruction of the natural world and the mis-use of productive
lands.

Farm prices, lumbering, the wise use of science, energy generation and renewable energy in the future,
trade, human and indigenous rights, democracy, and climactic change, are not separate or discrete
matters. Indeed, the traditional assumption that nature and the natural world can be divided and changed
with-out consequence has become increasingly more questionable during the present decade.

The Presidio is presently ideally suited to the creation of a seasonal conference for the mutual exchange of
knowledge and for generating public responsibility for the status and use of land in the United States. Each
of the many small structures should be the responsibility, financially, of a particular university or
organization. During the summer months, students and other persons may attend to studies and other
activities which will attend generally to sustaining natural balance and human well being upon land, and
in regard to sustainable prosperity.

The Letterman complex must be preserved. Indeed, this property is not dangerous structurally or
otherwise below standard. The intention to “ demolish “ this structure, at the public’s expense, is
unconscionable. The mere removal and disposition of the rubble IS an environmental danger.
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The intentions to remake the landscape of the Main Post such that some intense form of commerce will
ensue is unconscionable. The carbon monoxide produced by vehicles is an anathema to all forms of animal
life.

The waste water produced is intended to be carried to the overburdened S.E. Treatment plant;, essentially
dumped on the poor. The odors produced presently from this facility are increasing and the out-flow to the
Bay is seriously damaging the eco-system and the fisheries.

The creation of an Environmental Conference center is the wisest choice. The Letterman Complex is
essential as an administrative building, computer center, and as a center for communications and data
storage.

The structure at 14® Av. and Lake St. will serve very well as a permanent lecture and scholastic center.
The professorial staff may be housed in the former army housing nearby to this structure.

The Exploratorium is ideally situated to the function of teaching and demonstrating the priciples of science,
as well as the practical limitations of science.

As a low intensity  umversity “, the Presidio will probably generate more income, goodwill, spiritual
benefit, and tourism than the present scheme could possibly imagine. The re-use of this land in the
manner which I suggest is essential to the future of this nation.

Please Reply,

Bryan Foster
2135 Hayes Street
San Francisco, CA
94117

August 2, 1999

LETTERMAN cC OMPLEX
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Response to Comment in Letter 54

54-1

Thank you for your correspondence. Please refer to Section 1.3 for a discussion of the purpose and need for
the project. The commentor’s objections to new development at the Presidio and to the Presidio Trust are
noted for the record. The impacts on regional solid waste facilities, air quality and wastewater facilities
alluded to in the letter are discussed in Section 4 (Environmental Consequences) and Appendix A (Revised
Environmental Screening Form) of the EIS. No further agency response is warranted.
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COALITION FOR SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBéRHOODS

President

Joan Girardot  (415) 346-5525
Vice President
John Bardis
Treasurer
Mary McAfee  (415) 387-2920
Recording Secretary

Lormraine Lucas (415) 759-8582
Corresponding Secretary

Al Lewis (415) 584-1271

(415) 776-2014

Buena Vista Neighborhood

Cayuga Neighborhood
Improvement Association

Cole Valley /mprovement
Association

Cow Hollow Association

Dolores Heights Improv, Club

P. O. Box 42-5882  San Francisco, CA 94142-5882

August 2, 19889

VIA FAX TO: 415-561-5318% 3 PAGES
NEPA Compliance Coordinator

Attn: Letterman Complex

Presidio Trust

34 Graham Street

P.0. Bex 29052

San Framcisco, CA 94129-0052

Dear Coordinator,

This letter submits comments on the Oraft Supple-
mental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for

East Mission Improvement
Association

Excelsior District Impr
Association

Friends of Noe Valley

Glen Park Association

Golden Gaie Heights
Neighborhood Association

Golden Gate Valley
Neighborkood Association

the Letterman Complex on behalf of the Coalition
for San Francisca Neighborhoods, representing 25
nelghborhood associations geoegraphically based
throughout San Franeisco.
Improvement § Property Dwners Assgciation, is the
immediate adjacent neighbor to the Letterman Complex.

Dur member, Marina Civiec

Vigien and Concept

Greater West Fortal
Neighborttood Association
Inner Sunsei Action Committee
Laurel Heights Improvement
Associatior
Liberty Hill Neighborhood
Associazion
Marina Civic improvement &
Property Dwners Assoc.
Miraloma Park Improv. Club
Mission Creek Harbor Assoc.
New Mission Terrace
Improvement Association
Nob Hill Urban Nelghbors
North Beach Meighbors
North ¢of Panhandle
Neighborhood Association
Oceanview, Merced Heights,
Ingleside - Neighb. in Action
Pacific Heights Residents
Association
Panhandle Residents
Organization
Potrero Boosters Neighborhood
Association
Richmond Community ®
Association
Russian Hill improvement
Association
Russian Hill Neighbors
SOMA Residents Association
Sunset Heights Association of
Respansible People
Sunsei-Parkside Education &
Action Committee
Telegraph Hill Dwellers
7win Peaks Council & Open
Space Conservancy
West Presidio Neighborhood
Assaciation
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The vision of the 1824 GMPA for the Latterman
site is very different from what is envisioned
today in Alternatives 2-5 of the DOSEIS.

"The Letterman complex will be devoted to issues
of health, life and earth sciences.” (GMPA p.vi)
"The Lettaerman complex will eantinue to be used
to nurture ideas and support research and actions
to imprave human snd environmental health." (p.72)
"In keeping with the Presidio visien, the Letter-
man complex will be dedicated to scientifie
research and education focusing on issues of
tuman health." (GMPA p.72)

Please reconcile the Lucas Digital Arts proposal
for 838,000 sq. ft. of commercial office space
and 60,000 sqg. ft. of retail/archive with the

GMPA vislon for the Letterman complex. —

Since the FPreferred Alternative differs vastly
from the management plan for tha Letterman site
developed by the Park Service and embraced by
the public, please disecuss why an amendment to
GMPA, proposing the Trust's new mahsgement plan
and mew visiom for the Letterman complex, was not
prapared and circulated for publie comment prior
to the release of the Letterman Request for

Proposals. ]

LETTERMAN cC OMPLEX
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Letterman Complex Oraft SEIS
Comment Letter
Page Z

3%

£ 4

The DOSEI8 for Letterman lacks any assessment of the impaces
of the Letterman alternstives on other parts of the Presidio,
its natural resources, snd future development. Please proe-
vide sueh an assessment in your response.

The OSEIS also lacks any assassment of the impacts of the
d?velupment proposals for Letterman on the neighboring Marina
District. Plesse provide such an assessment in your response.

The DSEIS further lacks sny assessment of the impaets of the
preferred alternative on the financial future of the Presidio
Trust and any discussion of the fFinancial implications Far the
Presidio National Park of a long-term (up to 99 Years) land
lease which would encumber park resources in private hands for
possibly many years beyond the existence of the Trust. Please
clarify what would heppen to the Letterman complex if the Trust
falls to be financially self-sufficient by 2013 and s long-
term lanmd lease has been signed.

Purpose snd Need

3k

There is no public mandate for massive new congtruction in the

Presidio National Park, as proposed by the Preferred Alternative

5 for the Letterman Complex.

The DSEIS states: "The proposed project is needed to achieve
the Presidia Trust Act's mandate that the Presidio Trust be
financially self-sufficient by 2043." (DSEIS p.iii)

This is s naked conclusion, hot a description, much less an
alternatives snalysis under NEPA. Please present supportive
documentstion snd discussion which werrants this conclusion.

Please present an analysis of the impact to Trust finances if
the Letterman site were not developed.

Please reconcile the stetement that the project is "needed"”
to schieve financial self-sufficiency For the Trust with the
fallowing observations:

A casual analysis of income able to be generated From existing
residential leasing slone reveals that the entire operating
costs of the Presidio in the year 2013 ($35.7 million in FY
1998 dollars) can be achieved without development of the
Letterman site.

The Fimancial Management Program Repeort to Congress 7/8/98
states (p-123): ‘"YHousing rents will be market-based." At the
present time, thaere are 1119 units of housing st the Presidio,
most of it multiple-bedroom family housing. At the present
tima, in the Presidio's surrounding neighborhoods, one-bedroom
apartments rent for an sversge of $2,000 per month. Two and
three bedroom flate rent for an average of $3,000 per month.

LETTERMAN C OMPLEX
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Letter
Commen
Page 3

Square

man Complex Draft SEIS
t Letter

Assuming all existing Presidio unite were one-bedrcaoms,
market-based rents would generate $26,856,000 per year.
Taking into consideretion that most Presidio units are
multiple-bedroom apartments, duplexes, and houses, =
conservative, market-based estimated average rent for a
typical unit of $3,000 per month would generate annusl
revenue to the Trust of $40,284,000. (Estimated housing
renovation costs of $70,000 per unit (p.12-13) could
sasily be recaptured from the rental income strmam in the
first few years).

When consideration is given to the combimed income from
non-residential leasing snd residential leasing, it sppears
that the Presidio Trust ceuld achieve Fimancial self-
sufficiency by 2013 without development at the lLetterman
Complex.

Footage Ceiling at Lettermsn Complex

kX

Sanita

Plenning guidelines for new esonstruction typically include
underground development as well as asbove-ground development
when calculating the square footage of any project.

The propoesed new underground construction of s parking
garage at the Lettermsn site would be 589,000 sq. ft. The
above-ground development would be S00,000 sq. Ft. Added
together, the resulting square footage exceeds limits im-
posed by the GMPA for the Lettermam site.

Please explsin why underground development square footage
should not be included in the calculation of tetal square
footage of the project.

ry Sewage

*

352

The City of San Francisco is under no obligation to sccept
sanitary sewage from the Presidio after the present contract
expires in 2004. According to SFPUC General Manager Anson
Moran, there is no MOU of any kind between the City and the
Presidie for acceptance of Presidio sanmitary sewsge into the
City's system beyond thet date. At the present time, the
Presidio Trust is umable to provide oh-site storage and
treatment of its own waste before discharge into the Bay or
Ocesn.

Please identify any contract or MOU, written or implied,
between the City and the Presidic Trust whereby the City
agrees to accept Presidio sewage imto the City's system on
a laong-term basis.

Please present alternatives for sanitary sewage treatment
end disposal if the City cannot accept Presidlio sewage after

2004 .
Iﬁﬁi LETTERMAN COMPLEX
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Letterman Complex Orsft SE1IS
Comment Letter
Page 4

b

+

Under the axisting sanitary cewer sys

Complex, all sewage from LZtterman Zi:z:a:;e:h:n::t:::mg?t '
System at the Lombard Gate and is treated at the City's vE
Sou?heast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEwPCP) (DSéIS A-B)
Maximum outflows into the City's eystem are estiAated atp. )
78,000 gallens per day (or 28,470,000 gallons per year). (p.A-G)

Please identify how thise will be metered snd whather 78,000
gpd is an sbsolute maximum te which the Presidio Trust commits.

The.DSEIS States: "Maximum outflow resulting fraom the Alter-
nat1v?s (78,000 gpd) would rnot burden the City & County of San
FranclscOAWasteWater treatment Facilities because the City has
the capacity to readily hamdle the estimated sewage discharge.”
(DSEIS p.viii) Again, by reference to the GBMPA FEIS p- 170,

the statement is made that "anslysis determined that no additional

burden on the City system would be expected because it has the
capacity to readily handle the estimated sewage discharge.."”
(DSEIS p.A-B).

These are naked assertions without supporting documentatien
other than a "personal communicetion” with a CCSF Puc employee.
Flease provide documentation which supparts your coneclusion of
"no burden" to the City, in light of the following facts:

All Letterman sewage is treated at the SEWPCP. This plant

does NOT have additional capacity in wet weather. Feces and
other raw sewage regularly backflow frem storm drains in wet
weather, flooding the streets of the Bayview District. According
to testimony before tha Health, Family § Environment Committee
of the SF Board of Supervisors em 5/14/S8, PUC General Manasger
Moran stated: "There is in the Southeast part of town flooding
which takes place regularly in heavy storm periocds.™ At the
sama hearing, Supervisors Bierman, Katz, Ammiano and Brownh
stated: "This is unacceptable." The SEWPCP already treats

80% of all sewage gemerated in the City of San Francisco.

Since the writing of the 1894 GMPA FEIS, huge new developments
on the Eastern side of San Francisco have been planned and are
coming on-line, ptroducing further stress on the capaecity of
the SEWPCP to treat the City's sewage.

According to further testimony of PUC General Manager Moran
before the Public Utilities & Deregulation Committee of the

SF Board of Suparvisors 7/20/88: "There are fallures in our
sewer system (st SEWPCP) due to structural inadequacies and
hydraulic insdequacies,” and the estimated cost to remedy

these inadequacies is $190.0 million.

According to the GMPA FEIS p.170, estimated sewage from the
Presidio as a whole which is tao ba diecharged inte the City's

55-12

55-13

system is 392,000 gallons per day (er 143,080,000 gallons per

year).
LETTERMAN C OMPLE X
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Letterman Complex DOraft SEIS
Comment tLetter
Page S

Questions:

% H?w much of the 143,080,000 gpy will go to the SEWPCP?

Will any of it go to Oceanside? At the present time, is

there a connection for Presidio sewage to be transpoerted

ta Oceanside? —

A Is the estimate of 143,080,000 gpy an absolute maximum to
which the Presidio Trust commits?

5t

Under NEPA, the Trust must conmsider all reasonable sltermpa-
tives to @ proposed course of action. Since the City's
sewer system at SEWPCP is at present already over-burdened
in wet weather, please discuss the sltermative of Presidiao
on-site storage of sewage in wet weather before discharge
inte the City's system. Will the Trust build on-site
storage capability? —

% Since the large amount of new development caoming on-line in
the Eastern sections of San Francisco will Further burden the
SEWPCP, =and sawage from the Presidin/Letterman will take up
capacity in the City's system, please discuss the alternative
of the Prasidio Trust building and oeperating its own on-site
cawage treatment plant to accommodate its own development.

¥ Ongoing disposal of sanitary sewage into the City's system
will contribute to a cumulative reduction in municipal sewage
treatment capacity. The issue of Presidio sanitary sewage

diseklarging into the City's system requires additional ansalysis.

Solid Waste

* Has the Presidio Trust sbtained approval from the Californis
Integrated Waste Management Board to send Letterman solid
waste From demolition/construction activities (estimated =t
80,000 tons) to either of the threa citad disposal sites:
Bedwood, Altamont, or Zanker Road? (MP 131)

* Is there any agreement between the Presidio Trust and any ]
landfill operator to accept Letterman demolition/construction
debris? —

% According to the SF Department of the Envirenment, the Altsmont |

Landfill, which the City uses, will be at capacity in less

than 7 years. The CCSF at the present +ime has ho identified
alternative For its own future seolid waste needs when Altamont
is full. If disposal of debris from Letterman goes tTo Altamont,
it will adversely impact the sclid waste dispasal capacity of

the CCSF, DOispoasal at sny other site will adversely impact
regional capaeity.

354 LETTERMAN cC OMPLEX
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Letterman Complex Uraft SEIS
Comment Letter
Page 6

Water Supply

Flease discuss the alternative of the Presidio Trust disposing
of its own demolition/construction debris at one of the 17
existing landfill sites on the Presidio. This action would
relieve the burden on the landfill sites available to the City.

55-20

Californa AB 939 requires all jurisdictions to direet 50% of
their total waste stream from landfills by 2000. Is the Trust 55-21
meeting this mandate? _|

The DSEIS states: '"Lobos Creek will be unsble to meet the
Presidio demand of 1.62 million gellons per day (616,850,000
gallons per year) under high use assumptions." (p.54)

"The Presidio Trust is in the process of planning for contingsncy
and emergency access to sdditiomal sources of water as well as
implementing demestic and irrigation water conservation measures
to reduce the overall conhsumptiem of water at the Presidio to

Fit within available supply.!" (p.54)

55-22

Please clarify what is meant by "contingency'" access and what
is meant by "emergency" access. What defines an emergency?
Would expectation of contingencie=z or emergencies dictate

the limitation of the amount of future development at the
Presidia?

Please specify the "additienal sources of water." :]5523

Mitigation Measure WS5-2 states: '"Reduce water demand from
Lobos Creek by securing an altermate water supply source, such
as the anticipated use of reclaimed water from the City of San
Francisco water system for Presidio irrigation purposes.” (p.36)

There is no possibility for the foreseeable Future of the Trust
cbtaining reclaimed water from the City, sihce nho such capabil- 55-24
ity exists on the part of the City to provide reclaimed water

to anyone. Such capability is deapendent on the construction of
hundreds of millions of dollars of City infrastrueture and
incressed bonded imdebtedness. This iz highly unlikely to occur.

Therefore, please identify the "alternate water supply source"”
if City reclaimed water is unavailable to the Presidio.

Please clarify whether the Presidic Trust will ask the City for :]5535
Hetel Hetchy water. If so, in what smounts?

Becsuse of past drought experience and because of recent

increased planned development and expected increased wster 55.26
demand within San Francisco, the PUC has recently given its

General Mansgetr suthority to impose mandstory water conservation
measures oh San Franciscsns.
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If Hetch Hetchy water, in any amount, is supplied to the
Presidia, this would reduce the supply available to San
Franeiscans. Please discuss what would be the impacts to
the citizens of San Franeciscuo to reduce their own available
water supply in order to provide water to the Presidis to
accommodate federal park development.

Any request by the Presidio Trust for Hetch Hetchy water,
whether emergency or non-emergency, would have anm adverse
impact on the other users of Hetch Hetchy water since it
would decrease svailable supply. The CCSF is under Mo obli-
gation te previde water to the Presidio. If the City cannot
make Hetch Hetchy water available to the Prasidio, what will
be the impacts on development planms For the Letterman site?
Fer the Presidioc in its entirety?

Can the Presidio Trust provide for all its water needs which
are necessary to accommodate Letterman and Presidio develap-
ment without access to Hetch Hetchy water?

The Presidio Trust has the alternative of satisfying all its
own water needs from its own resources (Lobos Creek), so ss
not to make any demands on the City's supply, by either
limiting Pre=sidio development to fit within available water
supply from Lobes Creek, or identifying a source of supply
other than Heteh Hetchy. Please disecuss the alternative of
limiting Letterman/Presidio developmanmt in order to Fit the
amount of development to available Lobos Creek supply.

Please discuss the alternative of the Trust bullding its own
desalination plant to develop additionsl water supply.

Plesse discuss the alternative of the Trust building its own
reclaimed water plant to supply its own irrigatiom needs.

If LAMC and LAIR were mothballed and eventuslly demolished,

32,485,000 gallons of water per year (89,000 gpd) (DSEIS p.54)

would be evailable for use elsewhere on the Presidio. Please
discuss this slternative in the context of available supply
from Labos Creek.

Transportation

X

356

The Alternative 5 Lucas Digitel Arts proposal includes new

ceonstruction of a 1500 car underground parking gareasge. Please

clarify how the addition of a 1500 car parking garage is
consistent with stated GMPA goals of reducing and limiting
vehicular access to the Presidio.

Please discuss the alternstive of NO garage at the Letterman
site.
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Please discuss the alternative of mandating that Lettermsn
tenant employees teke public transit ar vanpool to woark,
leaving their private vehicles at home and relieving the
need to provide parking st the Letterman site.

The proposed entrance/exit of the garsge is to be from Gorgas
Avenue and Doyle Drive. Doyle Drive is fFederal highway 101,
the prinmcipal access to the Golden Gate Bridge, and s key
component of the regional transportation system. The siting
of the garage gs proposed will adversely impact the flaw of
traffic on Doyle Drive,

Please discuss the alternative of siting the garage entrance/
exit elsawhere on the Letterman site, for example, from the
West, so that access and egress would be from internsl Presidio
streets such as 0'Reilly or Letterman Drive, which would halp
alleviate snticipated congestion on Highway 101,

Please clarify how using Gorgas as the main vehicular entrance
to the Letterman site is consistent with GMPA goasls of Gorgas

55-35

55-36

as a pedestrian street. _|

Please clarify how tour and shuttle buses would access the :]5588

Letterman site and where they would park.

A new intersection adjacent to Bldg. 1150, where mone how exists,

is propased. Alsc proposed is a new, reconfigured intersection
at Gorgss/Lyon/Richardson/Doyle. Both intersections would
provide left turns for westbound Dayle Traffis imto the Letter-
man site, and would also make provision for left turns from the
Letterman site onto Doyle. The resultant sigrificant increase
in red light time stopping Doyle traffic will impede traffic
flaoaw on this federal highway.

Please identify alternatives to these two nmew intersections.
Please discuss the off-site impacts of these hnew intersections
on the traffic patterns on neighboring residential streezs of

the Marins Oistrict, particularly Marina Blvd. _

The 1993 Ooyle Drive Task Force Report, whose recommendations
were adopted by the SF Board of Supervisors, identifies Gorgas
Avenue ss the preferred alignment feor the soon-to-be rebuilt
Doyle DOrive. If the main vehicular access to the Letterman
site is changed from the present access through the Lembard
Gate to Gorgas Avenue, this might preempt the use of Borgas
for +the rebuilt Doyle Orive alignment.

Undar NEPA, the agency preparing an EIS must discuss "possible
conflicts between the proposed asction and ... local... land use
plans [and] policies..." (40CFR§1502.16(c).) *Tu better integrat
environmental impact statements into...local planning processes"
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a? EIS must discuss "amy inconsistencies of a proposed action'
with local plans, whether or not those plans are federslly

sanctioned. (40CFR§1506.2(d).) Where an inconsistenmey exists,

the EI? i= to "describe the extent to whieh the agency would
reconcile its proposed action with the plan..." (Id).

How will the Presidio Trust recomcile its proposal to use
Gorgas Avenue as the main vehicular entrance to the proposed
1500 cer garage with the City's desire to use Gaorgas Avenue
for the realignment of Doyle Orive?

The OSEIS p. 33 states: "A Transportation Demand Management
pragram would be put in place to minimize traffic impacts.."
What are the numerical standards that define "mipimize"?
What does "minimize" signify in terms of present-day traffiec
volumes?

The City of San Francisco has no agreement with the Presidio
Trust regarding the proposal for intersection changes and new
signalization st Gorgas/Lyon/Richardson/Doyle Drive. Please
identify & source of funding for the proposed changes. Please
identify alternatives ta the proposed changes to this inter-
section.

Iz there any sgreement between the Presidio Trust and Caltrans
for the Trust's proposed new intersection behind the Palace of
Fine Arts on Doyle Orive adjacent to Bldg. 11807

Please identify a source of funding for this proposed new
intersection.

Please identify slternatives to this proposed intersection.

The Lombaerd Street Gate is presently the primary vehicular
entrance to the Presidic From the East and to the Letterman
site; Gorgas Avenue is a secondary entrance. Alternatives
2-5 would reverse this traffic pattern, making Gorgas the
primary vehieular entrance. Please discuss on-site and off-
site impscts of this reversal on the traffic patterns of
Highway 101 amd on the traffie eirculation patterns of the
Marina Distriet.

Please reconcile DSEIS Table 4 p. 66 with "Presidieo Transpor-
tation Plamning B Analysis Technical Report™ (A Supplement to
the GMPA) p111-24 Tsble 1I1-2 LOS for Doyle/Marina/Lyon = "F",

Thank you fFor the opportunity to comment on the Letterman DSEIS.

Ry

Joah Girardot
President - CSFN
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Responses to Comments in Letter 55

55-1
Thank you for your letter. This inconsistency is addressed in Section 4.5.1.2 of the final EIS. Also, please refer
to master response 2A with regard to conformity with the GMPA and to Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final EIS.

55-2

Please see master responses 2A, 2B, and 4A.

55-3

Please refer to the response to comment 44-45 and master responses 4B and 16.

55-4

Please refer to master response 17.

55-5

For response to the comment concerning the financial effects of the project on the Presidio, please refer to
master response 10A and Section 1.2 of the Final EIS. In addition, the Trust Act in Section 104(0) specifies
that if the Trust fails to become financially self-sufficient by 2013, the property under its jurisdiction will be
transferred to the General Services Administration to be disposed of in accordance with the procedures outlined
in the Defense Authorization Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 1890), and transferred lands will be deleted from the
boundary of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. In the event of such transfer, the terms and conditions
of all agreements and loans regarding such lands and facilities entered into by the Trust will be binding on any
successor in interest. Pursuant to this provision, the preferred alternative and other leased properties would
remain in the uses specified in lease agreements. Please refer to the Financial Management Program in Appendix
E of the Final EIS and to master responses 10A and 10B.

55-6 AND 55-7
Please refer to the Financial Management Program in Appendix E of the Final EIS, and the master responses
10A and 10B. See also Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final EIS.

55-8

The Financial Management Program in Appendix E of the Final EIS projects fiscal year 2013 housing revenues
of $20.6 million, in 1998 dollars, net of operating expenses. The commentor’s approximation of Presidio
housing revenues does not net out operating expenses, currently estimated at 27 percent. Nor does the
approximation reflect the cost of Trust programs to discount the cost of housing for Presidio-based households
with annual household gross incomes of less than $45,000. Please refer to the Financial Management Program
in Appendix E of the Final EIS, and master response 10A.

55-9

Please see master response 11.

55-10 AND 55-11

The commentor is correct. There is no such contract or MOU. Please refer to master response 14.
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55-12
The 78,000 gpd is a reasonable “worst-case” estimate based on the best information available to date (the
preferred alternative would discharge substantially less: 51,000 gpd). The Presidio Trust is committed to
establishing a reclaimed water system to reduce cumulative impacts on the city’s sanitary sewer system, including
the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts. Please refer to master response 14.

55-13
First Asterisk — This conclusion was supported by the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) and was
previously discussed in the GMPA EIS from which this EIS tiers. Please refer to master response 14.

Second Asterisk— Currently, the Presidio discharges sewage into the CCSF’s Southeast Water Pollution Control
Plant (SEWPCP) and Oceanside treatment plants. Its current flow into the SEWPCP system is approximately
280,000 gpd. Its current flow into the Oceanside system is approximately 85,000 gpd.

55-14
The Presidio Trust is committed to addressing waste management in an environmentally responsible manner
as contemplated in the general objectives of the GMPA. The reclaimed water system referred to in master
response 14 is an example of this commitment, which would reduce the amount of sewage discharged to the
SEWPCP by a minimum of 200,000 gpd.

55-15 AND 55-16

Please refer to master response 14.

55-17
Please refer to Section G.2, Wastewater Treatment and Disposal in Appendix A of the Final EIS for the requested
additional analysis and to master response 14.

55-18
The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) is responsible for certifying local enforcement
agency programs; reviewing permitting and closure/postclosure documents; providing inspection and oversight
of local programs to ensure that state programs are effectively implemented; enforcing state standards and
permit conditions in addition to or in lieu of a local enforcement agency; and administering a remediation
program for orphaned, illegal, and abandoned sites. A copy of the EIS was provided to the CIWMB through
the California Environmental Protection Agency for their review to ensure that impacts on solid waste facilities
were adequately addressed. No further CIWMB action on the Letterman project is required.

55-19
No such agreement has been made nor would it be possible or desirable this early in the development stage of
the project. However, as discussed in the Draft EIS, all landfill operators interviewed by the Presidio Trust
expressed interest and had sufficient capacity to accept the debris.

55-20
The Presidio Trust agrees with the conclusion reached by the commentor. The cumulative impacts on the
regional solid waste capacity are discussed in Sections 4.1.11.1 through 4.6.11.1 of the Final EIS. There are
no landfill sites on the Presidio that have not been identified for cleanup.
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55-21
No, because Presidio Trust waste diversion programs, including waste reduction, reuse, recycling, and
composting, are still in the infancy stages. However, the Presidio Trust is committed to meeting the goal of
California AB 939 for the Letterman project (see mitigation measure SW-1, Waste Reduction Goals).

55-22
A significant water shortage on the Presidio would constitute a contingency or emergency (i.e., should there be
a significant shortfall between available water and water demand). As shown in Table 12, Water System
Demand and discussed in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS, this shortfall would peak at about 286,000 gpd in
June in typical and drier years. In the unlikely event that the Presidio Trust were unable to implement those
supply- and demand-side solutions identified in mitigation measure WS-2, Water Supply- and Demand-Side
Solutions to Reduce Cumulative Effects, to mitigate potential shortfalls, it would consider limiting future
development. Refer to master response 13.

55-23

The primary additional source of water would be reclaimed water from the Presidio’s proposed water reclamation
plant. The availability of this water for irrigation use would free up substantial amounts of Lobos Creek water
for potable applications. The text in Section 3.5.2 of the Draft EIS has been revised to reflect this water
source. Refer to master response 13.

55-24
The conclusion reached by the commentor is also supported by the city (see comment 36-3). Therefore, the
mitigation measure now refers to the availability of Presidio reclaimed or purchased water as alternative water
supply sources to CCSF reclaimed water.

55-25 AND 55-26

The city has asserted that it is not obligated to supply water to the Presidio (see comment 36-2). As stated in
mitigation measure WS-2, the Presidio Trust is in the process of implementing an array of supply- and demand-
side solutions to mitigate potential shortfalls resulting from Lobos Creek protection. To protect the unique
Lobos Creek habitat and water supply resource, the solutions listed in the mitigation measure and others would
be explored, adopted, and implemented as soon as possible. While the Presidio Trust does not at this time
expect to rely on city water to meet the needs of projected Presidio demand in the long term, it cannot dismiss
the possibility of entering into negotiation of water purchase and/or resale agreement with the city in the near
future. Use of CCSF water may be unnecessary because implementation of the remaining listed measures
would result in a water savings that would more than compensate for the Presidio-wide peak shortfall. Refer to
master response 13.

55-27
Please refer to the response to comment 23-65. Please note that the city has indicated that its water could be
supplied to the Presidio for contingency and emergency purposes, and therefore such a scenario is unlikely.

55-28 AND 55-29

Please refer to the master response 13.
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55-30
Implementation of the reclaimed water plant as discussed in mitigation measures WS-2 and WT-1 would make
the building of a desalination plant unnecessary. Refer to master responses 13 and 14.

55-31
A water reclamation plant is the key supply-side solution that would be established under mitigation measure
WS-2. Refer to master response 13.

55-32
Such an alternative is infeasible for the reasons provided in Section 2.2.3, Remove LAMC and LAIR and
Restore to Natural Conditions.

55-33

See master response 20.

55-34
Alternatives 1 and 6 do not have an underground garage, so this option is covered in the Draft EIS. The
purpose of the proposed underground garage is to maximize the amount of green space on the 23 acres.
Surface parking for the estimated demand of 1,328 spaces in Alternative 1 would require approximately 11
acres, or about half of the site. This alternative would undoubtedly preclude any major open space enhancements
on the site.

55-35

While the use of transit and vanpooling through a TDM program (refer to mitigation measure TR-8) would be
strongly encouraged, a mandatory program is not practical since some Letterman Complex employees would
have difficult access to either transit or vanpools. In addition, it would not be fair to single out Letterman
Complex tenants for such restrictions unless all other employees in the park were subject to the same constraints.
The EIS preparers are not aware of any facility in the Bay Area where compulsory use of vanpools or transit
has been mandated. See master response 19.

55-36

See master response 18.

55-37
The GMPA anticipated that Gorgas Avenue would continue to be an entrance to the Presidio, primarily to
service vehicular traffic into the LAMC/LAIR parking area and that the Gorgas Avenue/Lyon Street intersection
would be redesigned to remedy safety issues. In addition, the GMPA stated that in the future, “Gorgas Avenue
may be closed to private vehicles beyond the Letterman parking access points, to permit safe pedestrian and
service access and create a more campus-like environment.” Given the revised intersections at Richardson
Avenue recommended as mitigations for Alternatives 2 through 5 (see master response 18), the revised parking
access points would move approximately 350 feet to the west. However, most of the length of Gorgas Avenue
would be unchanged from the GMPA concept. None of the alternatives would close Gorgas Avenue to traffic.
The Final EIS analyzes the effects of each of the alternatives on historic streetscapes in Sections 4.1.8 through
4.6.8 (Cultural Resources). This includes analysis of the historic Gorgas Avenue streetscape.
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55-38
See the response to comment 32-5 regarding tour bus access. Providing tour bus parking at the Letterman
Complex is not expected because it is not a tour bus destination. Shuttle buses would be internal to the
Presidio and would not park in the Letterman Complex. Shuttle bus stop locations would be designated as part
of the Letterman site planning process.

55-39

Refer to master response 18.

55-40
One alternative to the two new intersections proposed on Richardson Avenue that would provide the same
level of accessibility includes a grade-separated structure (i.e. flyover ramps), which essentially allows for the
left-turn movements without stopping the opposing flow of traffic. However, these would have significant
impact on the immediate environment, especially historic structures in the area. Alternative locations for a
new or improved access point are restricted by the historic value of the Presidio wall and the park’s gates. In
addition, other existing Presidio gates are located in residential neighborhoods which do not have infrastructure
to effectively and safely accommodate the amount of traffic that would be generated at the 23-acre site. See
master response 18.

55-41

See master response 21.

55-42
Refer to master response 19 for discussion of mode split and Transportation Demand Management. Peak hour
traffic volumes forecast for the Presidio gates using the assumed automobile mode shares are given in Table D-
8 in Appendix D of the EIS. These show a total p.m. peak-hour traffic entering and exiting all gates to be 7,850
to 8,300 (8,050 for the preferred alternative). This compares to 1998 volumes of approximately 6,000 (NPS
19991). Thus, there would be approximately a 33 percent increase in traffic over 12 years.

55-43
No funding source is currently identified for this project. Alternatives to the design shown in the EIS would be
identified and studied as part of the Caltrans Project Study Report (PSR) process (see master response 18).

55-44
There is currently no agreement with Caltrans on the proposed intersection. Such an agreement would come
upon satisfactory resolution of the PSR and permitting process (see master response 18).

55-45

See the response to comment 55-43.

55-46

See the response to comment 55-43.
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55-47
The new intersections on Richardson Avenue/Gorgas Avenue proposed as part of Alternatives 2 through 5
(mitigation measure TR-1, Lyon Street/Richardson Avenue/Gorgas Avenue Intersection Improvements) would
become the primary entrance and exit to the Letterman Complex, while the primary access to the rest of the
Presidio from the east would remain at Lombard Street. As such there would not be any reversal of travel
patterns in the vicinity of the Presidio. The new intersections would allow traffic generated by new uses at the
Letterman Complex to remain on the major arterials such as Richardson Avenue, rather traveling through
residential streets to access the Lombard or Marina gates.

55-48
Table III-2 of Presidio Transportation Planning & Analysis Technical Report: A Supplement to the GMPA
(NPS 1994b) does not indicate that the intersection of Doyle Drive/Marina Boulevard/Lyon Street operates at
LOS F. Rather, the report identifies the intersection of Mason Street/Marina Boulevard/Lyon Street/Doyle
Drive as operating at an overall LOS E, and the most congested approach (westbound through movement)
operating at LOS F during the p.m. peak hour. All other approaches are indicated to operate at LOS B or A.
Part of this intersection is stop-controlled (Mason Street/Marina Boulevard/Lyon Street), while another is
signalized (Doyle Drive/Marina Boulevard/Lyon Street). Although it is not clear what methodology was used
for the analysis in the GMPA, the intersection is analyzed as a single intersection in this EIS.

Because the methodology for analyzing signalized intersections is distinctly different from the methodology
for analyzing unsignalized (stop-controlled) intersections, the EIS analyzes the two parts of the intersection
separately. The intersection of Doyle Drive/Lyon Street/Marina Boulevard is signalized and is analyzed with
the appropriate procedure for signalized intersections as outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual
(Transportation Research Board 1994). The signalized intersection operates at an overall LOS B during the
p.m. peak hour. The intersection of Mason Street/Marina Boulevard/Lyon Street is an unsignalized intersection
with Lyon Street stopping, and is analyzed accordingly. The most congested approach of this intersection was
found to operate at LOS B. Field observations confirmed that the westbound approach (Marina Boulevard)
does not currently operate at LOS F.
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Letter 56
Y, | AEL A A E
C LT TIUSTRECD
1717 Mason St.
e Ve San Francisco CA 94133
- Tel: (415) 441-6700

Fax: (415) 346-6607
August 2, 1999 eMail: MALEX1@aol.com

NEPA Compliance Coordinator
Attn.: Letterman Complex

The Presidio Trust

34 Graham St

PO. Box 29052

San Francisco CA 94129

Dear Sirs:

These comments on the Letterman Complex Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
are submitted by Michael Alexander and Kent Fickett. Mr. Fickett is a member of the Sierra Club’s

National Energy Committee, and is past vice president for conservation of the Mt. Diablo Audubon
Society.

These comments are limited to sustainability issues involving the Letterman Complex. They are
based on the observation that no semi-finalist in the Letterman competition had a lock on good
sustainability proposals and concepts. We reviewed all the ideas with the view that the best, from
whatever source, should be incorporated into the contract with the developer who actually builds
the Letterman Complex. We urge the Presidio Trust (“the Trust™) to do so.

In reviewing sustainability in the EIS Alternatives, we had to refer to the concept proposals of the
semi-finalists. Since Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5 match the concept proposals, these comments will 56-1
call them by the names of the developers: in turn, Lennar; Walsh-Higgins; Shorenstein; and Lucas
(now chosen by the Trust as its Preferred Alternative).

GOALS. The clearest and most comprehensive goal statements are by Lennar and Shorenstein, with
Walsh-H iggins next and Lucas, last. The Trust should incorporate the best of the Lennar and
Shorenstein goal statements into its contract. The contract needs to reinforce them, by translating
them into specific, positive incentives for performance.

The pattern of building construction is to comply with the spirit of Title 24 ac the design and
permit stages. However, construction often produces variances with sustainable practices. The Trust
will need to allocate adequate resources to monitor compliance with sustainable issues through
construction and startup. As you will see, we also recommend a Sustainable Budget Monitoring
System, which should be included in the Goals statement.
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SITE PLANNING.

Building orientation. All buildings should have their long facades oriented north/ south, to
maximize daylight and solar heating in winter.

Sun screening. Walsh-Higgins had it right— trees south of buildings should be deciduous,
to maximize winter daylight and solar heating. The moderate coastal climate of the Presidio site
requires air conditioning on only a few days a year. Energy lost to air conditioning on those days
will be far less than solar heat gained, particularly in winter.

Landscaping. Shorenstein has the best program. The key is maximum use of low-water

species of native plants. Lucas’s suggestion of adding water-retaining soil amendments is worthy, but

its proposal for a large lawn is much less so, and the EIS should compare its impacts to alternative
landscapes. Lawns, even non-monoculture, require large amounts of irrigation and significant
energy for mowing and other maintenance. If a meadow is chosen as a major landscape feature,
hardy native bunch grasses should be considered instead of lawn grasses.

The EIS should investigate the opportunity presented by the pre-twentieth century
Letterman landscape. According to the Presidio Draft Vegetation Management Plan, the Letterman
Complex north of the present L AIR building was a wetlands. Instead of a lawn, Letter man’s new
landscape could be a logical extension of the Crissy Field wetlands, connecting as well to the lagoon
at the Palace of Fine Arts (“PFA”) which is the remnant of the original wetlands. This landscape
would provide a spectacular national park entry landscape to people on Richardson Ave., Doyle
Drive, and Crissy Field. It should be created as part of the reconstruction of Doyle Drive.

Should a wetlands extension prove infeasible, the EIS should consider and analyze a
retention basin that could hold heavy runoff, then drain it to the PFA lagoon or the Crissy Field
wetlands. Every effort should be made to connect these water features. Providing the PFA lagoon,
now a freestanding and biologically unhealthy pond, with an inlet and outlet would have significant
benefits for the Trust and San Francisco.

We find great merit in the concept and design of the wet/dry waterway which Walsh-Higgins

proposed as a feature of its central commons.

Storage. The basement cistern proposed by Lucas and Lennar warrant serious study and
analysis, but the water should be used as described above, and not for lowest-priority irrigation.
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Recycling. Runoff should be collected and processed for wetlands and non-potable uses.
Shorenstein’s specific suggestions are excellent: silt and oil separators throughout the site, storm
drainage designed to work with the future expansion of the Crissy Field wetland and the Tennessee
Hollow drainage restoration.

BUILDING DESIGN.

Passive solar. Along with the usual thermal mass, shading, glazing, insulation and
infiltration controls, the design should incorporate reflective passive lighting systems to direct
daylight to the shaded sides of buildings.

Active solar. Lennar has it: photovoltaics on south-facing roofs. The EIS should also
consider the benefits of using thin-film photovoltaics on sunny walls.

Daylighting. Lucas and Lennar offer the most comprehensive ideas. The key is narrow
buildings with maximum penetration of filtered daylight.

Ventilation. Operable windows are a natural for this climate. They need to be backed up by ™|

a system that monitors windows that have been left open when air conditioning or heating comes
on. Control can be active (auto-close windows), or passive (maintenance people tour the building ro
close the windows).

Lennar offers the most comprehensive ventilation program. Lennar and Lucas's raised floor
plenums are excellent, providing better ventilation and more flexible space use and cable
reconfiguration. Proposals to pre-cool the concrete floor slab, and Lennar’s use of a concrete rubble
thermal mass store under the building are highly commendable, but need careful investigation of
results at sites where they have been used before.

Heating and cooling should be integrated with on-site co-generation units using fuel cells.

Energy. Lucas’s use of microturbines for on-site generating capacity should be discouraged

in favor of fuel cells.
Lighting. Walsh-Higgins is correct: low ambient light plus task lighting, with sensors to

adjust light levels to available daylight.. We don’t know if Lucas’s total connected lighting load
target of 0.8 watts per square foot is the right number or not, but it is the wrong approach. Instead,

LETTERMAN C OMPLEX

56-6

56-7

56-8

56-9

56-10

56-11

56-12

367



LETTER 56

Letterman EIS Sustainability Comments
August 2, 1999
page 4

design should begin by asking, ‘how much workspace can be illuminated with passive daylight?
Then add task lighting as needed

Building Performance Modeling. Lennar’s is the best program, though were unfamiliar
with the project being developed by the Center for Built Environment at UC Berkeley. See also the
enclosed Sustainable B udget Monitoring System.

Financial A nalysis. Life cycle costing is great, but the Trust must know the assumptions,
including how many years. Depletion allowances should be factored in. Mr. Fickett reccommends
consultation with Resource E conomists Dr. Darwin Hall, University of Long Beach, (562) 985-
5045; and Dr. Jane Hall, California State University Fullerton, (714) 278-22306.

LEED building rating. The level to be achieved should be part of the contract.

Grey water. Opportunity should be maintained for connection to the San Francisco grey
water system.

DECONSTRUCTION. All are good. Shorenstein is most comprehensive.

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT. All provide the right buzzwords, but compliance
monitoring is crucial

MATERIALS SPECIFICATION AND PROCUREMENT. The best statements are by Lennar
and Shorenstein. Lucas is disappointingly vague. Shorenstein proposes a minimum of 20-25% fly
ash content for concrete. Fly ash is a by-product of bur ning coal. Ifits use just reduces a store of

waste, it is beneficial. Ifinstead or in addition it builds a market for increased use of coal, it is not
beneficial.

BUILDING / ASSET MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS.

Landscape maintenance. Design is key to minimizing maintenance costs and use of
pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers. The “Golf and the Environment” standards and practices
which have been adopted by the Arnold Palmer Co. at the Presidio Golf Course may prove to be
good guides.

Alternative Transportation. All provide large parking lots, even if underground. The Trust’s
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contract should include standards for ride share, car pools, van pools and taxi programs. On-site
photovoltaics can provide fuel for electric cars. Shorenstein’s bicycle program is the most complete
and commendable, as is the rest of its alternative transportation program.

56-21

The Trust should contract with Golden Gate Transit to have empty buses traveling in the
non-rush direction during peak hours instead carry passengers between downtown transit nodes and
the Presidio. These empty buses already travel on Doyle Drive, right through the Presidio. They are 5622
a valuable resource being wasted. They are a far better choice than asking Muni to duplicate Golden
Gate’s service by increasing the frequency of parallel express routes. Muni’s scarce resources should
be used elsewhere where demand is high. On the other hand, Muni’s local routes need to provide
better Presidio service. !

DEMONSTRATION TECHNOLOGY. Shorenstein’s use of the Environmental Operations
Manager as a consultant for selection of office equipment, transportation options, etc. is excellent 56-23
and should be part of the Trust’s contract. Walsh-Higgins’s study of use of fuel cells and
photovoltaics are part of recommendations above.

EDUCATION. Lennar and Shorenstein’s proposals should be in the Trust’s contract.

In addition, the developer should implement a program to educate construction workers on the
sustainable building habits and construction practices they are employing at Letterman, transferring 56-24
those skills to future jobs. Along with incentives for timely performance, there should be bonuses
and penalties (liquidated damages) explicit in the contract, so that the contractor monitors
subcontractors. Time bonuses should not come at the expense of slipshod environmental practices.

Included in these comments is the outline for a Sustainable Budget Monitoring System which will ] 56-25
help keep the Letterman Complex sustainable through its lifetime.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Letterman Complex Draft Supplementary EIS.
We hope these comments prove useful to the Trust and that their provisions become part of the EIS
and of the awarded contract.

Yours sincerely,

Michia] Koo Vot ficked]

Michael Alexander Kent Fickett @
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Responses to Comments in Letter 56

56-1
Thank you for your proposal for a Sustainable Budget Monitoring System (due to its length, the commentor’s
proposal has not been included in this document, it is available for review at the Presidio Trust library). The
proposal provides implementation steps to fulfill the goal of environmental sustainability for the project (as
discussed in Section 1.3.9, Environmental Sustainability) and would be considered as planning proceeds.
Please refer to letter 35 prepared by the sustainability and green building services consultant with the development
team for the Digital Arts Center. In the letter, the commentor addresses techniques that would be employed to
meet the Presidio Trust’s sustainability goals. Should the preferred alternative be selected, 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.
It should be noted that using the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED rating, the proposed design would
achieve a Gold rating (meaning that the project would be one of the highest performance green buildings in the
country).

56-2
While the longest building facades for Alternative 5 are east- and west-facing, these spans are predominantly
circulation spaces. The primary occupied spaces are on north and south fagades in thin-profile, daylit buildings.
With approximately 900,000 square feet, this would be a “load-dominated” structure, so cooling would be a
year-round concern and solar heating would be less desirable than in smaller “skin-dominated” structures.

56-3
With a “load-dominated” structure, the design for Alternative 5 would attempt to maximize daylighting while
moderating thermal gain. Air conditioning uses electricity, the most economically and environmentally costly
form of energy, so the use of operable windows, displacement ventilation and natural cooling to respond to the
very favorable climatic conditions would aid to reduce electrical usage.

56-4 AND 56-5

The lawn would serve as a public gathering and event space for activities that would have higher traffic
patterns than native bunch grass can sustain. Mixed species turf with the soil amendments, cistern/water feature
rainwater capture system, and demand management watering would significantly improve the water budget
profile. Research indicates that the shoreline of the pre-Panama Pacific International Exposition wetland appears
to have been somewhere at the base of the 23-acre site on or below Gorgas Avenue. Alternative 5’s proposed
water feature would reintroduce surface water to the site. Restoration of a full wetland system, while an
intriguing idea, would require the removal of buildings and streets that is beyond the scope of the project or the
site boundaries. These design details would be further studied in the design review process for consistency
with the Planning and Design Guidelines.

56-6
Comment noted. Any storm-water runoff that would not be captured and used onsite would drain into the
restored Crissy Field wetlands. The discharged water would comply with applicable water quality standards.
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56-7

Alternative 5’s building design entails extensive consideration of thermal mass, shading glazings, insulation,
and infiltration. Given the courtyard configuration, light shelves and similar light bouncing designs would be
used to maximize daylighting performance. Vertical reflective systems would create glare problems in this
context.

56-8
Integrating photovoltaics into roofs would be investigated in the design process. Thin-film panels on walls
may not be compatible with the historic character of the complex.

56-9

The EIS preparers agree because lighting would be one of the project’s biggest energy loads.

56-10

Operable windows are essential, and with a displacement ventilation design, do not create the pressure balancing
problems usually associated with conventional diffusion ventilation. Energy management strategies for the
DAC would respond to window operability.

Onsite co-generation may be explored as a separate Presidio Trust project subject to additional planning and
environmental analysis.

56-11

A number of distributed generation options (photovoltaics, fuel cells, micro-turbines and others) would be
studied during the design development process to determine possible load matches and waste heat capture
applications for the preferred alternative.

56-12

Alternative 5’s design is based on a daylight structure and a responsive task/ambient lighting strategy. Experience
with these systems has shown that the design would likely have a total connected lighting load of 0.8 watts per
square foot, and an operating (or “as used”) load around 0.4 watts per square foot.

56-13
Modeling and full commissioning are essential to optimize building performance and would be a crucial part
of the project’s design/construction/operation process. See also the response to comment 56-1.

56-14 AND 56-15

Comments noted.

56-16

Please refer to master response 13.

56-17 AND 56-18

Comments noted. The Presidio Trust agrees with the commentor that a monitoring program is important.
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56-19
The design of the project is still in a conceptual stage, so it would be inappropriate to attempt to list significant
materials specifications at this time. As the design for Alternative 5 develops, there would be consideration of
sourcing, embodiment, indoor environmental quality, durability, and other issues related to building material
choices, consistent with the Planning and Design Guidelines.

56-20

Comment noted.

56-21
Comment noted. The TDM plan worked out by the Trust and the selected development team would include
standards of service. Electric vehicle charging stations would be in the Letterman Complex as well as other
areas of the park. See master response 19.

56-22

See the response to comment 46-5.

56-23

Comment noted.

56-24
Contractor education is crucial, and along with performance programs, such measures are essential to achieving
high-quality buildings.

56-25

Please refer to the response to comment 56-1.
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Letter 57

From: Unistars@aol.com [mailto:Unistars@aol.con]|

Sent: Tuesday, August 03, 1999 1:40 AM

To: presidio@presidiotrust.gov

Subject: From Star Alliance: Letterman Public Comment + Web Site
feedback

Greetings of peace.

First of all here is some feedback about the web site: It is very attractive
overall, and excellent to have a web site map (First one I've seen).

However, I could not readily find what [ needed in a hurry: the Letterman
Environmental Impact Report. I scanned the main menus twice and went to
"Environmental" but found only the general ideals. Is it under "News?" Why
not have a main menu heading for EIR's since they are such a major feature
for public review and comment? Sorry, I must now cut to the chase and dash
this off.

Representing Star Alliance — the Universal Star Alliance Foundation
(world peace group) — we would like to make several key points re the
Letterman choice:

* Despite being very impressed with the Interland et al proposal as well,
we are cautiously delighted with the Trust's choice for the Lucas Digital
Arts Center. Delighted in that it holds the potential for such powerful
support to non-profit organizations attempting to better the world through
modemn media. Cautious in wondering whether that potential will be fully and
fairly realized.
Also, while acknowledging the genius and value of the "Force" themes, etc.,
we would be more than a bit concerned about the ongoing "wars" theme emphasis
of many of the Lucas productions; hoping they will transition to more subtle
and peaceful themes as time goes on, perhaps popularizing the idea of a
successful "universal war on war" campaign.

* We would emphasize the responsibility involved to give back to the
public from a business allowed to locate at such a fabulous piece of public
real estate -— to give back in ways that improve the daily quality of life for
people everywhere.

* We were delighted to note the key line in the most recent "Star Wars"

episode, where young Luke Skywalker propounds: "The main trouble with this
universe is that people don't help each other enough!" Here here.
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* May we strongly affirm (or suggest) that the Digital Arts Center be
encouraged (and in fair and effective ways required) to assist many
non-profit organizations, ideally small ones as well as large established
operations, in realizing their important goals. One way would be to assist
in further conceptualizing, planning and executing the comprehensive Star
Alliance vision of a universal Citizens' Cooperation and Media Network. As
we see it, this would tend automatically to be inclusive and encouraging of
widespread opportunities for public training and positive, creative
expression.

Gratefully yours for all of our "Highest Common Ideals,"

Peter B. DuMont

Director, Star Alliance

unistars@aol.com

Tel: 510-540-8887

(P.S.: Our beginning web site may be found at www.staralliance.net.)
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Responses to Comments in Letter 57

57-1

The Presidio Trust provided the Draft EIS the highest visibility possible on its web site by placing directions to
the document on the Presidio Trust’s home page “banner” which stated “to view the Letterman Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, click on Library, then Postings.”

57-2

The organization’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is noted for the record. Thank you for your
correspondence.
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FEHR& PEERS ASSOCIATES, INC.

Transportation Consultants

{210 TRUST REC'D

3685 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 301
Lafayette, CA 94549-3763

925 284-3200 » Fax 925 284-2691
fehrandpeers.com

July 30, 1999

NEPA Compliance Coordinator — Attn: Letterman Complex
Presidio Trust

34 Graham Street

P.O. Box 29052

San Francisco, California 94129-0052
FAX: 415/561-5315

Subject: Presidio Letterman Complex
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, April 1999

Dear NEPA Compliance Coordinator:
For the record, we wish to note the following text corrections in the EIS:

Section 4.5.7.1 (EIS, page 164) states *“...Gorgas Avenue Gate traffic would increase 470
vehicles during the PM peak hour, with project-generated traffic comprising 84 percent of
the growth.”

According to Table D-7 (EIS Appendix D page D-7) the Altemative #5 project would
generate 260 vehicle trips at the Gorgas Avenue Gate during the PM peak hour. This ievel of
traffic represents 55 percent of 470 vehicles not the 84 percent indicated in the EIS.

Section 4.5.7.3 (EIS, page 165) states *“ . . . The parking demand of 1,260 spaces would
primarily consist of long-term employee parking (1.080 parking spaces) and some short-term
visitor spaces (180 parking spaces). The parking demand of 1,260 spaces would be
substantially less than the proposed supply of 1,530 spaces, resulting in a surplus of 270
spaces.

Parking calculation worksheets in Appendix B of the Wilbur-Smith Traffic Study indicate the
basis for Alternative #5 long-term parking demand as 769,000 square feet. Vehicle trip
generation worksheets in the same appendix indicate that vehicle trip generation was based
on 900,000 square feet. Using 900,000 square feet, as the basis for determining long-term
employee parking would result in the need for 1,260 long-term employee parking spaces, not
the 1,080 indicated in the EIS. Furthermore, the EIS does not take into account additional
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 FEHR& PEERS ASSOCIATES, INC.

Transportation Consultants

NEPA Compliance Coordinator — Presidio Trust
July 30, 1999
Page 2 of 2

spaces beyond parking demand to account for parking circulation. Typically, 5 to 10 percent
more spaces than projected demand are provided at employment centers so that drivers can
find an available parking space without re-circulating through the parking arca numerous
times searching for an available space. 58.2
Combining the parking numbers using 900,000 square feet results in 1,440 spaces (1,260
long-term spaces, 180 short-term visitor spaces). Applying a 5 percent circulation factor
brings the total needed supply up to 1,510 parking spaces.

Text Corrections (Traffic Studv)

a. Traffic Study (Table 1.5) the subtotal for on-street parking should be 66 5823
percent not 22 percent. _

b. Traffic Study (Page 2-6) the first paragraph states that Alternative 5 would
generate about 1,150 more vehicle trips than Alternative 1.  Actually,
Alternative 5 generates 506 fewer daily vehicle trips than Alternative 1.
Alternatively, the authors may be referring to Alternative 4, which generates
significantly more vehicle trips than Alternative 1. |

58-4

c. Traffic Study (Page 3-33) the 82X-Levi Plaza Express line serves commute 53.5
connections to BART, AC Transit, Ferry, and Caltrain.

We hope this information proves useful in your evaluation of the Letterman Digital Center
proposal. If you have any questions or comments, please call me at (925) 284-3200.

Sincerely,

FEHR & PEERS ASSOCIATES, INC.

e T L
= = )

Robert E. Rees, P.E.
Senior Associate

4A/991-1324
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Responses to Comments in Letter 58

58-1
In response to the comment, the error has been corrected, and the second paragraph of Section 4.5.7.1 has been
revised to reflect the changed text.

58-2
In response to the comment, the parking demand for Alternative 5 has been revised to ensure uniformity of
analysis across all alternatives. The Trust recalculated parking demand using 900,000 square feet, as was done
for the other alternatives, as the basis for determining long-term parking demand. The recalculation resulted in
total parking demand for Alternative 5 of 1,440 spaces. For further discussion, please refer to master response
20.

58-3
In response to the comment, the table in the background traffic study has been corrected.

58-4
The text on page 2-6 of the background traffic study has been corrected in response to the comment.

58-5
In response to the comment, the text in the background traffic study has been revised to indicated that the 82X-
Levi Plaza Express MUNI line would serve commute connections to the Ferry Terminal.
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Letter 59 the
SAN FRANCISCO
PARITNERSHIP RIS TRUST RECD
Growing Business and Jobs -

Board of Directors
Donald G. isher
GAP Tne.

Chair— Angust 2, 1999

The San Francisco Parimership

David S. Pottruck
The Charles Schacab Corporation Mr. JOhﬂ Pelk.a
cimirter - NEPA Coordinator
The San Franciseo Parmership - Presidio Trust
\ura Brazer  Attn: Letterman Complex
Presidenr. - PO, Box 29052
1he San Francisco Partnership San Francisco. CA 94129-0052
3

Richard J. Fineberg

Detoiree & Touche 1.1.P Dear Mr. Pelka:

Treasurer.

The San Frawcisco Partnership
Lucasfilm Ltd.’s Letterman Digital Center will provide a tremendous boost to
o A San Francisco’s economy and jobs base, as well as to the community. I
Oom o Aammiano . . - . . . g
reaan Delieve it will greatly enhance and fulfill the objectives of the Presidio Trust’s
san Franciseo Board of Supercisors General Master Plan.
Funice J. Azzam
KomnfFerry tmernanone!— First, Lucasfilm’s digital innovations will spur the development of other
Ralph 11, Baseer. Jr. digital media companies in San Francisco, while also providing business to
Orrick Herringon & Sunifli 117 new media companies already clustered here in such fields as online and pc-
Willic 1. Brown. . based education, entertainment, video, post-production and others. The
Mavor. Cis and Counry - Presidio will be able to attract such companies to other sites, if it wishes.
of San Franciseo
lay Cahill - Second, digital media jobs are jobs of the future — and, with specific training,
Cahill Contrartors, Lie .
can employ thousands of unemployed or underemployed San Franciscans at
James W. Callaway rates of pay much higher than other industries pay at the entry level. This is
Pactpic Telests . . . .
of great benefit to the community. San Francisco had an industrial-based
John W. Larson  economy that is disappearing; new and digital media companies, growing at a
Brobeck, Phlezer & Hearrison . e .
rate of more than 50 percent per year, are quickly shifting our economy into
Mathew Le Merle being technology-based. The Letterman Digital Center will ensure that these
11 Rewrne . . . . . .
“" " jobs are maintained in San Francisco and that San Francisco offers thousands
Nebon CRising - of well-paying jobs for all skill levels.
Carellus Decclupment Carporation
Richard . Rosenbers— Lucasfilm’s Letterman Digital Center will provide prestige to the Presidio
Bank of dmerivs— \ith a “clean” industry that’s global and future-oriented. San Francisco will
G. Rhea Serpan— be fortunate to have the Center as a magnet to attract new jobs.

i Francisen Chamber of Commierce

Douglas W. Shorenstein lncerely,

The Sharenstein Comnpany
Gordon R, Smith
Pacific Gas and Fleciric Compenny Mara razer
Karen Weemann President

Wells Fargo Bank

303 Sacramento Street, 2nd Floor  San Francisco, CA 94111
phonc (415)364-1799  fax (415)982-6733  ¢mail info@sfp.org  web huepy//www.stp.org
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Response to Comment in Letter 59

59-1

Thank you for your letter. The organization’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is noted for the record.
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Letter 60
FRIEDMAN FLEISCHER & LOWE LLC

One Maritime Plaza, 10th Floor

San Francisco, California 94111
Telephone: (415) 445-9850
Facsimile: (415) 445-9851 IR

July 30, 1999

NEPA Coordinator

Attn: Letterman Complex
Presidio Trust

34 Graham Street

P. O. Box 29052

San Francisco, CA 94129-0052

The Letterman Digital Center will help the Presidio Trust meet the objective of financial
sufficiency and will attract organizations that have uses similar to the Letterman Digital Center
such as community service, the arts, education and innovation that will achieve the objective of
the General Management Plan.

As an investment banker, I have a great deal of experience watching and assisting the growth and
development of industries throughout the world.

Today, long-term planners, scholars and entrepreneurs, among others, are closely examining the
potential of the digital revolution. Most agree that the digital revolution will have an impact on
our world surpassing that of the industrial revolution. It already is propelling the most rapid
development of new products and ideas in the history of the world. The digital revolution
requires “centers of excellence” like the one being proposed at the Presidio.

History has taught us that an organization with the critical mass of connected, educated, leading-
edge thinkers and doers gathered to build the breakthrough technologies and applications for the
digital revolution will attract other similar organizations. The Letterman Digital Center will
enhance the opportunities for the Trust to rent to profit and non-profit organizations that want to
be part of the digital revolution.

The Letterman Digital Center will not only help the Presidio meet the objectives of General
Management Plan through the activities at its facility. The Letterman Digital Center will also

attract other organizations that will contribute to reaching these goals. |

Sincerely,

Tully Friedman
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Response to Comment in Letter 60

60-1

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