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This report has been prepared to further inform the Presidio Trust (Trust) decision-makers as they prepare to
select a development alternative for implementation on the 23-acre site within the Letterman Complex.  In April
1999, the Trust released for public comment the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Planning
Guidelines for New Development and Uses on 23 Acres within the Letterman Complex (DEIS).  Based upon
public comments received, the Trust made changes to the DEIS, and in March 2000 released the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Letterman 23-acre project.  The Trust responded to all
comments received on the DEIS, and those responses are found in the Responses to Comments volume of the
FEIS.

1  Extended Review Period for FEIS

Following release of the FEIS, a number of reviewers sought additional time to review the information in the
FEIS and requested the Trust to extend the review period beyond the 30-day minimum required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations1 (40 C.F.R. 1506.10(b)(2)).  In response, the Trust notified all
reviewers that the Presidio Trust Board of Directors did not plan to take any final action or make a final
decision prior to its regularly scheduled Board meeting on May 18, 2000.  The practical effect of this notice was
to extend the NEPA 30-day “no-action” period by another 30 days (from April 17 to May 17, 2000).  The Trust
further explained in its extension notice that, although the “no-action” period is not a formal comment period,
all comments received during the 60-day review period would be considered by the Trust and made a part of the
decision record.  The Trust’s notice is appended as Enclosure 1 to this report.

2  FEIS Comment Letters

Additional comment letters on the FEIS have been received.  Although these letters raise no new issues
requiring modification of the proposed action or the planned decision process, the Trust has prepared this report
to respond to those comments received during the NEPA “no-action” period in order to better inform the
selection decision of the Trust Board of Directors.  This report summarizes the additional public comment
received during the extended review period for the FEIS, and responds to or clarifies the issues raised, as
appropriate.

The Trust received comment letters raising specific concerns from the organizations and entities listed below.
The Trust’s responses to the points raised are also presented below.

2 . 1  U . S .  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P r o t e c t i o n  A g e n c y  ( E P A )

EPA Headquarters in Washington D.C. comments on its website (http://es.epa.gov/oeca/ofa/comsum.html) on
all FEISs published in the United States.  With regard to the Letterman FEIS, EPA’s comments were limited to

1 The following organizations and individuals submitted written requests for additional time to review the FEIS:  Resourceful Women,
Pacific Foundation Services LLC, Diamond Heights Community Association, Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association, North of
Panhandle Neighborhood Association, Greater West Portal Neighborhood Association, Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods,
Telegraph Hill Dwellers, Rudolph Steiner Foundation and Mr. Donald S. Green.
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stating that “no formal comment letter was sent to the preparing agency”
(http://es.epa.gov/oeca/ofa/may1200c.html).  In addition, representatives of EPA Region IX, with whom Trust
staff have maintained contact throughout this EIS process, noted that additions to the DEIS and responses by the
Presidio Trust adequately addressed issues raised by Region IX in their letter to the Trust (see letter 62 in the
Reponses to Comments volume of the FEIS).  Region IX staff stated they have no formal objections to the
proposed project, and will work with the Trust to address concerns related to comprehensive development plans
for the Presidio.2

2 . 2  A s  Y o u  S o w ,  G o l d e n  G a t e  A u d u b o n  S o c i e t y ,  N a t i o n a l  P a r k s
C o n s e r v a t i o n  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  N a t u r a l  R e s o u r c e s  D e f e n s e  C o u n c i l ,
S a n  F r a n c i s c o  L e a g u e  o f  C o n s e r v a t i o n  V o t e r s ,  S a n  F r a n c i s c o
T o m o r r o w ,  S a n  F r a n c i s c o  T r e e  C o u n c i l ,  S i e r r a  C l u b ,  a n d  t h e
W i l d e r n e s s  S o c i e t y  ( A Y S )

The Trust received a March 30, 2000, comment letter from AYS that noted many of the same issues raised in
the group’s earlier comments that were responded to by the Trust in the Responses to Comments volume of the
FEIS.  AYS’s March 30 letter also stated:

At the outset . . . we want to stress how appreciative the commenting groups are of the approach taken
by the Trust in this final EIS. . . . None of the many meetings representatives of our groups have had
with the Trust staff or even Board members over the past seven months prepared us for the release of a
document in which a serious attempt would be made to respond to our concerns.  Rather, all of our
interactions led us to believe that the final EIS would be as flawed as the draft was . . . .

The Trust, however, has published a very different document – one that in fact suggests that it is
prepared to change the way it has been doing business. . . . we are hopeful that the playing field has
shifted dramatically and that this shift will be confirmed by the Trust’s response . . . . (page 1).

The Trust’s response, dated April 11, 2000, to AYS’ letter is appended as Enclosure 2 to this report. The
following is offered in addition to the Trust’s April 11 letter so as to be fully responsive to the reviewers’
concerns:

Alternative Levels of Development for 23-Acre Site – AYS continues to criticize the range of alternatives as
inadequate for not having looked at alternative levels of development for the 23-acre site. A complete response
to this comment has been provided in the expanded discussion of purpose and need for the project in Section 1
of the FEIS and in master responses 6A (Adequacy of Scope of Alternatives) and 1D (NEPA and Tiering from
the General Management Plan Amendment (GMPA) EIS).  AYS discounts this detailed response, claiming that
the decision to focus on 900,000 square feet of development was never subjected to NEPA review. It has, in
fact, been properly reviewed under NEPA through this Supplemental EIS process.  Moreover, AYS admonishes
that “it is NEPA, not the marketplace, that determines the adequacy of the range of alternatives considered in an
EIS” (page 7 of AYS letter).  AYS’s comment oversimplifies NEPA.  Under NEPA, a project’s purpose and

2 See electronic mail correspondence dated May 16, 2000 from Leonidas Payne, Attorney – NEPA Review, EPA Region IX to John Pelka,
NEPA Compliance Coordinator, Presidio Trust.
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need defines the reasonable range of feasible alternatives.  Central to this project’s purpose and need is the
achievement of a projected measure of market-based financial self-sufficiency.  Under these circumstances,
NEPA allows the marketplace to help delineate what alternatives are reasonable (Midcoast Interstate
Transmission Inc. v. FERC, 198 F.3d 960 (D.C. Cir. 2000) (application dismissed because alternative “had no
contracts or other evidence of market support for the project”)).

With respect to the square footage decision, the Trust had a number of compelling reasons for focusing its
market-based solicitation on a 900,000-square-foot development:

First, concentrating 900,000 square feet of building space on 23 acres reflects the site’s history of intensive use.
The area immediately surrounding and within the 23-acre site is one of the only sites on the Presidio that
historically has been subjected to intensive development because of its proximity to the urban area and
amenities outside the Presidio boundary.  Since the late 1890s, when the first Letterman Army Hospital was
built, the 23 acres have been used intensively, first as a corridor to the adjacent city of San Francisco
neighborhoods, later as a part of the Panama Pacific International Exposition, and finally as one of the busiest
military hospitals in the country until the post-war era, when it became a regional medical center serving the
surrounding military community (see FEIS Section 1.1.5).  Therefore, the area immediately surrounding and
within the 23-acre site has had a history of intensive use.

Second, the National Park Service (NPS) envisioned perpetuating the site as a building and activity core.  Under
interim legislative authority prior to creation of the Trust, NPS carried this approximate footprint through to its
1994 RFQ for the Letterman Complex. The NPS Request for Qualifications (RFQ) assumed retention and reuse
of Letterman Army Institute of Research (LAIR) and allowed for new replacement construction predominantly,
although not entirely, within the 23-acre site to replace Letterman Army Medical Center (LAMC).  Had NPS
concluded a lease with the University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) as proposed in the RFQ, it would
have involved occupancy by a single large anchor tenant largely within the 23-acre site, an intensity of use
roughly comparable to the Army’s pre-existing use on the 23-acre site and to the project proposed by the Trust.

Third, there were and are good reasons to concentrate development density in areas where it has been
historically concentrated.  The site is unique in its access to transit service and urban amenities.  It is easily
accessible from downtown San Francisco, surrounding residential neighborhoods, and commercial districts,
with access via Richardson Avenue to the Golden Gate Bridge. Restaurants, stores, and other commercial
establishments are nearby, outside the park entrance.  The site is also served directly by public transit
connections to downtown San Francisco and regional destinations.  All of these amenities are appropriate
qualities for a site with concentrated development.
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Fourth, development of this size is needed to yield sufficient income to the Trust to meet the FMP’s forecasted
revenue for the Letterman Complex.3  Market analyses showed that a development of 900,000 square feet was
needed to yield revenues sufficient to make the financial investment badly needed to address building and
infrastructure improvements throughout the Presidio. Alternatives that were much smaller were not solicited for
development by the Trust because they could not generate sufficient revenue to meet early capital investment
needs for the Presidio and because the economics of land development made a smaller project financially
unattractive, given the need for the potential tenant to pay the fixed costs associated with redevelopment.  The
economics of land development are not directly proportional.  Many of the costs of development are fixed for
any amount of development (for example, demolition of the existing buildings and certain infrastructure
development or improvements).  If the proposed project were reduced in scale, with no change in quality of
construction and open space improvements, the land rent would reduce by more than a proportionate reduction
in the scale of development. For example, a reduction to 700,000 square feet would result in a $2- to 3-million
annual revenue shortfall.  (See master responses 10A and 10B in the Responses to Comments volume of the
FEIS for further explanation.)

Fifth, while the GMPA presented a theoretically desirable site plan, a number of practical marketing
considerations warranted consolidating density.  Based upon real estate marketing concepts, the Trust
determined that revenue-generating potential could be severely constrained unless development was contained
within a site that could be easily marketed and managed.  In addition, marketability could be improved by
focusing infrastructure improvements in a limited area and by focusing on a contiguous site that would not
otherwise be broken up by roadways or other buildings.  Also, focusing the development on a limited parcel
would make the offer more economically attractive to a larger universe of potential submitters and would
increase the likelihood of receiving viable development proposals from a single master tenant.  Dealing with a
single master tenant could significantly simplify the lease negotiation process as compared to disbursing
development through the 60-acre complex, which would likely have involved creating separate leases for
multiple parcels.

These marketing considerations were factored together with the GMPA’s severe limitation on the amount and
location of new construction at other Presidio sites.  The 23-acre site, an area of the Presidio that is already built
out, is by far the largest among the limited number of sites identified in the GMPA for potential new
construction.  No other parcel at the Presidio could accommodate as large a development offering under the
constraints of the GMPA.

Related to this consideration was the absence of historic buildings on the 23-acre site.  In general, newly
constructed buildings command higher rental rates than do rehabilitated historic buildings.  Unlike the
remainder of the 60-acre complex, the 23-acre site did not contain historic buildings, which add complexity and

3 AYS claims that the Trust was required to subject its FMP forecast for how it planned to achieve a declining budget appropriation to
NEPA review.  Congress directed the Trust to submit the FMP within one year after the first meeting of the Board of Directors to offer a
declining appropriations plan.  Impact statements are not required on appropriation proposals, and therefore the FMP itself is not subject to
the NEPA mandate (Andrus v. Sierra Club, 442 U.S. 347 (1979).  The exemption of budgetary proposals from the impact statement
requirement does not, however, exempt the Trust from preparation of an impact statement on actions taken in response to the appropriation
decisions as the Trust has done here with the Letterman Complex EIS.
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higher project costs, bringing down the revenue generation potential of a development offer.  Thus, given the
number of historic buildings elsewhere within the Letterman Complex and at built-out areas of the Presidio
other than this 23-acre site, there are limited opportunities for new construction on the Presidio at a scale that
could satisfy the Financial Management Program (FMP) financial parameters for the Letterman Complex.  This
previously developed site, which already had over 800,000 square feet of existing but outdated non-historic
building space, presented a singular opportunity to offer a contiguous parcel for new development, a rarity in
San Francisco.  Furthermore, because of the mandate to preserve and reuse the many historic buildings, few, if
any, other opportunities exist for a project of this type that is capable of generating the needed revenue.  Where
the GMPA severely limited the amount and location of new construction at other Presidio sites, at this site alone
the Trust could propose development of a sufficient size with capacity to generate the revenues needed to fund
the maintenance and rehabilitation of badly deteriorating buildings and infrastructure at the remainder of the
Presidio.

Lastly, the GMPA proposes a scale of development for the Letterman Complex to which this project adheres.
This size development does not represent significant new construction over and above that which already exists
at the 23-acre site.  Rather, it is replacement construction that generally reflects the existing development
footprint of LAMC and LAIR.  The GMPA itself contemplated development within the Letterman Complex on
the scale proposed here by the Trust, albeit under a different site plan (i.e., retention of LAIR and a portion of
the new construction would be infill construction across the 60 acres).  To the extent the proposed layout of the
development has departed from the GMPA, that departure has been fully analyzed under this FEIS.

For all these reasons, the Trust considered it rational to focus its solicitation on 900,000 square feet of new
replacement development within the Letterman Complex.

Conformity of Proposal to GMPA’s Square Footage Limitation – AYS commentors claim that the inclusion of
underground parking space as an aspect of the proposed action results in the project impermissibly exceeding
the 1.3-million-square-foot building space limit provided under the GMPA for the Letterman Complex.  This
comment was first raised in the DEIS.  The commentors asked why underground parking areas are not included
as part of the building area calculation. With regard to the square footage allocated to parking, text has been
added to Section 2, Alternatives, to identify the proposed square footage of structured parking under each
alternative.  Square footage for structured parking, as defined in the Building Owners and Managers
Association International’s Standard Method for Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings [BOMA Standards] ,
is not considered rentable square footage and therefore was not calculated into the proposed replacement
construction figures. This is consistent with current industry practice, in which underground parking is not
calculated into the gross floor area of new construction, as demonstrated in the San Francisco Planning Code,
Sections 102.9 and 204.5.  Rather, parking requirements are directly related to building square footage and use
category. Likewise, square footage for surface parking was also not calculated into new construction square
footage totals (see master response 11, Derivation of Proposed Building Area, in the Responses to Comments
volume of the FEIS).
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AYS commentors now claim that the Trust’s approach is flawed because the GMPA included all underground
space in its 1.3-million-square-foot total for the Letterman Complex, and therefore the Trust cannot look to
BOMA standards.  AYS is mistaken.  The GMPA only included a small subset of habitable or useable
underground space in its square footage totals.  The initial building inventory conducted for the Presidio in
support of the GMPA planning efforts was largely based upon the existing inventory on file in the Army
records, supplemented by a limited condition assessment inventory. The reference manual, methodology, and
conclusions for this inventory (Building Inventory Summary Report, April 1992, Architectural Resources
Group) is part of the decision record and can be found in the Park Archives as well as the Presidio Trust
Library.  Selected buildings’ exteriors were spot-checked for measurements in the field and gross square
footages from the Army’s data were entered. As part of this inventory, only gross square footage of finished
basements were included.

When this survey was conducted, there were (and still are) no underground parking garages that would have
been included in the inventory. Some standing garages that had been converted to storage use, adjacent to
residential areas, were included in the overall inventory because they are standing structures with four walls and
a roof and are considered habitable space for uses other than parking automobiles.  Uninhabitable underground
space was not.  External, surface lot parking (the dominant form of parking found at the Presidio) was
documented in the parking inventory completed as part of the transportation technical analysis for the GMPA; it
was also not included in the building inventory.

Because no underground parking structure existed at the Presidio at the time of this inventory, there was no
precedent for including underground parking in the total gross square footage calculations for the Presidio.
Therefore, for the Letterman EIS, the Presidio Trust looked to other outside standards related to the issue and
determined to rely upon both the Building Owners’ and Managers Association International’s Standard Method
for Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings, as well as the City of San Francisco’s Planning Code. The SF
Planning Code (Section 102.9) “excludes floor space used for accessory off-street parking and loading
spaces . . .”  These two existing standards provided a rational and reasonable methodology to calculate the
square footage of the development project, and also supported the GMPA’s approach of generally excluding
uninhabitable underground space when calculating the size of the proposed development.

Alternative Levels of Development for the Park – The AYS commentors also would have liked the Trust to
analyze alternative levels of development for the Presidio as a whole.  A comprehensive plan for the Presidio
already exists in the GMPA.  The GMPA comprehensively addresses a plan for 13 major planning areas at the
Presidio and other resource management plans, including natural areas, visitor services, transportation, and
sustainability.  The need for a certain site-specific modification was necessitated at the point that UCSF and
other medical research users withdrew as potential tenants, making the project envisioned by the GMPA at the
Letterman Complex infeasible.  Given the infeasibility of the UCSF option, the Trust sought in its RFQ and
subsequent actions to solicit proposals comparable in size, stature, and location to UCSF’s while seeking
simultaneously to fulfill the Trust Act’s self-sufficiency requirement.
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For purposes of this Letterman Complex project and this EIS, the Trust did not need to look at alternative levels
of development across the Presidio because, as stated above, the GMPA had generally set the level of
development for this planning area and the Trust is adhering to it.  Under the GMPA, the Letterman Complex
has been considered and analyzed among all of the proposed developments within the Presidio, and through the
Supplemental EIS the effects of any changes to the plan as contemplated in the GMPA have been analyzed.

Given the Trust’s reliance on the GMPA as the foundational planning document, NEPA does not require the
Trust to have looked at alternative levels of development for the Park as a whole in this Supplemental EIS.
Nevertheless, these reviewers and others have expressed desire for the Trust to better explain how it intends to
implement the GMPA Presidio-wide in view of the need under some circumstances, as here, to depart from the
site-specific proposals of the GMPA in certain respects.  The Trust, therefore, has committed to a planning
effort that will encompass all of Area B of the Presidio under the Trust’s administrative jurisdiction.  This
planning will take into account intervening events that have altered the GMPA’s site-specific assumptions,
changed circumstances and new opportunities that have arisen since the 1994 GMPA was finalized, and new
Trust mandates.  The Trust expects the product of the planning effort to be an update of the 1994 GMPA for
Area B of the Presidio with an associated supplemental environmental impact statement to the 1994 GMPA
EIS. The Trust anticipates their formal scoping will begin in July 2000.  And, directly relevant to the reviewers’
concern raised here, this comprehensive planning effort will look at a range of development alternatives
throughout Area B.

Enforcement of Historic Compliance Guidelines – The AYS commentors continue to raise concerns that the
planning and design guidelines will not be strictly enforced, and therefore they cannot be relied upon to mitigate
or prevent impacts. This view reflects a continuing misunderstanding of the guidelines, their development, and
their intended application.  The Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the Letterman Complex, which was under
negotiation throughout the EIS process, is now final.  It is attached to the FEIS as Appendix F.  The PA is the
tool to ensure that the selected development alternative satisfies historic compliance guidelines.  The PA and the
compliance process it specifies have been adopted as a mitigation measure to ensure historic compliance.

Under the PA, the Final Planning Guidelines published in the FEIS will be incorporated into final overall design
guidelines for the Letterman Complex (Final Guidelines) and will therefore be applied and continue to provide
direction through the PA’s consultation and design review process.  Under the agreement, the Trust “will ensure
that all . . . documents . . . developed for new construction within the Letterman Complex . . . conform to the
fullest reasonable extent to the Final Guidelines” developed under the PA (Programmatic Agreement at Section
V.A).  To the extent the adverse effects on cultural resources that have been identified in Section 4.5.12 of the
FEIS can later be mitigated through the implementation of the Final Guidelines under the PA, the Trust will do
so.  Through this process, the Trust will ensure that selected development plans, at each stage of development,
comply with sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA.  Through this process under the PA, review of the application
of the Final Guidelines by the Advisory Commission on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO), NPS, and the public will continue after the environmental review process for this
action is concluded and will ensure compliance with historic preservation obligations.
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It is important to bear in mind that the NEPA process does not terminate with the finalization of an EIS and the
execution of a Record of Decision.  Unlike the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)’s predecessor
“guidelines,” which were confined to §102(2)(c) of NEPA, the EIS provision (40 C.F.R. §1500.3) and the
current CEQ NEPA Regulations apply to the whole of §102(2), the action-forcing provisions of the Act.  The
NEPA process starts with “early planning,” (§§1501.1, 1502.2), goes through a possible Environmental
Assessment stage (§1501.3), to the EIS (if that proves warranted, §§1501.4, 1502.3, 1502.9), to a Record of
Decision (§1505.2) and to “implementing the decision,” which may include monitoring, mitigation, and reports
on progress in carrying out such mitigation (§ 1502.3).  The Planning and Design Guidelines are, like the
Monitoring and Enforcement Program (MEP, Attachment 1), very much part of this ongoing NEPA process
(§1508.21).

Planning Guidelines Have Been Changed without Explanation – AYS comments that the Planning Guidelines
have been changed without explanation.  Changes made to the guidelines between the draft and final version
were made primarily to clarify meaning, correct errors, use uniform language, and provide focus on the 23-acre
site.  For example, diagrams were changed substantially to omit references to infill construction in the historic
hospital complex or that would impinge on the Tennessee Hollow riparian corridor, since such infill
construction would not occur under Alternatives 2 through 6.  The change to Guideline B-16, the O’Reilly
commons, is not a weakening of the guidelines but rather a change in thinking about the purpose of the
commons based upon evaluation of how the alternative proposals developed central open spaces elsewhere on
the site.  The O’Reilly commons diagram changed (i.e., the draft established an optimum size while the final
diagram focuses instead on setting a minimum standard) and new language was added clarifying its
measurement.

Information on Trees – AYS commentors are correct in asserting that the FEIS contains new information about
the trees on the site.4  In response to a comment on the DEIS by the San Francisco Tree Council, a tree survey
under the direction of the Trust was performed to quantify the removal of up to 317 of the 408 non-native
mature trees on the site.  The effect of this removal was previously identified on page A-13 in the DEIS (“the
removal of non-native trees at the site would decrease the number of trees available for nesting birds”).  The
analysis in the DEIS determined that non-native tree removal would not be a significant impact because the
most valuable wildlife habitat onsite would be protected (see mitigation measure WL-1, Ornamental and Native
Plant Protection), and that restored native and non-native plant areas would provide new habitat for nesting
birds.  This new information was provided in the FEIS for full disclosure and suggested no new conclusions on
the effect of tree removal previously analyzed in the DEIS.

Given the requirements of site clearance and grading, and the early phase of site design, it would be extremely
difficult to determine whether the number of trees to be removed for each alternative would vary.  Therefore,

4 However, the assertion in footnote 3 of the letter that the DEIS “contained no information about the trees on the site” is not supported by
the facts.  Please refer to pages A-13 and A-14 of the DEIS’ discussion of the importance of protecting the significant trees on the site
including the palms and the large oak trees within the 23 acres.  In addition, the value of preserving the large eucalyptus and Monterey
pines, despite their introduced status, is discussed on page A-15.
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for the purposes of impact assessment, the FEIS takes a conservative approach by assuming that all trees would
be removed in construction areas.  In practice, however, as noted on page A-14 of the FEIS, as site planning
evolves, the Presidio Trust will attempt to reduce the number of trees that are to be removed from the site (from
the estimate provided in the FEIS), and will relocate mature trees to other locations, both on and off the
Presidio.  Efforts will be made to preserve the lives of these trees and to reduce the overall number of trees to be
relocated.

Information on Water Demand – AYS commentors are correct in noting that water demand under Alternative 5
and cumulative overdraft has increased from the estimates provided in the DEIS.  The reason for the difference
between the estimates in the DEIS and FEIS is noted in footnote g on page 119 of the FEIS (“includes 8,197
gpd of recycled storm water used for irrigation”).  However, an error in estimating the demand for Alternative 5
has been noted and is corrected in Attachment 3.  The corrected water demand is less than what was reported in
the FEIS (72,223 gallons per day instead of 84,574 gpd) and the baseline water allotment for the site (88,798
gpd), but more than what was previously reported in the DEIS (64,026 gpd).

Information on Housing and Road Intersection Conditions – The AYS commentors note that for the first time,
readers learn in the FEIS that Alternative 5 will have a significant negative impact on the availability of low and
moderate housing in the Bay Area. As noted in the Trust’s response to a comment by the city of San Francisco,
the determination as to whether a less than one percent increase in demand for housing would be considered a
significant impact is somewhat subjective (the city of San Francisco opined that any unmet housing demand
would be significant). Nevertheless, in deference to the city, the shortage of housing for low- and moderate-
income groups was noted in the FEIS, and the text in Sections 4.3.5.1 and 4.5.5.1 of the FEIS was revised from
the language in the DEIS to call attention to the potential adverse impact on affordable housing in the city.

The AYS commentors also assert that new information also makes clear that there will be poor operating
conditions at the intersection of Lyon and Lombard streets. The FEIS did not offer any additional information
regarding the negative traffic impacts of Alternative 5 beyond what was provided in the DEIS. As in the FEIS,
Section 4.5.7.2 (page 164) of the DEIS stated that both the intersection of Lombard Street/Lyon Street and the
intersection of Presidio Boulevard/Lombard Street would fail in the p.m. peak hour under Alternative 5 without
the recommended mitigation measures.

Implementation of Proposed Traffic Improvements – The AYS commentors note that necessary approvals,
permits, and funding for the Caltrans intersection improvements have not been obtained. Although funding
sources for the intersection improvements have not specifically been determined, the Trust will ensure funding
to make the improvements identified. Prior to final design, the Trust will be entering into a Cooperative
Agreement with Caltrans to include a funding agreement (see mitigation measure TR-1, Lyon Street/Richardson
Avenue/Gorgas Avenue Intersection Improvements in the Monitoring and Enforcement Program in Attachment
1).  This agreement cannot be finalized until acceptance by Caltrans of the Richardson Avenue Project Study
Report/Project Report (PSR/PR).

The Presidio Trust will be working closely with Caltrans, through the PSR/PR process, and the project
development team to ensure concurrence on the direction of the proposed intersection mitigation measures as
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the project progresses. Obtaining permits from Caltrans for this project will occur after a satisfactory resolution
of the PSR/PR and after final design has been completed.  Caltrans regulations do not permit obtaining an
encroachment permit prior to final design acceptance.

Environmental Consequences of Proposed Water Treatment Plant – The AYS commentors suggest that the new
water treatment plant identified in the FEIS as mitigation would have environmental consequences that are not
acknowledged or analyzed. The impacts of water reclamation are discussed on page 38 of the Responses to
Comments volume of the FEIS.  In addition, the mitigation measure specifies performance standards (e.g.,
compliance with water quality criteria, treatment processes, treatment reliability, monitoring and reporting, and
restrictions for use of reclaimed water established by the California Department of Health Services in Title 22,
Division 4 (Environmental Health) of the California Administrative Code) to ensure that the reclamation plant
is safe, reliable, and protective of public health.

Implementation and Enforcement of Mitigation Measures – The AYS commentors ask which mitigation
measures will be implemented and enforced. All mitigation measures identified in the FEIS to avoid or
minimize environmental impacts that could result from implementation of the selected alternative have been
deemed feasible and will be incorporated into the project. As part of its decision to implement Alternative 5, the
Trust will adopt a Monitoring and Enforcement Program (MEP, Attachment 1) to ensure that the developer
complies with them (including the Planning and Design Guidelines).  Enforcement will occur through the
actions that have been identified in the MEP that must take place as a part of each measure.  The MEP also
identifies the timing of these actions, who is responsible for implementation, and the agency responsible for
enforcing or ensuring compliance with each action.

Effectiveness of TDM Program – The AYS commentors ask what will happen if the TDM program does not
achieve the modal split established in the MEP.  Based on traffic count monitoring and user surveys, Presidio-
wide TDM strategies found to be ineffective or underutilized would be improved or replaced with other
measures.  The Letterman Complex lease would include provisions requiring implementation of appropriate
TDM measures.

Inconsistent Information – The AYS commentors assert that the FEIS contains confusing and inconsistent
information about key issues.  AYS cites that, according to the FEIS, the Presidio is both easily accessible from
downtown San Francisco and far from downtown.  The FEIS also states at one point that 300 employees under
Alternative 5 will reside on the Presidio and 265 at another. The Trust apologizes for any confusion the
statements may have caused. Both statements should be understood and must be explained in the larger context
of the discussion in the FEIS.  With regard to proximity to downtown San Francisco, the Trust was only
suggesting that the site is easily accessed from downtown from a real estate market perspective (say, compared
to development opportunities in Pleasanton or San Jose).  Later, the FEIS made reference to the site as being far
from downtown from a mass transit point of view, because the Presidio has a lower transit mode split than sites
located more conveniently to the MUNI bus and rail network, and hence has less impacts on MUNI.
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With regard to housing, the Trust was referring to the proponent’s request for 300 units of Presidio housing for
its employees as part of its ground lease (housing demand), and later, to the smaller number of units (265)
assumed to be available within the Presidio to satisfy this demand.

2 . 3  N a t u r a l  R e s o u r c e s  D e f e n s e  C o u n c i l  ( N R D C )  a n d  N a t i o n a l  P a r k s
C o n s e r v a t i o n  A s s o c i a t i o n  ( N P C A )  T o g e t h e r  w i t h  L e t t e r  f r o m
D o n a l d  S .  G r e e n

A follow-on letter dated May 3, 2000, from NRDC and NPCA reacting to the Trust’s response (Enclosure 2 to
this report) to AYS’s March 30, 2000 letter above, raised two points.5  First, NRDC and NPCA continue to
dispute the conclusion regarding recirculation stating that “unreleased information about . . . impacts” requires
the preparation of a supplemental EIS (citing CEQ regulation 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).  The Trust did not, as suggested,
fail to consider this provision.  Rather, this provision is inapplicable to the circumstance here and does not lead
to the conclusion that a supplement to the EIS is required.  The Trust has provided additional analysis and
clarifying information in the FEIS. The refinements reflected in the FEIS as compared to the DEIS, such as
acknowledgement of unavoidable adverse effects and the strengthening of the cumulative impacts analysis, are
improvements made as a result of the Trust’s careful and thoughtful consideration of public comment.  This is
among the important aims of – indeed may be the essence of – moving from a draft to a final version of an EIS.
The CEQ regulation cited by NRDC and NPCA is not meant to be read to suggest that whenever an agency
improves or adds to its analysis between the draft and final version of an EIS, a supplemental EIS is required.

Quite to the contrary. The goal of the draft/final distinction in the EIS (40 C.F.R. §§1502.9(a) and (b)) is to
encourage public and agency comment and provision of new information and insights such that the Final EIS
will be a document which improves upon what was presented in the Draft EIS.  In responding to such comments
in FEISs, agencies are specifically required to supplement, improve, or modify the analyses as well as to make
factual corrections, and in appropriate circumstances, to modify the alternatives including the proposed action
(40 C.F.R. § 1503.4).  That is what is expected to occur with all EISs.  Indeed, if any new information were
enough to trigger yet another round of comments and responses, the NEPA process would never end.
Furthermore, such an obligation would deter agencies from responding wholeheartedly in the FEIS to
comments received as, indeed, this commentor has specifically complimented the Trust for doing in this
instance.

Rather, CEQ set a deliberately high threshold for the preparation of a supplemental EIS – “significant new
circumstances or information” which must be relevant to environmental concerns and which must bear on the
proposed action or its impacts (40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).  This use of the “significance” threshold for
supplementation is essentially the same test as that for an EIS in the first instance.

Supplementation must be distinguished from another situation, one confined to Draft EISs, where a DEIS is “so
inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis.” In such an instance, a revised draft must be recirculated. (40
C.F.R. § 1502.9(a).  The Trust did not conclude, at the DEIS comment stage, that the DEIS was “so inadequate”

5 In addition to the responses to NRDC and NPCA provided here, the Trust sent a supplemental letter, dated May 16, 2000, responding to
specific matters the organizations had raised concerning the Trust’s comprehensive planning process.  The Trust’s May 16, 2000 letter is
attached as Enclosure 4 to this ROD Attachment 2.
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as to fall within the purview of this recirculation requirement, which does not apply to FEISs.  Rather, the draft
EIS provided sufficient analysis and scope to allow commentors to focus comments with specificity.  This is
indication enough that the standard was met and no recirculation is required.

Because the Trust improved and modified its analysis of impacts in response to comments, the commentors
suggest that the Trust has met the “significance” threshold and must “recirculate” the FEIS.  The Trust has
concluded that the recirculation provisions, which apply only to DEISs, are inapplicable, and that the
supplementation threshold has not been met.  A factor to be considered is mitigation measures.  Here, further
analysis between the draft and the final EIS elaborated upon potential impacts related to such topics as the
cultural resources, cumulative effects, wastewater, and traffic.  In each instance, the Trust determined that the
potential impact would be wholly or partially mitigated through the measures identified in the EIS to reduce
these potential impacts below the level of significance.  No supplemental EIS is required.

The comment letter also raises again the adequacy of the alternatives analyzed, claiming that based upon review
of the background financial information cited in the FEIS, the Trust apparently never considered a development
solicitation proposing a lower level of development than 900,000 square feet.  A letter dated May 11, 2000 from
Mr. Donald S. Green raises the same concern.  In fact the Trust did consider the economics and financial return
that would result from a smaller alternative by having considered alternative revenue scenarios as it developed
the FMP.  These FMP forecasts were later considered as part of the reasoning for having focused the
development on a 900,000-square-foot market offering.  In addition, as part of this EIS process, the Trust has
considered the financial effects of a smaller development scheme and determined that it is inconsistent with the
FMP’s goals for the Letterman project (see master response 10A in the Responses to Comments volume of the
FEIS for a more complete discussion).  A complete summary of the reasons considered by the Trust for having
focused its alternatives in this way is presented above in response to AYS concerning alternative levels of
development for the 23-acre site.  The Trust’s purpose and need for this project allowed it to focus its
alternatives analysis in this way.

Mr. Green’s letter suggests that because of the increase in the commercial real estate market in San Francisco,
the Trust could consider a project of smaller scale that would generate the same amount of revenue.  This
approach is inconsistent with the purpose and need for this project.  The Letterman 23-acre development is
needed as the “economic engine” for the Presidio — the necessary means to generate sufficient revenues early
in the GMPA’s implementation to address the critically deteriorating condition of other Presidio facilities.  Even
though commercial rent values have increased since the release of the RFQ soliciting the 23-acre development,
the Trust is relying upon Letterman lease revenues to fuel other programs, investments, and capital
improvements at the Presidio as a whole.  Therefore, a development of 900,000 square feet is still both needed
and desirable in order to maximize development income from this project.  It is through the Trust’s additional
comprehensive planning for the remainder of the Presidio that the Trust and the public will then have the
opportunity to consider options for and analyze how the Letterman revenues can best be used.

2 . 4  C a l i f o r n i a  N a t i v e  P l a n t  S o c i e t y

The Trust received an April 3, 2000 letter from the California Native Plant Society discussing the applicability
of the NPS Organic Act and the GGNRA Act to the Presidio and claiming that the Trust is “too easily”
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dismissing the park management and preservation goals of these statutes.  A portion of the Trust’s response is
excerpted here:

You separately have raised a concern about the applicability of the National Park Service Organic Act
and the Golden Gate National Recreation Area Act to the Presidio Trust.  Purely as a legal matter,
Congress did not make the NPS Organic Act technically applicable to the Trust.  That said, the Trust
fully recognizes that the Presidio is and remains part of the GGNRA.  In creating the Presidio Trust,
Congress directed that the Trust manage the leasing, maintenance, rehabilitation, repair and
improvement of property within the Presidio under its administrative jurisdiction in accordance with
the purposes of the GGNRA Act.  Rather than focus on the technical legal applicability of the GGNRA
Act or the NPS Organic Act, the Trust prefers to emphasize its obligation to preserve and protect the
Presidio as a national park in accordance with the important principles of park preservation and
protection set forth in the GGNRA Act and the NPS Organic Act, and to assure you and others of its
commitment to these principles.

The Trust’s complete response, letter dated May 1, 2000 to Mr. Pete Halloran, is appended as Enclosure 4 to
this report.

2 . 5  N a t i o n a l  T r u s t  f o r  H i s t o r i c  P r e s e r v a t i o n ,  W e s t e r n  O f f i c e

As a concurring party, the National Trust concurs with the process set forth in the Letterman Complex
Programmatic Agreement (PA) for development and review of design guidelines and design plans.  The
Western Office of the National Trust for Historic Preservation submitted an April 14, 2000 comment letter on
the FEIS that begins:

The National Trust for Historic Preservation would like to begin our comments on the Final EIS with
recognition and praise for a much improved document.  We were pleased to see such detailed responses
to our comments on the Draft EIS, affirmation of the Presidio Trust’s commitment to the GMPA as its
principal guide for all planning at the Presidio, a promise to undergo additional comprehensive planning
at the site, inclusion of the financial management plan in the FEIS, a more detailed discussion of the
impacts to the National Historic Landmark District from the preferred and other alternatives, and greater
attention to interpreting the history of the Presidio at the Letterman site (page 1).

Following that general comment, the letter turned to specific questions and comments on the FEIS and sought
clarifications on a few issues that the National Trust believed had not been adequately addressed in the FEIS.

Enforcement of Historic Compliance Guidelines – Like the AYS commentors, the National Trust remains
concerned about the discretionary nature of the Planning and Design Guidelines and the unknown nature of the
Trust’s design and construction review process as means to avoid and mitigate impacts to the National Historic
Landmark (NHL).  The National Trust, although a concurring party on the Letterman Complex PA, comments
that without mandatory application of the Guidelines, reliance on the process of the PA is inadequate to mitigate
potential impacts.
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There is no inconsistency in treating the Planning and Design Guidelines as both discretionary in some respects
and as the assurance needed for conformity of new construction with the NHL setting.  The assurance of
compliance with the Guidelines sought by the National Trust will be available through the redundant system of
reviews, checks, and balances built into the PA.  Before the Trust can implement any aspect of the proposed
design and construction, not only the SHPO, but NPS, and the public (including the National Trust and others
with historic preservation interests) will have had repeated opportunities to review and comment on the extent
to which the proposed design achieves compliance with the Guidelines as provided for in the PA.  This aspect
of the PA process affords interested agencies and the public a higher level of historic compliance review than is
ordinarily afforded a project like this involving new construction.

The National Trust also reiterates a concern that the “proposed development already appears inconsistent with
the Guidelines.”  It is worth restating the Trust’s intent to ensure that the project design and construction
ultimately conforms as closely as practicable to the Final Guidelines. Nevertheless, the guidelines themselves
identify priorities and goals that may in their application be at odds with one another, necessitating tradeoffs
among them.  To the extent that the project as proposed is not now or may not in the future be consistent with
the Final Guidelines, these departures have been identified and analyzed and the Trust will work to assure that
these departures are minimized according to the terms of the PA. (For a complete discussion of the historic
compliance process for the Letterman project, please refer to Section 1.4 of the FEIS and master responses 7A
and 7B in the Responses to Comments volume of the FEIS.)

Scenic Views and View Corridors – The National Trust agrees that removal of LAMC will improve views at the
site, but poses several questions about scenic views and view corridors as they would be affected by
Alternative 5.  First, views from Lincoln Boulevard looking east toward the DAC will be broad views looking
into the complex and do not play the same role as view corridors, such as Edie Road and Torney Avenue, which
would provide visual linkages within the Letterman Complex.  At points along Lincoln Boulevard, existing
open space (in the form of lawn areas) and existing trees provide a foreground with vegetative screening which
will prevent the 4-story structure from having negative impacts on Lincoln Boulevard.

Views from the historic Letterman Complex down Edie Road consist of a straight-on view of a portion of the 3-
story building façade. Next to this building is a gap approximately 50 feet wide, and then the gable end of a 2-
story bar building. This gap provides entry into an internal service courtyard, which is concealed from view.
Improvements to this view corridor might include adjustments to the alignment of the gap and elevation and
massing adjustments to better respond to the view corridor.

Traffic and Transportation –  The National Trust raised two concerns regarding traffic and transportation.  The
first concerned precautionary measures to protect the buildings and pedestrians from vehicular traffic in this
tightly restricted area.  The one-way exit from Gorgas Avenue will be studied more thoroughly through the
Richardson Avenue PSR/PR.  In developing and refining the alternative configurations of both internal and
external roadways, pedestrian safety will be a high priority and adequate measures will be taken to provide for
pedestrian safety and to ensure protection of adjacent buildings as necessary.  These details will be worked out
as part of the PSR/PR process.
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Second, the National Trust sought clarification of how the funding and permitting for the reconfigured vehicular
access routes to the Letterman development would be coordinated.  Although a funding source for this project
has not specifically been determined, the Trust will assure funding to make the necessary intersection
improvements.  Prior to final design, the Trust will be entering into a Cooperative Agreement with Caltrans to
include a funding agreement.  This agreement cannot be finalized until acceptance of the PSR/PR.

The Presidio Trust will be working closely with Caltrans through the PSR/PR process and Project Development
Team to insure concurrence on the direction of the proposed intersection mitigation measures as the project
progresses.  Permit issuance from Caltrans for this project will occur after a satisfactory resolution of the
PSR/PR and after the final design has been completed.  Caltrans regulations do not permit obtaining an
encroachment permit prior to final design acceptance. A construction schedule for this project has been
identified following the completion of the PS& E; this schedule provides for completion of the intersection
improvements prior to the opening of the development alternative. These improvements are not necessary for
construction related traffic movements.

2 . 6  C a l i f o r n i a  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n

In its April 5, 2000 letter, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) restated concerns about traffic
operation and safety impacts of the proposed new intersections as outlined in the FEIS.  The Trust has since met
with Caltrans and is now engaged in a process that both parties agree is designed to result in responsiveness and
an adequate resolution of Caltrans’ concerns.   The Trust’s complete response to Caltrans, by letter dated May
11, 2000 to Mr. Harry Y. Yahata, and Caltrans’ letter dated May 16, 2000 acknowledging that the two parties
are moving toward a mutually agreeable solution of Caltrans’ concerns as part of the PSR/PR process are
appended as Enclosures 5 and 6 to this report.

2 . 7  S i e r r a  C l u b  a n d  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  f r o m  J a c k  A p p e l ,  L e w i s
E l l i n g h a m ,  D o n  H o d g e ,  M a t t  J a l b e r t ,  R o b e r t  E .  J o h n s o n ,
E d w a r d  A .  M a i n l a n d ,  P a t r i c k  M c S w e e n e y ,  R o n  P a t t e r s o n ,  a n d
N o r e e n  W e e d e n

By letter dated April 12, 2000, the Sierra Club requested to meet with the Trust to discuss fee parking generally
and specifically as it could be applied to the Letterman project.  In addition, a number of individual commentors
noted above submitted comments raising the same concerns.  The comments challenged the allocation of more
than 1,500 parking spaces to the Letterman development on the 23-acre site and the absence of a market rate
parking charge for the projected 2,500 site employees as being inconsistent with a goal to reduce driving at the
Presidio.  On April 21, 2000, Trust staff met with the Transportation Chair of the Sierra Club and determined
that no modification of the project is warranted based upon the comments received.  For a more complete
response to the concerns, please refer to master responses 19 and 20 in the Responses to Comments volume of
the FEIS.

2 . 8  T i d e s  F o u n d a t i o n  a n d  T i d e s  C e n t e r

In a letter dated May 8, 2000, the Tides Foundation and Tides Center submitted comments on the FEIS stating

[W]e would like to first express our appreciation for the thoughtful manner in which the Trust has
attempted to respond to our concerns on the draft EIS . . .. We would also like to acknowledge the
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Trust’s responsiveness to public requests for additional time in which to reply to this important
document.

The FEIS and [responses to comments] provide new and significant information indicating, among
other things, a willingness on the Trust’s behalf [sic] to move toward a more comprehensive and
publicly articulated plan for both the Letterman Complex as well as the entire Presidio.  While we
applaud this change, there still remain a number of broad and conflicting statements, which keep us
from fully supporting the Final Letterman EIS.” [page 1]

From these initial comments, the commentor went on to request information and clarification regarding the
Trust’s comprehensive planning as a demonstration of the Trust’s good faith intentions to make the renewed
comprehensive planning process for the Presidio meaningful.  The Trust’s initial response to the specific
commitments sought is set forth in the letter dated May 17, 2000, appended as Enclosure 7 of this ROD
Attachment 2.

2 . 9  N e i g h b o r h o o d  A s s o c i a t i o n s  f o r  P r e s i d i o  P l a n n i n g  ( N A P P )

By comment letter dated April 12, 2000, NAPP representing 10 neighborhood associations adjacent to the
Presidio offered comments specific to the Letterman Planning and Design Guidelines.  They wrote (1) seeking
to ensure open space through the development of the 7-acre “Great Lawn” and through building development
that “would not turn its back on the adjacent neighborhood”; (2) proposing alternative scales of development
within the 23-acre site rather than a “fine-grained” pattern of development; and (3) objecting to the development
of streets in the interior of the site and to using streets as the means to preserve view corridors.  None of these
comments warrant changes to the proposed action.

2 . 1 0  M a r g a r e t  K e t t u n e n  Z e g a r t

The commentor suggests that the entire Letterman Complex should be landscaped as a condition of occupancy
of the 23-acre site.  While the Presidio Trust is in support of landscape improvements within the unaffected
portions of the complex, this would be difficult to impose upon the proponent of Alternative 5.  The commentor
also questioned the adequacy of traffic mitigation measures and the absence of square footage caps in the
Planning and Design Guidelines.  These issues are discussed in master responses 7A and 19 in the Responses to
Comments volume of the FEIS.

2 . 1 1  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  f r o m  S u p e r v i s o r  C a n d i d a t e  D a v y  J o n e s ,  B e a
K r o n e r t ,  a n d  J i l l  G r i f f i n

The Trust received a number of letters listed above generally reflecting support of the proposed action at the
Letterman Complex.
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