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Letter  61

61-1

The Department of the Interior submitted a letter
with identical comments to those contained in this
letter submitted by the National Park Service.  As the
two letters are essentially identical, only one letter is
reprinted here.  Both letters are available for review
at the Presidio Trust
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Responses to Comments in Letter 61

61-1

As is set out in master response 2A, the GMPA remains the guiding planning document for the portions of the
Presidio under the Trust’s jurisdiction.  Therefore, the GMPA EIS continues to be applicable to future NEPA
analysis, including this Letterman Complex Supplemental EIS.  That being the case, certain of the commentor’s
assumptions reflect an unjustified concern.  For further response to comments concerning the propriety of
tiering the Letterman Complex EIS from the GMPA EIS, refer to master response 1D; and concerning the
need to develop a comprehensive plan before going forward with the proposed project, refer to master re-
sponse 4A.

61-2

First Paragraph – In response to this and other comments, the text at the end of each discussion of alternatives
within Section 4, Environmental Consequences, of the Final EIS now includes an analysis of the cumulative
effects of development projects on the National Historic Landmark (see master response 4B).  The EIS preparers
disagree with the commentors that the analysis should not tier from the GMPA EIS.  Far from having set aside
the planning assumptions for the Letterman Complex planning area, the GMPA remains the foundation and
the comprehensive plan for all Presidio planning decisions, and the GMPA EIS still provides an adequate
description of the broad effects of Presidio-wide future development.  Therefore, the GMPA EIS remains
applicable to future NEPA analysis, including the NEPA analysis in this Letterman Complex Supplemental
EIS (see master response 1D).  For further discussion of how the preferred concept for the site does not
represent a substantial change from the GMPA, see master response 2A and Section 4.5.1.2 of the EIS.

Second Paragraph – The Presidio Trust fully intends to meet its obligations regarding Sections 106 and 110
of the NHPA. See master responses 1A, 1B and 1C. All adverse effects on historic properties of Alternatives
2 through 5 have been evaluated in Sections 4.2.8 through 4.5.8 (Cultural Resources) of the EIS.  A copy of
the Draft EIS was sent to the Advisory Council on April 19, 1999.  Prior to the submittal of the document
(June 10, 1999) and upon the recommendation of the Advisory Council, the Presidio Trust met with the
Council and others to visit the 23-acre site and identify issues related to historic properties.  The Council chose
not to comment on the Draft EIS, but the Presidio Trust will continue to consult with the Council before the
final decision is made and through implementation of the Letterman Complex Programmatic Agreement (see
Appendix F of the Final EIS).

Third Paragraph – Refer to master response 7A.

Fourth Paragraph – In response to this and other comments, the text in Sections 4.2.8 through 4.5.8 have
been revised to include additional analysis of the effects of the alternatives, as proposed, on cultural resources
and their significance.

Fifth Paragraph – Refer to master response 7A.
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Sixth Paragraph – The Presidio Trust has assumed responsibility for the preservation of the historic properties
under its management in the Presidio and is complying with Section 110 of the NHPA in its actions with
respect to these historic properties. The Trust has completed the rehabilitation of numerous historic and non-
historic buildings elsewhere in the Presidio and has made rehabilitation of existing properties a priority. For
the proposed project, no historic buildings are located in the 23 acres currently proposed for development. As
is consistent with the mission of the Presidio Trust, new construction at this site is being pursued both in order
to meet the statutory mission of economic self-sufficiency by the year 2013 (see master responses 10A and
10B) and to satisfy the GMPA plan which called for demolition of LAMC and new replacement construction.

61-3

A complete explanation of the Trust’s process for identification of a preferred alternative is provided in Sec-
tion 5.2, Preferred Alternative Selection Process, of the Final EIS where the Trust acknowledges the confusion
caused by its press announcements.  In the future, the Trust will make every effort to avoid similar confusion
by more carefully drafting its press releases.  For further response to the comment concerning the apparent pre-
selection of an alternative, please refer to master response 6B.  For response to comments concerning combin-
ing tenant selection and NEPA analysis into one process, refer to master responses 1D and 6A. For further
discussion as to how the Trust has provided, rather than muddled, meaningful public participation, please refer
to master response 1E and Section 5.1 of the Final EIS.

61-4

The Trust acknowledges NPS’s suggestion about how to structure the NEPA assessment for its future Presidio
projects.  No commitments as to how to proceed with future NEPA assessments are needed for purposes of this
EIS.  For further discussion of the reasons supporting the Trust’s alternative selection process and the ad-
equacy of the range of alternatives, please refer to master response 6A.  For further discussion as to how the
Trust has provided meaningful public participation, please refer to master response 1E and Section 5.1 of the
Final EIS.  With regard to the request for modified site plans, and visual simulations and additional analysis of
those plans, please refer to master response 24. Concerning public involvement in the design review process
for revised site plans, see master response 7B.

61-5

The premise of this comment is incorrect.  As discussed on the Cover Sheet, the Summary (page iii), and
Section 1 (Purpose and Need) of the EIS, the project would focus development within the 23-acre site. It is
consistent with NEPA to have focused the scope of the proposed project on the 23 acres.  Furthermore, this
Final EIS presents rational reasons for and thoroughly studied the effects of focusing the development within
the 23-acre site. See master response 6A with regard to the 23-acre site within the 60-acre context.  For
purposes of comparing the magnitude of impacts of Alternatives 2 through 5, which would limit development
to the 23 acres, the Science and Education Center (Alternative 1 in the EIS) contemplates and approximates an
intensity of development on the 60 acres as is envisioned in the GMPA.  Alternative 1 would allow for infill
development within the larger 60-acre complex in areas that were not specifically defined in the GMPA EIS.
Alternative 1 thus provides an important baseline to show the effects of spreading the density across the
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complex as compared to retaining the entire development within the 23-acre site.  Please refer to master
responses 1D, 2A, and 6A for additional discussion of the 23-acre site.

There is absolutely no basis for the assertion that the Presidio Trust would not provide for the re-use and
continued preservation of the historic structures within the 60-acre complex.

61-6

The Presidio Trust apologizes for any confusion that this list may have caused.  The list was merely intended
to provide a full environmental context for the discussion of impacts which focuses on the 23-acre site (see
response to comment 61-5 above). In response to this comment, the list and Figure 4, Actions Common to All
Alternatives, which appeared in the Draft EIS, have been deleted from the Final EIS.

61-7

The General Objectives of the GMPA have been identified by the Trust in Presidio Trust Board Resolution 99-
11 and are provided in Section 1.1.5 of the EIS.  The Final EIS clearly states that the General Objectives of the
GMPA are not explicitly identified in the text of the GMPA and incorporates detailed discussion in the Sum-
mary, Section 1.1.5, and in master responses 3A and 3C explaining the Trust’s process for ascertaining the
General Objectives of the GMPA.  Confusion, if any, between Resolution 99-11 and the “actual content of the
GMPA” would not be avoided by the proposed modification, and has been adequately addressed through these
added discussions.

61-8

Given the history behind Alternative 1, it would be inappropriate to reject this alternative. The specific user
contemplated by the NPS is no longer available, but the alternative is still viable because it provides an analy-
sis of what the GMPA anticipated would be the baseline or preferred use within the Letterman Complex. The
Presidio Trust’s preferred alternative perpetuates the GMPA baseline rather than proposing a drastic change
from it.  For clarity, the statement regarding its validity has been deleted from the Final EIS.

61-9

See response to comment 61-8 regarding Alternative 1.  As required by NEPA, Alternative 6 warrants consid-
eration because it serves as a benchmark to compare the magnitude of environmental impacts of Alternatives
1 through 5. For clarity, the statement on page xiii of the Draft EIS has been deleted from the Final EIS.

61-10

Such an explanation is not warranted, since in response to the comment, the list has been deleted.  See re-
sponse to comment 61-6.

61-11

See response to comment 61-6.

61-12

Please refer to master response 11 with regard to inclusion of square footage for structured parking. Since
none of the alternatives propose reuse of the basements for habitable programs, the requested square footage
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adjustments have not been added to the Final EIS. The total proposed construction square footages are in-
cluded in each description of the alternatives in Section 2.

61-13

Table 9 provides sufficient information to allow a meaningful comparison of alternatives.

61-14

The total housing figures provided in the cumulative impacts analysis for each alternative (Sections 4.1.11.4
through 4.6.11.4–Housing) address this comment.

61-15

The comment concerning selection of a preferred alternative during the public review process is addressed in
master response 6B.  The comment concerning the adequacy of the range of alternatives considered is ad-
dressed in master response 6A.  The comments concerning the need to include and analyze modified site plans
and visual simulations are addressed in master responses 23 and 24. For comments concerning public involve-
ment in the design review process for revised site plans, see master response 7B.

61-16

In response to this comment, additional text, provided in Sections 4.1.8.4, 4.2.8.6 through 4.5.8.6, and 4.6.8.4
(Visual Impact), has been added to provide visual impact analysis for each alternative. Graphics have also
been added which present a comparative analysis of views for Alternatives 1 through 5 (Figures 20 through
24.)  The standards used for identifying significant impact are provided at the beginning of Section 4.1.8.
Concerning the need for photosimulations, please refer to master response 24.

61-17

The text has been revised to respond to the comment.

61-18 AND 61-19

Refer to master response 4B.

61-20

Refer to master response 11 for derivation of the proposed building area.

61-21

In response to the comment, the text of Section 1.2 of the EIS has been revised to include an explanation of the
justification and need for the demolition of LAIR.

61-22

Refer to the Financial Management Program in Appendix E of the Final EIS, and master responses 10A and
10B.

61-23

In response to the comment, the text has been reworded for clarity.
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61-24 AND 61-25

Refer to the response to comment 61-7.

61-26

Please refer to master response 23 with regard to the effects on the historic setting. In response to the comment,
the text in Sections 4.1.8 through 4.5.8 has been revised to specifically describe the beneficial and adverse
effects of each alternative on the historic setting. Text has also been added to further address the visual impacts
of each alternative.

61-27

To respond to the commentor’s concern, inconsistencies with the Planning Guidelines have been analyzed and
any adverse effects have been identified in the Final EIS in Section 4, Environmental Consequences. Please
refer to master response 7A with regard to the applicability of the Planning Guidelines.

61-28

According to CFR800.16(y), an undertaking is defined as “a project, activity or program funded in whole or in
part under the direct or indirect jurisdiction of a Federal agency including those carried out by or on behalf of
a Federal agency; those carried out with Federal financial assistance; those acquiring a Federal permit, license
or approval; and those subject to state or local regulation administered pursuant to a delegation or approval by
a Federal agency.” Section 4.1.8 of the Final EIS has been revised to reflect this new adopted definition of an
undertaking.

61-29

Refer to master response 23.

61-30

The text of mitigation measure WQ-1, Implementation of Best Management Practices, has been revised to
include oil and grease traps.

61-31

Restoration of Tennessee Hollow is a separate project subject to detailed planning and additional environmen-
tal analysis.  The text change may confuse the reader and therefore has not been incorporated into the Final
EIS. However, applicable portions of the recommended text have been incorporated into new mitigation mea-
sure SD-1, Protection of Tennessee Hollow, which would ensure that potential infill construction associated
with Alternative 1 would not interfere with future restoration of the stream drainage.  Alternatives 2 through 5
would have no effect on the stream drainage.

61-32

With the exception of water from Lobos Creek, these elements would not be affected under any alternatives
currently being considered (see response to comments 61-6 and 61-31, and master response 4B).  Therefore,
the requested descriptions in the Affected Environment section of the EIS would be unnecessary.  For a discus-
sion of Lobos Creek water supply, please refer to Section 3.5.1 of the EIS.
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61-33

The SWPPP would only protect water quality and would not reduce the quantity of storm water.  In response
to the comment, the statement has been deleted from the text of EIS.

61-34

The Presidio Trust is fully committed to supporting the restoration plan for the riparian corridor along the
western edge of the 60-acre Letterman Complex.  However, as mentioned by the commentor, the corridor is
outside the boundary of the 23-acre site and would not be disturbed as a result of proposed development under
Alternatives 2 through 5.  Furthermore, new mitigation measure SD-1, Protection of Tennessee Hollow would
ensure that any infill development associated with Alternative 1 within the remainder of the complex would
not interfere with future restoration of the stream drainage.  Therefore, incorporation of the riparian corridor
into the landscaping plan, which would only apply to the 23-acre site under the preferred alternative, would be
difficult to legally impose upon the proponent of that alternative should it be selected.

61-35

These maps have been amended as requested to show the corridor.

61-36

The text has been added as noted in the response to comment 61-31.

61-37

As discussed in Appendix D, page D-2, each alternative is assumed to use 265 of the existing Presidio housing
units to meet the housing demand generated by the alternative.  In addition to this portion of the existing
housing, the new housing units, if any, proposed in each alternative are available to meet the housing demand.
The following table summarizes the derivation of the housing available to each alternative that is used in Table
15.

ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED NEW ALLOCATED SHARE OF TOTAL HOUSING UNITS
HOUSING UNITS EXISTING PRESIDIO AVAILABLE UNDER

HOUSING UNITS ALTERNATIVE

Alt. 1 0 265 265
Alt. 2 400 265 665
Alt. 3 0 265 265
Alt. 4 450 265 715
Alt. 5 0 265 265

Alt. 6 0 265 265

61-38

As shown in Exhibit 1 of the FMP in Appendix E of the Final EIS, in June 1998 there were 1,119 housing units
and the proposed future condition includes 1,598 housing units at the Presidio.  The increase in units is a result
of the conversion of existing dormitory/barracks square footage to housing units.  Subsequent to the prepara-
tion of the FMP, the Trust verified a count of 1,116 housing units, which would result in a future condition of
1,595 units.  As of September 1999, 724 housing units were occupied and the Presidio Trust is in the process
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of readying the remaining units for occupancy.

The EIS housing impact analysis included 188 dormitory housing units in its assessment of existing housing
units.  These are the units in buildings 1028, 1029, and 1030 which are either in current use for housing or
under lease for re-use as housing.  Thus, as discussed in Appendix D of the EIS, the existing housing units used
as the basis for the housing impact assessment was 1,304.  This value is less than the full 1,595 projected in the
FMP as it only includes the currently committed portion of dormitory expansions.  By conducting the housing
analysis on committed projects only, the analysis is more conservative than it would be if more barracks/
dormitory conversions were included.

The housing impact analysis for each scenario assumed that 265 of the existing units were available to meet
the housing demand created from the employment associated with each alternative (as discussed in Appendix
D).  If the housing impact analysis had been prepared using the proposed future conditions at the Presidio, with
1,595 housing units in the existing building stock plus the new housing proposed for each alternative, the
impacts on the regional housing markets would be less for each alternative.  By only including the housing
stock currently available for housing use, rather than the expanded future housing condition, the Draft EIS is
conservative in its assessment of the cumulative impacts of the additional housing demand generated by each
alternative.  Refer to response to comment 46-9.

61-39

Transportation and traffic impacts are assessed for each alternative and mitigation measures TR-1 through TR-
3 have been developed to mitigate these impacts to a less than significant level.  Refer to master response 19
for comments regarding TDM.

61-40

The reference to NEPA in the comment is not necessarily accurate.  Under NEPA, actions may be analyzed
either with or without mitigation (CEQ Regulations Sections 1502.14(f) and 1502.16 (h)). Refer to master
response 18 for the description of the process required for Caltrans approval.  Caltrans cannot give conceptual
written approval until a Project Study Report has been prepared and city approval would not be meaningful
without concurrent Caltrans approval.

61-41

These topics are addressed in the Transportation Technical Report (Wilbur Smith Associates 1999).  Also,
refer to the individual cumulative analysis traffic and transportation sections at the end of each discussion of
alternatives in Section 4 of the Final EIS.  The trip generation analysis in the EIS and Technical Report
forecasts slightly fewer vehicle trips from the Letterman Complex than were forecast in the 1994 GMPA.
Consequently, the traffic analysis in the 1994 GMPA EIS presents a valid and slightly conservative overview
of Presidio-wide transportation impacts.

61-42

See master response 20 for neighborhood parking impacts. Regarding Area A, the preferred alternative has
sufficient parking supply to accommodate demand onsite, and parking fees are not proposed.  Consequently,
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there would be no demand for parking in Area A from the tenant of the 23-acre site.  In addition, the Trust will
be working with the NPS to develop mutually agreeable restrictions on parking on Crissy Field (through either
enforcement of time limits or other restrictions) that would effectively prevent Area B employee parking in
Area A.  The latter restrictions would be of increased significance for alternatives where parking fees on the
23-acre site are proposed.

61-43

The city owns the Richardson Avenue right-of-way east of the western boundary of Lyon Street and the Palace
of Fine Arts property.  The State (Caltrans) has been permitted the Richardson Avenue right-of-way (essen-
tially the street width) west of that point.  The federal government retains ownership of the remainder.  A right-
of-way map will be produced during the Project Study Report study and a copy will be forwarded to the NPS.

61-44

In response to the comment, refer to Figure 15 which shows direction of traffic flow at the reconfigured
Gorgas Avenue/Richardson Avenue intersections. Also, Figures 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 have been revised to indi-
cate entrance and exit points into the 23-acre site and principal internal traffic routes for each of the alterna-
tives.  No further information about direction of travel on the streets within each alternative can be provided or
is warranted at this time.

61-45

Refer to master response 18.

61-46

See master response 18.

61-47

Girard Road currently provides access from the Main Post to the Thoreau Center parking lot and to dormito-
ries and the new Swords to Plowshares program.  It is proposed to retain this function in the GMPA and no
changes are proposed as part of current planning for the Letterman Complex.

61-48

In response to the comment, locations of surface parking lots have been denoted on the site plans for each
alternative.  Street parking in anticipated under Alternatives 1, 2, and 4, but planning for these alternatives is
too preliminary in nature to show exact locations. Figures 4 through 9 now indicate whether street parking is
proposed.

61-49

This proportion was calculated by dividing the 23-acre site’s 900,000 square feet by the Letterman Complex’s
1.3 million square feet.

61-50

The Trust would work closely with the selected development team to ensure that TDM and mitigation measure
TR-4, Monitoring of Parking, strategies are successful (see master response 19).  Refer to master response 20
for parking controls.
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61-51

Figure 11a has been revised to indicate the p.m. peak-hour roadway segment traffic volumes on Presidio
Boulevard, Lombard Street within and outside the Presidio, Lincoln Boulevard, and Richardson Avenue.

61-52

See the response to comment 12-2.  Analysis using the higher of the peak-hour traffic conditions is standard
procedure in environmental analysis.

61-53

The EIS presents traffic volumes at the key intersections adjacent to and within the Presidio where traffic
generated by development at the Letterman Complex would be most concentrated (see Figures D-1 through D-
6 in Appendix D).  Within the Letterman Complex, traffic would disperse through the internal roadway net-
work, and traffic volumes on these roadways would vary by alternative depending on the roadway network
and connections that would be provided, as well as the entrances/exits from the parking facility.  The internal
roadway network and connections would be refined and modified for the preferred alternative, as appropriate,
as part of the design review process.

61-54

The intersections that were analyzed in the EIS were selected because they would be most likely affected by
traffic generated by proposed development at the Letterman Complex.  The roadways internal to the 23-acre
site vary by alternative, and have not been designed to the level required for detailed traffic impact analysis
(e.g., number of traffic lanes, turn pockets, intersection control).  The design of the roadways and intersections
internal to the 23-acre site would be developed with and reviewed by the Presidio Trust as part of the design
review process to ensure adequate traffic circulation and acceptable traffic operating conditions.

61-53

The EIS presents traffic volumes at the key intersections adjacent to and within the Presidio where traffic
generated by development at the Letterman Complex would be most concentrated (see Figures D-1 through D-
6 in Appendix D).  Within the Letterman Complex, traffic would disperse through the internal roadway net-
work, and traffic volumes on these roadways would vary by alternative depending on the roadway network
and connections that would be provided, as well as the entrances/exits from the parking facility.  The internal
roadway network and connections would be refined and modified for the preferred alternative, as appropriate,
as part of the design review process.

61-54

The intersections that were analyzed in the EIS were selected since they would be most likely affected by
traffic generated by proposed development at the Letterman Complex.  The roadways internal to the 23-acre
site vary by alternative, and have not been designed to the level required for detailed traffic impact analysis
(e.g., number of traffic lanes, turn pockets, intersection control).  The design of the roadways and intersections
internal to the 23-acre site would be developed with and reviewed by the Presidio Trust as part of the design
review process to ensure adequate traffic circulation and acceptable traffic operating conditions.
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61-55

The land use associated with Letterman Digital Arts (Alternative 5) was considered to be “research and devel-
opment” and the land use associated with the Internet media anchor tenant (Alternative 4) was considered to
be “office use” because the proposed number of employees compared with the proposed square feet of re-
placement construction is consistent with the employee densities typically noted for those two use groups.  The
Trip Generation Manual (Institute 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.

61-56

The comment is inaccurate in its statement about NEPA.  Mitigation may be built into an alternative (see
response to comment 61-40). In further response to the comment, the text in Sections 4.1.3 through 4.5.3
(Water Supply and Distribution) and the water demand estimates in Tables 12 and 13 have been revised to
evaluate the impacts of the alternatives on current water supply without mitigation (e.g., without the use of
gray water or recycled storm water).  The analysis concluded that only Alternative 2, with the highest water
demand of 111,280 gallons per day, would require mitigation.  Implementation of water conservation mea-
sures in mitigation measure WS-2, Water Supply- and Demand-Side Solutions to Reduce Cumulative Impacts,
would save approximately 120,000 gpd of water, which would offset the increase in water demand due to
development at the Letterman Complex. Regarding whether these measures would result in adverse impacts,
see master response 13.

61-57

The air quality effects of adding new signals on Richardson Avenue/Doyle Drive at the Gorgas Avenue and
Lyon Street connections would be beneficial, because the improvements would mitigate the p.m. peak-hour
operation of the intersection under 2010 conditions from a rating of Level of Service (LOS) F without the
improvements to LOS D, or better, depending on the proposed development alternative.  The intersection
operating conditions are discussed in Section 4.1.7.2, Impacts on Intersection Operating Conditions, and LOS
ratings are shown on Table 18 of the EIS.  These improvements would not cause a quantifiable effect on
region-wide emissions because region-wide average travel speeds would not increase substantially.  Localized
CO concentrations, however, would be reduced because travel speeds through the intersection would be in-
creased.  Because intersection performance would improve, and the air quality effects would be beneficial, no
further analysis is necessary.

61-58

Adding new signals on Richardson Avenue/Doyle Drive at the Gorgas Avenue and Lyon Street connections
would not be expected to substantially alter the noise environment.  The noise-sensitive residences near the
existing intersection of Lyon Street and Francisco Street with Richardson Avenue would be most directly
affected by these improvements.  Existing conditions for this location are shown in Table 8 of the EIS. Average
traffic speeds along Richardson Avenue near Francisco Street would increase with the intersection improve-
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ments, and noise caused by vehicles accelerating through the intersection in its existing condition would be
relocated about 200 feet from Richardson Avenue/Francisco Street to Richardson Avenue and the new Gorgas
Avenue entrance.  No substantial change in the character or intensity of the traffic noise is expected.  Because
no other noise-sensitive receptors would be likely to be affected by the intersection improvements, no further
analysis is necessary.

61-59

Please refer to master response 7A. Implementation of the Planning Guidelines would have no impacts beyond
those analyzed in the Draft EIS. Should any actions identified in the guidelines beyond the 23-acre site require
major new development (such as infill construction associated with Alternative 1 or restoration of Tennessee
Hollow), site-specific plans would be developed and additional environmental review and compliance with
laws related to historic preservation would be conducted. Therefore, no additional analysis is required.  As
further discussed in Section 1.4.3 of the EIS, the NEPA process was an appropriate occasion to involve the
public in the development of guidelines that would provide a framework for all actions in the 60-acre Letterman
Complex.

61-60

The Planning Guidelines have not been amended as suggested. The Final EIS is the appropriate location for
the description and analysis of the proposed square footage caps for the Letterman Complex, rather than the
Planning Guidelines. The Planning Guidelines were prepared to guide the planning and design process for
new construction within the Letterman Complex. They are a planning tool only.

61-61

A revised site plan for the preferred alternative has not been incorporated into the Final EIS. It is the Trust’s
opinion, as documented in the EIS, that the preferred alternative is largely consistent with the Planning Guide-
lines and those inconsistencies that constitute adverse effects are identified and adequately analyzed in Section
4 of the Final EIS.  It should be noted that NEPA does not require the development of planning guidelines;
rather, they offer an extra level of analysis and provide the public additional opportunities for involvement in
the design process (see Section 1.4 of the Final EIS).  For further discussion of the relationship of the Planning
Guidelines to the project, please refer to master response 7A.

61-62

As with any mitigation measure presented in a Draft EIS, the Planning Guidelines presented there were in
draft form, and the Trust included the draft guidelines with the Draft EIS to give the public opportunity for
review and comment.  The Planning Guidelines in Appendix B have been corrected and revised in response to
public comments received and are now final.  The Final Planning Guidelines in Appendix B will be merged
into the Design Guidelines, which are now under development and must be submitted to the SHPO for review
and comment as part of the NHPA’s Section 106 consultation process.  The Final Planning Guidelines would
therefore be applied and continue to provide direction through the consultation and design review process
under the Programmatic Agreement where there would be continuing review of their application by the ACHP,
SHPO, NPS, and the public after the environmental review process for this action is concluded.  This process
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for applying the Planning Guidelines is incorporated into mitigation measure CR-1, which the Trust intends to
adopt as part of its Record of Decision on this Final EIS.

61-63

Visual simulations of the various alternatives are not included in the Final EIS, as they are not required under
NEPA.  The use of appropriate graphics, while sometimes helpful, is not mandatory (CEQ NEPA Regulations
Section 1502.8). In response to the comment, graphics to provide views of the 23-acre site (see Figure 13) and
illustrate the visual impacts for each alternative have been added to the Final EIS (Figures 20 through 24), as
well as more detailed analysis to address the concerns raised. The Planning Guidelines offer an extra level of
analysis and offer the public additional opportunities for involvement in the design process. The Trust does not
believe that the type of graphics described by the commentor is necessary within the guidelines. In addition,
please refer to master response 24.

61-64

The title page of the Final EIS has been revised in response to this comment.

61-65

In response to this comment, the inside back page of the Final EIS provides additional information on the
Presidio Trust.

61-66

Comment noted. References to and comparisons with other alternatives in the discussion under Section 4.1
have been omitted in the Final EIS.  However, where the impacts of Alternatives 2 through 6 would be similar
to Alternative 1 and do not raise additional issues (for example, cumulative impacts of Alternative 5 on schools
as discussed in Section 4.5.11), the cross-references are still included in the Final EIS because they provide
meaningful comparisons.

61-67

In response to the comment, building B has been deleted from the proposal.  Please refer to Figure 5 in the
Final EIS.

61-68

Additional text has been added to Section 4.2.8.1 to discuss any possible adverse effects of this alternative on
building massing and scale, the O’Reilly Greensward, and site circulation. Also, Section 4.2.8.6 has been
added to the Final EIS to discuss visual impacts of this alternative, including impacts on views and historic
view corridors (also, please refer to Figure 21, Visual Impacts of Alternative 2 in the Final EIS).

� O’Reilly Buffer – Please refer to master response 23.

� Gorgas/Lyon Connection – Please refer to master response 22.

� Views from East are Blocked – Additional analysis of visual impacts, including views, has been added, as
shown in Figure 21.

� Gorgas Edge is Amorphous – Please refer to master response 23. Also note that Figure B-18 in the Planning
Guidelines has been changed to clarify the extent that a strong built edge is desired.
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� Design has Awkward Circulation at Gorgas Entries – Please see master response 22.

� Minimal Connections to Historic Clusters – Additional text has been added to Chapter 4, Environmental
Consequences to analyze connectivity and site circulation.  Improving weak connections would be a subject
of future design development and review.

61-69

Comment noted. No further response is necessary.

61-70

Additional text has been added to Section 4.3.8.1 to discuss any possible adverse effects of this alternative on
building massing and scale, the O’Reilly Greensward, and site circulation. Also, Section 4.3.8.6 has been
added to discuss visual impacts of this alternative which analyzes impacts on views and historic view corri-
dors, as does the new Figure 22.

� No O’Reilly Buffer – Please refer to master response 23.

� Scale of Buildings at O’Reilly too Large – Please refer to master response 23.

� Awkward Connection at Lombard/Lyon and O’Reilly/Gorgas – Please refer to master response 22.

� Poor Termination of Thornburg; No Connection between New and Historic Structures – The Trust dis-
agrees regarding termination at Thornburg Road.  The historic view corridor would be preserved and addi-
tional circulation routes would be added. Refer to Figure 22, which has been added to the Final EIS.

� Gorgas Edge is Amorphous – Please refer to master response 23. Also note that Figure B-18 in the Planning
Guidelines has been changed to clarify the extent that a strong built edge is desired.

� Minimal Connection to Historic Clusters – Additional text has been added to Section 4, Environmental
Consequences, to analyze connectivity and site circulation.  Improving weak connections would be a sub-
ject of future design development and review.

61-71

Additional text has been added to Section 4.4.8.1 to discuss any possible adverse effects of this alternative on
building massing and scale, the O’Reilly Greensward, and site circulation. Also, Section 4.4.8.6 has been
added to discuss visual impacts of this alternative, including impacts on views and historic view corridors (in
addition, please refer to the new Figure 23).

� Awkward Circulation/Connection at Lombard/Letterman and O’Reilly/Gorgas – Please refer to master re-
sponse 22.

� Poor Termination of Thornburg; No Connection between New and Historic Structures – Please refer to
master response 22.

� Formal Entry does not Appear Formal, not Clearly Main Entry – The area in question is characterized by
an open space adjacent to Letterman Drive defined by two parallel roads separated by a lawn which lead
into the center of the complex. Adjacent buildings define two edges of this green space. At the conceptual
level of this site plan, its degree of “formality” is highly subjective, but the Trust continues to feel comfort-
able in describing this as the main entry to the project.
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� Scale of Office Buildings too Large – Please refer to master response 23.

� North/South Connections are Awkward – Please refer to master response 22.

� Minimal Connection to Historic Clusters – Additional text has been added to Section 4, Environmental
Consequences, to analyze connectivity and site circulation.  Improving weak connections would be a sub-
ject of future design development and review.

61-72

With regard to the comment about scale of new construction, please refer to the Final EIS, Section 4.5.8.1.

61-73

Additional text has been added to Section 4.5.8.1 to discuss any possible adverse effects of this alternative on
building massing and scale, the O’Reilly Greensward, and site circulation. Also, Section 4.5.8.6 has been
added to discuss visual impacts of this alternative, including impacts on views and historic view corridors (in
addition, please refer to the new Figure 24.)

� No O’Reilly Buffer – Please refer to master response 23.

� O’Reilly Edge and Views – Please refer to master response 23.

� Awkward Circulation/Connection at O’Reilly/Gorgas – Please refer to master response 22.

� Character of Great Lawn – Please refer to responses to comments 25-4 and 33-2.

� Gorgas Edge is Amorphous – Please refer to master response 23. Also note that Figure B-18 in the Plan-
ning Guidelines has been changed to clarify the extent that a strong built edge is desired.

� Public Zone – Please refer to the response to comment 44-31.

� Minimal Connection to Historic Clusters – Additional text has been added to Section 4, Environmental
Consequences, to analyze connectivity and site circulation.  Improving weak connections would be a
subject of future design development and review.

� Information about Building Heights – This information is contained in the description of the alternative.
Topographic depiction would occur at a later stage in the planning and design development phases.  That
level of detailed information is beneath the required information for purposes of this NEPA analysis.

� Simulations – Please refer to master response 24.

� Density – Please refer to response to comments 4-1 and Final EIS Section 4.5.8.1.

� Demolition/Construction – The information is contained within the Final EIS in Section 2, Alternatives.
With regard to specific concerns about Tennessee Hollow, please refer to responses to comments within
letter 48.

61-75

Text has been added to Section 3, Affected Environment, and elsewhere, to include the total number of exist-
ing buildings.

61-76

These roads have been added to Figure 10, Existing Conditions.
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61-77

This level of design detail is not required as part of NEPA but would be incorporated into the future planning
and design review process to aid in assessing the consistency with the Planning Guidelines.

61-78

The maps have been modified to depict buildings 1029 and 1030, as well as other buildings not slated for
demolition, with a solid line. Figure 4 has been corrected to delete those buildings which have already been
demolished.

61-79

The recommended text change has been incorporated into the Final EIS.
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Letter  62

62-1

62-2

62-3
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62-3
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62-4

62-5

62-6

62-7

62-8

62-9
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Responses to Comments in Letter 62

6 2 - 1

Thank you for your review.  During scoping and the preparation stages of the Draft and Final EIS, the Presidio
Trust requested the participation of the EPA.  At the EPA’s request, the Presidio Trust developed information
to be included in the EIS, met with the agency, and extended the public comment period after consultation with
the EPA.  The Presidio Trust will continue to fully cooperate with the EPA during the remainder of the NEPA
process for the Letterman Complex and take all feasible steps to reduce the environmental impact of the
project.

6 2 - 2

Refer to master responses 19 and 20.

6 2 - 3

The cumulative impacts of currently foreseen development in the Presidio are described in Sections 4.1.11
through 4.6.11, Cumulative Impacts within the Final EIS.  Please refer to master response 4A.  In response to
the comment, the FMP is included as Appendix E to the Final EIS.

6 2 - 4

The text of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate that there are currently 578 off-street parking spaces and
11 on-street parking spaces within the 23-acre site, which is 38 percent of the total parking supply in the 60-
acre Letterman Complex.

6 2 - 5

The proposed traffic modifications do not include narrowing of sidewalks or reduced signal time for pedestrians.

6 2 - 6

In response to the comment, Table D-12 in Appendix D of the Final EIS has been revised to include summaries
of the TDM strategies for Alternatives 1 and 6. In addition, please refer to master response 19.

6 2 - 7

See master response 20.

6 2 - 8

Refer to master response 19.

6 2 - 9

Comment noted.  The Presidio Trust has set a maximum of 50 percent automobile use for internal trips, but
believes that this can be improved through the internal bus shuttle and other TDM measures such as paid
parking and improved bicycle routes and parking.  The primary function of the shuttle bus system is to decrease
dependency on the automobile for home/work trips for employees who live in the Presidio.
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Letter  63

63-1
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63-1
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Response to Comment in Letter 63

6 3 - 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  64

64-1
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Response to Comment in Letter 64

6 4 - 1

Thank you for your correspondence. The agency’s support of the Letterman Digital Center is noted for the
record.
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Letter  65

65-2

65-1

65-3

65-4

65-5

65-6
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65-8

65-9

65-7

65-10
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Responses to Comments in Letter 65

6 5 - 1

The Presidio Trust would like to thank the Advisory Commission for their comments on the EIS, and for
holding public hearings on behalf of the Presidio Trust for new development at the Letterman Complex.

6 5 - 2

The comment is noted for the record.  For further response on the Trust’s compliance with the GMPA, refer to
master response 2A.

6 5 - 3

Please refer to master response 1D.

6 5 - 4

See master responses 2B and 4A.

6 5 - 5

The comment is noted for the record.  For further response concerning the need to complete the comprehensive
management program, refer to master response 4A.

6 5 - 6

Please refer to Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the Final EIS.  For response to comment concerning the need for a
comprehensive plan to adequately address cumulative effects under the NHPA, refer to master response 4A.

6 5 - 7

The Planning and Design Guidelines are the design framework for the entire 60-acre complex, with guidance
for replacement construction within the 23-acre site. Please refer to master response 7B. The design review
process will include an opportunity for public comment on the refined design and input about the visual
impression that the new construction would have for visitors arriving at the Presidio.  See also Section 1.4 of
the Final EIS.

6 5 - 8

Comment noted.  The Presidio Trust will continue to work with the cited agencies and others to mitigate traffic
impacts.

6 5 - 9

Comment noted. Additional text has been added to the descriptions of the alternatives to better explain the
proposed tenants’ activities and programs, and community and support services. In addition to the programs
and activities brought forward by tenants, the NPS, in cooperation with the Presidio Trust, is responsible for
carrying out interpretive services for the Presidio and would be engaged in developing programs for the Letterman
Complex. Text has also been added to the Final EIS to address the topic of visitor experience at the Letterman
Complex (see master response 25). It is the Trust’s intention that visitors be welcome within public areas and
open spaces throughout the Letterman Complex and that circulation patterns be developed to allow visitors
easy access into these areas.
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6 5 - 1 0

Comment noted. Please see master response 7B with regard to the design review process and additional public
involvement. The Presidio Trust will provide the public a project summary, information about mitigation
measures, and benefits to the park and public as the project progresses.
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66-1

Letter  66
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Response to Comment in Letter 66

6 6 - 1

Thank you for your letter.  The commentor’s reference to Section 106 alludes to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act.  Under that legislative provision, federal agencies are required “to take into account
the effect” of a project such as new development and uses within the Letterman Complex and to provide the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a “reasonable opportunity to comment with regard to”
such a project.  The Council has issued regulations appearing at 36 FR Part 800 that detail how an agency such
as the Presidio Trust may comply with the mandate of Section 106.  Pursuant to these regulations, the Presidio
Trust has been engaged in extensive consultation with the commentor’s agency, the California State Historic
Preservation Office and the ACHP regarding Section 106 compliance at the entire 60-acre Letterman Complex.
The Presidio Trust has also received input and comment from a variety of other organizations.  The result of
this process has been the production of a Programmatic Agreement (as provided in Appendix F of the Final
EIS) under Section 800.14 of the ACHP’s regulations. The Programmatic Agreement envisions a sustained
involvement of the State Historic Preservation Officer, the ACHP, and the NPS throughout the process of
developing design guidelines, conceptual design documents, and schematic design documents.  Also provided
for in the Programmatic Agreement are significant roles for these entities in the construction monitoring and
change order process.  The Programmatic Agreement additionally contains, among other things, opportunity
for public input; methodologies for addressing archeological properties, discoveries and unforeseen effects;
and a requirement of mandatory notification to the Secretary of Interior and invitation for him to participate in
consultation where there may be an adverse effect on historic properties.  Implementation of the Programmatic
Agreement will satisfy the Presidio Trust’s Section 106 obligations.
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