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May 23, 2011 
 
 
 
 
Frank Dean 
Superintendent, Golden Gate National Parks  
Fort Mason Building 201 
San Francisco CA 94123-0022 
 
Dear Mr. Dean: 
 
We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Dog Management Plan. 

San Francisco is a city that has repeatedly demonstrated its commitment to our pets.  We are 
the safest major city for dogs and cats in America – where 87% of strays find new homes 
compared to a national average of only about 50%.   The San Francisco SPCA has been integral 
to this success with the help of our 20,000 hospital clients; 12,000 active donors; 4,300 
adopters; 1,000 active volunteers; and 200 sets of parents who have children who attend our 
youth camp. 

The parks of the GGNRA – with their openness, beauty and access to nature - have been used 
by dogs and their human companions for decades.  Many of these people are 
environmentalists.  Responsible dog ownership is entirely compatible with environmental 
stewardship. Thousands of people and their dogs walk and run peacefully in the park each 
day—leaving nothing more than footprints (and paw prints).   

The GGNRA’s current pet policy limiting off-leash dog walking to less than 1% of the park area 
has worked well for park-goers and the environment for thirty years.  We readily accept that 
policies should evolve to meet changing circumstances; however the National Park Service is 
proposing to drastically reduce the already limited space.  This represents a major departure 
from the current successful model, and is grossly unfair to the thousands of people who enjoy 
walking responsibly with their dogs.  

There are serious concerns regarding the integrity of the Draft Environmental Impact Study on 
which the GGNRA is basing its proposals.  This study is the driving force behind the proposed 
changes yet does not provide site specific or adequate data linking dog walking to negative 
environmental impacts.  The fact that the GGNRA is in the middle of one the most crowded 
urban areas in world is also not considered in the DEIS but yet, in the SF Charter the 
fundamental purpose of the GGNRA is “to improve the quality of urban life”.  
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We are concerned with the lack of detail on how the new rules will be monitored, how 
compliance will be tallied and the one-way direction further restrict our access to the GGNRA 
if compliance is not at 75% or greater.  In addition, not allowing any new lands to be available 
the dog owning community is simply unfair and unwarranted.  We recommend the GGNRA 
work with and involve local animal welfare organizations, dog groups and the community to 
ensure that dog guardians continue to have access to these recreational park lands.  

We recommend that the GGNRA take a hybrid approach to the preferred Dog Management 
plan, starting with clear signage so that responsible dog guardians have clear instructions on 
how to use the park.  We recommend that the decision on whether new lands are accessible 
for dog walking be made with the community and recreation needs in mind rather than the 
blanket proclamation proposed.   

In the Preferred Plan for Ft. Funston, dogs are to be on leash on the sand stairs and pathway 
down to the beach.  For public safety reasons as well as to improve compliance we 
recommend that dogs be allowed off leash on stairs and pathway.   

We firmly believe the National Park Service’s proposal is a step backwards for both the people 
and animals of the Bay Area for whom the GGNRA remains an essential and important part of 
our everyday lives with our dogs.   These goals can be achieved through reasonable steps such 
as providing clear signage, implementing environment barriers, and continuing to engage the 
community in developing solutions that work for all parties, without resorting to such a 
draconian approach. 

We ask that you support us and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in urging the GGNRA 
to revisit its proposed Draft Dog Management Plan. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jennifer Scarlett, D.V.M.    Jason Walthall 
Co-President      Co-President 

 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
May 26, 2011 
  
Frank Dean, GGNRA Superintendent 
Building 201, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123-0022 
  
Re:  Draft Dog Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments 
 Need for Adequate Compliance-Based Adaptive Management Program  
  
Dear Mr. Dean: 
  

Eco-Dog is a coalition of San Francisco Bay Area based organizations which promote the 
co-existence of responsible off-leash dog recreation with other forms of outdoor recreation. We 
support the protection of GGNRA’s natural resources. This growing coalition is currently 
comprised of, but not limited to, the San Francisco SPCA, SF PAWS, Crissy Field Dog Group, Fort 
Funston Dog Walkers, Marin Humane Society, Marin Unleashed, Montara Dog Group, and 
Pacifica Dog.  
 

We believe that responsible dog ownership is entirely compatible with environmental 
stewardship. Thousands of guardians and their dogs use the park each day. Most are 
responsible and keep dogs under control. The community, including dog walking groups and 
the SF SPCA, has come together to create numerous resources and initiatives to encourage 
responsible dog guardianship. By encouraging responsible guardianship – and enforcing the 
law against the small minority that are irresponsible – we can protect the GGNRA’s 
environment without the need to overcrowd dog walking into an ever-smaller portion of the 
Recreation Area.   
 

We agree on the need for clearer rules and compliance with the rules. However, the 
GGNRA’s initial, current proposal in the event of "noncompliance" with its rules needs work and 
does not engage the community to find solutions. The draft/DEIS proposal indicates that if 
noncompliance is observed, "…the area’s management would be changed to the next more 
restrictive level of dog management. In this case, ROLAs [regulated off-lead areas] would be 
changed to on-leash dog walking areas and on-leash dog walking areas would be changed to no 
dog walking areas. This change would be permanent."  This approach unnecessarily punishes 
responsible dog guardians for poor behavior by a small minority. Further, the idea that no area 
could ever be changed to less-restrictive rules, such as when compliance is good and 
environmental protection needs are reduced, is one-sided and unfair. 
 
 As the Eco-Dog sponsor, the San Francisco SPCA encourages the GGNRA to develop its 
draft compliance-based approach into an adequate adaptive management program, as a 
common element to all alternatives. Eco-Dog has carefully reviewed and used the approach 
proposed in the draft Plan/DEIS as the starting point for recommending a framework for a 
compliance-based adaptive management program (enclosed).   
 



 Eco-Dog and San Francisco SPCA looks forward to discussing these recommendations 
with you, as you develop the final Plan/FEIS.  We stand ready to be part of the solution. We ask 
GGNRA staff to build a conservation partnership with the community for the effective and long-
term preservation of dog walking recreation and natural values in the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jennifer Scarlett, DVM                                                  Jason Walthall 
Co-President                                                                      Co-President 
 
cc: 
Eco-Dog 
Sen. Diane Feinstein 
Sen. Barbara Boxer 
Rep. Nancy Pelosi 
Secretary Ken Salazar 
NPS Director Jon Jarvis 
Mayor Ed Lee 
Supervisor Scott Wiener 
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Summary of Compliance-Based Adaptive Management Program Framework 
 
 
The GGNRA is to be commended for trying to develop an adaptive management approach to the 
Dog Management Plan so that the final plan will be sufficiently flexible to deal with changing 
conditions.  An adequate compliance-based management plan developed with public 
participation, as encouraged by recent CEQ guidance on mitigation and monitoring, is 
fundamental to the long-term success of the dog management plan. 
 
The current initial draft compliance-based approach (draft Plan/draft EIS, pages 63-67) should be 
further developed and improved to provide an adequate adaptive management program that 
articulates: 
 
 1 Clearer objectives related to protection of the resources established in the GGNRA 

enabling legislation; 
 
 2.   Clearer methods for objective monitoring; 
 
 3.   Appropriate triggers for management responses, and management responses based on 

evaluation of monitoring data and related to protection of these resource; and  
 
 4.   Public information and meaningful participation in the above process.1 
 
We believe we can build on this compliance-based framework to further develop the adaptive 
management approach – consistent with NPS and CEQ guidance – to create a plan that helps dog 
walkers to “do the right thing” as well as protect the natural, cultural and recreational resources 
in the GGNRA.  
 
The main areas where our comments will suggest further specificity and development of the 
compliance-based adaptive management approach relate to: 
 

• Providing effective outreach and education as part of the program start-up and primary 
management response. 

 
• Allowing, in appropriate circumstances based on monitoring results, a third tier of 

impartial technical review related to impact on resources where proposed management 
responses restrict or result in closures. 

                                                           

1  “Public involvement is a key procedural requirement of the NEPA review process, and should be fully 
provided for in the development of mitigation and monitoring procedures.  Agencies are also encouraged, as a 
matter of transparency and accountability, to consider including public involvement components in their mitigation 
monitoring programs.  The agencies’ experience and professional judgment is key to determining the appropriate 
level of public involvement.  In addition to advancing accountability and transparency, public involvement may 
provide insight or perspective for improving mitigation activities and monitoring.  The public may also assist with 
actual monitoring through public-private partnership programs.”   CEQ final Mitigation and Monitoring guidance, 
(January 14, 2011), p. 13.  Although this final guidance was issued after the draft Plan/draft EIS was prepared, it 
should be helpful in the preparation of the final Plan/final EIS. 
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• Allowing, in appropriate circumstances based on monitoring results, additional access for 

recreation with dogs where significant adverse impacts are not probable or where 
compliance or conditions have improved. 

 
The framework is built on the initial approach proposed in the draft Plan/draft EIS, coupled with 
the outreach and education and partnerships components (briefly discussed on page 63 of the 
draft Plan/draft EIS), which should also be incorporated into the adaptive management program.  
The rationale for the tiered management response is noted at the end of this summary. 
 
Public education, outreach and community partnership 

The proposed “compliance-based” approach has potential to work, if it is improved to include 
public education and an objective, long-term monitoring program designed and carried out with 
the community.  The GGNRA should develop partnerships with community, animal welfare, and 
conservation organizations to make this work.  This could bring additional resources to limited 
federal resources. GGNRA should be a partner with the City of San Francisco and other 
communities, not an adversary.  
 
In addition, the GGNRA should develop a true adaptive management plan with a robust public 
educational component as part of the primary management response that would include local 
animal welfare organizations such as the San Francisco SPCA, Marin Human Society and the 
Peninsula Humane Society/SPCA.  In part, these groups could provide training for dog owners as 
part of the startup of the program and provide educational advice about how to be a responsible 
dog owner. 
 
Tiered management response 
 
Primary management response (Tier1): triggered by observation of non-compliance; focus is on 
improving compliance with education, outreach, training. 
 
Secondary management response (Tier2): triggered by measurement of non-compliance over 
time; focus is on further restrictions (voice control to on-leash, on-leash to no-dog). 
 
Third management response (Tier3): triggered when an area is to be closed to dogs, or newly 
opened to dog access; focus is on impact measurement. 
 
In the draft Plan/ DEIS, the proposed compliance-based approach relies on a surrogate indicator 
of adverse environmental impact and unacceptable impairment of Recreation Area resources – 
namely, an overall percentage of compliance with rules based on observations of noncompliance.  
If that percentage falls below 75%, access becomes increasingly restricted (secondary 
management response).   
 
As with any surrogate indicator, it is useful and administratively efficient, but does not 
necessarily provide an accurate explanation or picture of environmental conditions.  The ultimate 
goal is not compliance per se. The ultimate goal is the preservation of natural, scenic, cultural 
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and recreational values. Compliance to the rules by visitors is presumed to accomplish this goal, 
but management actions that would result in closure need to be measured against this goal. 
 
An impartial review available to the public that is related to actual impacts and the integrity of 
the resources in the area in question would provide the necessary basis for a decision on the 
management response.  This should not require a new EIS or re-open the EIS process, because it 
is implementing an impact-based adaptive management plan adopted as a mitigation measure in 
this EIS process.  This third tier review, triggered in appropriate circumstances as described in 
the framework, has been used in other successful adaptive management programs (including 
successful nature resource adaptive management programs that have had more than 20 years of 
experience).  
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Compliance Based Adaptive Management Program 
Detailed Outline 

Contents 
Introduction ......................................................................................................................... 1 
Objectives/Success Criteria ................................................................................................ 3 
Monitoring and Evaluation ................................................................................................. 4 

Site specific monitoring .................................................................................................. 4 
Monitoring Timing and Baseline .................................................................................... 4 

Triggers and Management Responses ................................................................................ 4 
Primary management response (Tier1) ........................................................................... 5 
Secondary management response (Tier2) ....................................................................... 7 
Access assessment and response (Tier3) ........................................................................ 9 

 
 

Definitions 
An area is a unit of the GGNRA; there are currently 21 areas, and new areas are added to 
GGNRA from time-to-time.   
A zone denotes a type of use allowed in an area (on leash, voice control, or no dogs). An 
area may have more than one zone.   
 

Introduction 
 
There appears to be support from diverse interests, including the recreational community, 
that: 

• dog owners need to know the rules to be able to follow them;  
• clearer rules and signs (or other physical aids) are needed (without cluttering the 

landscape);  
• education is a key component to protecting GGNRA’s resources and respect for 

visitors, which is the purpose of the rules; and  
• the ability to continue to bring animals into GGNRA is related to compliance with 

the rules. 
 
In short, there is general agreement that the success of the dog management plan depends 
on dog owners knowing and following the rules.  Because success cannot be known until 
this updated dog management plan goes into effect, GGNRA is proposing an “adaptive 
management program” to measure success and, if substantial problems occur, to take 
management actions to address those problems.   
 
The compliance-based adaptive management strategy has been designed to encourage 
compliance with sections of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) applicable to dog 
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management, and to ensure protection of recreation area resources, visitors and staff. It 
will provide the framework for monitoring and recording observed noncompliance with 
the applicable sections of the CFR, including the new 36 CFR Part 7 special regulation, 
and will guide use of park resources to address those violations. Noncompliance with 
federal regulations related to dog management will be met with a range of management 
responses designed to assure protection of GGNRA’s resources and values.   
 
The basic purpose of the compliance-based adaptive management program is to achieve 
compliance with the rules, take action to improve compliance if substantial problems are 
observed, and identify areas or zones that may need to be closed or that could be opened 
based on objective monitoring data. 
 
The adaptive management strategy is based on implementation of the common elements 
described earlier, including guidelines for ROLAs, outreach and education about the rules 
and about dog owners’ responsibilities to conserve GGNRA’s resources and values, and 
partnerships with local governments and stakeholder groups in the outreach and 
education components. 
 
The adaptive management program articulates: 
 

1. objectives, sometimes called desired outcomes;  
2. methods to measure progress toward meeting these objectives, which use 

observed noncompliance as the principal indicator of success;  
3. triggers for taking further actions if problems are observed; and different levels of 

management responses (if there are problems)  
 
The monitoring will be performed by qualified, impartial individuals, and the results will 
be publicly available and reviewable.  In order to increase certainty for the public and 
administrative efficiency for the GGNRA staff, the types of management actions will be 
identified in the adaptive management program; however, site-specific problems 
identified in the monitoring may involve different management responses at different 
GGNRA areas to meet the objectives of the program.   
 
Because non-compliance does not necessarily cause adverse environmental impacts, the 
adaptive management program includes provision to review whether dogs are causing an 
unacceptable impairment in circumstances where the proposed management action would 
close access to a zone altogether (this would not trigger a new NEPA review, because it 
is implementing the adaptive management program under an adopted plan and EIS).   
 
 
This proposed compliance-based adaptive management program includes an 18-month 
“start-up” period, described in the Secondary management (Tier 2) response section. The 
start-up period will focus on outreach and education, in partnership with the community, 
in order to achieve the program’s stated objectives. This community partnership on 
outreach and education will continue as part of Primary management (Tier 1) response 
during the implementation of the program. 
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This compliance-based adaptive management program does not have a pre-defined 
duration for several reasons. Compliance needs to be maintained on an ongoing basis. It 
is not possible to predict the results of the monitoring and management responses prior to 
implementing the program. It is assumed the program will be carried out for a four-year 
period. The need for continuing the program in its entirety or in specified areas and zones 
will be periodically evaluated by GGNRA in consultation with the adaptive management 
oversight team. 
 

Adaptive Management Oversight Team 
 
A small adaptive management oversight team, composed of representatives from local 
government, environmental and recreational communities will review the monitoring 
results and advise GGNRA staff on improving monitoring methods and refining 
appropriate management responses as experience is gained with the program.  The 
adaptive management oversight team, GGNRA staff including law enforcement officers, 
monitoring personnel, and other participants as appropriate will meet at least quarterly 
and hold one annual workshop to review the past year’s monitoring results and 
management responses and recommend any improvements in the adaptive management 
program to GGRNA. The public would be able to attend the workshop.     

Objectives/Success Criteria 
 
The GGNRA mission statement in brief is “the preservation, unimpaired, of the natural 
and cultural resources, and scenic and recreational values, of the park for present and 
future generations to enjoy.” (see draft Plan/draft EIS, page 9). 
 
The overall program goal is to accomplish this mission by providing for a diversity of 
visitor experiences in GGNRA, including dog walking on or off leash in designated 
areas, as long as the integrity of GGNRA’s natural resource is conserved and this 
recreational use does not destroy the scenic beauty and natural character of the area. 
 
The specific objectives are as follows (subject to exceptions in the rules for guide dogs, 
law enforcement dogs, etc.): 
 
1.  A dog owner or walker will not allow a dog in zones where dogs are prohibited, 

in order to respect a non-dog visitor experience or protect natural resources from 
unacceptable impacts caused by dogs disturbing wildlife or land and water bodies. 

2.  A dog owner or walker will place their dog on a 6-foot or shorter leash in zones 
where dog are allowed on leash. 

3.  A dog owner or walker will have a dog under sight and voice control and meet the 
other requirements of a ROLA where dogs are allowed off leash, principally to 
respect other visitors, not disturb soil or plants, respect signed natural resource 
protection areas, and control dogs from chasing wildlife.   
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4.   A dog owner or walker will promptly take action to control a dog as needed to 
meet the above objectives. 

Monitoring and Evaluation 
 
The basic monitoring methods and approach are explained in this section. A more 
detailed monitoring plan will be developed to guide compliance monitoring, data 
management, and reporting.   

Site specific monitoring 
 
The monitoring will be performed on a site specific basis.  All areas addressed by the dog 
management plan will be subject to monitoring.  An area is a unit of the GGNRA; there 
are currently 21 areas, and new areas are added to GGNRA from time-to-time.  A zone 
denotes a type of use allowed in an area (on leash, voice control, or no dogs). An area 
may have more than one zone.   

Monitoring Timing and Baseline 
 
Monitoring will begin with plan implementation, or soon thereafter. Starting with the 
implementation of the dog management plan, months 1-3 will be a public education 
period, and in months 3-6 the monitoring strategy will be tested. During months 6-18, a 
baseline of numbers and rates of visitors with and without dogs, numbers of dogs per 
visitor, type of use (on-leash or voice control) and noncompliance with regulations 
(includes noncompliance observed but not resulting in citations) will be established.  
 
After this baseline has been established, monitoring efforts may be prioritized, with the 
park reducing the frequency of monitoring in low use or high compliance areas to focus 
on areas with high use or low compliance as needed. [Note: Some form of baseline 
information relating to impacts needs to be developed as well to inform later response 
actions if needed.] 
 
Monitoring will continue in all areas for at least 4 years. However, all areas addressed in 
the dog management plan will be periodically monitored for changes in baseline to 
reprioritize monitoring as needed. Park management responses will focus on areas with 
demonstrated noncompliance with the regulations, as described in the primary 
management response section below. Monitoring will inform park management and law 
enforcement when, where, and how to prioritize responses to noncompliance.  
 

Triggers and Management Responses 
 
There are three tiers of management actions. Each tier has a different trigger, and each 
tier has a progressively more limited range of management actions associated with it. 
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1. Primary management response (Tier1)– this is triggered when noncompliance 
is observed; management actions are generally directed toward education and 
improving compliance. 

 
2. Secondary management response (Tier2) – this is triggered when substantial 

noncompliance is measured (compliance falls below 75% as described below); 
management actions are directed toward more restrictive levels of dog 
management until good compliance is achieved. 

 
3. Access assessment and response (Tier3) – this is triggered when an area is 

proposed to be closed or opened to access by dog walkers; management actions 
are directed toward assessing whether noncompliance is actually impairing 
natural resources (in the case of proposed restrictions on dog walking access in an 
area or zone) or whether increasing access in a zone or area with good compliance 
is likely to substantially impair natural resources. This may also be triggered 
during the secondary management response as noted below. 

 

Primary management response (Tier1) 
 
When noncompliance is regularly observed at an area, NPS would weigh appropriate 
management options and would respond from a suite of potential actions that include: 
focused enforcement of regulations, education (e.g., additional information and 
regulatory signs and exhibits, brochures and fliers, public meetings, meetings with user 
groups, etc.), establishment of buffer zones to protect sensitive habitat and species, 
time/use restrictions, and special use permit (SUP) restrictions. 
 
The principal purpose of the primary management response is to improve and achieve 
compliance by outreach and educating dog owners about the rules.  A program will be 
developed in partnership with local organizations, which could include counties and 
nonprofit foundations or organizations, to provide education and training for dog owners 
and their dogs. [Note: this component should be more fully developed in consultation 
with local groups in the development of the proposed final plan and EIS.]  GGNRA staff 
would not be involved in training programs but could help direct visitors to these 
resources.   
 
Primary management actions fall into the following categories. A primary management 
response may include actions from more than one category, as appropriate to area or zone 
and the nature of the observed noncompliance. 
 
A. Rule and enforcement interpretations or clarifications 
 
 As a general guideline, this type of response is designed to address documented 

confusion by visitors over the meaning or intent of the rules. A corollary role is to 
clarify enforcement policies or practices if needed.  
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A primary purpose of the dog management plan is to adopt clearer rules, and a 
basic purpose of the start-up phase is outreach and education on these rules. In 
part because the rules are new to visitors, noncompliance and enforcement policy 
or practices may be related to questions or confusion about the rules. This 
management response is designed to meet the objectives stated above by 
providing interpretations or clarifications if needed. This management response 
does not substitute for the public rulemaking process for amending the rules if 
needed.   

 
B. Education and training 
 
 As a general guideline, this type of management response is designed to address 

documented lack of knowledge by visitors about the rules or areas where dog 
walking is allowed.   

 
 For example, there are key components of regulated off leash areas (ROLAs), 

which may be unfamiliar to visitors. Some visitors may not be familiar with or 
have adequate skills to maintain voice control standards. These types of 
management response ranges from broad outreach and education to assisting 
individual dog owners obtain needed training. Appendix A provides an example 
of training and educational opportunities from a community partner, the San 
Francisco SPCA. 

 
C. Signage and physical improvements 
 
 As a general guideline, this type of management response is designed to address 

documented problems or suggested improvements in signage or other actions that 
involve physical improvements to improve compliance and protect resources. 

 
 Better signage or other visual and physical cues are a key element of providing 

clearer rules to visitors. In addition, the dog management plan includes changes in 
dog walking access in certain areas or zones of GGNRA. Compliance problems 
may be related to the clarity of the way the rules are presented in signs or on the 
physical landscape (such as location of signs, location or type of fencing, berms 
or other barriers on the trails). The monitoring program will help to identify areas 
where improvements would be an effective primary management response. 

 
 
D. Use restrictions 
 
 As a general guideline, this type of management response is designed to address 

documented conflicts where better understanding of the rules or better on-site 
conditions are not likely to improve compliance.   

 
 For example, monitoring may identify places where recurring problems could 

readily be addressed by some additional separation among types of uses and 
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time/use restrictions or a buffer area would be appropriate.  This management 
response does not substitute for the public planning process of amending the dog 
management plan or rules if the use restrictions would effectively reduce the dog 
walking access allowed under the plan or rules. 

 
Areas with the highest rates of noncompliance, and/or sensitive resources, will receive 
first priority for primary management responses.1  Noncompliance based on insufficient 
voice control would be addressed by primary management response categories A-C 
(unless the 75% trigger discussed in the next section has occurred).   
 
Aggressive dogs or unsafe behavior (e.g., resulting in cliff rescues) are treated on an 
individual, case-by-case basis, and may result in banning a particular dog from the park, 
or if applicable, a SUP restriction.  Violations recorded by the monitoring team will count 
towards the rate of noncompliance. 
 
In reviewing the monitoring results and primary management responses, the adaptive 
management oversight team may recommend improvements in the education and 
outreach program, identify areas or zones where signage or physical barriers appear to be 
insufficient and may recommend improvements to GGNRA, or otherwise refining 
management measures to address the types of problems observed and improve the level 
of compliance. 
 

Secondary management response (Tier2) 
 
When compliance falls below 75% over a yearly rolling average (measured as the 
percentage of total dogs / dog walkers observed during the previous 12 months not in 
compliance with the regulations), in a management zone (on-leash, voice control, or no 
dogs) in any of the specific areas addressed by the plan, the zone’s management may 
change to the next more restrictive level of dog management, for example: ROLA to on-
leash, or on-leash to a recommendation to close the area to dogs. 
 
The initial 12-month rolling average is based on data collected during months 6-18 after 
initiation of the dog management plan, and secondary management responses would not 
be implemented until after the first 18 months, during which the monitoring plan will be 
tested and baseline data collection begun. Primary management responses would be 
implemented during this time if needed. [Note: there are numerous comments and 
questions about how the compliance level will be calculated; this section may need 
revision or further explanation.] 
 

                                                 
1 4 If Section 7 consultations pursuant to the Endangered Species Act requires preparation of a Biological Opinion, 
management responses related to threatened and endangered species will be governed by the Terms and Conditions 
described in the Biological Opinion, and could be separate from or coordinated with the compliance-based adaptive 
management strategy program.  Emergency closures for listed species protection may also occur outside of this 
program. 
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The rationale for an 18 month period before a secondary management response could 
initially be applied is as follows:  

a. Months 0-6: provides for a 3-month public education period after plan 
implementation, and an additional 3 months to test, possibly modify, and 
implement the monitoring plan. 

b. Months 7-18: provides one year to implement the full range of possible 
management actions addressing noncompliance as outlined in the primary 
management response, and provides 12 months of monitoring data. 

c. One year rolling average is measured at the end of each month; after the initial 
18 months action could be taken after any month as long as there are 11 
consecutive preceding months of data. 

 
 
Regular monitoring of an area over a 12-month period is required before secondary 
management responses can be implemented. NPS will prepare annual reports 
documenting monitoring data collected and any consequent management actions, which 
will be made available to the public. NPS will also release a preliminary report providing 
baseline data after the first 6 months of monitoring (month 12 after plan initiation). 
 
If the rate of compliance in the area that has been subjected to more restrictive 
management (e.g., voice control to on leash) is better than 75% for three consecutive 
years, the area will revert to the prior management (e.g., on leash to voice control).   
 
As previously noted, noncompliance is being used as a surrogate or indicator of resource 
conservation but does not necessarily equate to impact on recreation area resources.  
Therefore, the adaptive management program has two additional triggers during the 
secondary response that may provide for an objective review to relate compliance to the 
program objectives stated earlier, prior to moving to a more restrictive management level. 
 

a. More restrictive category (voice control to on leash) –The adaptive management 
oversight team will be notified in advance of any planned secondary management 
response.  If all or nearly all of the team agree, the team may request a review of 
whether the secondary management response is warranted based on whether dog 
use caused unacceptable impacts or impairment of resources (Tier3 response).  

 
b. Closure (no dog) recommendation – If the monitoring results in a 

recommendation to close an area to dog walking (no dogs), the third tier access 
assessment and response will be triggered.  

 
These reviews are part of the implementation of the dog management plan and its 
adaptive management program and do not involve preparation of a NEPA environmental 
assessment or EIS document.  
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Access assessment and response (Tier3) 
 
This third level of management response is a decision to close or open access for dog 
walking, or may be triggered as described in the Secondary Management response before 
applying further restrictions.  
A decision to open or close access presents a decision that potentially affects many 
visitors and, under an adaptive management program related to articulated objective or 
success criteria, should be taken based on sound scientific or technical information, rather 
than on a formula based on a surrogate indicator that may not accurately reflect actual 
conservation of resources. 
 
Prior to closure of an area, an access assessment report shall be prepared and discussed 
with adaptive management oversight team.  The report will review the effect the 
noncompliance has had on visitor experience and/or the integrity of the conservation of 
the natural resources, as appropriate to the monitoring data.  [See prior note regarding the 
need to have some appropriate baseline data.] The report will review the relationship 
between the type of noncompliance observed and the objectives described earlier in this 
program.   
 
The adaptive management oversight team may make a recommendation to GGNRA staff 
regarding the appropriate management action.  Based on the report and any 
recommendation, primary or secondary management response may be taken, including, 
for example, improved signage or barriers, other restrictions, partial closure, or closure.   
 
Likewise, if an area is proximate or similar to an area or zone where dog walking is 
allowed and has had three consecutive years of more than 75% compliance, an access 
assessment report shall be prepared and discussed with the adaptive management 
overnight team regarding the expected effect of opening or increasing the area or zone to 
dog walking.   
 
The adaptive management oversight team may make a recommendation to GGNRA staff 
regarding the opening or increasing an area. Based on the report and any 
recommendation, the area for dog walking may be increased or opened under conditions 
specified. 
 
  
 
 
 



Appendix A – Community Education and Information/ San Francisco SPCA Behavior & Training 
 
 
Below please find descriptions for an information session and two classes to support 
responsible dog guardianship in our parks. The SF/SPCA will add classes as needed to provide 
the public with the education and training as needed for responsible recreational access for 
people and their dogs. 
 
Public Education and Information Session 
 

1. Free Information Session / Off Leash Manners for Responsible Canines   
 
DO YOU WANT TO LEARN HOW TO BE A RESPONSIBLE DOG GUARDIAN in a voice control 
area?  COME TO OUR FREE Off Leash Manners Information Session!   
SOME OF THE TOPICS COVERED WILL INCLUDE: 

 
• What types of dogs are candidates for voice control areas 
• How to get your dog prepared for off leash freedom 
• How to distinguish play from fight   
• When to interrupt play 
• What to do in case of a dog fight 
• Obedience Training 
• Dog size differences 
• Why should you spay or neuter? 
• Sharing the space; voice control, socialization and respecting the environment  

 
2. Dog Training Class / ROCKET RECALLS! J Short Session Class  

 
A 3 week class to improve your dog's off leash recall skills. Problem solve with a trainer 
for a 45-minute session.   
 

• Understand the rules of recall 
• Recall dogs from 30-60 feet with some distractions  
• Recall dogs from 15 to 30 feet with some distractions 
• Learn how to keep dogs safe & implement rules in real-life situations 
 

Frequency & Duration: 45 minutes per week for 3 weeks 
 

3. Trail Manners Class / One time  class at various locations 
 

In collaboration with local dog groups or responsible agencies, provide an instructor for 
a 1 hour, outdoor, off-leash trail manners class. 



 

 



 

 
P.O. Box 475372     San Francisco, CA     94147-5372    Please Visit Our Website: www.crissyfielddog.org 
 
May 27, 2011 
 
Frank Dean, GGNRA Superintendent 
Building 201, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123-0022 
 
Dear Mr. Dean, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important document, the Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area’s (GGNRA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Dog 
Management Plan (Draft Plan/DEIS).  
 
Introduction 

The Crissy Field Dog Group is a non-profit organization devoted to responsible off leash 
dog recreation in the San Francisco Bay area for over a decade.   We have approximately 
600 members distributed throughout California and many other states. We have worked 
with the GGGNRA staff on off leash dog recreation issues throughout this entire period 
including as a member of the GGNRA Negotiated Rulemaking Committee for dog 
management.  Our work has included working with the Golden Gate Audubon Society 
and the GGNRA staff on educational outreach for the protection of the Snowy Plover in 
the Wildlife Protection Area.  We have also worked closely with other recreational 
groups including, the horse community, the windsurfing and the surfing communities as 
well as other dog groups to promote and facilitate co-existence among all park users and 
to protect natural resources.  We have created sixteen educational videos promoting 
responsible dog recreation in the GGNRA as well as how to submit substantive 
comments.1  We work closely with the San Francisco SPCA and the Marin Humane 
Society and we are a member of the Eco-dog coalition promoting responsible dog 
ownership.  
 
The Crissy Field Dog Group retained Kenneth S. Weiner, Esq. of K&L Gates LLP, a 
nationally recognized expert in the National Environmental Policy Act as well as Tetra 
Tech, Inc. independent environmental consultants to provide a review of the 2400 page 
Draft Plan/DEIS.  Their review is included in the attached appendices.  

                                                 
1 These videos have had approximately 4000 downloads according to YouTube and Vimeo analytics. 

http://www.crissyfielddog.org/
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After all of the time and effort that has been put into the development of a balanced dog 
management plan, CFDG is extraordinarily disappointed in the quality of the Draft 
Plan/DEIS.  We are quite dismayed by:  (1) the litany of undocumented assumptions 
throughout the Draft Plan/DEIS; (2) the lack of analysis by the GGNRA of the existing 
conditions;  (3) the failure of the GGNRA to adequately explore the impact of application 
of existing management measures to the no-action alternative; (4) the failure of the 
GGNRA to acknowledge that the GGNRA is a recreational area in a major metropolitan 
area; (5) the failure of the GGNRA to address or acknowledge the scoping comments 
submitted by CFDG in April 2006; and (6) the failure of the GGNRA to include any of 
the reasonable alternatives suggested by the a coalition of interested parties at the end of 
the Negotiated Rule Making process (see Appendix K).   The Draft Plan/DEIS 
improperly treats recreation and environmental interests as mutually exclusive rather than 
recognizing both as important values under the National Environmental Policy Act as 
well as the enabling legislation for the GGNRA.   In fact, the Draft Plan/DEIS does not 
even include a section addressing the impact on recreational users.  (See Appendix B)  
The Draft Plan/DEIS includes a prohibition on certain recreational uses for all new lands 
without any justification or analysis.  Finally the Draft Plan/DEIS proposes a punitive 
non-transparent compliance program to be internally administered without any public 
input with uncertain and undefined parameters. Set forth in the appendices attached, are 
specific comments on each of these points.   
 
We are also very concerned going forward about the transparency of the review process 
for these comments, allowed under the National Environmental Policy Act, and the 
ability of the public to have a dialogue with the GGNRA about how to create a 
sustainable and balanced dog management plan.     
 
The GGNRA plays a critical role in providing a home for many natural and cultural 
treasures, and, because of its proximity to a dense, urban environment, it provides special 
recreational opportunities to city dwellers. Recreation is called out in the 1972 GGNRA 
enabling legislation as one of the four outstanding values to be maintained and protected. 
In doing so, the enabling legislation recognized that the achievement of these outstanding 
values is not mutually exclusive. Our organization supports the National Park Service 
(NPS) in its mission to protect the GGNRA’s important natural, cultural, and recreational 
values but, through this letter, we challenge the NPS work with its constituents and local 
communities to find solutions that are designed to protect all of the park’s values and 
broaden opportunities to enjoy its diverse resources sustainably. 
 
Our comments are described in two main sections: (1) Recommended Alternative, which 
describes our thoughts on how the NPS could balance the GGNRA’s myriad resources 
and opportunities; and (2) Quality of Information in the Draft Plan/DEIS, which 
describes our thoughts on how the information in the Draft Plan/DEIS could be improved 
in order to support a better outcome for all interests involved. 
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Recommended “Hybrid” Alternative 

The NPS should consider a hybrid alternative that includes the following three 
interrelated items with a rational approach to balancing preservation of natural and 
recreational values: 

• Adaptive Management Plan 
• Management Actions 
• Recreation Committee 

Further information on this alternative is included in Appendix A. 
 
Quality of Information in the Draft Plan/DEIS 

My organization’s major concerns with the quality of information in the Draft Plan/DEIS 
include: 
1. Improper analysis of environmentally preferred alternative. 
2. Omission of relevant impacts and impact analyses 

o Recreation (also see Appendix B) 
o Other impacts 

3. Insufficient information needed to draw logical conclusions and evaluate alternatives: 
o Unclear enforcement data (also see Appendix C) 
o Lack of and inconsistent site-specific, scientific data on baseline conditions 

(also see Appendices D, E, and F) 
o Reliance on undocumented assumptions  
o Flawed evaluation of No Action alternative 
o Resultant flawed alternatives analysis 

4. Improper treatment of new lands 
5. Lack of specificity in proposed action 
 
These concerns are described in detail below and several are outlined further in the 
attached appendices. At the end of each section, we have provided recommended changes 
that we request you make to the EIS and the proposed action in order to move forward 
with a plan that is protective of all of the GGNRA’s myriad resources and values.   
 
1. Improper Analysis of Environmentally Preferred Alternative 

The Draft Plan/DEIS takes a narrow perspective that the alternative that most 
preserves natural values only is the environmentally-preferred option. Where you 
have a national recreation area whose mission is natural, recreational, scenic and 
cultural values in a great city – and all of these values are part of NEPA’s view of a 
quality environment – the environmentally preferred alternative is the alternative that 
most promotes all of these core environmental values. Because the Draft Plan/DEIS 
does not recognize recreational resources as an environmental resource, the analysis 
of the environmentally preferable alternative is flawed. We point this out because it 
reflects a bias in the document that systematically does not yet recognize that this 
plan is for an urban recreation area that needs to – in the words of GGNRA’s own 
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mission: ‘preserve natural and recreational values unimpaired.’ It fails to consider the 
range of resources afforded by the GGNRA that could be affected by the action 
alternatives. Recreation is called out in the GGNRA enabling legislation as one of the 
four outstanding values to be maintained and protected. In doing so, the enabling 
legislation recognizes that the achievement of these outstanding values is not 
mutually exclusive. The environmentally preferable alternative is one that would 
employ environmental design and adaptive management techniques to preserve all of 
the outstanding values of the GGNRA. Further detail on this issue can be found under 
our comments above related to our recommended hybrid alternative. 
 
*Recommendation. In Chapter 2, starting on page 99, the discussion of the 
environmentally preferable alternative should be revised to reflect the value of 
recreational resources.  Since protection of the environment includes protection of 
established recreational opportunities and facilities on GGNRA lands and nearby 
parklands, the Draft Plan/DEIS should consider such resources as part of its selection 
of the environmentally preferable alternative. Detailed recommendations on how to 
revise this section of the Draft Plan/DEIS are listed in Appendix A. 
 

2. Omission of Relevant Impacts and Impact Analyses 
 
Recreation 

Congress’ original intent when it established the GGNRA is stated in the bill reports 
for the 1972 legislation – that GGNRA, “will ensure its continuity as open space for 
the use and enjoyment of present and future generations of city-dwellers” [House 
Report No. 92-1391, Sept. 12, 1972].  [emphasis added]. Similarly, as stated in the 
first section of Public Law 92-589, Congress established GGNRA to preserve for 
public use and enjoyment areas of Marin and San Francisco County possessing 
“outstanding natural, historic, scenic and recreational values” and to “provide for 
needed recreational open space necessary to urban environment and planning” and to 
protect the scenic and natural character of the area from incompatible development. 
Dog walking was well-known and recognized by Congress as part of this public use 
and enjoyment. Both the Senate and House reports comment that the proposed area: 
 

“will satisfy the interests of those who choose to fly kites, sunbathe, walk their 
dogs, or just idly watch the action along the bay.”  [emphasis added] 
 

The official legislative history notes: 
 

 “This legislation will, if enacted, capitalize on the availability of this important, 
unequaled resource in the San Francisco region by establishing a new national 
urban recreation area which will concentrate on serving the outdoor recreation 
needs of the people of the metropolitan region.  As an urban recreation area, 
it must relate to the desires and interests of the people, but it must, at the same 
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time, be managed in a manner which will protect it for future generations.”  
[emphasis added] 

These were also the City’s understandings in transferring lands to GGNRA.  As you 
may know, GGNRA has a mission statement which states: 
 

 “The mission of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area is the preservation, 
unimpaired, of the natural and cultural resources, and scenic and recreation 
values, of the park for present and future generations to enjoy.” [emphasis added] 
 

The Draft Plan/DEIS not only fails to disclose and evaluate the impacts of the 
alternatives on recreational resources in the context of an urban environment, it 
dismisses the quality of the urban environment entirely on page 22 where it states, 
“the quality of urban areas is not a significant factor in determining a dog 
management plan.” As recognized in its enabling legislation, one of the most 
important aspects of the GGNRA is the sharp contrast between its undeveloped open 
spaces and the adjacent developed urban environment. The GGNRA’s open space and 
recreational opportunities are intended to provide refuge and relief for nearby urban 
dwellers.  
 
The impacts on the GGNRA’s open space and recreational opportunities should have 
been evaluated fully in the Draft Plan/DEIS, especially since a NEPA analysis is not 
limited to the natural environment. According to NEPA, An EIS is required to 
analyze the human environment. The federal NEPA rules define the human 
environment and its scope in an EIS as follows: 
 

“Human environment shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the natural 
and physical environment and the relationship of people with that environment.“    
   

When an EIS is prepared and human and natural/ physical environmental effects are 
interrelated, the EIS should discuss all of these effects on the human environment.  
 
*Recommendation. Any significant limitations on recreational uses proposed by 
NPS needs to be properly examined, as it impairs a fundamental value that must be 
preserved under GGNRA’s charter. The Draft Plan/DEIS should be revised to include 
a stand-alone analysis of impacts on recreation resources in order to fully consider the 
potentially significant effects that the proposed action and action alternatives could 
have on these elements of the human environment. The section should give context to 
the important role played by the GGNRA in terms of its proximity to a dense, urban 
environment and the special opportunities it affords to nearby populations. It should 
describe existing recreational uses of the GGNRA and other parklands in the project 
vicinity, the impacts of the proposed action on recreation resources and urban quality 
(including direct, indirect and cumulative impacts), and the mitigation that the NPS 
will commit to in order to avoid such impacts. 
Although the analysis of impacts on recreation resources could potentially be 
integrated into the existing Visitor Use and Experience section, it is strongly 
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suggested that it be incorporated into the draft EIS in a separate chapter. The rationale 
for this request is because the topic of “Visitor Use and Experience” is too limiting to 
encompass the broader range of recreation impacts that could potentially occur with 
implementation of the proposed action, including degradation of established 
recreational activities and facilities in GGNRA and nearby lands. A suggested 
annotated outline of the stand-alone recreation resources section is presented in 
Appendix B for your consideration. 
 
Other impacts 

The Draft Plan/DEIS assumes but does not provide the required rigorous analysis that 
resource conditions result solely from dog use of the sites, discounting the 
contribution from other visitors and recreational users. The Draft Plan/DEIS does not 
address the contribution of other impactful activities, including special events, to the 
resource conditions and existing impacts at each of the GGNRA sites. The level of 
site use from a single special event is likely equivalent to the level of regular use that 
occurs over weeks, months or longer. These special events include the annual Fleet 
Week at Crissy Field and the future impact of America’s Cup on GGNRA lands. 
 
*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the GGNRA should study the 
contribution that all visitors make to existing resource conditions and potential 
impacts. This information is obtainable and essential to a reasoned choice among 
alternatives. The preferred alternative should then be re-evaluated and modified to 
address only the issues that specifically result from dog use at each of the sites. The 
NPS should then pursue a comprehensive approach to managing all these uses to the 
benefit of the full ranges of GGNRA resources and values.  
 

3. Insufficient Information Needed to Draw Logical Conclusions and Evaluate 
Alternatives 

 
In many places, the Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide any data on actual impacts by 
dogs in areas being proposed for new dog walking restrictions. In places where data 
are provided, the Draft Plan/DEIS makes undocumented assumptions that there are 
unacceptable impacts and that dogs are the culprits. For example, in the Western 
snowy plover sections of Chapters 3 and 4, the Draft Plan/DEIS explains that people, 
as well as dogs, who traverse dune areas disturb shorebirds. Monitoring surveys 
observed 48 off-leash dogs chasing birds over a period of 12 years. However, in this 
case the birds continue to return to the area each year.  Therefore, there might or 
might not be a problem – the Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide substantive data to 
help the reader decide. If there is a problem, the Draft Plan/DEIS doesn’t provide 
logical conclusions as to whether access should be limited for people, for dogs, or 
both.  
 
The Draft Plan/DEIS is, in some respects, comprised of about 20 plans and EISs, 
because it examines each GGNRA unit. We can appreciate how difficult this is for 
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GGNRA and the NPS to accomplish. But NEPA guidance and case law have 
consistently explained that difficulty does not excuse lack of adequate data and study 
in an EIS.  And the bulk or size of an EIS does not equate to its adequacy. In many 
places, as described in more detail below, the Draft Plan/DEIS lack any description of 
actual site specific impacts on which decisions on dog-walking restrictions are being 
proposed.  In other places, the Draft Plan/DEIS assumes species are present in areas 
where there is no record of their presence. In other places, there is inconsistent 
information about the presence of species.    

Unclear enforcement data 
Many of the findings in the Draft Plan/DEIS are founded on a reference included in 
the document as Appendix G, “Law Enforcement Data” (NPS 2008c). This reference 
document is critically deficient in substantiating statements made in the 
characterization of existing conditions and in the analysis of the environmental 
consequences. Per NEPA, “Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including 
scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact 
statements (CFR 1502.24).” Additional detail on this issue can be found in Appendix 
C. 
 
*Recommendation. The Draft Plan/DEIS should be revised to provide clear 
evidence in the record to support all of its findings. The NPS needs to ensure the 
professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the analysis and findings 
contained within its Draft Plan/DEIS. Detailed recommendations on how to revise the 
enforcement data in the Draft Plan/DEIS, and the ensuing impacts and alternatives 
analysis, are listed in Appendix C.  
 
Lack of and inconsistent site-specific, scientific data on baseline conditions 
 
The Draft Plan/DEIS does not address site-specific resources and the condition/health 
of those resources. This lack of information results in a vague baseline against which 
to assess the magnitude of impacts associated with implementing the proposed action 
and alternatives. With such a vague baseline, it’s also difficult to assess the need to 
change existing dog management strategies. 

Select examples: 
a. The affected environment section mentions California Native Plant Society 

(CNPS)-listed species as having the potential to occur within the GGNRA but no 
data are provided as to where/if they are actually present. 

b. While some special-status species descriptions suggest a nexus between dog 
activity and the species and/or their habitat (tidewater goby, California red-legged 
frog), other species descriptions do not (San Francisco garter snake, Coho 
salmon), and there is a consistent lack of detail describing the existing interaction, 
if any, between the species and dog activity. 

c. There are inconsistencies regarding the presence of species in the text and in 
Table 8 in the Special-Status Species affected environment, the information in 
Appendix H, and the impact analyses in Chapter 4. 
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d. In Table 8 on page 246, the GGNRA Location column contains the location for 
plants that do not exist there according to the text. 

e. For a number of the analyses of Alternatives B-E, the Draft Plan/DEIS states that 
the area of impact is currently undisturbed. This is not the case, as dogs and 
humans are currently allowed in those areas. 

f. Additional examples are provided in Appendix D, “Soils and Geology,” Appendix 
E, “Water Quality,” and Appendix F, “Biology.” 
 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the Draft Plan/DEIS should provide 
site-by-site assessments of the conditions of the GGNRA resources and values at each 
of the 21 sites. The selected preferred alternative for each site should then be re-
assessed and modified to address only those site-specific issues and to employ 
adaptive management (proposed adaptive management techniques are provided at the 
end of this letter) to ensure the goal of protecting those resources and values is 
achieved. 

Reliance on undocumented assumptions 
 
The Draft Plan/DEIS assumes, but fails to demonstrate, the “cause and effect” 
relationships without site-specific supporting information. For instance, the Draft 
Plan/DEIS assumes but does not demonstrate that where dogs are present within 
GGNRA sites, there is a disturbance of natural resources. The Draft Plan/DEIS also 
assumes but does not demonstrate that the disturbance of resources is attributable to 
dogs (versus other factors). These assumptions result in flawed conclusions that the 
mere presence of dogs is equivalent to adverse resource impacts. The findings of an 
EIS must be based on scientific accuracy and clear evidence in the record. This Draft 
Plan/DEIS is significantly flawed in that it does not rely on adequate evidence for the 
conclusions it draws, and in that it fails to clarify its methodology for drawing those 
conclusions. 
 
Select examples: 
a. The text from Chapter 3 provides data on the western snowy plover, but beyond 

providing numbers of observations, the Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide 
evidence that dogs chasing the birds are likely to impact the survival of the 
species taking all relevant factors into account (see paragraph 1, page 799). 

b. The Draft Plan/DEIS presents no information supporting the finding that dogs are 
currently impacting shorebirds and marine mammals. Therefore, there is no 
scientific rationale for prohibiting dogs from beach areas under Alternative D to 
“protect shorebirds and stranded marine mammals,” as stated on page 151. 

c. The Soils and Geology section (page 225) includes the following statements: 
“Dogs and dog walkers that do not stay on designated trails and venture off trail 
create social trails that become denuded of vegetation and result in increased soil 
compaction.” and “Soil compaction is common along social trails that have been 
created by – and are heavily used by – bikers, hikers, runners, and dog walkers.”  
The baseline for comparison throughout the Draft Plan/DEIS should not be an 
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environment in which it is assumed that there is no impact unless dogs are 
present, but one in which the impact of dogs is added to the impact of humans. At 
about 200 pounds per adult, the force that a human exerts on the soil one foot at a 
time would have a significantly greater impact on soil compaction in a picnic area 
than the force exerted by even a large 70-pound dog distributing its weight on 
four paws. The failure to acknowledge that human use has more impact on soils 
and geology in this regard, compared to dog use, uncritically loads the analysis in 
favor of restrictions on dogs. While there may be areas in which impacts from 
dogs are unacceptable, the same criterion holds for impacts from humans, and in 
most of these areas, dogs and humans are already excluded.  

d. The Soils and Geology section (page 112) on Homestead Valley concludes that, 
under the No Action Alternative, there would be long-term adverse impacts from 
“soil compaction, erosion, and nutrient addition.., in areas off the trail since dogs 
would be under voice control,” while under other alternatives it is concluded that 
the impacts would be negligible because dogs would be under physical restraint. 
This is an unsubstantiated assumption in support of the underlying bias of the 
analysis. The analysis does not attempt to connect intensity of use and impact and 
seems to be based solely on the incorrect assumption that humans and wildlife 
would have no impact on off-trail areas, and that all impacts can be attributed to 
dogs. 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should re-evaluate untested, 
assumed linkages and re-define the existing and potential impacts that specifically 
result from dog use at each of the GGNRA sites. The preferred alternative for each 
site should then be re-assessed and modified to address only those site-specific 
impacts and issues. 
 
Flawed evaluation of No Action alternative 
 
The impacts of the No Action alternative are substantially overstated because the 
Draft Plan/DEIS determines individual areas of compliance with existing dog 
management strategies without sufficient supporting data and assumes that 
noncompliance results in adverse impacts. This unsupported logic both overstates the 
degree of additional management required to address the resource issues, but also 
misrepresents the relative impacts of the four action alternatives; for example, the 
public is assumed to comply with management strategies under an action alternative, 
whereas the public is found to be noncompliant with those same management 
strategies under the No Action alternative. 
 
Select examples: 
a. For many sites, including Stinson Beach, Crissy Field, Baker Beach and Bluffs, 

Mori Point, Oakwood Valley, and Muir Beach, analysis of Alternative A 
acknowledges noncompliance, while the other alternatives assume full 
compliance with dog restrictions. In some cases, the management strategy is the 
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same, with the only difference between Alternative A and the preferred alternative 
being the assumption of compliance. 

b. On page 109 (Table 5, Stinson Beach, Soils and Geology) under Alternative A, 
the second bullet identifies long-term, minor, adverse impacts in areas outside 
parking lots and picnic areas. These impacts are not repeated under the other 
alternatives despite the fact that, except for Alternative D, the management 
strategies under all of the alternatives are identical for Stinson Beach.  Each of the 
statements in the first bullet, except for Alternative A, No Action, includes the 
clause “assuming compliance.”  At least for the soils and geology evaluation, the 
analysis seems to take it for granted that the No Action Alternative is inferior. 
Both of these are examples of biasing the analysis against No Action.  

c. On pages 1147-1158, mission blue butterfly, Fort Baker and Milagra Ridge – as 
with many examples in the Wildlife section, here Alternative A assumes 
noncompliance with leash laws (minor, adverse impacts) and the preferred 
alternative assumes compliance (negligible to minor, adverse impacts, with 
habitat restoration programs).  

d. On pages 1219-1240, San Francisco garter snake, Mori Point, Milagra Ridge, 
Cattle Hill, Pedro Point – as with many examples in the Wildlife section, here 
Alternative A assumes noncompliance with leash laws (minor, adverse impacts) 
while the preferred alternative assumes compliance (negligible). The text states 
(page 1230) that there is no documentation. that the current level of compliance 
with on-leash laws (No Action Alternative) is impacting this species. 

e. In the Water Quality section, the impact analysis for Alternatives B through E 
assumes compliance with the management strategies. However, the impact 
analysis for Alternative A does not make this same assumption.  

 
*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should re-evaluate 
unsupported assumptions and the analysis of the No Action alternative to ensure the 
methodology used for it is consistent with the methodology used for the action 
alternatives. The No Action alternative is a continuation of the current GGNRA 
management plan and policies – not a continuation of existing conditions. The current 
plan and supporting documents include policies for good public information and 
education on GGNRA resources and partnerships with the community. The No 
Action alternative can and should include improved education and compliance 
measures (including accurate signage about voice control areas) to implement these 
current plan policies (which are also policies in the proposed GGNRA updated 
general management plan), including dog owner training, to raise the level of 
compliance. 

Resultant flawed alternatives analysis 
 
As described above in this section, the Draft Plan/DEIS assumes but does not provide 
the required rigorous analysis to enable the reader to draw logical conclusions about 
impacts and alternatives. The Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide adequate information 
on which to “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended 
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courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning 
alternative uses of resources” (as required by NEPA Section 102(2)(E); 40 CFR 
§§1501.2 and 1502.1 and corresponding DOI and NPS implementing guidance), or to 
allow meaningful evaluation on the alternatives including reasonable mitigation 
measures, as required by NEPA (e.g., 40 CFR §§1502.14(b)and 1508.25(b) and 
corresponding DOI and NPS implementing guidance). This issue in the Draft 
Plan/DEIS results in a bias in the evaluation of alternatives, contrary to NEPA’s 
requirement that “Environmental Impact Statements shall serve as the means of 
assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency actions, rather than justifying 
decisions already made” (40 CFR §1502.2(g)). 

 
Select examples: 
a. The impacts of the No Action Alternative are substantially overstated because the 

Draft Plan/DEIS assumes that noncompliance results in adverse impacts. This 
both overstates the degree of management required to address the resource issues, 
but also misrepresents the relative impacts of the four action alternatives; for 
example, the public is assumed to comply with management strategies under an 
action alternative, whereas the public is found to be noncompliant with those 
same management strategies under the No Action Alternative.  

b. On page 1264, bank swallow – as with the western snowy plover, current impacts 
are considered minor to moderate based on occasional to frequent perceptible 
disturbances to the species from dogs; however, the description of Alternative A 
mentions only that dogs have been seen in the bluff area. There is no apparent 
nexus between dog activity and actual impact to bank swallows – is the presence 
of a dog in the bluff area assumed to disturb the colony? Have the birds been 
observed flushing from nests, or have crushed burrows been found? The language 
here suggests these impacts are possible, but that they haven’t actually occurred.  

c. In Chapter 2, starting on page 99, the discussion of the environmentally preferable 
alternative should be revised to reflect the value of recreational resources.  
Because the draft EIS does not recognize recreational resources as an 
environmental resource, the analysis of the environmentally preferable alternative 
is flawed. It fails to consider the range of resources afforded by the GGNRA that 
could be affected by the action alternatives. Recreation is called out in the 
GGNRA enabling legislation as one of the four outstanding values to be 
maintained and protected. In doing so, the enabling legislation recognizes that the 
achievement of these outstanding values is not mutually exclusive.  

 
*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should re-evaluate 
unsupported assumptions and the analysis of the alternatives to ensure the 
methodology used for it is consistent and based on site specific scientific data. And, 
since protection of the environment includes protection of established recreational 
opportunities and facilities on GGNRA lands and nearby parklands, the draft EIS 
should consider such resources as part of its selection of the environmentally 
preferable alternative. Under NEPA, the environmentally preferable alternative is one 
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that would employ environmental design and adaptive management techniques to 
preserve all of the outstanding values of the GGNRA. 

 
4.  Improper Treatment of New Lands 

The proposed action to close new lands to dog walking access conflicts with the 
GGNRA Enabling Legislation (PC 92-589) and with National Park Service 
Management Policies (2006) for determining uses and land protection plans.  
GGNRA is required to consider new lands in the same way that it considers uses and 
land protection measures on lands within GGNRA.   
The unprecedented "Closed until open" proposal would violate GGNRA's statutory 
obligation to preserve and maintain recreational uses, violate sound land planning 
with the community, and violate NEPA by prejudging alternatives before site-specific 
public and environmental review.  There is no basis for treating new lands differently 
than existing lands under NPS regulations and policies.  Furthermore, there is no such 
policy in the existing GGNRA General Management Plan and Compendium. 
The Draft Plan/DEIS notes (p. 36), the enabling legislation states GGNRA's purpose 
as follows (emphasis added):  
 

"In order to preserve for public use and enjoyment certain areas of Marin and 
San Francisco counties, California, possessing outstanding natural, historic, 
scenic, and recreational values and in order to provide for the maintenance of 
needed recreational open space necessary to urban environment and planning, 
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area is hereby established." 
 

The phrases "preserve for public use and enjoyment" and "maintenance of needed 
recreational open space" set out a high standard for management actions that would 
limit or restrict this fundamental value and resource of the GGNRA.  The words 
"preserve" and "maintain" mean the continuation of uses, recognizing that uses may 
be regulated to protect the other fundamental values of the GGNRA.  
NPS management policies expressly reflect this emphasis on continuing uses, 
measured by the yardstick of the unit's enabling legislation.  Section 1.4.3.1 states: 
 

In determining whether or how to allow the use, park managers must consider 
the congressional or presidential interest, as expressed in the enabling 
legislation or proclamation, that the use or uses continue. 
 

When new lands become part of GGNRA, the recreational uses existing at the time of 
acquisition should be allowed to continue unless GGNRA determines, through the 
public land planning and NEPA process, that unacceptable impairment would occur 
(as explained in Chapter 1 and Appendix C of the Draft Plan/DEIS).   
 
Section 3.3 of the NPS management policies make clear that protective measures are 
to be integrated in to the planning process -- "Planning for the protection of park 
lands will be integrated into the planning process for park management" -- not 
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predetermined in advance of site specific the public planning and environmental 
review process.   
In preparing land protection plans, Section 3.3 requires: "A thorough review of a 
park’s authorizing statutes and complete legislative history will be conducted as part 
of the land protection planning process."   
 
Section 3.3 states that land protection plans should determine what "means of 
protection are available to achieve the purposes for which the unit was created."  As 
noted above, recreational use is one of the basic purposes for which GGNRA was 
created.  Dog walking was contemplated as a traditional use in GGNRA and was 
plainly discussed in both the Senate and House bill reports, basic legislative history 
documents.  
 
In the Introduction to land protection, the NPS management policies state (chapter 3, 
emphasis added): 
 

The National Park Service will use all available authorities to protect lands 
and resources within units of the national park system, and the Park Service 
will seek to acquire nonfederal lands and interests in land that have been 
identified for acquisition as promptly as possible. For lands not in federal 
ownership, both those that have been identified for acquisition and other 
nonfederally owned lands within a park unit’s authorized boundaries, the 
Service will cooperate with federal agencies; tribal, state, and local 
governments; nonprofit organizations; and property owners to provide 
appropriate protection measures. 
 

To fulfill this obligation, GGNRA needs to cooperate with these entities, including 
nonprofit community groups and property owners adjoining GGNRA, to protect 
recreational resources.  As Management Policy 1.4.3.1 directs: 
 

Where there is strong public interest in a particular use, opportunities for civic 
engagement and cooperative conservation should be factored into the 
decision-making process. 
 

GGNRA is aware of the strong public interest in dog walking access, and of the 
interest of San Francisco and Marin Counties and responsible community and 
nonprofit organizations in cooperative conservation.  It is entirely inappropriate and 
contrary to these management policies to close new lands to dog walking access 
without first providing opportunities for this civic engagement and for cooperative 
conservation efforts. 
 
In conclusion, there is no basis in existing law or adopted policy for the NPS and the 
GGNRA dog management plan to summarily reject and fail to preserve and maintain 
an important recreational use on new lands that is allowed on existing lands, 
particularly in advance of sound environmental review and land use planning.  This 
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Plan and Draft Plan/DEIS do not provide this review and planning, because by 
definition, new lands have not yet been fully studied, acquired or subject to the level 
of site specific review required of this EIS.   
 
For reasons noted above, it is inaccurate wrong to treat dog walking as the 
establishment of a "new use" in GGNRA, which would be the result of the proposed 
policy.  We understand GGNRA's desire to create a presumption against continuing 
this use, however, there is no factual, legal, or management policy basis for this 
approach. 
 
*Recommendation. The preferred alternative should be revised to make clear that 
new lands will be treated the same as any other GGNRA lands and follow the same 
NPS management policies.   Recreational uses should be allowed to continue except 
as may be regulated through site-specific public land planning processes and 
associated environmental review.   
 

5. Lack of Specificity in Proposed Action 

The description of Elements Common to Action Alternatives (pages 63-67 in the 
Draft Plan/DEIS) describes the proposed 75% compliance standard and secondary 
management response, but does not provide details of the monitoring plan or other 
elements of an adaptive management plan on which the management response would 
be based. The draft Plan/Draft Plan/DEIS does not propose an adaptive management 
component that meets applicable guidance and that can be meaningfully reviewed, as 
called for in NEPA procedures and current Council for Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
mitigation and monitoring guidance (January 2011), including but not limited to 
pages 9-11 and pages 13 and 19 (on the role of the public in the design and review of 
results).  
 
Select examples: 
a. The Draft Plan/Draft Plan/DEIS states (page 1725) that “the compliance-based 

management strategy is an important and effective tool to manage uncertainty 
when proposing new action” and “has been created” to assure successful 
implementation and long-term sustainability.  However, the detailed description 
of this critical element has not been conveyed and is not included in the document 
(as noted on page 64). 

b. The Draft Plan/DEIS doesn’t establish how or why a special-status species that 
has been sharing habitat with dogs for decades will experience an actual, likely 
benefit from stricter dog management, given other factors affecting the species. 

c. Where management actions that limit recreational access are proposed or under 
serious consideration, the Draft Plan/DEIS should also disclose whether access 
will be limited for people as well as dogs. The evaluation of significance under 
NEPA requires consideration of context and intensity. Meaningful public 
comment on proposed management measures is not possible without full 
disclosure of the impacts to all users and potential management measures. 
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*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should fully disclose the 
details of the proposed action. It should describe how it will monitor compliance and 
resources and values at specific sites because the management measures are specific 
to GGNRA sites. In addition to assessing the condition of these resources and values, 
monitoring should also focus on determining the contribution to those conditions 
from other users and factors, including other human users and natural processes. This 
should be implemented as part of each alternative. Only through this objective 
monitoring approach can the GGNRA demonstrate that it has addressed the purpose 
and need on which the Dog Management Plan is based. Existing or proposed 
management strategies should be modified based on the objective monitoring results. 
Although it could be appropriate to use properly measured rates of compliance as an 
indicator, the draft Plan and Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide adequate information 
about the compliance-based program. To ensure objectivity, this monitoring should 
be conducted by an independent qualified third party with the results discussed with 
interested groups and made publicly available as part of a defined and technically-
sound adaptive management program. Additional recommendations on management 
actions that should be considered by the NPS are provided below. 
 

Concluding Comments 
 
 In conclusion, CFDG is committed to working with the GGNRA to implement a 
reasonable balanced dog management plan that is based upon accurate facts and science 
and that balances all of the values identified in the 1972 GGNRA enabling legislation.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Martha Walters 
 
Martha Walters 
Chair, Crissy Field Dog Group 
 
cc: 
Sen. Diane Feinstein 
Rep. Nancy Pelosi 
Rep. Norm Dicks 
Rep. Doc Hastings 
Secretary Ken Salazar 
NPS Director Jon Jarvis 
Mayor Ed Lee 
Supervisor Scott Wiener 
San Francisco SPCA 
Marin Humane Society 
Peninsula Humane Society- SPCA 
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Appendix B 
 

Recreation Resources – Suggested Annotated Outline 

Affected Environment  

Resource Definition. Urban recreation resources include public and private lands and facilities 
accessible to the general public in an urban environment. The recreational resources considered in this 
Draft Plan/DEIS should include GGNRA lands and facilities. As a part of the region of influence, the Draft 
Plan/DEIS should also describe and consider local recreation resources, which are generally considered 
within about 10-15 miles, or 30 minutes travel time, from the GGNRA lands that are the subject of the 
proposed action.  

Project Setting. This section would describe the existing recreational lands and opportunities available 
to the diverse group of visitors of the GGNRA. Examples of such opportunities include dog walking, 
hiking, running, biking, picnicking, surfing, windsurfing, kite boarding, kite flying, etc. It would also 
describe the facilities available to park users, including restrooms, visitor centers, water fountains (for 
humans and dogs), cafes, and trails, including ADA-accessible trails. This section would also describe the 
local recreational resources within the region of influence, including city, county, and state parks, open 
space, and other recreation resources. The EIS should characterize the recreation opportunities 
available within the region of influence, and in particular the dog recreational opportunities available. To 
the extent feasible, the section would quantify the current acreage of land dedicated to the various 
recreational opportunities, both with the GGNRA and within the region of influence. The section would 
also include a summary of the history of the original recreational purpose and mission of the GGNRA 
and related acquired lands. All of this information is necessary to establish a reasonable baseline to 
enable a comprehensive analysis of changes from baseline conditions. 

Regulatory Setting. This section would describe relevant policies and regulations related to recreation, 
and specifically relevant to dog recreation. The EIS should describe for both GGNRA and local parklands 
within the region of influence. Some of this information needed in this section is provided elsewhere in 
the document, but should be provided here. Any city, county, or state recreational plans or policies 
should be described in this section. 

Environmental Consequences 

Significance Criteria. Impacts to recreation resources could be considered significant if they result in a 
decline in the quality of existing recreational opportunities or in the quantity of available recreational 
lands/facilities. 



Alternatives Analysis. This section should describe and evaluate the direct impacts of each alternative 
on existing recreational uses of the GGNRA and the surrounding urban environment for all types of park 
users, including impacts that substantially impair or diminish the features, attributes, or activities 
currently available to local residents. The impact analysis should consider the context and intensity of 
the proposed action, giving due consideration to the unique characteristics of the GGNRA, including its 
proximity to a dense, urban environment. The analysis should consider the ways that city and suburban 
dwellers use and need recreation areas. For example, many people, including seniors and children, rely 
on the GGNRA for access to unique recreational areas to walk and exercise themselves and their dogs as 
well participate in special events. Many urban residents are only able to have a dog and provide it an 
adequate quality of life because of the nearby recreation resources that the GGNRA provides. This 
connection between the GGNRA and the human environment needs to be disclosed. The analysis should 
consider the potentially adverse direct impacts of proposed action related to the loss of established 
recreational opportunities and how that loss would affect city dwellers and other park users who 
traditionally exercise themselves and their dogs in the GGNRA. Such impacts could include decreased 
health of these people and their dogs.  

The section should also describe and evaluate the indirect impacts of the alternatives on areas in close 
proximity to the GGNRA, including indirect impacts that substantially impair or diminish the features, 
attributes, or activities currently available to nearby parkland visitors. Although the Visitor Use and 
Experience analysis provides some information on indirect impacts on nearby parkland, it fails to 
provide a detailed evaluation of the potential for an increase in visitor use of nearby recreational 
facilities. Such an increase in visitor use could lead to a decrease in visitor enjoyment of those areas, an 
increase in enforcement issues, and/or other related environmental effects. In addition, the Visitor Use 
and Experience analysis related to indirect effects on nearby parklands fails to provide a reasoned 
explanation for its conclusions. For example, on page 1412, the draft EIS states that the impacts on 
nearby parks under Alternative D, which prohibits dogs in the parking and picnic areas at Stinson Beach 
are negligible and “minor.” Given that dogs would no longer be allowed in these areas under this 
alternative, it is unclear how the EIS authors determined this impact to be negligible and “minor” 
without a rational explanation for this conclusion. Not allowing dogs in areas where dogs were they 
were allowed previously would indeed affect the use of adjacent recreation areas and the EIS needs to 
disclose this impact. Thus, the recreation resources section of the draft EIS should consider impacts 
related to the loss of recreational opportunities and access to nearby recreational facilities with detailed 
explanations for all conclusions.  

This section should also evaluate the cumulative loss of established recreational opportunities and 
access to recreational facilities, especially within the context of a dense urban environment. The analysis 
should consider the contribution of the alternatives to this impact, both directly and indirectly. The list 
of cumulative projects should include a comprehensive list of past, present, and future actions that 
could affect recreational opportunities, including on- and off-leash dog walking, in the vicinity of the 
GGNRA. For example, this list should include the proposed San Francisco Natural Areas Management 
Plan, which includes the closure of up to 20 acres of land within San Francisco to dog walking. Coupled 



with the proposed action, these actions constitute a major, adverse cumulative impact on dog walking 
opportunities in a dense, urban area, requiring mitigation.  

For significant adverse effects, the NPS should commit to mitigation of major adverse impacts. For 
example, the NPS should consider alternatives that employ environmental design principles to manage 
access to and use of recreational trails in a manner that avoids conflicts among competing uses. 
Environmental design is one key alternative way to meet the purpose and need of the GGNRA as it 
would allow the NPS to recognize that the GGNRA is an urban recreation area that serves a different 
needs and purposes than other NPS lands. 



Appendix C 
 

Additional Comments Related to Appendix G, “Law Enforcement 
Data”  

Many of the findings in the Draft Plan/DEIS are founded on a reference included in the document as 
Appendix G, “Law Enforcement Data” (NPS 2008c). This reference document is critically deficient in 
substantiating statements made in the characterization of existing conditions and in the analysis of the 
environmental consequences. Per NEPA, “Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, including 
scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements (CFR 1502.24).” 
The findings of an EIS must be based on scientific accuracy and clear evidence in the record. This Draft 
Plan/DEIS is significantly flawed in that it does not rely on adequate evidence for the conclusions it 
draws, and in that it fails to clarify its methodology for drawing those conclusions.  

The Appendix G reference document consists of a two-page summary of the numbers of incidents for 
two years (2007 and 2008), organized by incident type and location. The document does not provide 
rationale for why it chose those two years as being representative of existing conditions. The reference 
document is lacking in terms of only providing a very limited number of years of data. Moreover, it is 
inadequate in that it only contains numbers. Thus, Appendix G fails to provide any details or context for 
the incidents; nor does it contain any source documentation or records of communication. For example, 
the table shows how many “leash-law” violations occurred in a given area of the park per year, but does 
not provide the context of specifically where the incidents occurred, or provide context in terms of how 
many visitors visit the park, or otherwise provide a method to assess the significance of the number of 
incidents. In the instance of “bite/attack” or “disturbing wildlife” incidents, no details regarding the 
nature of the incident, its severity, or where it occurred are provided. 

Any material incorporated by reference into an EIS should not only be cited but also summarized. The 
Draft Plan/DEIS fails to summarize the data provided in Appendix G, nor does it attempt to clarify the 
methodology for how it drew its conclusions based on the data presented. 

Appendix G also noted that the violations recorded for the incidents of concern (i.e. bite/attack, closed 
area, disturbing wildlife, and hazardous condition/pet rescue violation types) appear very low, especially 
in consideration of the assumed large number (estimates of this should be provided in the Draft 
Plan/DEIS) of dog-walking visitors that visit the park each year. Given the relatively low numbers of 
serious violations recorded, it is difficult to understand how the NPS can support its findings that major 
dog conflicts exist in the GGNRA. 

NEPA further requires that, “When an agency is evaluating reasonably foreseeable significant adverse 
effects on the human environment in an environmental impact statement and there is incomplete or 
unavailable information, the agency shall always make clear that such information is lacking (CFR 



1502.22).” When information is incomplete or unavailable, the agency must obtain the information, 
unless the cost to obtain the information is unreasonable. In that case, the EIS must state that the 
information is incomplete or unavailable and identify the relevance of the unavailable information to 
the evaluation. The Draft Plan/DEIS does not acknowledge the incompleteness of the data provided, or 
in any way factor in the limits of the available data to the findings made. 

Appendix G is used as the basis for numerous claims throughout the document, as well as to support 
findings of adverse impacts. Appendix G is referenced 48 times in the document, in Chapters 1, 3, and 4. 
Resources topics relying on Appendix G for findings of issues with existing conditions and/or adverse 
impacts in the environmental consequences section include Visitor Use & Experience, Health & Safety, 
Park Operations, Special Status Species, Wildlife, and Vegetation. In the following paragraphs are some 
examples of how this source document is misused, and as a result, the document’s findings are flawed.  

In Chapter 1, background information and a preliminary discussion of in the current dog issues is 
provided. In this section, the document indirectly references Appendix G (the citations are not provided, 
but the statements are in line with those made in later sections of the document relying on Appendix G). 
For example, on page 5 the document states, “At the same time, the number of conflicts between park 
users with and without dogs began to rise, as did the fear of dogs and dog bites or attacks.” No 
reference for this statement is provided; therefore, it can only be inferred that it is based on the only 
referenced material that characterizes dog incidents – Appendix G. The statement erroneously implies 
that there was a rise in the number of conflicts and attacks; however such a conclusion could not 
possibly be drawn from the two years of data presented in Appendix G. Moreover, Appendix G indicates 
that a majority of “incidents” are leash law violations, and comparatively, there were relatively small 
numbers of bites/attacks recorded. Lastly, no source documentation in the Draft Plan/DEIS substantiates 
that the “fear of dogs and dog bites or attacks” is on the rise.  

On pages 19-20, in the Employee, Visitor, and Dog Health and Safety section, the document recounts 
data provided in Appendix G (though does not cite it), and characterizes dogs as a major health and 
safety issue in the GGNRA. For example, “At GGNRA, reported incidents of encounters with 
unruly/aggressive dogs include instances of visitors being knocked down, intimidated, and bitten by 
dogs. In 2007/2008 a total of 52 violations were given for dog bites or attacks at the GGNRA park sites as 
recorded by GGNRA LE and U.S. Park Police.” The Draft Plan/DEIS characterizes dog attacks as a 
significant issue. However, the number of violations provided is aggregate over a two-year period, and 
cumulative over all the areas of the GGNRA. It would be much more appropriate to assess the issue on a 
site-by-site basis. Further, as noted before, no methodology on which to base the significance of these 
numbers is provided, or context (i.e. number of incidents relative to the number of visitors per year). 

On pages 229-230, the document states, “In addition to vegetation and wildlife management activities, 
the park collects data regarding the frequency of disturbance to wildlife and habitats at GGNRA sites. 
Wildlife species and their habitats are currently being affected by dogs at this park, which has been 
documented by reports taken and warnings and citations issued (all referenced to as incidents) related 
to dogs in closed areas and disturbing wildlife at GGNRA (appendix G).” The conclusion that wildlife and 
habitats are “currently being affected by dogs at this park” cannot soundly be based on the numbers 



provided in Appendix G. Appendix G does not provide evidence of what type of disturbances have 
occurred, or the level of significance that the documented disturbance actually has. Again, a 
methodology for how the document drew its conclusions based on the data presented must be 
presented. 

On page 242, the document states, “Off-leash dogs have frequently been observed in Redwood Creek 
and Redwood Lagoon despite these closures (NPS 2008c (appendix G)).” This statement (and other 
similar statements made in the Draft Plan/DEIS) is based on subjective opinions and untested 
assumptions. The statement that off-leash dogs have frequently been observed in these areas is 
unsupported by the evidence in Appendix G. Further, the word “frequently” is broad and vague and not 
meaningful in this context given that the data in Appendix G is only based on a years’ worth of 
observation in 2007 and unsupported by records of communication. There is no methodology provided 
on which to base the significance of the data presented.  

On page 253, the document finds that, “Both on- and off-leash dogs are routinely brought into the WPA 
by park visitors…” This statement is not referenced, but later in the paragraph the document does cite 
the warnings and citations included in Appendix G. Again “routinely” is a subjective qualification, and no 
methodology for determining the level of significance of the data provided is clarified. 

Similarly, on page 254, the Draft Plan/DEIS states, “However, despite education and enforcement 
efforts, current compliance with the 2008 seasonal protection rule remains low, as described in the 
“Vegetation and Wildlife” section and the “Visitor Use and Experience” section under “Visitor Use by 
Dog Owners” (NPS 2008c (appendix G)). The Draft Plan/DEIS fails to provide the reader with a means of 
distinguishing between scientific evidence and subjective opinion. Contrary to the cited statement, no 
violations of the Ocean Beach SPPA are listed in Appendix G for 2007 and only 2 violations were cited in 
2008. For Crissy Field, 17 violations were cited in 2007 and no violations in 2008. The NPS provides no 
basis for determining that this constitutes “low” compliance. The Draft Plan/DEIS must provide the 
reader with a methodology for determining the significance of the data.  

On page 250, the Draft Plan/DEIS states, “However, these closures are not always followed; a citation 
was issued for a dog in the creek in 2006 (NPS 2008c (appendix G)).” This statement is 
inaccurate/unsubstantiated since the data in Appendix G is from 2007. 

On page 496, the Draft Plan/DEIS states, “Dogs are currently prohibited in the tidal marsh at Crissy Field. 
Despite protection of restored tidal marshes by installed fences, dogs under voice control have been 
documented as gaining access to the tidal marsh through the tidal inlet that allows exchange of water 
between the tidal marsh and San Francisco Bay (Appendix G).” Appendix G provides no documentation 
of dogs in this specific area. Source documentation, containing details of incidents, must be provided to 
support such claims. Further, the discussion continues to imply that incident of dogs going into this area 
is a significant issue, and this is further unsubstantiated. The document needs to include appropriate 
analysis of the data to determine that a dog going into this area is a regular enough occurrence that it is 
determined to be a substantial issue. This consideration of the data has not been provided, and as such, 
the analysis is subjective, and the conclusions unfounded. 



On page 568, the Draft Plan/DEIS states, “In addition, 17 incidents of dogs in closed areas were recorded 
in 2007/2008 (Appendix G)…In the restored dune areas, the shifting sand buries the fences, and dogs 
have accessed dune areas; there are also sparsely vegetated foredunes that have formed in the WPA 
that are frequently trampled by dogs.” Again, Appendix G contains no details of the dog violations in the 
WPA. There is no evidence provided for the conclusion that dogs “frequently” trample the dunes. There 
is no evidence provided that any of the 17 incidents over the two-year period involved dune trampling. 
Moreover, even if there were evidence provided to that effect, 17 incidents in two years could not be 
considered “frequent.” Again, methodology for interpreting the data and determining the significance of 
the data needs to be provided. Without this, the findings made are purely subjective claims. 

On page 1631, the Draft Plan/DEIS states, “Due to the history of citations and warnings given for visitors 
neglecting the current regulations, confrontations between visitors and staff would be expected due to 
the restriction of all dogs from the site. It is anticipated that confrontations would be intense, which 
would place staff at a greater risk of injury. Due to the history of noncompliance and confrontation at 
this site, impacts on park staff during the initial education and enforcement period would be short term, 
moderate, and adverse.” This quote is another example of how the Draft Plan/DEIS subjectively 
mischaracterizes the data presented in Appendix G. The conclusions make a presumption of significant 
confrontations, which is not at all evident from the data provided. Moreover, it mischaracterizes 
noncompliance as a significant issue, without providing any rationale on how that determination was 
made. The document makes inaccurate and unsubstantiated conclusions based on information 
presented in Appendix G. 

The examples above are not an exhaustive list of all instances where Appendix G is misused, but a 
sampling of the types of errors that were found in the document’s reliance on Appendix G. In 
conclusion, Appendix G does not provide substantial evidence for many of the claims it makes, and as 
such, the analysis of environmental consequences is flawed. The NPS should revise the Draft Plan/DEIS 
and its findings in the following ways: 

• Provide details for incidents in Appendix G (specific location, nature of incident) and source data. 
• Where the first reference to Appendix G is made, the document should not only reference but also 

summarize the data contained therein. 
• Clarify why 2007/2008 years were chosen. 
• Provide data for a broader range of years. 
• Provide methodology for interpreting/determining the significance of the data. The NPS should 

provide thresholds for analyzing the incident date, by type, and by GGNRA site. The NPS should 
clarify what number of incidents is considered acceptable or unacceptable, again, by site and by 
incident type. The NPS should describe their rationale for determining proposed thresholds (i.e. in 
context of number of visitors per year to each site). By providing a methodology for analyzing the 
data shown, the EIS will be able to properly describe the significance of the data, and use the data to 
support (or not support) its findings. 

• Provide clear evidence in the record to support all of its findings. The NPS needs to ensure the 
professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the analysis and findings contained within its 
Draft Plan/DEIS. 



• Review all instances where Appendix G is referenced in the Draft Plan/DEIS and make revisions to 
ensure the findings are based on clear evidence in the record. Revisions to the methodology, the 
analysis, and the findings, as noted above, should be to be corrected throughout the entire 
document, wherever such analysis or conclusions relies on the data in Appendix G.  

• The NPS should take all reasonable steps to obtain and disclose the information that the Draft 
Plan/DEIS is currently lacking. Where there is incomplete or unavailable information, the Draft 
Plan/DEIS must clarify that the data is lacking, and identify the relevance of the unavailable 
information to the evaluation, and especially to the analysis of environmental consequences. 

• As a result of the revisions to the analysis and findings noted above, the analysis of the alternatives 
needs to be reassessed where proposed alternatives are not substantiated by clear evidence in the 
record. Proposed management measure such as closures or significant reductions in access to 
people with dogs in areas of the GGNRA should be revised. As currently written, the data provided 
in Appendix G do not support the management measures proposed in the document, and therefore 
the alternatives need to be modified.  



 

 

Appendix D 
 

Additional Comments Related to Draft Plan/DEIS Analysis of Geology 
and Soils 

Chapter 3: Affected Environment 

General: 

Table ES-1 lists only areas open to dogs under Alternative A. Although this may simplify the comparison 
among alternatives (since the closed areas would remain closed under all of the alternatives), it does not 
clearly portray the existing extent of areas closed to dogs. Not only do the alternatives variously restrict 
dogs compared to the No Action Alternative, but they also increase restrictions on dogs relative to a 
baseline that is already restrictive. The Draft Plan/DEIS and Table ES-1 should compare the alternatives 
in terms of the area and miles of trails available to dogs under each alternative. This is a less subjective 
way of presenting the alternatives, and it could be useful in evaluating cumulative and synergistic 
effects. For example, Alternative C takes other available dog use areas within each county into account, 
presumably in recognition of the high demand for areas where people can take their dogs, and the 
desire to avoid over-concentrating dog use in any one area. Presenting the alternatives in terms of 
available area and trail miles would better allow the reader to appreciate the future impacts relative to 
current conditions.  
 

Executive Summary, Environmental Consequences, pages xv-xxiii: 

Page xv (Stinson Beach). The paragraph states that impacts to physical resources (including soils and 
geology) would generally range from negligible to long-term, minor adverse for all alternatives. 
However, dog use at Stinson Beach is limited to the parking lots and picnic areas only, under each of the 
alternatives. Although “minor” is less than “moderate,” and “moderate” is less than “major” or 
“significant,” making the distinction between the impacts of No Action and action suggests that the 
action alternatives would actually alter the situation, when actually no change in management is 
proposed. This bias of weighting the analysis in favor of excluding or limiting dogs exists uncritically 
throughout the Draft Plan/DEIS and should be corrected.  
 

Table 5. Environmental Impact Summary by Alternative, pages 109-211: 

Page 109 (Stinson Beach, Soils and Geology). Under Alternative A the second bullet identifies long-term, 
minor, adverse impacts in areas outside parking lots and picnic areas. These impacts are not repeated 
under the other alternatives despite the fact that, except for Alternative D, the management strategies 
under all of the alternatives are identical for Stinson Beach. Furthermore, each of the statements in the 



first bullet, except for No Action, includes the clause “assuming compliance,” conveying the 
understanding that perhaps compliance can’t be assumed under No Action. At least for the soils and 
geology evaluation, the analysis seems to take it for granted that the No Action Alternative is inferior. 
Both of these are examples of biasing the analysis against No Action.  
 

In the same table, under Alternative D, in the rationale for a finding of “no impacts,” it is concluded that 
because no dogs would be allowed within the parking lot and picnic area, no soil would be disturbed. 
This interpretation fails to take into account soil disturbance caused by people using the site, regardless 
of whether dogs are present. (Continuing this reasoning, and referring to Maps 2A and 2D, the reader 
might be lead to the conclusion that the impact would be greater under No Action than under 
Alternative D because dogs would be allowed in the blue-shaded area of Map 2A, whereas there is no 
blue-shaded area in Map 2D, when in fact the difference in effects on soils between these alternatives 
may be so miniscule as to be unnoticeable compared to the impacts of human use regardless of the 
presence of dogs).  
 
The baseline for comparison throughout the Draft Plan/DEIS should not be an environment in which it is 
assumed that there is no impact unless dogs are present, but one in which the impact of dogs is added 
to the impact of humans. At about 200 pounds per adult, the force that a human exerts on the soil one 
foot at a time would have a significantly greater impact on compacting the soil in a picnic area than the 
force exerted by even a large 70-pound dog distributing its weight on four paws. The failure to 
acknowledge that human use has more impact on soils and geology in this regard (and acceptable in 
many areas of a National Park), compared to dog use, unfairly and uncritically biases the analysis in 
favor of restrictions on dogs. While there may be areas in which impacts from dogs are unacceptable, 
the same criterion holds for impacts from humans, and in most of these areas, dogs and humans are 
already excluded. The Draft Plan/DEIS should attempt to provide illumination, rather than justification 
for a foregone conclusion.  

 

Table 5. Environmental Impact Summary by Alternative, pages 109-211: 

Page 112 (Homestead Valley, Soils and Geology). Under the No Action Alternative, it is concluded that 
there would be long-term adverse impacts from “soil compaction, erosion, and nutrient addition.., in 
areas off the trail since dogs would be under voice control,” while under other alternatives it is 
concluded that the impacts would be negligible because dogs would be under physical restraint. This is 
an unsubstantiated assumption in support of the underlying bias of the analysis. The analysis does not 
connect intensity of use and impact and seems to be based solely on the incorrect assumption that 
humans and wildlife would have no impact on off-trail areas, and that all impacts can be attributed to 
dogs. The analysis assumes, without the support of any evidence, that each of the options (off-leash, on-
leash, no dogs) must result in a differentiable impact on soils and geology. This in turn requires the use 
of different adjectives to express the assumed differences. Instead, the impacts of dogs should be 
evaluated realistically and in context. If no positive basis can be identified for finding a difference 
between the impacts, then the Draft Plan/DEIS should conclude that the impacts would not differ. In 
most areas, this is the only realistic conclusion. It should not be assumed that the imposition of more 



rules will lead to fewer impacts. And yet this is apparently the assumption underlying the soils and 
geology impact analysis.  
 
Table 5. Environmental Impact Summary by Alternative, pages 109-211: 

Page 115 (Alta Trail, Orchard Fire Road and Pacheco Fire Road, Soils and Geology). The same sort of bias 
exhibited in the analysis of Homestead Valley and Stinson Beach is exhibited in the analysis of the Alta 
Trail, and of every other area. The differences among the alternatives are not justified, and have no 
foundation other than perhaps the apparent editorial preference to break up the monotony of the 
impact analysis. For the Alta Trail, long-term moderate adverse impacts on geology are identified under 
the No Action Alternative, apparently in accordance with a general policy that says that dogs under 
voice control must, by definition, have measurably greater impacts on soils and geology than dogs on-
leash, and that there would be no impacts to the environment at all if dogs were excluded from the park 
altogether. This policy is applied across the board, without reference to location or underlying soils and 
geological conditions. The possibility that the impacts of all of the alternatives on soils and geology 
might be indistinguishably small has not been considered. Yet it stands to reason that pedestrians and 
vehicles using a fire road, not to mention the impacts of natural processes such as wind and water 
erosion and insects and wildlife, would have a substantially greater impact on the soils and geology than 
the introduction of dogs that people might bring along with them as companions on their walk. Is there 
really any reason to expect that allowing dogs off-leash during daylight hours would result in any greater 
impact than allowing deer and coyotes to roam the area after the gates are closed?       

Chapter 3: Affected Environment. Soils and Geology, pages 222-226: 

 General Comments 

1. The Affected Environment discussion is overly general and does not provide a basis for 
understanding the impact analysis and evaluating the alternatives (40 CFR §1502.15). There is a 
discussion of plate tectonics, which has no apparent bearing on the relevant issues for dog 
management. Among the discussion of the complexity of the geologic environment is a statement 
that “soft formations are highly susceptible to…damage from ….dog use.”  This is a gratuitous 
statement that does nothing to illuminate an understanding of the issues and serves to illustrate the 
bias of the analysis to come. This is followed shortly by the statement that “dune systems…are also 
very susceptible to artificial disturbance…” (read “by dogs”). To the side is a photo of a portion of 
what appears to be a trail through the sand bluffs at Fort Funston, with numerous tracks. The tracks 
look chaotic and the message conveyed by the photo and the text is that dogs are impacting this 
fragile environment. This is propaganda, not science.  
 
This Draft Plan/DEIS is about making a change to rules about dog use. Therefore, in order to be 
useful in this regard, the Affected Environment discussion must present information about how the 
environment has been impacted by dogs, and not just by dogs but also by humans. The Draft 
Plan/DEIS does not present baseline conditions that require a change in the rules. The Affected 
Environment discussion is silent. Perhaps an aerial photo of the bluffs at Fort Funston and the 
adjacent areas would help to provide perspective and tie in the discussion of plate tectonics and 
landforms. An aerial photo would indicate that these bluffs are undergoing slope failure and rapid 
erosion on a very large scale, such that the localized contribution from humans and dogs is 



insignificant. The impacts on geology should be presented fairly and impartially, with an eye toward 
using the information provided in the Affected Environment section as the foundation for the 
impact analysis and alternatives comparison. As it is written, the Affected Environment is little more 
than a catalogue of the soil complexes of Coastal California, which the reader can obtain from the 
internet or from browsing through Roadside Geology.  

 

2. The Affected Environment section contains frequent allusions to generalized impacts that can be 
caused by dogs. For example, under the section headed “Alteration of Park Soils” is the statement at 
the end of the first paragraph that “Trampling and digging by dogs can lead to accelerated erosion of 
cliffs and dunes at GGNRA sites, which can also be exacerbated by high visitor traffic.” This is an 
example of a truism. So, too, can and do gophers and rabbits contribute to accelerated erosion of 
cliffs and dunes, but the GGNRA is not proposing to put gophers and rabbits on leashes. The 
operational concern in this document is the issue of whether any noticeable change in the overall 
rate of erosion will occur as a result of a change in the dog management strategy.  
 
Regardless of whether dogs are allowed on the bluff trails to the beach at Fort Funston, the GGNRA 
is going to have to address the coastal bluffs during a winter storm or as sea levels rise and erode 
the toe of the slope. One look at the aerial photo might put the notion of maintaining stasis into 
budgetary perspective. Instead of presenting truisms, the Affected Environment should provide the 
reader with information that would help dog walkers understand that taking an alternative route to 
the beach would have some beneficial effect on soils and geology. In fact, non-native Americans 
have been impacting the coastal dunes and bluffs for more than a hundred years. Perhaps, from a 
geological perspective, it is no coincidence that there is a broad, sandy beach below Fort Funston. Is 
the beach broader, or less broad, as a result of dogs accompanying their owners on the trails to the 
beach?  The Affected Environment should discuss and put into perspective the impacts that past 
uses have actually had and not leave off stating that the sand is soft.  
 

3. The discussion of soils is especially generalized in the Affected Environment section. However, it 
suggests that within some of the sites there are specific areas underlain by fragile or vulnerable soils 
that could be impacted by uses, including dogs. In order to be useful, maps are needed that would 
indicate the areas of these vulnerable soils, as well as the areas with steep slopes that are prone to 
accelerated erosion. This information would also help to support the discussion of vegetation and 
perhaps other sections of the Draft Plan/DEIS. The soils maps should indicate the trails. If possible, 
areas of existing impacts should be portrayed. Maps would not only give the reader the ability to 
locate the vulnerable areas relative to use areas, but also to understand the size of these areas 
relative to the size of the areas where change in management is proposed. Areas of serpentine soils 
should be specifically shown on the maps, because they are called out in the text. 

 

4. Rare Soils at Golden Gate National Recreation Areas, paragraph 2, page 225.  
The text indicates that serpentine soils can be found at certain locations that are listed. This 
suggests that these are the only locations where serpentine soils are found, and that should be 
clarified. The locations listed are Muir Beach, Crissy Field, Baker Beach, and Lands End. Showing 
these areas on a map would be helpful. In addition, it would be helpful to elaborate on which 
current dog use areas are specifically affected and why. At Muir Beach, for example, the serpentine 
soils are outside the study area. The Draft Plan/DEIS should discuss serpentine soils at Muir Beach 
and other sites only if the information is directly relevant to the study area and the impact analysis.   



 
At Crissy Field, the text says that serpentine soils are adjacent to Marine Drive. Marine Drive is 
labeled on Map 11-A (Fort Point) but not on Map 10-A (Crissy Field). If the area of serpentine soils is 
limited to the vicinity of Marine Drive at Crissy Field, then this is important information that should 
be presented graphically in the Draft Plan/DEIS. Later, the EIS states that the preferred alternative 
for Crissy Field is Alternative C, which does not appear to provide any additional protection for the 
area of serpentine soils than does Alternative A. The Affected Environment section should provide 
enough information for the reader to understand why this should be the case, rather than implying 
that the presence of serpentine soils is always a reason for altering the dog management strategy.  
This information needs to be site specific, not generic background, so that alternative management 
measures can be developed and adequately evaluated. 
 
At Baker Beach, the text says that serpentine soils are located on the coastal bluffs between Baker 
Beach and the Golden Gate Bridge. Looking at Map 12-A, it appears that this might be the area 
containing the trail to Battery Crosby. Under the preferred alternative (Alternative D), this trail 
would be closed to dogs. Presumably the closure to dogs is related to the environment supported by 
these soils. The Draft Plan/DEIS should provide some discussion of the nature of the actual impacts 
associated with dog use that may have occurred in this area. In the Impacts discussion (p. 376-377) 
there is no mention of any existing impacts by dogs, and the proposed closure seems to be to 
prevent future impacts rather than to correct existing ones. Given the mention of these soils in the 
Affected Environment section, it would be helpful to clarify this. Furthermore, the title of the 
reference cited, Recovery Plan for Coastal Plants of the Northern San Francisco Peninsula (USFWS 
2003), suggests that some evaluation of this area may have been done prior to that time, which 
could be described in the Affected Environment section.  
 
The text says that serpentine soils are present at the western end of the Lands End site, near Fort 
Miley. Given that Fort Miley is large, understanding more precisely where these soils are might 
greatly assist in understanding the selection of the preferred alternative (Alternative D). The 
vegetation community’s map (Map 22) is at a scale that is not helpful in this regard. As with Baker 
Beach, the Impacts analysis (page 391) does not indicate that there are currently any impacts from 
dogs, and the preferred alternative seems to have been selected in order to prevent future impacts 
rather than to correct existing ones. This should be clarified in the Affected Environment section.  

  
5. Alteration of Park Soils (page 225) 

The second paragraph makes the assertion that:  
 

“Dogs and dog walkers that do not stay on designated trails and venture off trail create 
social trails that become denuded of vegetation and result in increased soil compaction. 
This has occurred at Homestead Valley, Alta Trail/Orchard and Pacheco fire roads, 
Oakwood Valley, Marin Headlands, Baker Beach, Lands End, Fort Funston, Mori Point, 
Sweeney Ridge/Cattle Hill, and Pedro Point Headlands.” 
 

This is an important assertion and is presumably supported by observation. Yet no citations to 
report more specific information than the list of sites are presented. The area included within the 
areas mentioned above is quite large, and the subject is compaction of soils. It seems possible that 
the threshold for inclusion on this list is that dogs or dog walkers have created a social trail within 
one of these sites. It would greatly assist in understanding the need for the proposed changes in dog 
management if more specific information were provided. Furthermore, the sentence preceding the 



one about dogs and dog walkers says that “Soil compaction is common along social trails that have 
been created by – and are heavily used by – bikers, hikers, runners, and dog walkers.”   
 
Based on the information presented, it is not at all obvious that the solution to the problem of social 
trails would be to change the rules affecting dogs. Somehow, the image of a group of dogs creating a 
social trail that results in soil compaction and vegetation loss seems less compelling than the image 
of runners, bikers, and hikers creating social trails that become visible and continue to be used by 
subsequent runners, bikers, and hikers. The Draft Plan/DEIS doesn’t describe where dogs actually fit 
into this process, and how restrictions on dogs would reduce the use of social trails by runners, 
bikers, and hikers. The problem is that the assertion is just an assertion.  Environmental impact 
statements are required to be supported by evidence that agencies have made the necessary 
environmental analyses (40 CFR §§1500.2(b) and 1502.1) 
 
In theory, it sounds reasonable that dogs contribute to soil compaction. But there is no evidence 
that restrictions on dogs would reduce these impacts, and that management restrictions that target 
runners, bikers, and hikers to prevent them from creating or using unauthorized social trails 
wouldn’t be vastly more effective in preventing impacts than restricting dogs. More specificity is 
needed to enable the reader to understand and meaningfully comment on the impact analysis and 
alternatives.  It is possible that agency and public reviewers may alter whatever pre-conceived 
notions they may have in regard to the causes of soil compaction and vegetation loss, the creation 
of social trails, the extent of the problem, and the relative benefits of restricting dogs, or they may 
propose better alternatives for addressing documented impact, which is a fundamental purpose of 
the NEPA process.  “The information must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert 
agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to implementing NEPA.” (NEPA Rules - Purpose - 
40 CFR §1500.3). 
 
The third paragraph cites a publication of the Connecticut River Coastal Conservation District 
(CRCCD 2009) in regard to dog waste as a source of nutrients in soil. Current CRCCD publications do 
identify dog waste as a significant source of nutrients to water bodies, and suggest that picking up 
the waste will alleviate or prevent the problem. However, it does not appear that the CRCCD 
publications currently available are concerned with the contribution of nutrients to soils as a 
problem that could alter the fertility of soils. Furthermore, while the theory that dog urine might 
increase soil salinity seems vaguely possible, the idea that it would have a significant impact in areas 
adjacent to the coast that daily receive aerosol droplets of sea water seems unlikely. Certainly, it 
seems likely that serpentine soils would require more intensive fertilization by dogs than currently 
occurs in order to justify a lengthy paragraph on this subject in the EIS. The previous comment 
regarding illustrating the areas containing serpentine soils applies to this issue as well. Based on the 
information provided, it does not appear that intensive dog use occurs in the small areas containing 
serpentine soils. Unless better supported or more focused on the specific areas where it may occur, 
the discussion of impacts of dog use on soil chemistry should be abandoned, and replaced with 
more substantive discussions of the Affected Environment.  

 
 

Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences. Soils and Geology, pages 291-458: 

 General Comments 

6.   Study Area (page 291) 



The study area is defined as “the area that could be impacted by dog management activities…” 
Presumably, this means the entire area within the green line boundaries shown on the maps. 
However, in practice, the focus of the analysis should be on the specific areas affected by the 
alternatives, where impacts from dogs may change. In most cases, this is small percentage of the 
total park areas. Contrary to the statement in this paragraph, the individual study areas have not 
been described in detail in Chapter 3. It would be helpful to clarify that the alternatives would alter 
management in selected portions of the study area, and as indicated in earlier comments, to 
quantify those areas in terms of acres and miles of trails affected by management.  

 
 7.  Duration of Impact (page 291) 

As described, the duration of impact does not seem to apply to the No Action Alternative. While this 
may seem like a small matter, it appears to be based on the unstated assumption or bias that the No 
Action Alternative is not feasible. It may be accurate to state that the existing conditions will 
continue during the education and enforcement period of an adaptive management plan.  However, 
the assumption that impacts will become long-term (described as persisting for the next 20 years) is 
also not supported, given the lack of specific information on the Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences sections, as explained in these comments.  

 
8.   Assessment Methodology (pages 291-292) 

This section explains that professional judgment was relied upon in determining impacts, due to lack 
of site-specific scientific data regarding effects of dogs on soils within the GGNRA. However, in the 
last paragraph it is asserted, as an example of processes that would occur as a result of various 
management activities, that heavy dog use can interrupt natural dune processes and accelerate 
coastal bluff erosion. The choice of words (would, can), the degree to which professional judgment 
is involved versus knowledge of the impacts that dogs do have versus those that they can have, and 
the lack of quantitative analysis overall, is confusing. Even the reference to lack of site-specific 
scientific data is unspecific in its scope.  Although there are degrees of reliability of data, methods 
can be found to do a better job of quantifying the existing impacts of dogs.  
 
For example, on a busy weekend day, in should be possible to observe and report on the areas of 
intense human and dog use. It should be possible to overlay maps of soils, outcrops, slopes and 
slope failures, and relate those to the areas selected for evaluation of different alternatives. Some, if 
not all, of the areas of damage could be identified and mapped, rather than relying on broad 
statements about the types of impacts that are possible. These methods should be attempted, and a 
more sophisticated methodology designed than strict reliance on “professional judgment” that 
appears to be the foundation for the impact analysis. Because this information is essential to a 
reasoned choice among alternatives and is obtainable without exorbitant cost, it is required to be 
included in the EIS (40 CFR §1502.22(a)).   

 
9. Impact Thresholds (page 292) 

The impact thresholds are critical to the outcome of the analysis, and the impact thresholds 
described in this section provide a great deal of leeway to the analyst. In the first paragraph, a 
beneficial impact is defined as “a positive change in the condition or appearance of the resource.” 
Presumably, an adverse impact would be a negative change in condition or appearance. However, 
no further explanation is provided as to how appearance of soils and geologic resources should be 
considered. The photo of the footprints in the sand on the bluffs (page 222) at Fort Funston provides 
an ominous clue as to how the appearance of the resource might influence the analysis. As 
discussed in an earlier comment, the photo is used to illustrate the soft sandy “soils” on the bluffs, 



which are obviously easily eroded by hikers, dogs, rodents, and reptiles. If appearance is a threshold 
criterion, then more footprints, however short-lived, could easily be equated with greater adverse 
impact. If appearance of soils is to be used as a threshold criterion then a great deal of discipline 
must be exercised by the analyst to avoid any tendency to associate footprints in sand with an 
adverse impact on soils and geology. It would be preferable to avoid the appearance criterion 
altogether, and to provide a more thoughtful definition of what exactly constitutes a “change in 
condition” of soils (whether adverse or beneficial).  
 
Later the section explains that changes are to be evaluated in comparison to the “current condition” 
of the resource. Since the current condition of the resource has not been discussed or defined in 
Chapter 3, this change would presumably be observed during the monitoring period described 
under the preceding discussion of the Duration of Impact, in which it is stated that “it is expected 
that compliance with the dog walking regulations and associated adverse impacts would improve 
gradually…” As noted in comments on other sections, compliance should be part of every alternative 
and is not a basis for discounting Alternative A. 
 
Considering that baseline conditions have not been quantified in Chapter 3 for any of the sites, have 
barely been discussed, and where discussed, have been discussed in a general, impressionistic, and 
broadly theoretical way (relying on suspect concepts such as the alleged adverse effects of dog urine 
on the salinity of poorly-defined areas of serpentine soil in a coastal marine environment, based on 
a brochure misapplied to this project that was prepared by a Connecticut agency to encourage 
visitors to pick up their dog’s waste), this section does not critically evaluate available data and is 
not supported by evidence that the necessary analysis has been prepared. .   
 
As revealed in the subsequent section (Potential Soil Impacts Common to All Alternatives), three 
types of impacts on soils and geology are identified, (although they all seem to be related to soils, so 
the addition of “and geology” is superfluous from this point forward). These are: soil disturbance; 
soil compaction and erosion; and soil function. Given that these are to be the attributes by which 
soils and geology are evaluated and the alternatives are to be compared, it would be helpful it these 
attributes were defined, preferably within the discussion of Impact Thresholds. It would also be 
useful to see, in the Affected Environment section of the EIS, a discussion of the current condition of 
soils in the study area based on these attributes and particularly as they might related to patterns of 
past dog use.  It is also necessary so the reader can understand the impact attributable to dogs or 
other factors, so that the appropriate alternatives can be developed that are actually related to the 
impacts, and management measures can be evaluated for their likely effectiveness. 
 
As discussed below, lack of a definition or bounds on what constitutes adverse soil disturbance is a 
weakness of the analysis, which might either be rectified by carefully defining the term, or by 
avoiding its use altogether due to its inherent vagueness. 
 
Soil compaction and soil erosion are distinct processes, though their causes and secondary effects 
may overlap. This might become clearer if each were defined. To conclude that in general, a 
decrease in soil erosion would be considered beneficial is far too simplistic. Under natural 
conditions, erosion is essential and inevitable on every surface exposed to weathering. Like wind 
and rain, rates of erosion can vary widely over time, as well as by material and location. For 
example, areas with rapid natural rates of erosion, such as the bluffs at Fort Funston, tend to 
support fast-growing, resilient vegetation. There are hollows and landings within the bluffs that are 
stable enough to support trees, but most exposed slopes fail so frequently that trees cannot 



become established on them. To simply assert that a decrease in erosion at Fort Funston would be a 
beneficial impact is not meaningful. The Impact Thresholds discussion should provide greater clarity.  
This level of specificity is also needed to consider, for example, why off leash dog access is 
prohibited even on an inland trail.  
 
Soil function is a potentially broad category, which certainly needs to be defined for the average 
reader, and might be conceived to include every attribute of soil. Soil has many functions, among 
which is to supply material that eventually becomes beaches. Among the important ecosystem 
functions of soil are supporting plant growth, providing habitat for an incredible variety of fauna, 
retaining moisture, and breaking down organic waste. Under natural conditions, because of their 
textures and locations, different soils support these functions to different degrees. Therefore, the 
impact that any particular use, such as dog use, may have on these soil functions depends on the 
characteristics of the particular soil as well as on the nature of the use.  
 

10. Potential Soil Impacts Common to All Alternatives (pages 292-293) 
It is not entirely clear what this section is intended to accomplish, and it would be helpful if there 
were a brief introduction in this section to explain what it is for.  

  
11. Cumulative Impacts to Soils that are Common to All Alternatives (pages 292-293) 

As with the preceding section, the purpose and direction of the cumulative impacts common to all 
alternatives discussion is unclear and unfocused. It does not discuss the cumulative effect of 
redistribution of dog use throughout the region in response to increased restrictions on dog use and 
changes in demographic patterns of dog ownership, which is perhaps the most important adverse 
cumulative effect. 
 
As the document mentions, but fails to evaluate, impacts of dogs on soils is a function of the 
intensity of use. The discussion here should not ignore the concern of many readers of the Draft 
Plan/DEIS that a region-wide decrease in areas available for dog use accompanied by a higher 
demand for such areas, would concentrate dog use into increasingly smaller areas, resulting in 
greater intensity of use in those areas. This impact warrants discussion in the “common to all” 
section.  
 
This may also be an appropriate place in the document to discuss the cumulative effects of the 
compliance-based management strategy, since the compliance-based management strategy is an 
integral part of the project alternatives. Increased restrictions and closure of areas due to 
noncompliance would further concentrate dog use in other areas, either within the GGNRA or 
outside the GGNRA. The Draft Plan/DEIS fails to address conditions that would result if, as a result of 
noncompliance, dog use is concentrated elsewhere. 

 
12. Compliance-Based Management Strategy (pages 295-296) 

The compliance-based management strategy discussion is part of the project description and should 
be fully described there. Although it is useful to reiterate the components of the strategy in the 
resource impacts section, the section here does not adequately focus on impacts on soils and 
geology. As explained in this section, the strategy would lead to increased restrictions on dog use if 
noncompliance exceeds threshold criteria measured by observation of noncompliance.  
 

13. Marin County Sites – Stinson Beach (pages 296-302) 



The following comments on the Impact discussion for the Stinson Beach area are generally 
applicable to all sites. 
 
Alternative A: No Action (page 296).  
The text states that there is low compliance with the no dog walking restriction on the beach and 
refers to Table 9 (page 271) as support for this assertion. The information provided in Table 9 and its 
accompanying text could just as easily be interpreted to support the opposite view, however, that 
compliance is exceptionally high given the intensity of use. It is unclear what effect on compliance 
the use of the adjacent beaches might have. (The text accompanying Table 9 incorrectly identifies 
the Marin County beach adjacent to Stinson Beach - called Upton Beach - as allowing dogs off-leash. 
Dogs are allowed on this beach on-leash.)  According to its website, dogs are not allowed on the 
beach adjacent to the southeast of Stinson Beach (within Mt. Tamalpais State Park). However, this 
short stretch of beach is poorly accessible except from Stinson Beach or Upton Beach.  
 
Under the compliance-based management strategy, future dog use might become more restricted if 
noncompliance is incorrectly or inappropriately assessed, possibly leading ultimately to imposition 
of restrictions like those under Alternative D. Even though, based on the impact analysis, the 
impacts on soils and geology would not drive decision-making at Stinson Beach; more thoughtful 
analysis would improve the impacts discussion, especially in relation to cumulative impacts.  
 
Alternative A: No Action – Cumulative Impacts and Indirect Impacts on Adjacent Parks (pages 296-
298).  
The cumulative impact analysis over-simplifies when concluding that because long-term and 
ongoing restoration and enhancement efforts, etc., would be beneficial to soils and geology, that 
the cumulative impacts on soils and geology would be low. Instead, the cumulative analysis should 
also consider the potential for concentration of effects within smaller areas, especially in the event 
that noncompliance monitoring leads to greater restrictions being imposed on dog use at Stinson 
Beach and other areas.  
 
In the Indirect Impacts section, the text identifies 33 parks within a 10-mile radius, and 3 within a 5-
mile radius, making it seem as though there are numerous alternative sites for dog users. However, 
this is an oversimplification of the actual situation. The only park on the coast and within the 
watershed is Mt. Tamalpais State Park. A summary description of the dog use areas at Mt. Tamalpais 
State Park, from a website called DogFriendly.com, provides the following information: 
 

“While dogs are not allowed on most of the trails, they are allowed on the Old Stage Road. 
This path is about .5 to .75 miles and leads to the Marin Municipal Water District Land, 
which allows dogs on their trails. Dogs must be leashed on both the state park and the 
water district lands.” 
 

While this is certainly an option for some dog owners, it does not appear to provide anything at all 
comparable to the capacity or experience offered at Stinson Beach, and cannot be considered a 
reasonable alternative to Stinson Beach for most people with dogs. Therefore, although the 
cumulative impact section provides some mention of other areas, it does not provide a rigorous 
analysis of likely effects. Suppose, for example, that all of the people who are not able to walk their 
dogs on the weekend at Stinson Beach were to walk their dogs along the Old Stage Road at Mt. 
Tamalpais State Park. Very likely, the negligible impacts that currently apply to Stinson Beach would 
become significant impacts on the Old Stage Road.  Furthermore, the management of these impacts 



would be transferred from federal to state responsibility. In this regard, the Mt. Tamalpais web site 
provides this warning:   

 
ATTENTION Service Reductions in Effect 12/1/2010 - 6/30/2011:  California State Parks 
is facing an unprecedented budget reduction and you may experience service reductions 
during your visit. We hope that our loyal visitors understand and appreciate the severe 
budget reductions that have occurred and help us minimize the cost impacts to the 
system. 

 

Because it is unlikely that Mt. Tamalpais State Park could accommodate these visitors, and also 
unlikely that visitors would substitute Mt. Tamalpais for Stinson Beach, the demand would be 
distributed somewhere else. A more realistic discussion of the role of Stinson Beach and other parks 
in meeting the demand for dog use opportunities is needed. Furthermore, the analysis of the 
indirect impacts on adjacent parks arbitrarily chooses to limit the range of other available dog use 
areas to parks. Instead, the discussion should include all public lands, and especially public lands 
within a similar area and environment, since those are the types of areas that visitors will be more 
likely to substitute if access is substantially reduced in given GGNRA units.  

 
14. Marin County Sites – Homestead Valley (pages 301-307) 

 
Alternative A: No Action (page 301) 
The Homestead Valley impact analysis is the first unit in this section that presents a discussion 
comparing impacts of No Action (which allows off-leash use) with the action alternatives, (none of 
which now allow off-leash use). The text states that “Even though this site has low visitor use and 
low numbers of citations and incident reports related to dog activities, soil compaction and nutrient 
addition and possible erosion from dogs is assumed to be currently happening along the fire 
road/trails and in off-trail areas throughout the site.”   This statement indicates that no evidence of 
impacts of dog use is needed in order to conclude that the No Action Alternative has adverse 
impacts on soils and geology.  
 
Similar conclusions reflect a bias at many of the other sites discussed. The discussion of the No 
Action Alternative is based on little or no data (as indicated by the lack of data provided in Chapter 
3). The facts that are presented indicate that there is no justification for a change in management to 
protect soils and geology.  
 
Alternatives B and C and E all describe compaction of soils within a strip 6 feet adjacent to the 
Homestead Fire Road as an impact on soils. Given the low use of the area, the low level of risk from 
some slight amount of compaction that may occur adjacent to a fire road, and the fact that the 6-
foot strip assumes that the dogs walk directly alongside the owner, who walks at the extreme edge 
of the fire road, the extreme precision of this analysis is notably inconsistent with the general lack of 
specificity and precision presented in the discussion of the Affected Environment. Presenting the 
impact analysis in such precise terms gives the misleading impression that the analysis is more 
accurate and more certain than it is. This generally applies to fine distinctions made between the 
impacts of the alternatives. At the level of accuracy possible with the information available, “no 
impact,” “negligible impact,” and “minor impact” should probably all be considered synonyms with 
respect to soils and geology.  



Appendix E 
 

Additional Comments Related Draft Plan/DEIS Analysis of Water 
Quality 

Chapter 3: Affected Environment 

1. General – the Draft Plan/DEIS should include a map that shows both the locations all bodies of water 
discussed in the water quality sections and dog areas categorized by currently allowed activities. 
Add a “Marin County Sites Map”, “San Francisco County Sites Map”, and “San Mateo County Sites 
Map” showing both water resources for those areas and existing dog areas categorized by currently 
allowed activities. 

2. General – there seems to be a lack of historical or current information connecting dog use of the 
parks to resulting changes to water quality. The Draft Plan/DEIS should provide site-specific 
information documenting this connection. For instance, the Stafford and Home report cited on page 
227 attributes high bacteria and nutrient levels to five sources, in addition to dogs. At the bottom 
page 227, the Draft Plan/DEIS asserts that the eastern third of Crissy Airfield “receives a moderate to 
high level of use by off leash dogs and has substantial amounts of pet waste”, but there is no 
reference to support this claim. There is no site-specific analysis linking the presence of waste to 
documented water quality issues at this site and no objective monitoring data that supports a 
moderate to high use of off leash dog use in this area. 

3. General – the water quality section in Chapter 4 discusses each of the 21 sites individually. The Draft 
Plan/DEIS should follow a similar format in Chapter 3. For example, provide a description and 
characterization of the water resources for each of the 21 sites. 

 

Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

1. General – the Draft Plan/DEIS should be clear under all of the analyses for Alternative A that the 
impacts would not be new, but rather a continuation of existing/ongoing impacts due to the existing 
approach to implementing the current GGNRA general management plan.   

2. General – The Draft Plan/DEIS should also be clear in this and other sections that the impact analysis 
presented for Alternative A is different than the consequences of the No Action alternative were 
GGNRA to implement an education and adaptive management program under its current plan and 
policies, which GGNRA could choose to do.  The No Action alternative for a management plan is not 
the same as a “do nothing” alternative.  GGNRA can choose to implement its existing plan is a more 
effective way to meet the purpose and need for the proposal. 

3. General – when impacts are the same across various alternatives for a particular site, the Draft 
Plan/DEIS should be revised so that the Conclusion Tables contain identical statements.  

4. General – the Conclusion Tables should be grouped together for each site. This would make 
comparing the various alternatives for each site easier and make the tables more useful. 

5. Page 459, last paragraph, states “Impact at the most would be negligible; therefore, impacts to 
seeps and springs from dogs are not discussed further.” If impacts to seeps/springs are not 



discussed further because the impacts are negligible, then why are there so many discussions in 
subsequent pages about negligible impacts involving other types of water resources? The Draft 
Plan/DEIS should be made more consistent by not discussing any negligible impacts in subsequent 
pages of the water quality section. 

6. Page 460, Assessment Methodology – the Draft Plan/DEIS should make an assumption under 
Assessment Methodology that the public would comply with park/dog regulations and 
requirements, then remove all of the “assuming compliance” (and similar) statements in the 
subsequent pages of the water quality section. Also, the Draft Plan/DEIS should provide examples of 
park/dog regulations and requirements, such as being on leash or properly disposing of dog waste. 

7. Page 460, Assessment Methodology – the Draft Plan/DEIS should describe how impacts are analyzed 
qualitatively. 

8. Page 468, Paragraph 1 – is it possible for the increased use at adjacent parks to be concentrated at 
one adjacent park? Would “impacts on water quality in adjacent lands” still not be “expected to be 
higher than current conditions” if increased use was concentrated in a particular adjacent park? This 
comment should be addressed in all instances in the water quality section where this could occur. 

 

Other Minor Corrections 

9. Page 461, last two paragraphs – the paragraphs beginning with “Dogs were determined…” and “A 
sub study…” seem more like paragraphs that belong in the affected environment section. 

10. Page 462, Paragraph 3 – delete “a” from “…from a many different sources.” 
11. Page 462, Paragraph 6 – the Draft Plan/DEIS should provide citation(s) for information in the 

paragraph beginning with “Potentially adverse impacts…” 
12. Page 465, Paragraph 5 – the Draft Plan/DEIS should provide citation(s) for information in paragraph 

beginning with “Oil spills have…” This comment applies to all instances in the water quality section 
where this information appears. 

13. Page 468-470, preferred alternative discussion – this discussion seems unnecessary as it just repeats 
previously provided information. This comment applies to all instances in this water quality section 
where the preferred alternative discussion just repeats previously provided information. 



 

Appendix F 
 

Additional Comments Related to Draft Plan/DEIS Analysis of Biological 
Resources 

Chapter 3: Affected Environment 

General: 

1. As stated in Chapter 1, use of GGNRA lands by humans and dogs occurred well before the GGNRA 
was established in 1972. This historical activity should have been considered as part of the Affected 
Environment. Many sections lack a description or quantification of baseline conditions of biological 
resources from long term use by people and dogs, or current impacts are assumed but no data or 
rationale are given (specific comments follow below). Without this baseline information, the impact 
conclusions in Chapter 4 and the basis for selection of the preferred alternative are not supported. 

2. The affected environment section mentions California Native Plant Society (CNPS)-listed species as 
having the potential to occur within the GGNRA but without specific data as to where/if they are 
actually present, this claim is unsupported. 

3. There are inconsistencies among the text and Table 8 in the special-status species affected 
environment, the information in Appendix H, and the impact analyses in Chapter 4. Examples 
include: 
o Presidio’s manzanita. Table 8 states that it is documented within the GGNRA and the impact 

analysis states that it is found at Baker Beach, however Baker Beach is not identified in Appendix 
H has having potential habitat for this species.  

o San Francisco lessingia. This species is listed in Appendix H as having potential habitat within a 
number of San Mateo sites. Fort Funston and Baker Beach are not listed under San Francisco 
sites as having potential habitat; however, these two sites are the only two considered in the 
impact analysis of this species in Chapter 4. 

o Hickman’s potentilla. There has been no documentation of this species within GGNRA. The table 
lists this species as having potential habitat at 5 sites within San Mateo County; however, the 
impact analysis in Chapter 4 is only for Mori Point and Pedro Point. What is the justification that 
these two were the only ones considered if habitat exists at many sites? 

o California seablite. Appendix H identifies this species as having potential habitat at Crissy Field 
and Land’s End (which is missing from the table Key) and that this species has been documented 
within the GGNRA. The impact analysis in Chapter 4, only talks about Crissy Field and that 
reintroduction of the species has failed twice, so species is not currently present within the 
GGNRA. 

4. Table 8, Affected Environment: GGNRA Location column contains the location for plants that do not 
exist there according to the text: 
o Lessingia – does not occur at Fort Funston 



o California seablite – does not occur at Crissy Field 
o Hickman’s potentilla – does not occur at Mori Point or Pedro Point 
Also, the GGNRA location column in Table 8 does not indicate whether the species have been 
documented at these sites or just that potential habitat is present. 

5. For wildlife species that are assumed to be impacted by dogs, the Draft Plan/DEIS fails to establish 
the level of impact the species are already experiencing, apart from other factors that may be 
causing disturbances or population decline (within and outside of the GGNRA). This would include 
issues such as loss of breeding and foraging habitat, predation, climate change, etc. The Draft 
Plan/DEIS does not indicate how or why a special-status species that has been sharing habitat with 
dogs for decades will experience a quantifiable benefit from stricter dog management, given other 
factors affecting the species. For this reason, there is no support for the selected alternatives in 
terms of actual, foreseeable benefits to wildlife populations. Without this type of information, most 
impact conclusions in Chapter 4 are not supported. The western snowy plover section of Chapter 3 
is a good example. 
a. Additional comments on western snowy plover text from Chapter 3: The Draft Plan/DEIS does 

not adequately describe how dogs chasing the birds can impact the survival of the species. Birds 
may take flight readily and expend energy, experiencing some short-term disturbance, but there 
is no evidence of the GGNRA western snowy plover populations being directly impacted by dog 
activity in the long-term. The data provided in the Draft Plan/DEIS suggests a stable plover 
population; therefore, the selected alternatives would not be expected to differ from the No 
Action Alternative (see paragraph 1, page 799). 
 Monitoring surveys from 1994-2006 observed 48 off-leash dogs chasing western snowy 

plovers, which is a relatively low number of events over a 12-year period. As stated above, 
this information suggests snowy plover populations will not experience significant beneficial 
impacts from the preferred alternatives, and that the No Action Alternative does not 
significantly impair natural values. 

 The numbers of snowy plovers fluctuated between 1994-2006 “based on a variety of 
factors”, but the presence of dogs on the beach has not prevented the birds from using their 
preferred resting areas at Crissy Field or their off-site nesting sites; therefore, there are no 
documented impacts to the population from a “chasing” incident. 

 
The above analysis is not presented to suggest that a wildlife protection area at Crissy Field 
would be inappropriate to protect resting habitat from people as well as dogs.  It is also not 
presented to suggest that only areas used by endangered species are worthy of protection.  It is 
well documented in public material that Crissy Field Dog Group, Eco-Dog, and other groups have 
been and are active in educational efforts with the public, conservation organizations and 
GGNRA to respect snowy plover protected areas.  For example, in 2006, the Crissy Field Dog 
Group participated in the Western Plover Community Outreach Program with the GGNRA and 
the Golden Gate Audubon Society in developing a brochure and other educational materials to 
make the public aware and protect the plovers’ habitat at Crissy Field and Ocean Beach.  To this 
day, the Crissy Field Dog Group continues to inform their members and the public about 
protecting the snowy plover. 
                
The comment is directed toward an example of scientifically unsupported assertions that the 
Draft Plan/DEIS as a justification for management actions.  These become particularly critical 



when they are used as the basis for large closures of beaches and other areas where access has 
been allowed for the past 20-40 years without documented impairment of species.   

b. Additional comments on mission blue butterfly text from Chapter 3: the text is not consistent 
with Table 8 – text states that the species is found in Alta Trail and Tennessee Valley, but these 
are not listed in the table. 
 There is no clear nexus between dogs and the mission blue butterfly habitat and host plant, 

and there is no evidence given of damage to the host plant from dogs. Because the area is 
fenced “but does not physically exclude dogs”, the current and historic use of the area by 
does not appear to be detrimental to the mission blue butterfly or its habitat/host plant, 
therefore selection of the No Action Alternative is supported. 

 Mission blue butterfly habitat is “very near” closed social trails that are still used by visitors 
and dogs; however, there are no data to suggest alteration of the habitat. Because these 
trails are closed and their use by dogs is not quantified, the species’ habitat does not appear 
to be impacted by dog use, and the No Action Alternative does not significantly impair 
natural values.  

c. Additional comments on tidewater goby, Coho salmon, steelhead trout, California red-legged 
frog from Chapter 3: For each species it is indicated that the habitat areas are essentially closed 
to dogs, but that “these closures are not always followed”.  Presumably the use of these areas is 
rare. Because dog use of the habitat areas is not quantified, there does not appear to be a nexus 
between dog use and these wildlife habitat areas, therefore the No Action Alternative does not 
significantly impair natural values. 

d. Additional comments on bank swallow from Chapter 3: The nesting colony is well monitored and 
closed to visitor access, and the nature of reported disturbances is unclear (“Fort Funston has 
moderate to high visitor use, and in 2007-2008 there were two pet citations, warnings, and 
reports taken related to wildlife disturbance at the site.”). This small number of incidents over a 
two-year period does not appear to have affected bank swallow populations; therefore, the No 
Action Alternative does not significantly impair natural values, and no benefits from the draft 
preferred alternative are anticipated. 
 

Vegetation and Wildlife, pages 228-244: 

1. Pages 229-230, Paragraphs 4/5 and Table 6. The number of warnings/citations/reports does not 
mean there on any potential impacts to wildlife. The raw data provided in the table raise many 
questions: What type of interaction between a dog and wildlife constitutes “disturbing wildlife”?  
How do incidents reported in closed areas necessarily “affect” vegetation and wildlife? Is the nature 
of the disturbance reflected in the difference between a warning, citation, and report filing? For 
example, 3 citations and 6 reports of dog disturbance in a park do not suggest any major adverse 
effect on wildlife populations, habitats, or individuals.  
 
Considering the raw data here and in Appendix G, there appear to be very few incidents of dogs 
disturbing wildlife over a two-year period, even assuming not all incidents are reported. 
Furthermore, the Draft Plan/DEIS suggests that a lack of law enforcement contributes to the number 
of incidents of dogs disturbing wildlife (and therefore has impacts to wildlife). A wildlife disturbance 
incident is not “high quality information” (as required by NEPA) and cannot be assumed to impair 
natural values when the actual effects of the disturbance are unknown. It is not likely the species 
experienced any long-term impacts from these few incidents over a two-year period, nor is there 
any specific evidence to suggest even short-term impacts. There is also no evidence that the 



absence of law enforcement increases the likelihood of wildlife disturbance or harm.  
 
The presence of humans and predators also typically “disturb” wildlife, as this term is used in the 
Draft Plan/DEIS.  For example, shorebirds typically take flight when a human or a hawk or eagle is in 
their vicinity.  This section of the Draft Plan/DEIS does not distinguish or evaluate relevant factors 
and impacts, but simply asserts that disturbance by dogs is causing unacceptable impairment of 
GGNRA’s natural values.  This assertion is then used as a basis for closing areas to access by dogs, 
which, given the lack of a thorough impact analysis, might or might not be an appropriate 
management measure.  If people are disturbing the species, and this disturbance is resulting in an 
unacceptable impact that is impairing natural values, these impacts need to be fully disclosed to 
understand the consequences of the alternatives.   
 

2. Pages 233-234. Part of the rationale for prohibiting dogs from beach areas under Alternative D is to 
“protect shorebirds and stranded marine mammals”, but there is no information given here to 
support that dogs are currently impacting shorebirds and marine mammals; therefore, the No 
Action Alternative does not significantly impair natural values. Chapter 1 “Dogs and Wildlife” does 
not report any interactions between marine mammals and dogs.  

 

Special-Status Species, pages 244-256: 

1. General. Descriptions of critical habitat are missing for some special-status species that have critical 
habitat in the GGNRA and inconsistent in the level of detail provided regarding critical habitat 
among all species descriptions. For this reason, there is no clear nexus between dogs and critical 
habitat, and the preferred alternatives are not supported. 

2. General. Some species descriptions suggest a nexus between dog activity and the species and/or 
their habitat (tidewater goby, California red-legged frog), but other species descriptions do not (San 
Francisco garter snake, Coho salmon). Where there is likely to be none, it is not stated.  Where there 
is no nexus, the draft preferred alternative is not supported in terms of direct benefits to these 
species. Even where a nexus is suggested, there is no evidence of impact to these populations; 
therefore, the draft preferred alternative does not appear to provide a quantifiable benefit to the 
species and the No Action Alternative does not significantly impair natural values. 

3. Page 245, Paragraph 3. States that “marine mammals are not expected to be affected by dogs”, but 
that stranded marine mammals “may provide an opportunity for contact” with dogs. Given the 
relatively low number of marine mammal strandings within GGNRA over nine years (as shown in 
Table 7), it is not rational to assume a nexus between stranded marine mammals and dogs.  There is 
no evidence of a harmful interaction between a stranded marine mammal and a dog. In fact, dog 
owners are often the first to notify authorities when marine mammals become stranded. 

 

Chapter 4 – Environmental Consequences 

General: 
1. On page 30, in Chapter 1, under “Safety of Off-Leash Dogs”, studies are cited where data indicated 

off-leash dogs do not travel far from their owners or trail, and if they did it was a short time and the 
dogs were rarely seen chasing other dogs, disturbing wildlife and vegetation, or entering bodies of 
water. In addition, a survey was cited where both dog owners and non-dog owners believed that 
humans are more disruptive than dogs. This contradicts many of the impact conclusions made for 



vegetation, wildlife, and special-status species. The conclusions drawn in the impact analysis are not 
adequately supported by documented evidence of damage to resources (that can be attributed to 
dogs) in the GGNRA. 

2. General habitat types and which sites they occur in are described in the affected environment 
section; however, the document lacks a map of the specific location of each habitat types within 
each site relative to existing and proposed dog use areas and trails. The impact assessments in 
Chapter 4 are divided up by habitat type, yet all of the actual impact assessments identify impacts 
on “vegetation” with no indication of whether or not a particular habitat type occurs within the area 
of discussion (LODs and ROLAs). Without documentation of the specific location of vegetation types 
relative to dog use areas, conclusions of impacts on these resources are not adequately supported. 
For example in the wetlands section the Draft Plan/DEIS describes impacts to vegetation along trails 
within six feet on either side; however, there is no evidence to support the claim that wetlands 
actually exist adjacent to the trails. In those instances, the wetlands impact analysis is inaccurate. 

3. The analysis of the impacts to vegetation lacks empirical evidence of the current impacts caused by 
dogs. Information is given as to usage and the number of violations but does not site specifics about 
damage caused by dogs as a result of these violations. Without evidence of the occurrence of 
impacts caused dogs, impact conclusions made are not adequately supported. 

4. For a number of the analyses of Alternatives B-E, the Draft Plan/DEIS states that the area of impact 
is previously undisturbed. These claims are false as dogs are currently allowed in those areas and 
dog use would continue under Alternative A, the No Action Alternative. 

5. The impacts addressed in Alternatives B-E are assessed based on the assumption of compliance. 
Alternative A is not assessed this way. For example, if dogs are required to be on leash under 
Alternative A, the impacts are assessed based on impacts caused by dogs which are off-leash and 
noncompliant. Alternatives B-E then assesses impacts based on the assumption of compliance and 
therefore the impacts are reduced even though the leash-law regulation is the same under all 
alternatives. Assessing impacts based on identical regulations with different assumptions is 
inaccurate. There is no information given as to why compliance under Alternatives B-E cannot be 
done under Alternative AThe current GGNRA management plan identifies public education of 
GGNRA resources as important and could be accomplished under Alternative A. 

 

Introduction (pages 289-290): 
 

1. The compliance-based management strategy assumes that noncompliance is causing negative 
impacts on GGNRA resources. As commented in Chapter 3, this assumption is not supported by 
adequate data from GGNRA sites. This strategy (page 290, paragraph 2) “is designed to return 
impacts to a level that assumes compliance” and “provide beneficial impacts where dog walking is 
reduced or eliminated”. There has been no baseline given to quantify a “level that assumes 
compliance”; therefore, any potential impacts from dogs cannot be measured or used as a basis for 
selecting alternatives.  

2. The Draft Plan/DEIS states that dogs and humans have been active in these lands for at least the 
past 40 years (pre-1970s), and that visitation has been consistent over the past 20 years, and will 
likely remain consistent in the next 20 years.  Page 290, paragraph 5, also notes that visitation is not 
expected to increase over the next 20 years, and that this is “similar how it has been operating over 
the previous 20 years. Therefore increased visitation should not result in cumulative impacts to 
GGNRA resources.” The basis for assuming that resources have been negatively impacted over the 



past 20 years and will therefore benefit over the next 20 years with substantially less access for 
people with dogs has not been established.  

 

Vegetation: 

1. Page 545, Paragraph 2 – the EIS includes no discussion of what “additional actions” would 
potentially have adverse impacts on vegetation and what types of impacts. Text also states that 
“mitigation for these projects would reduce the potential for impacts.” However, there is no 
discussion as to what kind of mitigation would occur and how it would reduce impacts. Therefore, 
no measure of a quantifiable reduction of impacts can be determined by mitigation efforts. For 
projects outside of GGNRA, it is assumed that mitigation would be applied. There is no evidence to 
support this assumption. More specific information is needed to adequately assess and comment on 
impacts. This comment applies to this same text where it is repeated in the cumulative impact 
analysis throughout the section and the wildlife and special-status species sections. 

2. Page 546, Alternatives B & C – dog walking restrictions are the same as in Alternative A. There are 
no data that supports a change in the level of impact as a result of these alternatives. 

3. Page 584, Alternative B – states that the rocky intertidal plant communities have not been 
previously disturbed. This is inconsistent with Alternative, A which states that dogs could access the 
rocky intertidal areas. The inconsistency of the baseline level of disturbance prevents an accurate 
conclusion as to the potential for impacts caused by dogs.   

4. Page 597, Cumulative Impacts, paragraph 3 – this paragraph does not make sense. The text states 
that adverse impacts from dogs combined with beneficial actions balance out resulting in negligible 
impacts. Cumulative impacts should be revised to indicate they would not be long term, major and 
adverse.  

5. Page 605, Alternative A, paragraph 1, states that dogs can affect the rocky intertidal vegetation. No 
evidence has been provided to support that dogs are presently having adverse impacts on this 
vegetation.  

6. Pages 607-08 and 666-667, Alternatives B & C – these alternatives mention the Polywog Path and 
ponds. There is no discussion of the significance of this path or the ponds or the potential impacts of 
these areas under Alternative A so the impact conclusions relative to the baseline are not clearly 
presented. 

7. Page 619, Alternative A, states that physical damage and nutrient addition from dogs is assumed to 
be currently happening; however, there are no data presented that supports this claim. Other 
impacts described seem overstated considering low visitor use. Because current conditions have not 
been adequately established, there are no quantifiable changes expected from the Preferred 
Alternative over the No Action Alternative.  

8. Page 632, Paragraph 2, states that dogs would impact coastal scrub, chaparral and grassland 
vegetation. There is no evidence provided to support the occurrence of this under existing 
conditions and therefore, no quantifiable benefit expected from the preferred alternative over the 
No Action Alternative.  

9. Page 634, Alternative C, paragraph 1 – There is no evidence that dogs confined to a ROLA increase 
impacts to adjacent habitat. Without establishing the current level of impacts from dogs in ROLAs, 
no quantifiable change can be expected from the preferred alternative over the No Action 
Alternative. 

10. Page 645, Alternative A, paragraph 1 – “…viable plant communities exist.” Data are lacking as to the 
type of plant communities that exist in the areas adjacent to the trails and fire roads in order to 
clearly describe suggested impacts. 



11. Page 658, Alternative A, paragraph 1, states that several threatened and endangered plants grow in 
serpentine soils. There are no data to support the presence of these species at this site. This 
information is needed to clearly describe suggested impacts. 

12. Page 698, Wetlands and Aquatic Habitats, General Comment – many of the impacts to wetlands are 
based on six-foot corridors adjacent to trails. There is no mention of where exactly wetlands are 
located within each site and whether or not they occur within six feet of the trails. Each impact just 
says “vegetation adjacent to trails” which is not specific to wetlands or aquatic communities in 
which this section is solely addressing. Without evidence of the exact locations of wetlands and 
aquatic habitats within each site, no assessments can be made as to the level of impacts of the 
preferred alternative over the No Action Alternative. 

13. Page 740, Native Hardwood Forests, General Comment – impacts to this habitat by dogs would vary 
by maturity of the trees. All impacts seem to just state “vegetation” which does not clearly describe 
suggested impacts. 

14. Page 740, Alternative A – Data are needed as to the maturity of the trees in order to assess the level 
of impacts caused by dogs under all alternatives. Dogs would not be able to trample mature trees. 

15. Pages 769-774, Alternatives B-E, states that riparian vegetation along trails would be impacted. 
There is no evidence to indicate that riparian vegetation occurs along trails and therefore, no 
quantifiable changes in impacts can be expected from the preferred alternative over the No Action 
Alternative. 

 

Wildlife (pages 791-1108): 
 

1. General. It is assumed throughout the analysis that marine mammals and shorebirds would suffer 
negative impacts from off-leash dogs and that birds would suffer negative impacts from on-leash 
dogs. There is no evidence to support this assumption. As noted in comments above, a disturbance 
is not the same as an impact.  NEPA defines “effect” or “impact” as requiring a likely causal 
consequence (40 CFR §1508.8).  Under NPS and GGNRA policy, as explained in the Draft Plan/DEIS 
(page 35), the impact would likely need to impair the natural values afforded protection under 
applicable plans or policies.  Under NEPA, the significance of that impact needs to take into account 
context and intensity (50 CFR §1508.27).  Because current conditions have not been adequately 
established, there are no quantifiable changes expected from the preferred alternative over the No 
Action Alternative. 

2. General. For preferred alternatives in coastal areas that allow dogs on leashes, it is stated that on-
leash dogs could still disturb shorebirds by barking or presence; however, the impacts are 
determined to be negligible. In other sections, it is a suggested that barking and presence of off-
leash dogs would result in minor to adverse moderate impacts. Again, because the potential level of 
disturbance has not been clearly established, there is no basis for assuming the presence of dogs will 
have significant adverse consequences relative to other factors (such as people or predators) or to 
quantify changes expected from the preferred alternative over the No Action Alternative. 

3. General. In some areas, the difference between the No Action Alternative and preferred alternative 
is off-leash and on-leash use. Long-term minor to moderate impacts are expected for off-leash dogs, 
and long-term minor impacts are expected from on-leash dogs, although the difference in 
disturbance to wildlife between on- and off-leash dogs under voice control has not been 
established.  Physical damage to nests and habitat and wildlife chasing is cited as a moderate 
adverse impact; however, the level of current damage is not known. The data presented in Appendix 
G further indicate limited interactions over time.  This is noted for: 



o Homestead Valley, Alta Trail, Oakwood Valley, Marin Headlands, Fort Baker, Baker Beach and 
Bluffs, Lands End, Mori Point, Milagra Ridge, Pedro Point coastal scrub, chaparral, and grassland 
habitats. 

o Fort Baker forest habitat 
o Marin Headlands outside of LOD area, riparian habitat 
o Fort Miley, other coniferous community 

4. Throughout the analysis, Alternative A (No Action) assumes noncompliance, while the other 
alternatives assume full compliance with dog restrictions (which leads to a “long-term minor 
adverse impacts” conclusion for Alternative A and a “negligible” conclusion for the preferred 
alternative). In some cases, the only difference between Alternative A and the preferred alternative 
is the assumption of compliance. When proposed dog management is the same for a given area 
under two or more alternatives, the impacts should also be the same. Many of the differences in 
impacts are based on assumed compliance under the action alternatives; however, as noted above, 
an unbiased comparison would assume compliance for all alternatives. This is noted for: 
o Stinson Beach (coastal) 
o Crissy Field (outside of ROLA – coastal and wetland) 
o Baker Beach and Bluffs (outside of ROLA - coastal) 
o Mori Point (coastal and wetland) 
o Oakwood Valley (outside of ROLA - forest) 
o Muir Beach (riparian) 

5. Page 794, Duration of Impact (same comment for page 1112 of Special-Status Species) –The 
assumption that “all natural resources” will experience short-term impacts during the education and 
enforcement period, regardless of the alternative chosen, is not supported.  It may be accurate to 
state that the existing conditions will continue during the education and enforcement period of an 
adaptive management plan.  The section goes on to note it is “expected that compliance…and 
associated adverse impacts would improve gradually and impacts on wildlife would then become 
long-term.”  This expectation is not supported by the information provided in Chapter 3. There are 
little data or descriptions of current adverse impacts; therefore, there is no baseline provided that 
would indicate improvement under the preferred alternative. The assumption that impacts will 
become long-term (described as persisting for the next 20 years) is also not supported, given the 
lack of adequate, quantifiable baseline conditions. 

6. Pages 796-797, Impacts Common to All Alternatives – prey species are adapted to fleeing from 
predators, whether dogs or any other. Although the Draft Plan/DEIS labels this as harassment (based 
on a definition in the Endangered Species Act, which does not appear to be the appropriate 
standard), it would nevertheless not be expected to impact the species. Even if a species avoids 
near-trail areas because it has adapted to the presence of dogs (a potential predator), it does not 
mean that species is experiencing an adverse impact. The Draft Plan/DEIS states that “actual direct 
injury or mortality to wildlife by dogs (on or off leash) is rare,” so any potential long-term, adverse 
impact from this “harassment” is not expected. The studies currently cited are not supportive of the 
preferred alternative – it is not unusual for a rodent (marmot) or bird to react to a predator.  

7. Page 797, Paragraph 3 – a study is cited concluding that “off-leash dogs have no impact on the 
diversity or abundance of birds and small mammals because these species are fairly tolerant 
of…human activity,” which indicates the No Action Alternative would not significantly impair natural 
values.  
o The results of the study by Shulzitski and Russell (2004), is cited in support of dog restrictions; 

however, this study appears to be biased. The restricted area was restored with native 
vegetation, while the unrestricted area was not restored. Wildlife was more abundant in the 
restored area, but this may have been due to the re-planted native vegetation – there is no 



evidence to suggest that restricting dogs caused an increase in abundance. The observation of a 
dog barking at a fox (whose behavior remained unchanged) at Fort Funston supports the 
argument that wildlife in GGNRA are acclimated to dog presence and that the No Action 
Alternative would not significantly impair natural values.  

8. Page 800, Paragraph 2 – “When compliance is assumed, management alternatives that would 
prohibit dogs from accessing wildlife habitats would eliminate disturbance to wildlife from dogs…” 
The Draft Plan/DEIS states that GGNRA visitors sometimes access restricted areas, but these 
occasions are not quantified, nor is are the baseline conditions in these areas provided. There is no 
evidence to suggest wildlife would experience benefits from prohibition associated with the 
selected alternative. Although compliance should be assumed for all alternatives, there will likely be 
some non-compliance by a various visitors, with or without dogs.  Because perfect compliance 
cannot be assumed, and because the current conditions are not known, it cannot be concluded that 
the alternatives would provide a benefit to wildlife over the No Action Alternative.  
o “Prohibiting dogs from areas also prevents habitat degradation and loss of species that are 

sensitive to the presence of dogs” – this has not been supported in the text. Loss of species from 
dogs in the GGNRA has not been presented. While the Draft Plan/DEIS presents a few studies 
that suggest certain species are “sensitive” to dog presence, it presents other studies that found 
little or no sensitivity to dog presence; therefore, the preferred alternative is not supported.  

9. Page 802, Compliance-Based Management Strategy 
o Because some noncompliance is already occurring, it is unclear why supposed impacts would 

increase and potentially become “major adverse” if noncompliance continues, especially given 
the relatively stable visitor level in recent and projected years. Again, the baseline conditions, 
including 40 years of use by people with their dogs, have not been established and any impacts 
stemming from noncompliance have not been outlined; therefore, there is not adequate 
support to conclude major adverse impacts.  

o There is no description of how or if newly restricted areas would be monitored for a change in 
natural resources. Because the baseline conditions have not been established, changes in 
management based on noncompliance should be approached with care.     

10. Page 809, Alternative A – it is unclear how shorebirds, gulls, terns, and marine mammals would 
experience moderate adverse impacts from dogs, or how “occasional to frequent disturbances 
would occur”, given the documented low shorebird abundance, and no historic incidence of dogs 
affecting marine mammals at Muir Beach. See prior comment on marine mammals (page 245). 

11. Page 812, Alternative D – it is unclear how species will benefit from total exclusion, because it hasn’t 
been established that species are currently being negatively impacted on Muir Beach. There would 
likely be “no change”. 

12. Pages 825-826, Alternative A – the rationale for the “long-term minor adverse impacts” conclusion 
does not mention mission blue butterfly habitat; however, for the preferred alternative, beneficial 
impacts are assumed because dogs would no longer be allowed on Battery Yates Trail (near mission 
blue butterfly habitat).  

13. Pages 856-857, Alternative A – the snowy plover resting areas have been monitored since 1996 with 
no evidence to suggest that preferred habitat use has changed (the snowy plover section of Chapter 
3 states that birds continue to use the same two resting areas), or that roosting and foraging 
behavior is being adversely affected by dogs, yet this is given as rationale for long-term moderate to 
major adverse impacts. 

14. Page 971, Alternative A, states that on-leash dog walking is currently allowed at Sweeney Ridge. 
There is no baseline condition given to quantify any supposed impacts currently occurring at 
Sweeney Ridge that would lead to a “no impact, beneficial change” under the preferred alternative 
(prohibiting dogs from Sweeney Ridge). 



15. Pages 995-1001, Muir Beach Lagoon – this analysis seems to apply only to the lagoon area for 
Alternative A, which is already restricted. Noncompliance is assumed and minor to moderate 
adverse impacts are cited for Alternative A. The preferred alternative (deemed negligible impact) 
prohibits dogs “from the Muir Beach site”(is this also referring to the lagoon area only?) and the 
only difference between these two alternatives is the assumption of compliance. See first bullet 
under Comment 11 regarding noncompliance; the preferred alternative is not supported simply by 
assuming compliance. 

 

Special-Status Species (pages 1109-1291): 

1. General. Suitable habitat for the plant species discussed in this section occurs at other sites which 
were not analyzed in this section. The Draft Plan/DEIS lacks a discussion as to specifically why certain 
sites were chosen over others for analysis.  

2. General. The microhabitats of the special-status plant species are very specific. The Draft Plan/DEIS 
lacks information delineating the location of the potential habitat within each site. This is necessary 
to establish a baseline for the current level of impacts by dogs in these areas and accurately assess 
the potential impacts based on the alternatives.  This information is essential and capable of being 
obtained.  

3. Page 1112, Assessment Methodology – analysis of vegetation changes does not account for aquatic 
critical habitat loss. Was loss of critical habitat for aquatic species measured? 

4. Pages 1117-1123, San Bruno elfin butterfly – here, Alternative A and the preferred alternative do 
not differ (on-leash, negligible impact). The impact of Alternative A appears to assume compliance 
with leash law, and it is stated that “historical use of this area shows no indication that the host 
plant or butterfly is being affected by dogs;” therefore, the No Action Alternative would not 
significantly impair natural values.  

5. Page 1124, paragraph 2, mission blue butterfly, cites localized, perceptible damage to habitat on 
trail beds, roads, and adjacent areas “as a result of damage to the vegetation from dogs”, but there 
is no description of how this was assessed. These areas are used by hikers, runners, naturalists, 
bikers – how is damage from dogs isolated from these other potential sources? The preferred 
alternative expects negligible/beneficial impacts by eliminating use of social trails by dogs, but it 
does not appear that continued human use was considered in this conclusion (same comment 
applies to conclusions for other analyzed mission blue butterfly areas: Oakwood Valley, Marin 
Headlands). As stated previously, baseline conditions on these trails have not been adequately 
established; therefore the negligible/beneficial impacts cited under the preferred alternative are not 
supported.  

6. Pages 1147-1158, mission blue butterfly, Fort Baker and Milagra Ridge – as with many examples in 
the Wildlife section, here Alternative A assumes noncompliance with leash laws (minor, adverse 
impacts) and the preferred alternative assumes compliance (negligible to minor, adverse impacts, 
with habitat restoration programs). This section should be revised to assume the same level of 
compliance. See previous comments regarding noncompliance. 

7. Pages 1165-1172, tidewater goby – Alternative A states that Rodeo Lake is currently closed to dogs, 
and the lagoon is closed to dogs and humans. The proposed fence “will deter but not physically 
exclude dogs”. It is explained that dogs in voice-controlled areas are not very well controlled and 
have been observed in the lagoon. Impacts range from negligible to long-term, moderate adverse. 
Under the preferred alternative, Rodeo Lagoon would remain closed and dogs are still able to access 
the area; compliance with leash restrictions and ROLAs is assumed. The impacts under the preferred 
alternative are expected to be negligible – again, this conclusion seems merely based on an 



assumption of compliance, when the level of use and potential for noncompliance is the same as 
under the No Action Alternative.  This section should be revised to assume the same level of 
compliance. See previous comments regarding noncompliance. 

8. Pages 1172-1191, Coho salmon and steelhead trout – as with many examples in the Wildlife section, 
here Alternative A assumes noncompliance with leash laws (minor, adverse impacts) while the 
preferred alternative assumes compliance (negligible impacts). This section should be revised to 
assume the same level of compliance. See previous comments regarding noncompliance. 

9. Pages 1191-1219, California red-legged frog, Muir Beach, Marin Headlands, Mori Point, Cattle Hill, 
Pedro Point – as with many examples in the Wildlife section, here Alternative A assumes 
noncompliance with leash laws (minor, adverse impacts) while the preferred alternative assumes 
compliance (negligible). This section should be revised to assume the same level of compliance. See 
previous comments regarding noncompliance. 

10. Pages 1219-1240, San Francisco garter snake, Mori Point, Milagra Ridge, Cattle Hill, Pedro Point – as 
with many examples in the Wildlife section, here Alternative A assumes noncompliance with leash 
laws (minor, adverse impacts) while the preferred alternative assumes compliance (negligible). The 
text states (page 1230) that there is no documentation that the current level of compliance with on-
leash laws (No Action Alternative) is impacting this species. This section should be revised to assume 
the same level of compliance. See previous comments regarding noncompliance. 

11. Page 1240, western snowy plover – states that walkers who traverse the beach area currently 
impact plovers. As described in Comment 6, it is difficult to distinguish between dog and human 
activity. The basis of the impacts conclusion is based on the assumption that dogs currently impact 
snowy plovers at Crissy Field, but there is no evidence to support that removing dogs from the area 
will result in a change in the plover population. The preferred alternative assumes compliance and 
negligible impacts by closing the site to dogs. This section should be revised to assume the same 
level of compliance. See previous comments regarding noncompliance. There are data provided of 
observations of dogs chasing birds, but no correlation between these events and impacts to the 
species (see prior comments on Chapter 3). These observations have been made since 1996, but the 
plovers’ use of preferred habitat does not appear to be limited. There is no obvious nexus between 
dog chasing and loss of species or habitat, therefore the “moderate adverse impacts” under the No 
Action Alternative are not substantiated. 

12. Page 1264, bank swallow – as with the Western snowy plover, current impacts are considered minor 
to moderate based on occasional to frequent perceptible disturbances to the species from dogs; 
however, the description of Alternative A mentions only that dogs have been seen in the bluff area. 
There is no apparent nexus between dog activity and actual short-term or long-term impact to bank 
swallows.  

13. Page 1277 – This is contradictory – there is no evidence that the spotted owl exists at the site; 
however, impacts are deemed adverse under the No Action Alternative. If it is because potential 
habitat exists, then it seems (page 1282) that no change would occur under the preferred 
alternative, in which dogs remain leashed. This section should be revised to assume the same level 
of compliance. See previous comments regarding noncompliance. 

14. Page 1291 – according to the table in Appendix H, suitable habitat for the listed plant species exists 
at many sites. There is no discussion of what rationale was used to determine which sites were 
considered in this analysis.  

15. Page 1292, 2nd paragraph – there is no evidence of dogs currently accessing the dune scrub 
vegetation presented to support the impact conclusion. Without adequately establishing a baseline 
for current impacts, no quantifiable changes in impacts can be expected from the preferred 
alternative over the No Action Alternative. 



16. Page 1296, Alternative D, states that impacts to lessingia adjacent to the trails in the LOD area 
would occur in areas that “have not been previously disturbed.” However these areas are currently 
open to dogs, therefore any impacts from dog use would already be occurring. Therefore, the level 
of impact is misrepresented. Similar statements occur throughout this section including pages 1305, 
1316, and 1323. 

17. Page 1306, Alternative C, conclusion table, states “if potential San Francisco lessingia habitat is 
located in the LOD area.” Locations of the potential habitat should already be known, and impacts 
should be based on whether or not potential habitat is actually present. Without data supporting 
the location of lessingia habitat, no conclusions can be made regarding the potential impacts.  

18. Page 1311, Paragraph 1, states that the greatest benefit to the species would occur if the Daly City 
genotype is reintroduced at Fort Funston. There is no evidence given that the implementation of 
this is expected. This would be relevant to the proposed management of the area and concern for 
potential impacts. 

19. Page 1312, Alternative A, states that the widening of the Coastal Trail would increase impacts to 
Presidio manzanita. This is inconsistent with the cumulative impacts on page 1313, which states that 
the trail realignment would avoid the manzanita and provide long-term protection. 

20. Page 1325, Paragraphs 1 and 2 – these two paragraphs are inconsistent with each other. Paragraph 
1 state impacts to Marin dwarf-flax adjacent to the trails would be long term, minor and adverse. In 
paragraph 2, it states that the plant exists in soil outcrops that are inaccessible and that physically 
restraining dogs would protect the habitat and restored population. 

21. Page 1329-1332, Alternatives B-E – dogs are prohibited from Crissy Marsh under the No Action 
Alternative as well. dogs are prohibited from the marsh under all alternatives, impacts should be the 
same. This section should be revised to assume the same level of compliance. See previous 
comments regarding noncompliance. 

22. Page 1333, Hickman’s Pontentilla – No justification is given as to why only Mori Point and Pedro 
Point were the only two sites analyzed if no mapped occurrences have been recorded there and 
potential habitat exists at other sites as well (per the affected environment and Appendix H). 

23. Page 1336-37, Alternative C, conclusion table – the rationale for impacts in the LOD area should be 
the same as the other Alternative B impacts, based on the text discussion.  

24. Page 1342, Alternative C, conclusion table – the rationale for impacts in the LOD area should be the 
same as the other Alternative B impacts, based on the text discussion. 



  
GGNRA’s draft EIS/draft Dog Management Plan  

                        Supplemental Comment on Crissy Field 
                                         May 30, 2011 
 
 VIA E-mail 
 
This is a supplemental letter to accompany our comment letter which Crissy Field Dog 
Group hand delivered to your office on May 27, 2011 which will provide additional 
rationale and explanation to support our recommendations in Appendix A of that letter 
for Crissy Field. 
   
Background: Crissy Field Environmental Assessment  
  
The GGNRA released the Crissy Field Environmental Assessment (CF EA) in 1996, 
which found a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) after going through an 
extensive five-year public involvement process.  In the CF EA, the GGNRA increased 
the “voice command off leash dog walking” area from 38 to 70 acres at Crissy Field.  In 
the CF EA, the GGNRA identified  “dog walking” as a popular and valued activity at 
Crissy Field” (Page 2-30) and “would be a beneficial impact on recreation opportunities 
for dog enthusiasts” (Page 4-11). 
  
Current zones -- Areas that were identified in the CF EA Proposed Action for “Allowable 
area for off leash dog-activities” included East Beach, Central Beach, the Promenade, the 
Grassy Airfield, and the beach east of the U.S. Coast Guard station. 
 
Moreover, the promenade had very limited wheelchair access before the restoration and a 
concerted effort was made by the GGNRA to “make the entire site accessible, ramps 
added at boardwalk, overlooks, picnic areas, promenade” (Page 10) to provide 
accessibility for people with disabilities.  And many older citizens walk their dogs off 
leash here as it is a level surface and is easier to walk on than the beach areas. 
  
Designed for compatibility with restoration -- In addition, Crissy Field was intentionally 
restored, designed and constructed in a way that is complimentary for off leash, voice 
control dog walking.  For example, on Page 2-23, the Proposal included the development 
of a 20-acre Tidal Marsh. “The tidal marsh was designed with a vegetated buffer zone 
ranging from 30-50 feet in width along the north side to 50-200 feet width along the 
south, east and west shoreline.  This buffer consists of dune scrub species, which create a 
dense buffer between humans and wildlife as well as to provide upland habitat associated 
with the tidal marsh.  Barrier fencing set within the vegetation deters dogs, cats, and 
visitors from getting into the marsh and disturbing wildlife.   …And there are two eastern 
overlooks that separate the promenade by fencing, barrier walls and a self closing gate to 
increase public safety and to ensure that off leash dogs do not have access to these areas.” 
 
Western Snowy Plover protection -- Since the CF EA, the GGNRA designated the West 
Beach (the beach east of the U.S. Coast Guard Station) a Wildlife Protection Area (WPA) 



in 2006 to protect the federally threatened Western Snowy Plover who rests there for a 
portion of the year.  There is a seasonal restriction in place that currently allows for dogs 
to walk on the water’s edge on leash and for approximately two months, dogs may be off 
leash under voice control.   
  
As you are aware, CFDG has worked closely with GGNRA staff and the Golden Gate 
Audubon Society in developing and sustaining an educational outreach program to 
protect the Western Snowy Plover for ALL visitors since 2006. 
  
Cleanup -- As another element of our efforts to partner with GGNRA to protect the area’s 
natural resources and visitor experience, CFDG provides thousands of doggie bags every 
year, which are distributed in the 17 dispensers at Crissy Field by CFDG volunteers on a 
DAILY basis. Every day is a clean up at Crissy Field for us.   
 
Supplemental Comments  
 
After carefully reviewing the GGNRA draft Plan/draft EIS, we were extraordinarily 
surprised by the preferred alternative for Crissy Field, which would drastically reduce the 
amount of off leash, under voice control areas without a clear technical basis or 
explanation for the proposed variance from the analysis in the CF EA.   
  
This DEIS does not provide any substantial new empirical or analytical information 
that would support changing the conclusions and recommendations in the CF EA.   
  
Visitor use – Our recommended alternative (Appendix A) is based on two facts, one of 
which is stated in the draft Plan/DEIS, and one of which is indirectly acknowledged but 
not analyzed in the draft Plan/DEIS.   
 
The first fact is that visitor use has remained relatively stable for the past 20 years and is 
not projected to increase significantly in the next 20 years.  Therefore, the CF EA 
remains a sound foundation for designating zones appropriate for off leash dog walking 
at Crissy Field.   
 
The second fact is that some recreational uses have intensified at Crissy Field even if 
overall Recreation Area visits have remained and will remain relatively stable for the 
foreseeable future.  Those uses are mainly special events and bicycle use, with some 
additional types and diversity of waterborne recreation.  The impacts of these uses, 
particularly on Crissy Field’s beaches and the grassy field, need to be rigorously studied 
and integrated alternatives explored to achieve a fair balance that maintains and preserves 
traditional uses such as off leash dog walking. 
 
As our other comments have explained in some detail, the impacts of use by people 
relative to the presence of people with dogs, and the consequent impacts and causes of 
any impairment of the integrity of the natural resources, have not been analyzed in the 
DEIS and do not provide a basis for the severe reduction in off leash dog walking area at 
Crissy Field in GGNRA’s current preferred alternative in the draft Plan. 



 
For example, Page 71 of the DEIS asserts: “Particularly on nice days, the high level and 
variety of visitor uses have resulted in conflicts, including intimidation, dogs knocking 
people over, dog-on dog fights and dogs biting people’”.  We have looked through this 
2,400-page document, and have found nothing to substantiate this anecdotal assertion.  
Examination of the enforcement data summary table in Appendix G of the DEIS (Page 
G-1 to G-2) frequently cited in the DEIS, indicates does not support this assertion and 
indicated limited problems (see Appendix C of CFDG comments). 
  
CFDG is not suggesting that conflicts never occur, whether among human visitors or 
among people and dogs.  As noted above, CFDG understands that there are several 
hundred special events at Crissy Field totally thousands of people who normally would 
not go to Crissy Field, was well as the safety hazard by bicyclists on the promenade. 
There are solutions that need to be examined and incorporated into the proposed plan, 
such as providing bicyclists with a clearly signed alternative route (and speed limit) in the 
bike path along Mason Street to access Crissy Field.  We are likewise willing to explore 
reducing potential conflicts and improving access for off leash dog walkers relative to the 
promenade. 
  
Clear rules and signage – Our recommended plan include better signage as well as 
effective outreach and education proposed by GGNRA.  For example, CFDG is not 
aware of kind of signage ever that the GGNRA has posted designating “Voice Control” 
areas for dog walking at Crissy Field. The only signage that has been posted is for the 
WPA at West Beach to protect the Western Snowy Plover, which CFDG supports.   
 
In the CF EA, the Grassy Field  (restored airfield) was designed and constructed for 
“active daily outdoor recreational use, including off leash dog walking” and “the airfield 
surface was vegetated with red molate fescue grass, a variety that poses a low potential 
for invasiveness to adjacent dune areas”(Page 2-13).  The Grassy Airfield was designed 
not to allow traditional sporting events (such as soccer, ultimate frisbee, etc.) at Crissy 
Field. 
 
The draft Plan/DEIS states that dogs contribute to soil erosion on the east portion side of 
the Grassy Airfield (Pages 364 and 365) but there is no specific documentation and a 
recent inspection (May 2011) by this author found no visible signs of erosion as 
described in this document and it is unclear how any dog would be able to create such a 
disturbance as, most, if not all dogs, run and play on top of the Grassy Airfield. 
 
And one other point that needs to be conveyed is the fact that according to the GGNRA’s 
PEPC website regarding the GGNRA’s new General Management Plan (GMP) 
Newsletter #5, dated Summer 2009, states that “the new plan will not revise decisions 
made in recent management plans for the Presidio, Crissy Field, Fort Point or Fort. 
Baker”.   Simple logic should prevail that the Crissy Field Environmental 
Assessment will stand as is and 70 acres of off leash dog walking under voice control 
remains in place as was approved by the GGNRA/NPS.   Clearly there is a 



discrepancy between the GGNRA’s draft Dog Management Plan/DEIS and the new 
GGNRA GMP 
 
Conclusion 
 
The only significant development identified in the draft Plan/DEIS since the CF EA has 
been the designation of the Western Snowy Plover Wildlife Protection Area.  The 
continuation of the current management approach is being effective, as reflected in the 
draft Plan/EIS.  
 
CFDG notes that the completion of the marsh restoration project proposed in the CF EA 
demonstrates that good urban and environmental design can protect diversity of visitor 
use and maintain off leash dog walking (along with voice control requirements).   
 
The other development since the CF EA, not yet analyzed in the draft Plan/DEIS, is the 
increased frequency and intensity of special events and some increased recreational uses.  
Rather than reducing off leash recreation from approximately 70 acres to Crissy Field 
now to approximately 20 acres of Crissy Field under the draft Plan – effectively assuring 
conflicts by concentrating use and therefore setting up a complete ban – the impacts of 
these uses should be examined in the framework of the CF EA to formulate a fair and 
balanced plan. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
  
  
  
Martha Walters 
Chair, Crissy Field Dog Group 
 
May 30, 2011 
  
  
 



 

 

 
 

 
 

ken.weiner@klgates.com 
         924 Fourth Avenue Suite 2900 
         Seattle, WA 98104-1158 
 
 
May 23, 2011 
 
 
Mr. Frank Dean 
General Superintendent 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) 
Building 201, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123-0022 
 
Re:  Draft Dog Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments 
 
Dear Superintendent Dean: 
 
We represent the Crissy Field Dog Group and are submitting these comments on its behalf.  
CFDG and Eco-Dog are also submitting comment letters, and the comments in this letter are 
meant to support and supplement those comments.   
 
Introduction 
 
Some of the comments identify deficiencies in the draft Plan and draft EIS (Draft Plan/DEIS), 
which our client believes is currently inadequate.  We emphasize that the purpose of these 
comments is not to criticize, but is to improve the proposed plan and to improve the 
environmental analysis that assists you in developing and making a decision on the plan.   
 
We want dog management in GGNRA to be successful at preserving recreation and the natural, 
scenic and cultural values of the Recreation Area, without impairment, for current and future 
generations.  We appreciate your stated objective to accomplish this goal too.  
 
These comments pertain to both the draft Plan and draft EIS, which is an integrated document.  
Where appropriate, based on the comment, the proposed plan should be improved and/or the 
environmental analysis should be improved to enable an informed decision on the plan. 
 
As you will see, this is not a typical attorney comment letter that takes issue with a statement 
on page x, requests you to revise section y, or presents a broadside against the draft.  We could 
have written such a letter, but we believe you will likely receive hundred or thousands of such 
comments from groups and individuals.  Instead, we would like to try to start a dialogue on 
how the plan could be improved. 
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This is especially the case because, for reasons apparent from the background noted at the end 
of this letter, we do not know whether there will be a meaningful opportunity for dialogue.  We 
request and hope that at a minimum, those seeking constructive solutions such as our client 
will be afforded that opportunity.  
 
Polarizing Alternatives vs Integrated Alternative 
 
The draft Plan/DEIS does not seem to recognize that environmental values include both 
recreation and nature. In many places, the document treats these as opposites – that recreation 
only harms natural resources.   
 
This bias is initially shown in the purpose and need statement on the very first page, which 
does not include “recreation” as one of the resources to be preserved and maintained in the 
Recreation Area, while including natural, scenic and cultural resources – despite the fact that all 
four are core resources specified by Congress in GGNRA’s enabling legislation (acknowledged 
on page 36).  This fundamental omission is relevant because, under NEPA, the purpose and 
need statement is the basis for developing and evaluating alternatives. 
 
This bias is further reflected in the way the alternatives are developed, described and 
evaluated.  For example, the alternatives are classified as ones that maximize dog use or 
maximize environmental preservation, instead of alternatives that promote both dog walking 
and natural conservation.  Although it is possible to mix-and-match components of different 
alternatives – or more specifically to use Alternatives A or C as the framework to produce a 
balanced plan, as discussed later in this letter – this polarizing approach has two significant 
problems, which can be addressed. 
 
 1.  First, the approach inhibits the development of solutions – whether plan elements or 
mitigation measures – that are designed to preserve recreational and natural resources and 
values.  Mixing and matching flawed components is not the same as developing creative, 
integrated solutions.   We ask you to take a fresh look at this and not be deterred or bound by 
the prodigious effort that went into producing a 2,400 page draft Plan/DEIS (see additional 
explanation and suggestion below). 
 
 2.  The polarized approach tends to polarize stakeholders as well, which in turn puts 
senior agency officials and legislators, who ultimately must fund the plan, in a difficult position.  
These participants feel they must choose between protecting natural areas and preserving 
recreation – two of the core needs and values of the human environment and of GGRNA’s 
mission.   
 
There are many examples in sound environment and land planning principles demonstrating 
that separation of uses and exclusive uses have negative environmental consequences.  In 
contrast, multiple use approaches and multi-species approaches often strengthen urban vitality 
and restoration of natural resources   The draft Plan/EIS lacks the development of this type of 
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alternative, whether as an alternative course of action, an element in an existing alternative, or 
mitigation measures.    
 
For example, there are areas – several of which were mentioned by citizens at the public 
meetings held on the draft Plan/DEIS – where trails could be designed to accomplish both 
native plant restoration and appropriate access to avoid potential conflicts between dog 
walkers and other visitors.  The absence of truly integrated alternatives and a predominant 
focus on either allowing or prohibiting access reflects the lack of serious exploration of 
alternatives that involve conflicts concerning uses of available resources (as required by 
Section 102(2)(E) of NEPA) with a systematic interdisciplinary approach using the natural and 
social sciences and the environmental design arts (as required by Section 102(2)(A) of NEPA).   
E.g., 40 CFR 1500.2; National Park Service (NPS) Director’s Order DO-12 (DO-12) Secs. 4.4 and 
4.11; Department of the Interior (DOI) NEPA Handbook/NPS Handbook for Environmental 
Impact Analysis (DO-12 Handbook) Secs. 1.4.H-I. 
 
More important than compliance with NEPA, however, the lack of these approaches stands in 
the way of developing a more balanced plan.   
 
We ask NPS/GGRNA to identify some key areas of where public comments indicate a strong 
interest in preserving or providing dog walking access or where comments indicate conflicts or 
controversy that might be solved with good environmental design allowing multiple uses in the 
zone or area – and to commission a design charette with a qualified professionals.  Budget will 
understandably be a concern, which is why we suggest a focused approach for some key areas.  
Regardless, the agency has an obligation to take a “hard look” at alternatives that could resolve 
resource conflicts, and difficulty of compliance is not an excuse under NEPA   Better solutions 
will likely reduce costs, whether for defending against legal challenges to the plan or lowering 
operating costs for enforcement. 
 
Compliance-Based Approach 
 
The bias that recreation is not an environmental value but only an adverse environmental 
impact also misses the fact that people care about both of these resources and values, and that 
people with dogs can be – and most of are – good stewards of our environment. 
 
The proposed plan has the effect of punishing many people because a very small number may 
not be responsible visitors.  The reasonable response is to educate visitors and help them to 
learn how to respect the environment, not to ban the all dog walkers from areas in GGNRA 
where they have traditionally had access or additional areas where access is reasonable.   
 
The proposed “compliance-based” approach has potential to work, if it is improved to include 
education and an objective monitoring program designed and carried out with the community.  
GGNRA should use partnerships with community, animal protection, and conservation 
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organizations to make this work.  This could bring additional resources to limited federal 
resources. GGNRA should be a partner with the San Francisco and other communities.   
 
The compliance-based approach needs more development and definition, consistent with 
sound adaptive management approaches.  E.g., CEQ Final Guidance on Mitigation and 
Monitoring (2011), Secs. A and D; DOI 522 DM1 and Adaptive Management Technical Manual 
(2008).  Although some details of the program will necessarily be defined as it is being put in 
place, the essential structure and elements need to be part of the proposed Plan and discussed 
in the final Plan/EIS, at least at the level of detail as proposed by the Eco-Dog comments 
(incorporated by reference herein).   
 
In the draft Plan/DEIS, the proposed compliance-based approach relies on compliance 
statistics as a ‘surrogate’  indicator of adverse environmental impact and unacceptable 
impairment of Recreation Area resources – namely, an overall percentage of compliance with 
rules based on observations of noncompliance.  If that percentage falls below 75%, access 
becomes increasingly limited to the point of closure (secondary management response). 
 
This may be a useful tool, but not sufficient for a management response to close access 
altogether.  A closure without actual impairment caused by dogs would reflect a bias and 
underlying motivation simply to get dog walking out of GGNRA.  It would violate both GGNRA’s 
enabling legislation and mission to preserve recreation and NPS’s policies on evaluating 
impairment.  To provide opportunity for public comment alone, before a secondary response or 
closure, would not provide the scientific or technical review needed to review impacts.   
 
An adaptive management program that provides an impartial review available to the public, 
which is related to actual impacts and the integrity of the resources in the area in question, 
would provide the necessary basis for a decision on a secondary management response.  As 
explained in the Eco-Dog comments, this should not require a new EIS or re-open the EIS 
process because it is implementing an impact-based adaptive management plan adopted as a 
mitigation measure in this EIS process.  
 
Alternatives A and C 
 
CFDG’s preferred alternative is a variation on Alternative A, where some access to dog walking 
in some existing areas would be changed, and the elements common to all alternatives would 
apply to Alternative A.   
 
The current GGNRA general management plan has policies that promote outreach and 
education about Recreation Area resources as well as clear rules and compliance.   The No 
Action Alternative is a continuation of the existing management plan.  The elements common to 
all alternatives, including clearer rules about regulated off leash areas (ROLAs) and access, 
public outreach and education, and compliance-based adaptive management program could all 
properly be part of implementing the current management plan. 
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Another approach would be to develop a more integrated version of Alternative C, as described 
above, that more closely resembles Alternative A.  We can understand that GGNRA wants to 
convey to the public that it is “taking action” and that people misunderstand the No Action 
alternative as meaning “nothing is changing.”   
 
CFDG agrees change is needed, but not change that substantially restricts dog walking, but 
change that provides clearer rules, better design (including better signage and physical barrier 
or cues), better outreach and education, and better partnerships with local governments and 
community groups. 
 
The draft preferred Alternative C needs substantial work to be a balanced alternative, 
especially in light of the extremely small area (approximately 1%) within GGNRA where dog 
walking is allowed.  We hope these comments, CFDG’s more detailed comments, Eco-Dog’s 
comments on a compliance-based adaptive management program, and the many excellent and 
practical public comments submitted will provide a basis for improving the proposed plan.  
 
New Lands 
 
As discussed in more detail in the CFDG comment letter, when new lands become part of 
GGNRA, the recreational uses existing at the time of acquisition should be allowed to continue 
unless GGNRA determines, through the site specific public land planning and NEPA process, 
that unacceptable impairment would occur (a process described in Chapter 1 and Appendix C 
of the draft Plan/DEIS).  The unprecedented "Closed until open" proposal would violate 
GGNRA's obligation under its enabling legislation and management policies to preserve and 
maintain recreational uses, violate sound land planning with the community as required by 
NPS Management Policy, and violate NEPA by prejudging alternatives before site specific public 
and environmental review.   
 
High Quality Information for Decisionmakers 
 
NEPA’s purpose states that environmental information should be available to public officials 
and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken.  It goes on to state: “The 
information must be of high quality.  Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and 
public scrutiny are essential to implementing NEPA.”  40 CFR 1500.1(b); also 1502.6; DO-12 
Handbook Secs. 1.4.G through I. 
 
The draft EIS notes some studies and general tendencies of dogs to harm natural resources, but, 
with few exceptions, there is little documented site specific information that supports the 
specific bans on off leash dog walking areas.  We can understand some well-supported changes 
– both some areas that should be more limited and some areas that should be increased – but 
CFDG objects to broad new limitations without site specific scientific evidence that problems 
with the quality of GGNRA’s natural resources are actually attributable to dogs and not to other 
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factors.  Please see the detailed comments prepared by TetraTech, a well-respected firm of 
scientists and environmental professionals, appended to CFDG comments, for examples. 
 
The draft EIS needs to provide full disclosure to the public and decisionmakers.  If disturbances 
are having a significant negative effect on wildlife, for example, the draft EIS needs to take a 
hard look at whether people or other factors are also causing or contributing to the problem 
noted.  If they are, GGNRA needs to be up front about whether people should also be restricted 
from these areas.  For example, recent studies by NPS at other units of the national park system 
including Muir Woods National Monument demonstrate that noise from human activities may 
be a crucial factor  (http://www.nature.nps.gov/parkscience/index.cfm?ArticleID=346; 
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/02/22/science/earth/22sound.html?_r=1).  If so, the EIS 
needs to disclose accurately – not merely assume – the cause(s) of asserted impairment and the 
impacts of visitors, and the plan needs to disclose whether the Park Service proposes to 
exclude people from the areas where dog walking is excluded.   
 
The science needs to be sound, and the consequences need to be fully and fairly disclosed.  The 
plan and proposed new significant restrictions on access for dog walking should not be based 
on unsubstantiated assumptions.  Where there is uncertainty, differing points of view should be 
disclosed. 
 
Urban Quality and Recreation 
 
The draft Plan/DEIS has another pervasive bias (which is related to the polarization of natural 
and recreational values discussed above).  The draft document views GGNRA primarily in a 
natural context and not in the context of a major metropolitan area.   
 
The omissions discussed below are relevant both for the EIS analysis and the proposed Plan.  
NEPA requires that an EIS study impacts on the “human environment,” that the significance of 
these impacts are based on their “context” and intensity, and that Plan alternatives be 
developed and evaluated in order to avoid or otherwise mitigate these impacts.  E.g., 40 CFR 
1508.14, 1508.27, 1502.1; DO-12 Sec. 4.3; DO-12 Handbook p. 4, Secs. 4.2.A,1 4.5.G.2. 
 
An example of this bias is in the description of the “General Project Setting” in Chapter 3, which  
makes passing reference to the City and County of San Francisco. Nearly the entire description 
is about natural resources (the Biosphere Reserve, California Floristic Province, etc.).   The 
proximity to and use by adjacent urban neighborhoods and the interrelationship with those 
                                                        
1 The DOI/NPA NEPA Handbook provides the following example of context:  “For instance, the temporary 
closure of a 1,000 acre recreation area may have minor impacts on the nation’s recreation areas, but severe 
impacts on local residents who depend on the area as their sole source of outdoor recreation for many miles.”  
Though not identical (e.g., the proposed closures to recreational dog walking would have more severe impact 
because they would be permanent, not temporary), it would be hard to find a more relevant example to the 
type of analysis still needed in this EIS.   
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neighborhoods is not described sufficiently to understand the human environment and 
resources (including recreation) that may experience an impact, and to understand the effects 
of the alternatives.  E.g., 40 CFR 1502.15; DO-12 Handbook 4.5.F.  
 
Another egregious example is the determination to exclude urban quality from the scope of the 
EIS.  EISs are required to provide “full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts” 
including “urban quality, historic and cultural resources, and the design of the built 
environment….”  40 CFR 1502.1 and 1502.16(g); DO-12 Handbook 4.5.F.2(d).  GGNRA is located 
in an urban area and contributes directly and indirectly to its quality, and conversely, is directly 
and indirectly affected by this urban area.   The legislative history of GGNRA could not be 
clearer about the purpose of the Recreation Area to serve the recreation needs of city dwellers 
(see CFDG comments, incorporated by reference herein, including the need for adequate 
recreation impact analysis).   Further, the definition of “human environment” states: “When an 
environmental impact statement is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical 
environmental effects are interrelated, then the environmental impact statement will discuss 
all of these effects on the human environment.”  40 CFR 1508.14.  The cumulative impact 
analysis in Volume 2 is a start, but does not provide this direct, indirect and cumulative impact 
analysis and apply it to refining  the alternatives including mitigation measures. 
 
During the public meetings held on the draft Plan/DEIS, and the City of San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors meeting attended by GGNRA staff – both much appreciated – numerous citizens 
spoke specifically and eloquently about the importance of GGNRA to urban quality and to the 
social fabric of their neighborhood and lives, as well as the community cohesiveness related to 
dog walkers who use the recreation area.  These are impacts routinely examined by EISs in 
urban areas.  The fact that GGNRA is also a special natural area does not exempt it from a 
detailed analysis of urban quality, which is at the core of GGNRA’s establishment and its 
environmental setting. 
 
Urban design is relevant.  The design of the built environment is not just about downtown 
architecture or plazas.  The quality and design of open space and recreation areas – including 
their trails and the manner in which natural restoration and public access are integrated – are 
also fundamental to the quality of the human environment and urban quality.   The bias toward 
treating GGNRA as a national park akin to a place like Yosemite, where the management 
principle is to minimize human intervention and allow natural processes to work unaffected by 
people if possible, is reflected in this summary dismissal of urban quality and urban design as 
irrelevant to one of the largest metropolitan parklands in the nation.   
 
We are not suggesting diminishing respect for GGNRA’s natural values or departing from the 
principles of management for units of the National Park System.  On the contrary, as described 
earlier in these comments, good land planning and design would recognize the urban setting 
and character of this area and consider urban design in avoiding or reducing potential conflicts 
among GGNRA’s core values, so they can all be preserved unimpaired for future generations.  
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Request for Dialogue and Consultation 
 
At the outset of these comments, we requested the opportunity for continued, meaningful 
public participation during the EIS process.  CFDG and Eco-Dog believe there are ways to 
preserve dog walking in most traditional areas and in other areas in GGNRA without degrading 
natural values. 
 
We can support a preferred alternative based on a scientifically and technical sound analysis of 
the current baseline and the impacts attributable to dogs and not other factors, and on a 
technically-sound adaptive management program that focuses on compliance.  We agree it 
makes sense in some areas to have separate trails or areas on and off leash, and with or 
without dogs.  
 
As the new Superintendent, you may or may not be aware that – other than in the current 
official public comment period for which you should be commended – the National Park 
Service and GGNRA has not allowed any real opportunity in the course of this EIS process over 
the past 2 years (after unsuccessful negotiated rulemaking ended) to present ideas or to 
discuss the development of the plan and alternatives with GGNRA or NPS staff.   The agency 
called 2 years a “quiet period” which excluded public participation.  While some reasonable 
period for an agency to do its homework is certainly appropriate, a 2 year hiatus resulting in a 
draft EIS is directly contrary to President Obama’s call for transparency and public 
participation in the NEPA process, CEQ guidance, and the Interior Department and Park 
Service’s own directives to involve the public throughout the EIS process.   
 
The fact that GGNRA tried, in a mediation process, to engage stakeholders should not substitute 
for or excuse the agency from engaging on the scope of the draft EIS with communities, groups 
or citizens who were excluded from that mediation process, or with participants who learned 
much from that process and had further constructive ideas. 
 
This 2-year public blackout has been exceedingly frustrating to people of good will:  
(1) who made scoping comments when the Notice of Intent was issued five years ago in 2006;  
(2) who offered a wide range of reasonable alternatives to GGNRA in a compendium at the 
conclusion of the negotiated rulemaking process; and (3) who asked to provide additional 
alternatives and information to GGNRA in the past two years, such as CFDG – only to find that 
none of these appear to have been seriously considered in the draft Plan/DEIS (ese CFDG 
Appendix K), as required by DOI/NPS NEPA guidance. E.g., DO-12 Handbook Secs. 4.3 and 4.12.   
 
We mention this by way of background here; we think these concerns can be constructively 
addressed.   
 
The inadequacy of a scoping process or of public involvement in the development of an EIS is 
not generally subject to court review, although the agency’s overall approach in the NEPA 
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process may be relevant and influence reviewing judges.  But CFDG is less interested in 
challenges than in moving forward on a positive basis with good public involvement. 
 
NEPA intentionally uses the phase “consultation” and not just comment to reflect a two-way 
communication between the agency and interested entity.   NEPA rules and guidance also use 
the word “meaningful” involvement, which likewise refers to the ability of the agency to engage 
with interested people to understand their concerns or comments and explore solutions.  The 
word “dialogue” means an exchange, not just a one-way communication.  NEPA uses the term 
“explore,” not in the narrow sense of a desktop review only, but what the agency would do to 
see if a better alternative can in reality occur.  Better alternatives are, after all, what NEPA is 
about. 
 
Both the City and County of San Francisco and we have requested a continuing dialogue and 
exchange of ideas in the coming months as you consider comments and work on the plan.  
Specifically: 
 
1. Understanding comments.  We note our suggestion made at the public meetings that 
you, along with staff most involved in developing the alternatives and mitigation measures, 
meet with interested groups not long after the end of the draft document comment period.  The 
purpose of the meeting would be a real working session for GGNRA to understand the 
comments made, particularly on the draft Plan, where you can ask questions and understand 
what a written comment intended.  It would not “extend” the public comment deadline or 
provide commenters with “another bite at the apple.”  A few sessions could be held with 
different perceived interests, such as dog walkers, environmental groups, neighborhood 
groups, and local government.  The sessions could be public – we are not afraid of access by 
other stakeholders to you or others hearing what we intend by our comments on the draft Plan.  
 
2. Update on alternatives. We support the idea you have expressed to San Francisco of 
having a document and public meeting in the fall to discuss the direction of or a refined 
proposed Plan. 
 
3. Charette. We recommend and would welcome participation in a design charette on 
integrated solutions for selected zones or elements of the plan.  This technique has been used 
by public agencies successfully on many projects. 
 
4. Adaptive management.  We request an opportunity to participate in a work session with 
you on the development of an improved compliance-based adaptive management program.  
This is a key element of any plan, and, as emphasized by CEQ in recent guidance on monitoring 
and mitigation, it is important for many reasons to develop the bulk of the program now – and 
the partnership commitments that are essential to its success – as part of the Plan/EIS/ROD, 
not after-the-fact.  This is also important to develop the constituency for its funding, which may 
require creativity and public-private partnerships as well. 
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5. Public participation in the NEPA process.  We would be glad to participate in a 
conversation between DOI/NPS/GGNRA and CEQ/EPA on other public involvement 
approaches that could be used as you further develop and refine the proposed plan.   There are 
many options under NEPA that do not run afoul of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) 
or other laws. 
 
Another extended blackout resulting in a final plan does not serve NEPA’s purposes and 
mandates, NPS objectives for good planning, or the GGNRA’s enabling legislation standard of 
sound land planning.    
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.  Please do not hesitate to contact Martha 
Walters at (415) 256-9085 or me at (206) 623-7580 if you need more information or would 
like to discuss.  Crissy Field Dog Group looks forward to working with you and your colleagues 
to improve the proposed dog management plan for the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 
 
Respectfully submitted,   
 
K&L Gates LLP 
Attorneys for Crissy Field Dog Group  
 
 
By 

Kenneth S. Weiner 
cc: 
Sen. Diane Feinstein 
Rep. Nancy Pelosi 
Rep. Norm Dicks 
Rep. Doc Hastings 
Secretary Ken Salazar 
NPS Director Jon Jarvis 
Mayor Ed Lee 
Supervisor Scott Wiener 
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May 28, 2011 
 
Frank Dean 
General Superintendent GGNRA 
Building 201 Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123-0022 
 
Dear Mr. Dean: 
 
On behalf of the Fort Funston Dog Walkers, and as a member of the Eco-Dog coalition, I am 
submitting comments on the Dog management Plan DEIS as well as suggestions for a preferred 
alternative for Fort Funston. 
 
I look forward to working with the Park Service on a plan that preserves recreational values 
while providing protection as needed to preserve natural resources. 
 
Regards 
 
 
 
 
 
Linda McKay 
Fort Funston Dog Walkers 
241 Tocoloma Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 
 
 
 
CC: 
Ken Salazar, Secretary of Interior 
Jon Jarvis, National Park Service Director 
Senator Dianne Feinstein 
Senator Barbara Boxer 
Representative Nancy Pelosi, House Minority Leader, U.S. House of Representatives 
Representative Jackie Speier 
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Indirect Impacts in Adjacent Parks 
No page reference provided – reference to “no impact to adjacent parks” is found throughout the 
DEIS. 
 
The DEIS completely fails to adequately assess impacts to adjacent parks, and fails to identify 
what “adjacent” means in this context. Adjacent to the GGNRA? Or adjacent to the people 
impacted by the alternative?  
 
People come from all over the Bay Area to walk their dogs at Fort Funston and Ocean Beach. 
Impact on adjacent parks might include a number of different cities and counties, not just San 
Francisco.  
 
By Park Service estimates in 2000, over 750,000 people visit Fort Funston each year. By our 
own analysis, between 74% and 96% of visitors are accompanied by a dog (lower numbers in 
areas adjacent to the parking lots; higher numbers further along the trails – which reinforces our 
conclusion that dog owners want a recreational experience – we want to hike with our dogs).  
 
(Refer to Park Service documents Proposed Habitat Protection Closure, Fort Funston, Golden 
Gate National Recreation Area. July 17, 2000, and the National Park Service Survey Conducted 
at Fort Funston in August 1999). 
 
Using 2000 Fort Funston visitor counts, assuming that 75% of the visits are with dogs, and 
assuming that under an alternative that drastically restricts off-leash areas, 50% of the visitors 
will use more convenient local parks – this means that there will be an additional 280,000 visits 
to local parks each year. Not insignificant! 
 
Site-specific estimates are needed for 1/number of current visitors, 2/number of visitors who are 
accompanied by a dog, 3/where these visitors live, and 4/ an estimate of how many existing 
visitors would use their local parks under each alternative. 
 
Based on this data, each alternative needs to be updated to include an accurate assessment of 
impacts to adjacent parks. 
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The survey done at Fort Funston in 2000 by Karin Hu, PhD is attached for reference. (This 
survey has been submitted in two previous comment periods – during the 12 acre closure 
comment in 2000 and during the ANPR comment in 2002). 

Impact on bank swallows from dogs 
Appendix C “Bank Swallows” (C-19) 
P1265 
P1266 
P1267 
P1268 
 
The document contains numerous references to the possibility of a negative impact by dogs to 
bank swallows. There is no documentation that negative impacts have actually occurred and 
some of the possible impacts are physically impossible (unless dogs learn to scale vertical cliffs, 
it is unlikely a dog will ever disturb a bank swallow burrow). The document moves from “could” 
have a negative impact, to taking measures to prevent the impact (an impact that has never 
been observed).  The bank swallow recovery program mentions many things needed to improve 
habitat and increase numbers; nowhere in this literature are dogs mentioned as a real or 
potential problem. 
 
The DEIS also assumes that all impacts by dogs & dog owners are negative. In fact, it was a 
dog owner who pointed out the problem of visitors climbing the cliffs and disturbing the nests, 
and this same person alerted Dan Murphy of Golden Gate Audubon Society of the problem. As 
a result, official Park Service signs were erected to keep people 50’ away from the cliffs when 
the bank swallows are present. 
 
In Barrett A. Garrison’s “California Partners in Flight Riparian Bird Conservation Plan” he states:  
 

Bank Swallows appear relatively insensitive to moderate levels of human-induced 
disturbance. In California, colonies occur on banks under actively farmed irrigated row 
crops and orchards. Several colonies occur in coastal locations at public seashores 
where human activity can be substantial. 

(Emphasis added) 

and, 

A wide variety of land uses occur around Bank Swallow colonies including hydroelectric 
power generation, irrigation water conveyance, recreational boating, commercial 
agriculture, vehicular and pedestrian traffic, and domestic livestock grazing. These land 
uses appear relatively benign as long as the integrity of the nesting bank remains. 

(Emphasis added) 

(Barrett Garrison is a world-renowned bank swallow (Riparia riparia) expert and is listed as a 
reference in the DEIS bibliography.) 
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Given that there is no observed or measured evidence in the DEIS that dogs harm bank 
swallows or bank swallow habitat, it is unnecessary to mitigate this in the proposed alternative. 
Sadly, we’ve observed Ravens, Kestrels and hawks feasting on the bank swallow colony, 
especially when the youngsters are taking their first flights. This is also the only documented 
“take” by Bank Swallow observers (Golden Gate Audubon Society).   
 
(It is more likely that having dogs in the cliff areas kept these predators away in the past than it 
is that dogs scale the cliff face to harm the birds.) 
 
On page 1265, the DEIS refers to Bank Swallow colony impacts due to cliff rescues of dogs. 
Again, this is a hypothetical impact. The majority of dog rescues occurs some distance from the 
Bank Swallow colony and could have no impact. This is another situation where something that 
is hypothetically possible becomes something that has to be mitigated.  
Because Alternative A is the current state, it is not necessary to include hypothetical impacts in 
the impact analysis; measure what is actually occurring under this management plan. 

Impact on Lessengia recovery 
P1302 
 
As described in the “Preferred Alternative” section of this comment, off-leash or leashed dog 
access to the coastal dune habitat is essentially non-existent. Due to the fencing & vegetative 
barriers, dogs & their owners rarely enter this habitat. (In truth, if there were already a “no-dog” 
rule in this habitat and if the measure of success was greater than 75% compliance, these areas 
would be considered a success. 
 
The DEIS is incorrect in stating that Alternative A would possibly result in continued long-term 
impacts to the San Francisco Lessingia (which does not actually exist at Fort Funston in any 
case). It is expected that the Park Service will continue to build vegetative barriers to keep all 
active recreation out of areas deemed to be “sensitive”. We’ve seen that these barriers are very 
effective, and there is every reason to believe that they will continue to be effective. 
 
Because Alternative A is the current state, it is not necessary to include hypothetical impacts in 
the impact analysis; measure what is actually occurring under this management plan. 

Preferred alternative: 
 
We believe that a successful dog management plan is one that allows the greatest variety of 
experiences at an area, without undue harm to cultural or natural resources. If the dog 
management plan is perceived to be unfair to dog walkers, or perceived to do harm to the 
environment, it will not be accepted by park users or manageable by the GGNRA. 
 
From the beginning of the dog management controversy (at the inception of the GGNRA when 
off-leash walking was initially banned) and at every meeting with the Park Service (including 
almost 2 years of negotiated rulemaking), dog owners have tried to make it clear that we want a 
recreational experience. Dog play areas (small, fenced areas where owners drink coffee while 
they watch their dogs play) are not what we have asked for. Dog owners are asking for 
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recreational opportunities; places to hike; the opportunity to be in nature – with their well- 
behaved dogs. This interest is 100% aligned with the new “Healthy Parks Healthy People US” 
initiative.  
 
Rather than create rules that seem punitive to the current user-base at Fort Funston, the Park 
Service has other options that can achieve – and have achieved – their goals. As an example, if 
the existing rule was “no dogs” in the bluff areas (all of the acreage west of the Coast Trail), and 
the success measure was over 75% compliance, we could mark this as a success right now. 
Why? 
 

Where post and cable fencing is erected, very few park users or dogs go 10’ to 15’ 
beyond the trail edge. Vegetative barriers are even more effective as a barrier to use, 
and when used in combination with post and cable fencing, almost no people or dogs 
enter the area. 
 
There are many areas at Fort Funston that are, in effect, “no-dog” areas because of the 
fencing and vegetative boundaries that have been erected in the last 20 years. Because 
of this, although the “no action” alternative map shows that almost 100% of Fort Funston 
is off-leash, the reality of use is quite different. 

 
One of the failures of the DEIS Preferred Alternative for Fort Funston is that is not based on 
actual usage or existing conditions. The assessment of impact appears to be based on what 
might happen if off-leash areas are not restricted further. The missed opportunity for the 
GGNRA and for those of us who would like to propose a realistic alternative based on impacts – 
is that we don’t have to imagine what the impact of Alternative A would be. You could have 
measured what it is, and modifications to the current plan would then be based on improving 
this baseline. 
 
Another failure is that the Preferred Alternative does not appear to have been created by 
someone who understands the climate & visitor experiences at Fort Funston. For example, the 
ROLA proposed in the preferred alternative C is the coldest, windiest and least desirable part of 
Fort Funston. It is nicknamed “the tundra” because even when the sun is out, this part of the 
Fort can be freezing and people move through it as quickly as possible. It is also adjacent to the 
Sunset Trail which is often used by visitors without dogs who want to take a leisurely stroll along 
the cliffs. One of the advantages of Fort Funston is its size and the dispersion of off-leash 
activity. If all the off-leash dogs were concentrated in a small area, adjacent to a popular visitor 
trail, the potential for conflict increases dramatically. 
 

Recommendations: 
The first set of recommendations is not specific to Fort Funston: 

• Use recreational “best practices” rather than rules to control user behavior. For example, 
install post and cable fencing and / or vegetative barriers where the Park Service wants 
to discourage off-leash activity. 

• .Require all dog walkers to carry a leash and a bag for each dog. (This insures that they 
have the means to control and clean up after their dogs.) 
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• Require that all dogs are licensed. (This creates outreach opportunities for local 
agencies to offer more training or to create an off-leash “tag” program). 

• Work with local non-profit or governmental agencies to create education & outreach 
programs to define & train on “voice control” standards. 

• Rigorously enforce existing regulations regarding resource impacts – dogs digging, dogs 
chasing wildlife, owners not cleaning up after their dogs. 

• Create a recreational committee made up of governmental agencies and/or local non-
profits that can provide a buffer for the GGNRA in dealing with recreational & resource 
issues, and that can provide guidance to the GGNRA on implementing changes in the 
best interest of all GGNRA users and values.  
 

Recommendations specific to Fort Funston: 
• Move the water fountain currently adjacent to the hang glider launching pad over to the 

Sunset Trail head. The water fountain attracts many dogs and creates potential conflicts 
with the hang gliders. 

• Install signage (describing the danger), low fencing and/ or vegetative barriers along the 
cliffs where most of the dog / owner rescues occur. 
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May 26, 2011 

Frank Dean, GGNRA Superintendent 
Building 201, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123-0022 

Dear Superintendent Dean, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important document, the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area’s (GGNRA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Dog Management Plan (Draft 
Plan/DEIS).    

You will be receiving much of the information included (in black type-face) in this document 
from other members of the Eco-Dog Coalition.   

Eco-Dog was formed under the auspices of the San Francisco SPCA.   It is an umbrella 
organization of groups in San Mateo, San Francisco and Marin Counties that represent 
environmentalists who exercise with their dogs in the GGNRA.  We advocate for responsible 
and respectful use of the GGNRA lands, and for consideration of other users. We have been 
working together in Eco-Dog for the past year preparing for our response to the GGNRA Draft 
Plan/DEIS. 

Since, most of us do not have the technical knowledge required to address the numerous 
nuances of NEPA law, much of the more technical information in this letter was prepared for 
Eco-Dog by Ken Weiner, a NEPA attorney, and Tetra Tech, an environmental consulting firm.  

We are writing this letter as representatives of Marin Unleashed.  Our specific concerns are 
with the GGNRA lands in Marin County.  We have included our lay comments in blue type-face. 

Introduction 

The GGNRA plays a critical role in providing a home for many natural and cultural treasures, and, 
because of its proximity to a dense, urban environment, it provides special recreational opportunities to 
city dwellers. Recreation is called out in the 1972 GGNRA enabling legislation as one of the four 
outstanding values to be maintained and protected. In doing so, the enabling legislation recognized that 
the achievement of these outstanding values is not mutually exclusive. Our organization supports the 
National Park Service (NPS) in its mission to protect the GGNRA’s important natural, cultural, and 
recreational values but, through this letter, we challenge the NPS work with its constituents to find 
solutions that are designed to protect all of the park’s values and broaden opportunities to enjoy its 
diverse resources sustainably. 

Our comments are described in two main sections: (1) Recommended Alternative, which describes our 
thoughts on how the NPS could balance the GGNRA’s myriad resources and opportunities; and (2) 
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Quality of Information in the Draft Plan/DEIS, which describes our thoughts on how the information in 
the Draft Plan/DEIS could be improved in order to support a better outcome for all interests involved. 

Marin County Exclusion 

As representatives of human’s with dogs in Marin, we have an additional comment about the 
process used by the National Park Service to include public involvement on dog management in 
the GGNRA. 

The Regulated Negotiated Dog Management Rule Making Committee (Reg. Neg. Committee) 
was formed in response to the 9th District Court Ruling requiring public notice and involvement 
in the formation of dog management rules for the GGNRA.  When the Federal Register came 
out announcing the formation of the Reg. Neg. Committee, the list of proposed stakeholders 
did not include anyone from Marin County representing those of us who walk our dogs in the 
GGNRA in Marin.  We addressed this omission to Superintendent O’Neil with a request for 
inclusion; we were denied a seat at the table. 

We also requested inclusion through our local elected officials.   We were still denied 
membership on the Reg. Neg. Committee.  We were instead begrudgingly offered one seat on 
the Reg. Neg. Technical Sub-committee. 

We contend that this exclusion resulted in excluding many of the GGNRA areas in Marin 
County from discussion during the Reg. Neg. Committee process and from the Draft 
Plan/DEIS.  The Reg. Neg. Committee never discussed the 1979 on-leash areas in Marin, nor 
did it discuss most of the off-leash areas.  Few of the areas that were included in the 1979 Pet 
Policy for Marin are found in the Draft Plan/DEIS preferred alternatives for Marin.  

There were only three Marin areas that were discussed during the entire Reg. Neg. Committee 
process: Rodeo Beach, Muir Beach, and Oakwood Valley.  Our representative on the Technical 
Sub-committee attempted to introduce a discussion of Alta Avenue, the most regularly used 
area in the GGNRA in Marin by humans with dogs, and was told that discussion would not be 
allowed and should not be brought up again. 

The Draft Plan/DEIS claims that the Reg. Neg. Committee had formed consensus on one area: 
Oakwood Valley.  This is not true, there was no consensus on any area at anytime during the 
Reg. Neg. Committee process.  Oakwood Valley came up during the last two Reg. Neg. 
Committee meetings.  By that time it was clear to one and all that the two ‘sides’ would never 
reach agreement on anything.    

When Oakwood Valley came up for discussion, the ‘anti-dog’ side said they could live with a 
double-gated dog run on the western portion of the Oakwood Valley fire road.  The ‘pro-dog’ 



Page 3 of 16 Marin Unleashed GGNRA Dog Management DEIS Comments 8/9/11 
 

side said (with sarcasm),  “and let’s fence it, too”.   That resulted in a claim in the Draft 
Plan/DEIS that consensus was reached, it was not.  We implore you, please do not put a fenced 
and double-gated dog-run at Oakwood Valley, it would be an expensive travesty. 

 

Recommended “Hybrid” Alternative 

First, we have a suggestion that is applicable no matter what rules the NPS adopts: 

The most important aspect of dog management (as with every management issue) is clear 
communication, e.g. signs, brochures, websites, and maps all provide, the same information in 
a clear concise manner.  To date, this has not been the case with dog management in the 
GGNRA.  Much of the conflict between humans about dogs in the GGNRA is a direct result of 
conflicting rules, and of the public’s versus the Park Rangers’ and Park Police’s understanding of 
these rules.    There are many trail signs in the Headlands that say ‘no dogs’ or ‘dogs on-leash’ in 
direct conflict with the Headlands map that correctly represents the current rules (the 1979 Pet 
Policy).   It is no wonder if there have been resulting conflicts between GGNRA visitors, and with 
Park Staff.  

 

We have two proposals: 

1) Allow access into the GGNRA in Marin to humans with dogs from the communities that 
border the GGNRA; allow access to humans with dogs on the fire roads that run around 
the borders of the GGNRA with the neighboring communities, ,e.g. Sausalito, Marin City, 
Tam Valley, Homestead Valley, Mill Valley, Muir Beach.    

We propose on-leash access on these fire roads, with the exception of Alta Trail (a fire 
road) between Donahue Ave. and Orchard Fire Road.  Please see 2 below for this area. 

2) Retain the 1979 Pet Policy (Alternative A) in the following areas: 

Rodeo Beach (north and south ends), Muir Beach, Homestead Valley, Alta Trail between 
Donahue Ave and Orchard Fire Road , Julian Fire Road between Mc Cullough Road and 
the Historic Firing Range, and the Old Bunker Loop near Rodeo Beach. 

Further information on this alternative is included in Appendix A. 
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Quality of Information in the Draft Plan/DEIS 

 

Before jumping into the technical evaluation of the Draft Plan/DEIS done by Mr. Weiner and 
Tetra Tech, we would like to point out one discrepancy and one omission discernible to a lay 
person: 

  

1) The summary of the Preferred Alternative for the Marin Headlands Trails on page 105 of 
the Draft Plan/DEIS and the Preferred Alternative Map of the Marin Headlands Trails 
disagree; the former includes the Julian Fire Road from 101 to Rodeo Beach on-leash, 
the latter does not. 

 

2) The Draft Plan/DEIS Maps do not include the northern portion of the Headlands, i.e. the 
portion that includes County View Road and the Miwok Trail above Tennessee Valley.  
Both of these fire roads are included in the 1979 Pet Policy for on-leash dog use; the 
Draft Plan/DEIS seems to have excluded them from consideration (as did the Reg. Neg. 
Committee meetings). 

My organization’s major concerns with the quality of information in the Draft Plan/DEIS include: 

1. Omission of relevant impacts and impact analyses 

o Recreation (also see Appendix B) 

o Other impacts 

2. Insufficient information needed to draw logical conclusions and evaluate alternatives: 

o Unclear enforcement data (also see Appendix C) 

o Lack of and inconsistent site-specific, scientific data on baseline conditions (also see 
Appendices D, E, and F) 

o Reliance on undocumented assumptions  

o Flawed evaluation of No Action alternative 

o Resultant flawed alternatives analysis 

3. Improper treatment of new lands 
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4. Lack of specificity in proposed action 

 
These concerns are described in detail below and several are outlined further in the attached 
appendices. At the end of each section, we have provided recommended changes that we request you 
make to the EIS and the proposed action in order to move forward with a plan that is protective of all of 
the GGNRA’s myriad resources and values.   

 

1. Omission of Relevant Impacts and Impact Analyses 

 
Recreation 

Congress’ original intent when it established the GGNRA is stated in the bill reports for the 1972 
legislation – that GGNRA, “will ensure its continuity as open space for the use and enjoyment of 
present and future generations of city-dwellers” [House Report No. 92-1391, Sept. 12, 1972].  
[emphasis added]. Similarly, as stated in the first section of Public Law 92-589, Congress established 
GGNRA to preserve for public use and enjoyment areas of Marin and San Francisco County 
possessing “outstanding natural, historic, scenic and recreational values” and to “provide for needed 
recreational open space necessary to urban environment and planning” and to protect the scenic 
and natural character of the area from incompatible development. 

Dog walking was well-known and recognized by Congress as part of this public use and enjoyment. 
Both the Senate and House reports comment that the proposed area: 

“will satisfy the interests of those who choose to fly kites, sunbathe, walk their dogs, or just idly 
watch the action along the bay.”  [emphasis added] 

The official legislative history notes: 

 “This legislation will, if enacted, capitalize on the availability of this important, unequaled 
resource in the San Francisco region by establishing a new national urban recreation area which 
will concentrate on serving the outdoor recreation needs of the people of the metropolitan 
region.  As an urban recreation area, it must relate to the desires and interests of the people, 
but it must, at the same time, be managed in a manner which will protect it for future 
generations.”  [emphasis added] 

These were also the City’s understandings in transferring lands to GGNRA.  As you may know, 
GGNRA has a mission statement which states: 

 “The mission of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area is the preservation, unimpaired, of 
the natural and cultural resources, and scenic and recreation values, of the park for present 
and future generations to enjoy.” [emphasis added] 



 
Page 6 of 16 Marin Unleashed GGNRA Dog Management DEIS Comments 8/9/11 
 

The Draft Plan/DEIS not only fails to disclose and evaluate the impacts of the alternatives on 
recreational resources in the context of an urban environment, it dismisses the quality of the urban 
environment entirely on page 22 where it states, “the quality of urban areas is not a significant 
factor in determining a dog management plan.” As recognized in its enabling legislation, one of the 
most important aspects of the GGNRA is the sharp contrast between its undeveloped open spaces 
and the adjacent developed urban environment. The GGNRA’s open space and recreational 
opportunities are intended to provide refuge and relief for nearby urban dwellers.  

The impacts on the GGNRA’s open space and recreational opportunities should have been evaluated 
fully in the Draft Plan/DEIS, especially since a NEPA analysis is not limited to the natural 
environment. According to NEPA, An EIS is required to analyze the human environment. The federal 
NEPA rules define the human environment and its scope in an EIS as follows: 

“Human environment shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the natural and physical 
environment and the relationship of people with that environment.“      

When an EIS is prepared and human and natural/ physical environmental effects are interrelated, 
the EIS should discuss all of these effects on the human environment.  

*Recommendation. Any significant limitations on recreational uses proposed by NPS needs to be 
properly examined, as it impairs a fundamental value that must be preserved under GGNRA’s 
charter. The Draft Plan/DEIS should be revised to include a stand-alone analysis of impacts on 
recreation resources in order to fully consider the potentially significant effects that the proposed 
action and action alternatives could have on these elements of the human environment. The section 
should give context to the important role played by the GGNRA in terms of its proximity to a dense, 
urban environment and the special opportunities it affords to nearby populations. It should describe 
existing recreational uses of the GGNRA and other parklands in the project vicinity, the impacts of 
the proposed action on recreation resources and urban quality (including direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts), and the mitigation that the NPS will commit to in order to avoid such impacts. 

Although the analysis of impacts on recreation resources could potentially be integrated into the 
existing Visitor Use and Experience section, it is strongly suggested that it be incorporated into the 
draft EIS in a separate chapter. The rationale for this request is because the topic of “Visitor Use and 
Experience” is too limiting to encompass the broader range of recreation impacts that could 
potentially occur with implementation of the proposed action, including degradation of established 
recreational activities and facilities in GGNRA and nearby lands. A suggested annotated outline of 
the stand-alone recreation resources section is presented in Appendix B for your consideration. 

Other impacts 

The Draft Plan/DEIS assumes but does not provide the required rigorous analysis that resource 
conditions result solely from dog use of the sites, discounting the contribution from other visitors 
and recreational users. The Draft Plan/DEIS does not address the contribution of other impactful 
activities, including special events, to the resource conditions and existing impacts at each of the 
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GGNRA sites. The level of site use from a single special event is likely equivalent to the level of 
regular use that occurs over weeks, months or longer. These special events include the annual Fleet 
Week at Crissy Field and the future impact of America’s Cup on GGNRA lands. 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the GGNRA should study the contribution that all 
visitors make to existing resource conditions and potential impacts. This information is obtainable 
and essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives. The preferred alternative should then be re-
evaluated and modified to address only the issues that specifically result from dog use at each of the 
sites. The NPS should then pursue a comprehensive approach to managing all these uses to the 
benefit of the full ranges of GGNRA resources and values.  

2. Insufficient Information Needed to Draw Logical Conclusions and Evaluate Alternatives 

In many places, the Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide any data on actual impacts by dogs in areas 
being proposed for new dog walking restrictions. In places where data are provided, the Draft 
Plan/DEIS makes undocumented assumptions that there are unacceptable impacts and that dogs 
are the culprits. For example, in the Western snowy plover sections of Chapters 3 and 4, the Draft 
Plan/DEIS explains that people, as well as dogs, who traverse dune areas disturb shorebirds. 
Monitoring surveys observed 48 off-leash dogs chasing birds over a period of 12 years. However, in 
this case the birds continue to return to the area each year.  Therefore, there might or might not be 
a problem – the Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide substantive data to help the reader decide. If 
there is a problem, the Draft Plan/DEIS doesn’t provide logical conclusions as to whether access 
should be limited for people, for dogs, or both.  

 

The Draft Plan/DEIS is, in some respects, comprised of about 20 plans and EISs, because it examines 
each GGNRA unit. We can appreciate how difficult this is for GGNRA and the NPS to accomplish. But 
NEPA guidance and case law have consistently explained that difficulty does not excuse lack of 
adequate data and study in an EIS.  And the bulk or size of an EIS does not equate to its adequacy. In 
many places, as described in more detail below, the Draft Plan/DEIS lack any description of actual 
site specific impacts on which decisions on dog-walking restrictions are being proposed.  In other 
places, the Draft Plan/DEIS assumes species are present in areas where there is no record of their 
presence. In other places, there is inconsistent information about the presence of species.    

Unclear enforcement data 

Many of the findings in the Draft Plan/DEIS are founded on a reference included in the document as 
Appendix G, “Law Enforcement Data” (NPS 2008c). This reference document is critically deficient in 
substantiating statements made in the characterization of existing conditions and in the analysis of 
the environmental consequences. Per NEPA, “Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, 
including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements 
(CFR 1502.24).” Additional detail on this issue can be found in Appendix C. 
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*Recommendation. The Draft Plan/DEIS should be revised to provide clear evidence in the record to 
support all of its findings. The NPS needs to ensure the professional integrity, including scientific 
integrity, of the analysis and findings contained within its Draft Plan/DEIS. Detailed 
recommendations on how to revise the enforcement data in the Draft Plan/DEIS, and the ensuing 
impacts and alternatives analysis, are listed in Appendix B.  

Lack of and inconsistent site-specific, scientific data on baseline conditions 

The Draft Plan/DEIS does not address site-specific resources and the condition/health of those 
resources. This lack of information results in a vague baseline against which to assess the magnitude 
of impacts associated with implementing the proposed action and alternatives. With such a vague 
baseline, it’s also difficult to assess the need to change existing dog management strategies. 

Select examples: 

a. The affected environment section mentions California Native Plant Society (CNPS)-listed species 
as having the potential to occur within the GGNRA but no data are provided as to where/if they 
are actually present. 

b. While some special-status species descriptions suggest a nexus between dog activity and the 
species and/or their habitat (tidewater goby, California red-legged frog), other species 
descriptions do not (San Francisco garter snake, Coho salmon), and there is a consistent lack of 
detail describing the existing interaction, if any, between the species and dog activity. 

c. There are inconsistencies regarding the presence of species in the text and in Table 8 in the 
Special-Status Species affected environment, the information in Appendix H, and the impact 
analyses in Chapter 4. 

d. In Table 8 on page 246, the GGNRA Location column contains the location for plants that do not 
exist there according to the text. 

e. For a number of the analyses of Alternatives B-E, the Draft Plan/DEIS states that the area of 
impact is currently undisturbed. This is not the case, as dogs and humans are currently allowed 
in those areas. 

f. Additional examples are provided in Appendix D, “Soils and Geology,” Appendix E, “Water 
Quality,” and Appendix F, “Biology.” 

 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the Draft Plan/DEIS should provide site-by-site 
assessments of the conditions of the GGNRA resources and values at each of the 21 sites. The 
selected preferred alternative for each site should then be re-assessed and modified to address only 
those site-specific issues and to employ adaptive management (proposed adaptive management 
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techniques are provided at the end of this letter) to ensure the goal of protecting those resources 
and values is achieved. 

Reliance on undocumented assumptions 

The Draft Plan/DEIS assumes, but fails to demonstrate, the “cause and effect” relationships without 
site-specific supporting information. For instance, the Draft Plan/DEIS assumes but does not 
demonstrate that where dogs are present within GGNRA sites, there is a disturbance of natural 
resources. The Draft Plan/DEIS also assumes but does not demonstrate that the disturbance of 
resources is attributable to dogs (versus other factors). These assumptions result in flawed 
conclusions that the mere presence of dogs is equivalent to adverse resource impacts. The findings 
of an EIS must be based on scientific accuracy and clear evidence in the record. This Draft Plan/DEIS 
is significantly flawed in that it does not rely on adequate evidence for the conclusions it draws, and 
in that it fails to clarify its methodology for drawing those conclusions. 

Select examples: 

a. The text from Chapter 3 provides data on the western snowy plover, but beyond providing 
numbers of observations, the Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide evidence that dogs chasing the 
birds are likely to impact the survival of the species taking all relevant factors into account (see 
paragraph 1, page 799). 

b. The Draft Plan/DEIS presents no information supporting the finding that dogs are currently 
impacting shorebirds and marine mammals. Therefore, there is no scientific rationale for 
prohibiting dogs from beach areas under Alternative D to “protect shorebirds and stranded 
marine mammals,” as stated on page 151. 

c. The Soils and Geology section (page 225) includes the following statements: “Dogs and dog 
walkers that do not stay on designated trails and venture off trail create social trails that 
become denuded of vegetation and result in increased soil compaction.” and “Soil compaction is 
common along social trails that have been created by – and are heavily used by – bikers, hikers, 
runners, and dog walkers.”  The baseline for comparison throughout the Draft Plan/DEIS should 
not be an environment in which it is assumed that there is no impact unless dogs are present, 
but one in which the impact of dogs is added to the impact of humans. At about 200 pounds per 
adult, the force that a human exerts on the soil one foot at a time would have a significantly 
greater impact on soil compaction in a picnic area than the force exerted by even a large 70-
pound dog distributing its weight on four paws. The failure to acknowledge that human use has 
more impact on soils and geology in this regard, compared to dog use, uncritically loads the 
analysis in favor of restrictions on dogs. While there may be areas in which impacts from dogs 
are unacceptable, the same criterion holds for impacts from humans, and in most of these 
areas, dogs and humans are already excluded.  

d. The Soils and Geology section (page 112) on Homestead Valley concludes that, under the No 
Action Alternative, there would be long-term adverse impacts from “soil compaction, erosion, 
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and nutrient addition.., in areas off the trail since dogs would be under voice control,” while 
under other alternatives it is concluded that the impacts would be negligible because dogs 
would be under physical restraint. This is an unsubstantiated assumption in support of the 
underlying bias of the analysis. The analysis does not attempt to connect intensity of use and 
impact and seems to be based solely on the incorrect assumption that humans and wildlife 
would have no impact on off-trail areas, and that all impacts can be attributed to dogs. 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should re-evaluate untested, assumed 
linkages and re-define the existing and potential impacts that specifically result from dog use at each 
of the GGNRA sites. The preferred alternative for each site should then be re-assessed and modified 
to address only those site-specific impacts and issues. 

Flawed evaluation of No Action alternative 

The impacts of the No Action alternative are substantially overstated because the Draft Plan/DEIS 
determines individual areas of compliance with existing dog management strategies without 
sufficient supporting data and assumes that noncompliance results in adverse impacts. This 
unsupported logic both overstates the degree of additional management required to address the 
resource issues, but also misrepresents the relative impacts of the four action alternatives; for 
example, the public is assumed to comply with management strategies under an action alternative, 
whereas the public is found to be noncompliant with those same management strategies under the 
No Action alternative. 

Select examples: 

a. For many sites, including Stinson Beach, Crissy Field, Baker Beach and Bluffs, Mori Point, 
Oakwood Valley, and Muir Beach, analysis of Alternative A acknowledges noncompliance, while 
the other alternatives assume full compliance with dog restrictions. In some cases, the 
management strategy is the same, with the only difference between Alternative A and the 
preferred alternative being the assumption of compliance. 

b. On page 109 (Table 5, Stinson Beach, Soils and Geology) under Alternative A, the second bullet 
identifies long-term, minor, adverse impacts in areas outside parking lots and picnic areas. 
These impacts are not repeated under the other alternatives despite the fact that, except for 
Alternative D, the management strategies under all of the alternatives are identical for Stinson 
Beach.  Each of the statements in the first bullet, except for Alternative A, No Action, includes 
the clause “assuming compliance.”  At least for the soils and geology evaluation, the analysis 
seems to take it for granted that the No Action Alternative is inferior. Both of these are 
examples of biasing the analysis against No Action.  

c. On pages 1147-1158, mission blue butterfly, Fort Baker and Milagra Ridge – as with many 
examples in the Wildlife section, here Alternative A assumes noncompliance with leash laws 
(minor, adverse impacts) and the preferred alternative assumes compliance (negligible to minor, 
adverse impacts, with habitat restoration programs).  



Page 11 of 16 Marin Unleashed GGNRA Dog Management DEIS Comments 8/9/11 
 

d. On pages 1219-1240, San Francisco garter snake, Mori Point, Milagra Ridge, Cattle Hill, Pedro 
Point – as with many examples in the Wildlife section, here Alternative A assumes 
noncompliance with leash laws (minor, adverse impacts) while the preferred alternative 
assumes compliance (negligible). The text states (page 1230) that there is no documentation. 
that the current level of compliance with on-leash laws (No Action Alternative) is impacting this 
species. 

e. In the Water Quality section, the impact analysis for Alternatives B through E assumes 
compliance with the management strategies. However, the impact analysis for Alternative A 
does not make this same assumption.  

 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should re-evaluate unsupported 
assumptions and the analysis of the No Action alternative to ensure the methodology used for it is 
consistent with the methodology used for the action alternatives. The No Action alternative is a 
continuation of the current GGNRA management plan and policies – not a continuation of existing 
conditions. The current plan and supporting documents include policies for good public information 
and education on GGNRA resources and partnerships with the community. The No Action 
alternative can and should include improved education and compliance measures (including 
accurate signage about voice control areas) to implement these current plan policies (which are also 
policies in the proposed GGNRA updated general management plan), including dog owner training, 
to raise the level of compliance. 

Resultant flawed alternatives analysis 

As described above in this section, the Draft Plan/DEIS assumes but does not provide the required 
rigorous analysis to enable the reader to draw logical conclusions about impacts and alternatives. 
The Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide adequate information on which to “study, develop, and 
describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves 
unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of resources” (as required by NEPA Section 
102(2)(E); 40 CFR §§1501.2 and 1502.1 and corresponding DOI and NPS implementing guidance), or 
to allow meaningful evaluation on the alternatives including reasonable mitigation measures, as 
required by NEPA (e.g., 40 CFR §§1502.14(b)and 1508.25(b) and corresponding DOI and NPS 
implementing guidance). This issue in the Draft Plan/DEIS results in a bias in the evaluation of 
alternatives, contrary to NEPA’s requirement that “Environmental Impact Statements shall serve as 
the means of assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency actions, rather than justifying 
decisions already made” (40 CFR §1502.2(g)). 

 

Select examples: 
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a. The impacts of the No Action Alternative are substantially overstated because the Draft 
Plan/DEIS assumes that noncompliance results in adverse impacts. This both overstates the 
degree of management required to address the resource issues, but also misrepresents the 
relative impacts of the four action alternatives; for example, the public is assumed to comply 
with management strategies under an action alternative, whereas the public is found to be 
noncompliant with those same management strategies under the No Action Alternative.  

b. On page 1264, bank swallow – as with the western snowy plover, current impacts are 
considered minor to moderate based on occasional to frequent perceptible disturbances to the 
species from dogs; however, the description of Alternative A mentions only that dogs have been 
seen in the bluff area. There is no apparent nexus between dog activity and actual impact to 
bank swallows – is the presence of a dog in the bluff area assumed to disturb the colony? Have 
the birds been observed flushing from nests, or have crushed burrows been found? The 
language here suggests these impacts are possible, but that they haven’t actually occurred.  

c. In Chapter 2, starting on page 99, the discussion of the environmentally preferable alternative 
should be revised to reflect the value of recreational resources.  Because the draft EIS does not 
recognize recreational resources as an environmental resource, the analysis of the 
environmentally preferable alternative is flawed. It fails to consider the range of resources 
afforded by the GGNRA that could be affected by the action alternatives. Recreation is called out 
in the GGNRA enabling legislation as one of the four outstanding values to be maintained and 
protected. In doing so, the enabling legislation recognizes that the achievement of these 
outstanding values is not mutually exclusive.  

 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should re-evaluate unsupported 
assumptions and the analysis of the alternatives to ensure the methodology used for it is consistent 
and based on site specific scientific data. And, since protection of the environment includes 
protection of established recreational opportunities and facilities on GGNRA lands and nearby 
parklands, the draft EIS should consider such resources as part of its selection of the 
environmentally preferable alternative. Under NEPA, the environmentally preferable alternative is 
one that would employ environmental design and adaptive management techniques to preserve all 
of the outstanding values of the GGNRA. 

 

3.  Improper Treatment of New Lands 

The proposed action to close new lands to dog walking access conflicts with the GGNRA Enabling 
Legislation (PC 92-589) and with National Park Service Management Policies (2006) for determining 
uses and land protection plans.  GGNRA is required to consider new lands in the same way that it 
considers uses and land protection measures on lands within GGNRA.   
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The unprecedented "Closed until open" proposal would violate GGNRA's statutory obligation to 
preserve and maintain recreational uses, violate sound land planning with the community, and 
violate NEPA by prejudging alternatives before site-specific public and environmental review.  There 
is no basis for treating new lands differently than existing lands under NPS regulations and policies.  
Furthermore, there is no such policy in the existing GGNRA General Management Plan and 
Compendium. 

The Draft Plan/DEIS notes (p. 36), the enabling legislation states GGNRA's purpose as follows 
(emphasis added):  

"In order to preserve for public use and enjoyment certain areas of Marin and San Francisco 
counties, California, possessing outstanding natural, historic, scenic, and recreational values 
and in order to provide for the maintenance of needed recreational open space necessary to 
urban environment and planning, the Golden Gate National Recreation Area is hereby 
established." 

The phrases "preserve for public use and enjoyment" and "maintenance of needed recreational 
open space" set out a high standard for management actions that would limit or restrict this 
fundamental value and resource of the GGNRA.  The words "preserve" and "maintain" mean the 
continuation of uses, recognizing that uses may be regulated to protect the other fundamental 
values of the GGNRA.  

NPS management policies expressly reflect this emphasis on continuing uses, measured by the 
yardstick of the unit's enabling legislation.  Section 1.4.3.1 states: 

In determining whether or how to allow the use, park managers must consider the 
congressional or presidential interest, as expressed in the enabling legislation or 
proclamation, that the use or uses continue. 

When new lands become part of GGNRA, the recreational uses existing at the time of acquisition 
should be allowed to continue unless GGNRA determines, through the public land planning and 
NEPA process, that unacceptable impairment would occur (as explained in Chapter 1 and Appendix 
C of the Draft Plan/DEIS).   

Section 3.3 of the NPS management policies make clear that protective measures are to be 
integrated in to the planning process -- "Planning for the protection of park lands will be integrated 
into the planning process for park management" -- not predetermined in advance of site specific the 
public planning and environmental review process.   

In preparing land protection plans, Section 3.3 requires: "A thorough review of a park’s authorizing 
statutes and complete legislative history will be conducted as part of the land protection planning 
process."   

Section 3.3 states that land protection plans should determine what "means of protection are 
available to achieve the purposes for which the unit was created."  As noted above, recreational use 



 
Page 14 of 16 Marin Unleashed GGNRA Dog Management DEIS Comments 8/9/11 
 

is one of the basic purposes for which GGNRA was created.  Dog walking was contemplated as a 
traditional use in GGNRA and was plainly discussed in both the Senate and House bill reports, basic 
legislative history documents.  

In the Introduction to land protection, the NPS management policies state (chapter 3, emphasis 
added): 

The National Park Service will use all available authorities to protect lands and resources 
within units of the national park system, and the Park Service will seek to acquire nonfederal 
lands and interests in land that have been identified for acquisition as promptly as possible. 
For lands not in federal ownership, both those that have been identified for acquisition and 
other nonfederally owned lands within a park unit’s authorized boundaries, the Service will 
cooperate with federal agencies; tribal, state, and local governments; nonprofit 
organizations; and property owners to provide appropriate protection measures. 

To fulfill this obligation, GGNRA needs to cooperate with these entities, including nonprofit 
community groups and property owners adjoining GGNRA, to protect recreational resources.  As 
Management Policy 1.4.3.1 directs: 

Where there is strong public interest in a particular use, opportunities for civic engagement 
and cooperative conservation should be factored into the decision-making process. 

GGNRA is aware of the strong public interest in dog walking access, and of the interest of San 
Francisco and Marin Counties and responsible community and nonprofit organizations in 
cooperative conservation.  It is entirely inappropriate and contrary to these management policies to 
close new lands to dog walking access without first providing opportunities for this civic engagement 
and for cooperative conservation efforts. 

In conclusion, there is no basis in existing law or adopted policy for the NPS and the GGNRA dog 
management plan to summarily reject and fail to preserve and maintain an important recreational 
use on new lands that is allowed on existing lands, particularly in advance of sound environmental 
review and land use planning.  This Plan and Draft Plan/DEIS do not provide this review and 
planning, because by definition, new lands have not yet been fully studied, acquired or subject to 
the level of site specific review required of this EIS.   

For reasons noted above, it is inaccurate wrong to treat dog walking as the establishment of a "new 
use" in GGNRA, which would be the result of the proposed policy.  We understand GGNRA's desire 
to create a presumption against continuing this use, however, there is no factual, legal, or 
management policy basis for this approach. 

*Recommendation. The preferred alternative should be revised to make clear that new lands will be 
treated the same as any other GGNRA lands and follow the same NPS management policies.   
Recreational uses should be allowed to continue except as may be regulated through site-specific 
public land planning processes and associated environmental review.   
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4. Lack of Specificity in Proposed Action 

The description of Elements Common to Action Alternatives (pages 63-67 in the Draft Plan/DEIS) 
describes the proposed 75% compliance standard and secondary management response, but does 
not provide details of the monitoring plan or other elements of an adaptive management plan on 
which the management response would be based. The draft Plan/Draft Plan/DEIS does not propose 
an adaptive management component that meets applicable guidance and that can be meaningfully 
reviewed, as called for in NEPA procedures and current Council for Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
mitigation and monitoring guidance (January 2011), including but not limited to pages 9-11 and 
pages 13 and 19 (on the role of the public in the design and review of results).  

Select examples: 

a. The Draft Plan/Draft Plan/DEIS states (page 1725) that “the compliance-based management 
strategy is an important and effective tool to manage uncertainty when proposing new action” 
and “has been created” to assure successful implementation and long-term sustainability.  
However, the detailed description of this critical element has not been conveyed and is not 
included in the document (as noted on page 64). 

b. The Draft Plan/DEIS doesn’t establish how or why a special-status species that has been sharing 
habitat with dogs for decades will experience an actual, likely benefit from stricter dog 
management, given other factors affecting the species. 

c. Where management actions that limit recreational access are proposed or under serious 
consideration, the Draft Plan/DEIS should also disclose whether access will be limited for people 
as well as dogs. The evaluation of significance under NEPA requires consideration of context and 
intensity. Meaningful public comment on proposed management measures is not possible 
without full disclosure of the impacts to all users and potential management measures. 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should fully disclose the details of the 
proposed action. It should describe how it will monitor compliance and resources and values at 
specific sites because the management measures are specific to GGNRA sites. In addition to 
assessing the condition of these resources and values, monitoring should also focus on determining 
the contribution to those conditions from other users and factors, including other human users and 
natural processes. This should be implemented as part of each alternative. Only through this 
objective monitoring approach can the GGNRA demonstrate that it has addressed the purpose and 
need on which the Dog Management Plan is based. Existing or proposed management strategies 
should be modified based on the objective monitoring results. Although it could be appropriate to 
use properly measured rates of compliance as an indicator, the draft Plan and Draft Plan/DEIS does 
not provide adequate information about the compliance-based program. To ensure objectivity, this 
monitoring should be conducted by an independent qualified third party with the results discussed 
with interested groups and made publicly available as part of a defined and technically-sound 
adaptive management program. Additional recommendations on management actions that should 
be considered by the NPS are provided below. 
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Concluding Comments 

A final comment, we humans who live with dogs, and find our lives enriched by their company, 
are not by definition foes of the environment.  In particular, we are dues paying members of 
numerous environmental organizations and also support domestic animal rights organizations. 
We live with our canine friends, and are strong advocates for the preservation of our natural 
resources, and are protective of our environment. 

We argue that the preservation of the environment in the GGNRA is enhanced by those of us 
who visit with our dogs, not destroyed by it.  The usage of the GGNRA is an integral part of our 
lives with our dogs, we are passionate in our protection of both.   

Sincerely, 

 

Jane Woodman and Sonja Hanson for Marin Unleashed 

 

Cc: Senator Feinstein, Senator Boxer, Congresswoman Woolsey, State Senator Leno, 
Assemblyman Huffman, Marin County Supervisor Sears, Sausalito Mayor Weiner 

 

Enclosures:  

Appendix A: Hybrid Alternative 
Appendix B: Recreation Resources – Suggested Annotated Outline 
Appendix C: Additional Comments Related to Appendix G, “Law Enforcement Data” 
Appendix D: Additional Comments Related to Draft Plan/DEIS Analysis of Geology and Soils 
Appendix E: Additional Comments Related Draft Plan/DEIS Analysis of Water Quality 
Appendix F: Additional Comments Related Draft Plan/DEIS Analysis of Biological Resources 
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May 26, 2011 
 
Mr. Frank Dean, General Superintendent 
Golden Gate Recreation Area 
 Building 201, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123-0022 
 
Dear Superintendent Dean, 
 
     On behalf of the Marin Humane Society I am writing to include our comments on the 
GGNRA Dog Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
Thank you to you and your staff for allowing us the opportunity to not only comment on 
this document, but also to have participated on the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
Having been a participant on that committee and in charge of dog enforcement activities 
in Marin County, this issue remains a priority that we are deeply concerned about.  
 
     I have worked with the Marin Humane Society (MHS) for over 27 years and have 
been involved in the enforcement of animal laws within our community for my entire 
career. We take great pride in the progressive laws and ordinances we helped pass at 
various levels as well as the proactive strategies we have utilized to deal with animal 
enforcement issues. Animal enforcement is our business so to speak. We remain one of 
the few areas in the country that have effectively enforced a County-wide control law, not 
a leash law. 
 
     While issues involving animals can often be filled with emotions, both good and bad, 
some things remain the same; people love their animal companions and see them as 
family members. Dogs go literally everywhere with their human guardians; from animal 
friendly shopping malls to restaurants, dogs are a part of the community culture in Marin. 
This dynamic creates unique challenges related to our ability to educate and enforce the 
laws in many cases. I have learned through my experience here at MHS that good law 
compliance with animal issues requires us to look at strategies in very unique ways. As 
an organizational partner to your organization, I hope that we can offer comments on the 
DEIS that reflect our enforcement expertise, knowledge of our community, and trends 
that we deal with routinely on responsible pet guardianship and the benefits that dogs 
promote to a healthy lifestyle. 
 
     Chapter 1 – Purpose and Need for Action: 
“Purpose for Taking Action”- We respect the need to preserve and protect all of the many 
valuable resources within the Park as well as providing a safe and varied park experience 
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to users. We would emphasize that values shared by those that walk dogs are an 
important element that future generations will also regard as such. Since the 1979 pet 
policy was passed, it has been clear that dog guardians value public places, including 
trails, as opportunities to recreate with their dogs both off-leash and on-leash. While there 
appears to be more people that recreate with their dogs in Marin and beyond, our agency 
has seen a substantial decrease in the number of dog guardians in violation of our local 
laws since 1979. The draft plan should make note of changing values towards dogs and 
the important roles they play in human enjoyment. 
 
“Need for Action”- While we believe that the GGNRA is tasked with protection of 
resources as defined by the NPS Organic Act, we also believe strongly that the dog 
management plan is unique to NPS regulation. We sometimes hear NPS staff make 
comments about the fact that “dogs aren’t tolerated in other national parks, etc.” The fact 
that the GGNRA has a pet policy is consistent with a larger recreation strategy that we 
believe makes this park that much more special than any other national park setting by 
allowing and welcoming dogs in a relatively small portion of the overall GGNRA lands. 
This “ahead of its time” planning strategy, now decades old, is consistent with the same 
kind of recreation offerings throughout the Bay Area that promote responsible multi-use 
access for a variety of users, including those with dogs. While the DEIS focuses on the 
negative aspects through the use of “conflicts, compromised visitor and employee safety, 
affecting visitor experience and resulting in resource degradation,” we would argue that 
the need for such a document would share equally with the positive benefits that don’t 
seem to be emphasized here. The draft plan should also offer the positive user 
experiences, including those with dogs.  
 
“Purpose of GGNRA” – The draft plan makes reference to “offer national park 
experiences to a large and diverse urban population while preserving and interpreting its 
outstanding natural, historic, scenic, and recreational values.” We would like to 
emphasize that the GGNRA is in the hub of a large metropolitan urban area within the 
Bay Area. Many of its boundaries are literally the backyards of many of its more frequent 
users. Many of these neighbors are very vested in the fact that they can recreate within 
footsteps instead of miles to have an extraordinary national park experience. This factor 
emphasizes the special nature of the GGNRA in its relationship to neighboring 
communities, property boundaries and ease of use to the diverse populations it serves. 
The draft plan should address the importance of meeting the recreational needs of the 
users (including those that bring dogs) that are closest to its borders. 
 
“Objectives:” 
“Visitor Experience and Safety” – The draft plan should clearly define what a “conflict” 
relating to dog use refers to.  
 
“Law Enforcement/Compliance with Dog rules, and Park Operations”- The draft plan 
objective should further define what “maximizing dog walking compliance” refers to. 
This goal does not appear to be measureable and doesn’t provide a process to determine 
enforcement success. A possible solution would be to clarify what the parameters will be 
to encourage high compliance or to incorporate envisioned compliance rates as an 
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objective. Improved Park operations and use of staff resources managing dog walking 
seem to be different parameters.  The draft plan should be very clear about what the 
enforcement goals are and assume that enforcement and staff resources are a part of daily 
park operations. 
 
“Park Operations”- The draft plan should clearly state what and how the monitoring will 
be done by the Park. We would like to see this area further defined by clear objectives. 
The reference to monitoring to be used in future decision making based on estimated 
outcomes seems harsh and one-sided. This objective should be clearer. The draft plan 
should also address how it will evaluate commercial dog-walking and what that 
enforcement policy proposal will be. 
 
“Natural Resources”- The draft plan should further define the objective of “protecting 
native wildlife and their habitat from detrimental effects of dog use…” Further, referring 
to detrimental effects of dog use doesn’t adequately address what those issues include.  
 
“Cultural Resources”- The draft plan should further define the meaning of “detrimental 
effects of dog use.” 
 
“Education” – The draft plan should further define how to “build community support for 
the plan to maximize management of dog walking use.”  
 
“Background of Dog Management at GGNRA”- 
“Land Use Prior to Park Acquisition”- The draft plan makes reference to the GGNRA 
being established in 1972 and the practices of off-leash dogs continuing uninterrupted, 
although park staff recognized and documented issues arising from the practice during 
the early years of the Park’s existence. The draft plan should provide more information 
and clarity on what these “issues” were as well as providing accurate information on the 
local community’s culture with regard to off-leash access, especially in park boundaries 
close to neighborhoods. Muir Beach is an example of a community culture where off-
leash activities were (and currently remain so) highly valued which resulted in deep 
political involvement with local animal services responders and county politicians. 
 
“GGNRA Citizen’s Advisory Commission and the 1979 Pet Policy”- The Pet Policy was 
passed by the commission in good faith to honor and work with community concerns 
about animal issues that were important in that era. Those same issues remain important 
for park users today. While the draft plan goes into great detail about how the Pet Policy 
did not abide by the federal regulations regarding dog walking in national parks, such is 
the nature of policy making. Many laws that are literally on the books are overshadowed 
by the enforcement strategies or other compelling issues related to those laws. An 
example of this would be the 2005 partnership agreement to develop protocols for 
addressing feral cats on Marin County GGNRA lands between MHS and GGNRA. 
      
     The draft plan leads a reasonable person to believe that this policy was in fact written 
by park staff in violation of law. It is noted that current court decisions, as they are 
referenced to in the draft plan, appear to uphold the ability of the Pet Policy to provide 
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off-leash recreation as it was intended. The draft plan should provide (as an appendix) the 
case decision of U.S. vs. Barley (N.D. Cal. 2005) for full review by the public. The Pet 
Policy also makes it clear that existing routes to GGNRA hiking trails from Sausalito 
would be considered as those areas were made accessible in the future. The draft plan 
should include any review that was done in follow-up to this recommendation. 
 
“Increase in Use of the Park for Dog Walking and Other Recreational Uses”- The draft 
plan suggests that the number of conflicts between park users with and without dogs 
began to rise, as did the fear of dogs and dog bites or attacks. The draft plan should 
specifically give accurate data on what type of conflicts over specific time periods they 
involve. While fears of dog and dog bites or attacks are valid in many regards, laws and 
enforcement actions are based on fact, not perceptions. The draft plan should refrain from 
making these biased comments and reflect information based on solid factual data. 
 
“Current Dog Management Issues and Impact Topics”- 
“Expectations and Views of Dog Walkers and Other Visitors”- The information on the 
data received in public comment analysis reports (NAU 2002a, 1; NAU 2002a,5; NAU 
2002a, 16-17; NAU 2002a, 17-20; NAU 2002a, 9-15; NAU 2002b, 1; and NAU 2002b, 
11) appear to be critical documents tohelp gain better insight into the values people have 
for off-leash recreation. We recommend that the draft plan refer to these reports and 
make them available as appendixes. We would also be interested in the demographics of 
the responders and how many were Marin County residents/park users. In addition, the 
benefits to dog walking should be further explored with additional study and data 
collection on the positive effects that dog walking (both on-leash and off-leash) provides 
to the physical and mental well-being of their guardians. The draft plan makes reference 
to over half of the respondents feeling discomfort or fear of off-leash dogs. We would 
recommend that the plan further address what these fears and discomfort levels were 
specific to. Our experience with human fears relating to animals is a topic that can be 
easily addressed through education. Park users will continue to experience fear and 
discomfort of dogs (and many other animal species) while visiting and this information 
can be vital to establish protocols to enhance the visitor’s experience with animals they 
may encounter in the park.  
 
“Impacts of Dogs on Natural and Cultural Resources in the Park”- The draft plan 
selected various topics of concern that only provide generalized impact concerns and 
most do not refer to data, reports or studies that have specifically addressed the impact 
dogs have created. This information in general appears biased and unreasonable. The 
draft plan should make every effort to rely on information that can be factually 
substantiated before making assumptions about any negative impacts dogs may have on 
park resources. 
 
“Soils”- The issues reflected in the draft plan on this topic provide no factual basis from 
specific scientific studies completed. While on its face this may be assumed to be a 
negative impact, like horse manure on trails, the factual basis for this assumption is 
unreasonable. I would also like to add that while I was participating in the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee the impact of soils often came up. I repeatedly asked for data and 
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specific scientific evidence of these statements and none was provided. We would request 
that the draft plan eliminate any comment on negative impact on soils until factual data 
can be collected that would verify these statements. 
 
“Water Quality”- The draft plan is extraordinarily insufficient in fact on this topic. More 
importantly, we believe it is dramatically inaccurate and misleading. Our organization is 
highly knowledgeable about disease transmission of dogs, especially rabies, parvo and 
distemper. There are no known studies to our knowledge that claim that these three 
diseases survive in water and we strongly believe that this statement is incorrect and 
should be removed. Additionally, we question the accuracy of changing water nutrient 
levels from dogs. We would recommend that the scientific data and reports used to make 
this statement be supported in the document. The plan refers to turbidity issues from dogs 
and this statement does raise concerns on potentially negative issues to certain 
waterways, but again we urge that these assumptions be substantiated by factual 
documentation and they should be site specific to each location. Many of the water and 
wetland areas of the Marin sites can dramatically change through the natural seasonal 
rainfall process which may also be a factor.  
 
“Vegetation”- The draft plan refers to dogs off-leash without adequate voice control 
potentially trampling and denuding vegetation that would interfere with native plant 
species. We believe that this statement is an unsupported assumption and would 
recommend that the plan incorporate any studies or factual reports that would substantiate 
this claim.  
 
“Wildlife”- The draft plan offers comments about the effects dogs have on wildlife. This 
topic area is one of shared concern as our organization often responds and investigates 
incidents of wildlife harassment by dogs. Of all of the topics under consideration, this is 
one of significant concern as there are many wild animals that reside in the GGNRA. The 
draft plan makes reference to “intensive use.” This term should be further defined. The 
draft plan also assumes that the presence of dogs will disrupt or degrade habitat. We 
would recommend that if there is valid proof of this finding that it be clearly stated and 
any studies or reports done are reported.  
 
     The draft plan refers to dog-related viruses that can be transmitted through dog feces 
to marine and terrestrial mammals. The disease examples listed in the draft plan are 
extremely rare and in fact the diseases spread are even more unlikely without direct 
physical contact from the infected species. Since the Marin GGNRA lands support a very 
healthy population of host wildlife species, the same dangers could also apply to 
protecting visitor’s dogs from disease issues and public safety issues around wildlife (as 
well as people). We are not aware of any wildlife disease issues in Marin County that 
have been spread to wildlife from dogs and we would debate this finding. 
 
“Species of Special Concern”- We share the draft plan’s concern with ensuring that these 
species can thrive. The draft plan fails to meet the proof that dogs have created problems 
for these species. Much of the draft plan language refers to the possibility that dogs 
“may” negatively impact special species and we would recommend that each site expand 
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on the factual proof of exactly what the current conditions are. Having the facts of each 
site is important to be able to appropriately comment on potential solutions. The draft 
plan makes reference to dogs trampling vegetation along trails that include plants that 
host endangered butterflies. The draft plan should address specific facts of how dogs have 
done this impact; we believe that humans, wildlife and other forces of nature may equally 
share in the impact. It would be important to be able to substantiate how dogs have done 
this to make management decisions on protecting these species. 
 
“Park Operations”- The draft plan indicates that it requires “significant” staff, time and 
money to manage dog policy and enforcement activities as well as protecting species in 
the park. The draft plan should portray this factor in representation to its overall role of a 
park steward like other land management agencies. These issues come with that role no 
matter what users frequent the park. We would strongly recommend that the draft plan 
include the use of peer and volunteer groups to assist in the management and protection 
of certain areas in the park. This model has been used successfully in a variety of 
circumstances and it can become a very strong model for building effective community 
relations and citizen stewardship towards park lands. 
 
“Land Use/Long-term Management of Resources or Land”- The draft plan should 
identify how to determine that overuse of lands caused by dogs is actually created by 
dogs and not other sources. The draft plan mentions how the GGNRA policy may impact 
policy at other levels, including local. We are especially concerned about this insight and 
would further emphasize that our local policies on dog management in Marin currently 
blend positively with the community culture and need for responsible off-leash 
recreational opportunities. To incorporate stricter regulations pertaining to dogs in 
GGNRA will have an impact on Marin County dog users and will put more pressure on 
our inconsistent enforcement efforts across our many boundaries. We believe this is a 
very important element in proper planning of long-term management processes with 
regards to dog issues and we would strongly recommend that the plan incorporate the 
impact on neighboring enforcement entities. 
 
“Visitor Use and Experience”- The overall sense of the draft plan seems to portray dogs 
as a negative by virtue of their virtual presence in the park, the noises they allegedly 
create, the alleged safety threats they pose, etc. The draft plan seems to greatly lack the 
clarification that the places that dogs are currently allowed continue to represent an 
extremely small percentage of GGNRA land space. This is a very important point 
because it reflects the great value dog users have in accessing the park. The draft plan 
doesn’t provide factual data that people that do not want to be “exposed” to dogs have 
thousands of acres of options available to them in the GGNRA, unlike dog users who are 
extremely limited in their options.  
 
“Employee, Visitor, and Dog Health and Safety”- The draft plan refers to increased 
conflicts and issues related to safety concerns from unruly and aggressive dogs upon 
visitors and park staff. The terminology of “aggressive” as it pertains to dogs can be very 
misleading and not consistent with clear definitions currently being used in animal law 
enforcement. The draft plan should further refine this definition to be consistent with 
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current applications. We would recommend that the draft plan specifically identify the 
types of enforcement actions that were done at each specific site, especially those in 
Marin for which the enforcement actions appear minimal. Having this information 
relative to these sites will be an effective tool in determining effective enforcement 
strategies and appropriate allocation of park enforcement and education resources.  
 
     The draft plan continues to make references about disease transmission from dogs to 
wildlife and from wildlife to dogs. These assessments seem to be misinterpreted and 
suggest that this issue is a common occurrence when the reality may be rare. We are not 
aware of any reported disease issues from wildlife to dogs in Marin County GGNRA 
lands or likewise from dogs to wildlife. 
 
Chapter 2 - Alternatives 
Overall General Comments: 
    The specific GGNRA sites being examined in Marin County represent a large area of 
high use by dog guardians. These areas are highly valued among many Marin County 
residents and have a long history of responsible dog use, both on-leash and under voice 
control. The Marin sites represent an overall limited amount of space accessible to dogs, 
considering the total amount of GGNRA lands. Further regulating these areas will have 
an impact on surrounding enforcement agencies in their jurisdictions. Marin County 
animal enforcement ordinances are governed by a Joint Powers Agreement with the cities 
and county. A large consideration of our contractual agreement with the County of Marin 
is to help ensure uniform animal ordinances, consistent with public needs and balanced 
public safety. We feel very strongly that providing a safe place to walk, hike and recreate 
with dogs in Marin both on leash and under voice control is a very important element in 
the values of our community.  
 
     The draft plan refers to a “compliance-based management strategy.” We believe that 
this type of strategy doesn’t encourage animal guardians to comply with laws, but in fact 
penalizes all park users when violations occur. We would highly recommend that the plan 
focus efforts towards gaining compliance through strategies that are based on penalizing 
those in noncompliance instead of all users. Our experience with enforcement over many 
years indicates that dog guardians are more likely to stay in compliance through 
education, partnerships, peer-supported enforcement and citing those found in violation. 
Penalties for non-compliance through court bail schedules can be raised through judicial 
process and repeat offenders can be fined at substantially higher rates.  
 
     Clear messaging and signage is also a very important component to ensure compliance 
to dog rules. Many of the areas of Marin GGNRA sites are popular hiking areas that 
traverse upon many neighboring jurisdiction lands. It would be very helpful to have the 
plan address how these areas will be properly marked and identified to inform both dog 
guardians, as well as non-dog users, on the proper rules of the land. This issue has been 
very confusing in many of the Marin sites. 
 
     Commercial dog walking in unincorporated Marin County lands is currently not 
regulated with the exception of lands under the jurisdiction of Marin County Parks and 
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Open Space. Some of the specific sites in Marin County GGNRA lands are very popular 
with commercial dog walkers. These areas border unincorporated Marin areas that we 
enforce. Some of these borders are also in conflict with the rules of Marin County Parks 
and Open Space as they apply to commercial dog walking. We are concerned about the 
impacts that commercial dog walking would have on our enforcement activities if these 
uses are further restricted in other areas of the GGNRA. 
 
Specific Site Comments: 
Stinson Beach- We recommend that the current status of this site be maintained and we 
support Alternative A. 
      We currently have a strong relationship in assisting GGNRA staff with dog and 
wildlife issues at this site. There are many dog advocates in the neighboring community 
that are very involved in providing their dogs with voice control on the beach adjoining 
(Marin County jurisdiction) this site 
 
Homestead Valley- We recommend that the current status of this site be maintained and 
we support Alternative A. 
      There are adjoining neighborhoods in the surrounding borders that enjoy recreating 
with their dogs under voice control in this area. Most of the trails in this area are filled 
with dense vegetation, forcing most dogs and their guardians to stay on the trails, as we 
would continue to urge them to do. 
 
Alta Trail/Orchard Fire Road/Pacheco Fire Road- We recommend that the current 
status of this site be maintained and we support Alternative A. 
     This site is a favorite among many of the GGNRA sites for those seeking voice-
control with the dog companions. This area is very popular as a hiking destination and is 
often utilized in conjunction with the Oakwood Valley Fire Rd. as a looping trail. There 
are areas of this trail that are very steep with lush thick vegetation. These conditions do 
not make it favorable for dogs (and their guardians) to go off of the designated trails. As 
long as trail users are encouraged and instructed to stay on the trails we don’t see the 
potential for negative impacts. 
 
Oakwood Valley- We recommend that the current status of this site be maintained and 
we support Alternative A. 
    This site is a popular area for local neighbors on the Mill Valley side as well as the 
Marin City to recreate with their dogs under voice control. It is commonly used as a loop 
trail that joins the Alta Trail. We believe that park users at this site respect the dog control 
laws as well as keeping their dogs on the designated trails. 
 
Muir Beach- We recommend that the current status of this site be maintained and we 
support Alternative A. It could also be helpful to keep dogs on leash from the parking lot, 
over the bridge, near the creek and then under voice control at the beach. 
     This area has a long history of responsible off-leash dog use. It has been, and 
continues to be, a very popular area with local residents. Historically and politically, this 
is an area that the community has played a vital role in accepting a stewardship for the 
special lands and gifts nature has to offer here. While the draft plan goes into extensive 
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detail about the negative impacts dogs “may” have on this site, we believe the evidence 
of proper coexistence has been demonstrated with the ability of this site to host special 
species, while providing responsible voice control dog recreation.  
 
Rodeo Beach/South Rodeo Beach- We recommend that the current status of this site be 
maintained and we support Alternative A. 
     This site is heavily used by many dog guardians throughout the Bay Area and it offers 
a unique experience to its users. Further limiting this area to dogs would have a 
dramatically negative effect on the community. 
 
Marin Headlands Trail- We recommend that the current status of this site be 
maintained and we support Alternative A. We would like to see on-leash access 
considered on the Tennessee Valley Trail.  
 
Fort Baker- We recommend that the current status of this site be maintained and we 
support Alternative A. We would like to see segments of voice control on the northern 
section of East Rd. as well as a segment of the Drown Fire Rd. 
     Many residents of Sausalito can easily access this area on connecting trails. There is a 
need to be consistent with neighboring regulations in this area. 
 
Concluding Remarks: 
 
     Our organization realizes the importance and great magnitude this dog management 
plan brings to you and your staff. Finding a balance between a multitude of users, special 
species, safety and resource protection is a very important process. Equally important, we 
believe, is the ability to create community relations and partnerships that emphasize the 
importance of the human-animal bond. This bond, for many, is a life altering experience 
that leads them to the beautiful spaces of our national parks, the backyards to many Marin 
County residents. We believe that our community is very well educated in the realm of 
proper coexistence between responsible dog use in the natural world. Over 80% of our 
lands in Marin County reflect that value. 
     
 
      An adaptive management plan to the needs of our communities prides itself on the 
ability to succeed rather than long term failure and penalty. We have found that working 
through the challenges our communities face, and by partnering with local community 
groups, our enforcement and educational messages win. We consider our organization an 
allied partner to the GGNRA, as our long history in working closely has demonstrated. 
Working to build relations in individual communities is something we value because it 
helps us remain efficient while building public trust. It has shown to be effective over 
time in solving animal issues here. 
 
 
 
      



 10 

     Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment in a variety of ways. We will 
continue to look forward to being a resource in the area of pet guardianship as well as 
localized animal enforcement issues. Please feel free to contact me at (415)506-6209 to 
discuss any issue in more detail or if I can be of further assistance to you.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Captain Cindy Machado 
Director of Animal Services 
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May 25, 2011 
 
Bill Bechtell 
President, Montara Dog Group 
P.O. Box 370493 
Montara, CA  94037 
 
Frank Dean, GGNRA Superintendent 
Building 201, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123-0022 

Dear Mr. Dean, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important document, the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area’s (GGNRA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Dog Management Plan (Draft 
Plan/DEIS).  

My name is Bill Bechtell and I am president of the Montara Dog Group.  The group consists of 
approximately 300 people, mostly residents of the San Mateo County midcoastside, who regularly walk 
their dogs in the open space known as Rancho Corral de Tierra (Rancho), soon to become part of the 
GGNRA under the “New Lands” classification  The midcoastside includes the small unincorporated 
communities of Montara, Moss Beach and El Granada.  It is bounded on the west by the Paciifc Ocean, 
and on the east by Rancho.  The area has long had the reputation of being a dog-friendly area, largely 
because of the numerous trails available in Rancho for dog walking.  I, myself, have lived in Montara for 
35 years, and regularly walk my dogs on the numerous Rancho trails. The midcoastside is also a tight-knit 
community willing to fight hard to preserve the cultural and enviromental values that attracted us to this 
area in the first place.  For many years the open space, now known as Rancho, was privately held by 
various development corporations.  They tried to build condos and golf courses, and to subdivide the 
property into “ranchettes.”  We fought back all of these attempts.  Then Caltrans dusted off some 1960s-
era freeway plans, and tried to put a freeway (the Devil’s Slide Bypass) through the heart of Rancho.  
Again we mobilized to fight this freeway, and eventually convinced Caltrans that a tunnel behind Devil’s 
Slide was a much better solution, again sparing Rancho. 
 
Then in 2001, the Peninsula Open Space Trust (POST) purchased Rancho to save it from development.  
We dog walkers have had a very good working relationship with POST over the years.  They have no 
staff rangers, so we have been POST’s eyes and ears on Rancho, reporting off- road vehicle activity and 
illegal dumping.  We have also installed and maintained dog waste disposal cans thoughout the dog 
walking area at our own expense, and all done by volunteers from our group. 
 
If the GGNRA’s Preferred Alternative D for New Lands (No dog walking allowed) is put into effect, it 
will be very sad and ironic that those of us who have fought so hard to protect the land are now forced off 
the land.   
 
One of my main concerns about this plan was lack of public involvement in the treatment of “New 
Lands” (see p. 32, Public Involvement with the National Environmental Policy Act Process). 
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The public has not had the opportunity to participate in the development of the Dog Management Plan 
when in comes to the New Lands category.  New Lands were not involved in the scoping process and the 
other activities required by NEPA,  nor were they involved in the negotiated rule making process.  When 
the GGNRA held a General Management Plan workshop in Montara in January, 2009,  over 50 dog 
owners showed up to speak in favor of continued off-leash dog walking, and submitted a petition with 
128 signatures to that effect.  Our input was ignored!  We were told that the GGNRA had no intention of 
addressing dog policy until the Dog Management Plan came out, and now we are not even recognized in 
the Dog Management Plan.  The GGNRA worked with the horse owners during this period, and allowed 
existing stables to remain (although horse owners were informed that dogs are no longer allowed in the 
stables) and continued to allow horseback riding on GGNRA trails.  The GGNRA should have worked 
with dog owners, too, since they knew that our concerns would not be addressed in the Dog Management 
Plan.  We knew that the GGNRA had no information on dog walking in Rancho, so we tried to bring 
three maps showing the dog walking areas to a Dog Management Plan workshop in Pacifica on March 9, 
2011,and were barred by NPS enforcement rangers from bringing the materials into the workshop!  The 
maps are attached at the end of this report, for your information. 
 
Another main concern is the paucity of data in the EIS regarding recreation impacts.  Recreation impacts 
should be studied when developing a range of alternatives, and compared to environmental and other 
impacts.   The Dog Management Plan should be providing for visitor recreational uses such as dog 
walking, and not attempting to reduce or eliminate dog walking, as this plan makes every attempt to do, 
particularly in Rancho, where it is proposed to ban dogs totally (GGNRA’s Preferred Alternative D).  
When congress authorized the establishment of the GGNRA, they recognized that much of the area was 
adjacent to or very near to urban areas, and that much of the area has been historically used for recreation.  
That is why the Enabling Legislation of the GGNRA clearly included recreational use in this urban 
national park, as it is not pristine wilderness like Glacier National Park.  When the GGNRA tried to 
change it’s status from “National Recreation Area” to “National Park” in 2008, there was a large public 
outcry from a coalition of the park’s recreational users against that proposed bill, and congress, in it’s 
wisdom, dropped discussion and decision on the bill.  For a more detailed discussion of this issue, see 
page 5, below. 
 
The tone of the EIS tends to pit dog walkers versus environmentalists, and that is not necessarily the case.  
Although a dog walker, I also consider myself an environmentalist.  I have been a Sierra Club member for 
almost 50 years (former trip leader), and a member of Sequoia Audubon Society (former board member) 
for about 30 years.  With proper education, signage and enforcement, there is no reason for dog walking 
to cause enviromental damage, either to wildlife or plants.  Mr. Ken White, president of the Peninsula 
Humane Society & SPCA, considered the effect of off-leash dogs on Rancho near Montara, and came to 
these conclusions: 
 “Our professional wildlife rehabiliation staff completed a review/analysis of the site and the 
proposal, and we believe that there is no observable reason related to the protection of native wildlife 
which would justify denying access to off-leash dogs in the area.” 
 “Please reconsider your plan to ban dogs and off-leash dog play from the small areas of Rancho 
Corral de Tierra which informally allowed this use for years with no negative impact.” 
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The full letter is attached at the end of this report.  Montara Dog Group certainly realizes and accepts the 
need to ban dogs (and people) from certain sensitive habitat areas and will cooperate fully to help protect 
those areas when they are identified by scientific studies. 
 
We also have issues with the “Compliance-Based Management Strategy” discussed on page 1116 of the 
report.  Although we feel that this could work, if properly implemented, there is insufficient detail 
provided on how compliance is going to be monitored.  The GGNRA should reach out to dog user groups 
for help in implementing a strategy of this type.  As responsible dog owners, we do not like to see dogs 
and/or their owners misbehaving any more than others do.  In fact, it upsets us more, because the bad 
behavior on the part of a few sullies the reputation of us all.  We would be glad to accompany GGNRA 
monitors to implement a program of this type, but it needs to be fair and well thought out.  Otherwise, it 
will not receive public support, and be thought of as a “poison pill” inserted by GGNRA into the Dog 
Management Plan as a way to automatically avoid the necessity of public input before placing even 
further restrictions on dog walking. 
 
 The considerations in the Dog Management Plan are not fairly balanced, in that both Marin and San 
Francisco GGNRA counties have had off-leash dog walking areas as part of the 1979 Pet Policy.  San 
Mateo county needs to be considerered for discussion and inclusion for off-leash areas of dog walking as 
part of the DEIS Dog Management Plan now underway.  There is a need for off-leash areas in San Mateo 
county as well as the other two counties in the GGNRA. 
 
Banning dogs from Rancho will also pose a safety issue.  Everyone who currently walks their dogs in the 
open space will be forced onto Montara’s narrow rural streets, with no sidewalks.  We can currently 
access McNee Ranch State Park, where dog walking is allowed, through Rancho. If that is prohibited the 
only way to get to the park will be to walk about 1/4 mile along busy Highway 1.  One of our members 
was recently walking along the highway with his dog and was struck by a car.  Fortunately he survived, 
but his dog did not. 
 
The concept of applying this Dog Management Plan/EIS to “New Lands,”  i.e. unknown property to be 
acquired by the GGNRA sometime in the future, is illogical and probably illegal.  Scientific studies have 
been done on the 21 individual sites in the plan on which to base the GGNRA’s preferred alternative for 
each.  No studies have been done for Rancho.  All New Lands acquired by the GGNRA should have the 
benefit of the NEPA Environmental Assessment process, particularly if drastic changes in land use are 
anticipated, such as banning dogs from areas where off leash dog walking has been the norm for decades, 
as is the case with Rancho.  Until these studies are done, existing uses, including off leash dog walking, 
should be allowed to continue.  New Lands should be treated the same as all other GGNRA lands, and be 
subject to the same GGNRA management policies.  For a more detailed discussion of this topic, see page 
11. 
 
The GGNRA plays a critical role in providing a home for many natural and cultural treasures, and, 
because of its proximity to a dense, urban environment, it provides special recreational opportunities to 
city dwellers. Recreation is called out in the 1972 GGNRA enabling legislation as one of the four 
outstanding values to be maintained and protected. In doing so, the enabling legislation recognized that 
the achievement of these outstanding values is not mutually exclusive. Our organization supports the 
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National Park Service (NPS) in its mission to protect the GGNRA’s important natural, cultural, and 
recreational values but, through this letter, we challenge the NPS work with its constituents to find 
solutions that are designed to protect all of the park’s values and broaden opportunities to enjoy its 
diverse resources sustainably. 

Our comments are described in two main sections: (1) Recommended Alternative, which describes our 
thoughts on how the NPS could balance the GGNRA’s myriad resources and opportunities; and (2) 
Quality of Information in the Draft Plan/DEIS, which describes our thoughts on how the information in 
the Draft Plan/DEIS could be improved in order to support a better outcome for all interests involved. 

 

Recommended “Hybrid” Alternative 

Instead of the GGNRA’s preferred alternative D for New Lands, i.e. “No dog walking allowed unless 
opened by GGNRA Compendium, “ we recommend a modified version of Alternative A, No Action.  
New Lands, however, do not fall under the 1979 Pet Policy or the GGNRA Compendium, and therefore 
existing uses, including off-leash dog walking, should continue to be allowed until scientific studies prove 
that they are harmful to the environment. 

 

 

Quality of Information in the Draft Plan/DEIS 

My organization’s major concerns with the quality of information in the Draft Plan/DEIS include: 

1. Omission of relevant impacts and impact analyses 

o Recreation (also see Appendix B) 

o Other impacts 

2. Insufficient information needed to draw logical conclusions and evaluate alternatives: 

o Unclear enforcement data (also see Appendix C) 

o Lack of and inconsistent site-specific, scientific data on baseline conditions (also see 
Appendices D, E, and F) 

o Reliance on undocumented assumptions  

o Flawed evaluation of No Action alternative 

o Resultant flawed alternatives analysis 

3. Improper treatment of new lands 



PAGE 5 

4. Lack of specificity in proposed action 

 
These concerns are described in detail below and several are outlined further in the attached appendices. 
At the end of each section, we have provided recommended changes that we request you make to the EIS 
and the proposed action in order to move forward with a plan that is protective of all of the GGNRA’s 
myriad resources and values.   

 

1. Omission of Relevant Impacts and Impact Analyses 

 
Recreation 

Congress’ original intent when it established the GGNRA is stated in the bill reports for the 1972 
legislation – that GGNRA, “will ensure its continuity as open space for the use and enjoyment of 
present and future generations of city-dwellers” [House Report No. 92-1391, Sept. 12, 1972].  
[emphasis added]. Similarly, as stated in the first section of Public Law 92-589, Congress established 
GGNRA to preserve for public use and enjoyment areas of Marin and San Francisco County 
possessing “outstanding natural, historic, scenic and recreational values” and to “provide for needed 
recreational open space necessary to urban environment and planning” and to protect the scenic and 
natural character of the area from incompatible development. 

Dog walking was well-known and recognized by Congress as part of this public use and enjoyment. 
Both the Senate and House reports comment that the proposed area: 

“will satisfy the interests of those who choose to fly kites, sunbathe, walk their dogs, or just idly 
watch the action along the bay.”  [emphasis added] 

The official legislative history notes: 

 “This legislation will, if enacted, capitalize on the availability of this important, unequaled 
resource in the San Francisco region by establishing a new national urban recreation area which 
will concentrate on serving the outdoor recreation needs of the people of the metropolitan 
region.  As an urban recreation area, it must relate to the desires and interests of the people, but 
it must, at the same time, be managed in a manner which will protect it for future generations.”  
[emphasis added] 

These were also the City’s understandings in transferring lands to GGNRA.  As you may know, 
GGNRA has a mission statement which states: 

 “The mission of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area is the preservation, unimpaired, of 
the natural and cultural resources, and scenic and recreation values, of the park for present 
and future generations to enjoy.” [emphasis added] 

The Draft Plan/DEIS not only fails to disclose and evaluate the impacts of the alternatives on 
recreational resources in the context of an urban environment, it dismisses the quality of the urban 
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environment entirely on page 22 where it states, “the quality of urban areas is not a significant factor 
in determining a dog management plan.” As recognized in its enabling legislation, one of the most 
important aspects of the GGNRA is the sharp contrast between its undeveloped open spaces and the 
adjacent developed urban environment. The GGNRA’s open space and recreational opportunities are 
intended to provide refuge and relief for nearby urban dwellers.  

The impacts on the GGNRA’s open space and recreational opportunities should have been evaluated 
fully in the Draft Plan/DEIS, especially since a NEPA analysis is not limited to the natural 
environment. According to NEPA, An EIS is required to analyze the human environment. The federal 
NEPA rules define the human environment and its scope in an EIS as follows: 

“Human environment shall be interpreted comprehensively to include the natural and physical 
environment and the relationship of people with that environment.“      

When an EIS is prepared and human and natural/ physical environmental effects are interrelated, the 
EIS should discuss all of these effects on the human environment.  

*Recommendation. Any significant limitations on recreational uses proposed by NPS needs to be 
properly examined, as it impairs a fundamental value that must be preserved under GGNRA’s charter. 
The Draft Plan/DEIS should be revised to include a stand-alone analysis of impacts on recreation 
resources in order to fully consider the potentially significant effects that the proposed action and 
action alternatives could have on these elements of the human environment. The section should give 
context to the important role played by the GGNRA in terms of its proximity to a dense, urban 
environment and the special opportunities it affords to nearby populations. It should describe existing 
recreational uses of the GGNRA and other parklands in the project vicinity, the impacts of the 
proposed action on recreation resources and urban quality (including direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts), and the mitigation that the NPS will commit to in order to avoid such impacts. 

Although the analysis of impacts on recreation resources could potentially be integrated into the 
existing Visitor Use and Experience section, it is strongly suggested that it be incorporated into the 
draft EIS in a separate chapter. The rationale for this request is because the topic of “Visitor Use and 
Experience” is too limiting to encompass the broader range of recreation impacts that could 
potentially occur with implementation of the proposed action, including degradation of established 
recreational activities and facilities in GGNRA and nearby lands. A suggested annotated outline of 
the stand-alone recreation resources section is presented in Appendix B for your consideration. 

Other impacts 

The Draft Plan/DEIS assumes but does not provide the required rigorous analysis that resource 
conditions result solely from dog use of the sites, discounting the contribution from other visitors and 
recreational users. The Draft Plan/DEIS does not address the contribution of other impactful 
activities, including special events, to the resource conditions and existing impacts at each of the 
GGNRA sites. The level of site use from a single special event is likely equivalent to the level of 
regular use that occurs over weeks, months or longer. These special events include the annual Fleet 
Week at Crissy Field and the future impact of America’s Cup on GGNRA lands. 
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*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the GGNRA should study the contribution that all 
visitors make to existing resource conditions and potential impacts. This information is obtainable 
and essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives. The preferred alternative should then be re-
evaluated and modified to address only the issues that specifically result from dog use at each of the 
sites. The NPS should then pursue a comprehensive approach to managing all these uses to the benefit 
of the full ranges of GGNRA resources and values.  

2. Insufficient Information Needed to Draw Logical Conclusions and Evaluate Alternatives 

In many places, the Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide any data on actual impacts by dogs in areas 
being proposed for new dog walking restrictions. In places where data are provided, the Draft 
Plan/DEIS makes undocumented assumptions that there are unacceptable impacts and that dogs are 
the culprits. For example, in the Western snowy plover sections of Chapters 3 and 4, the Draft 
Plan/DEIS explains that people, as well as dogs, who traverse dune areas disturb shorebirds. 
Monitoring surveys observed 48 off-leash dogs chasing birds over a period of 12 years. However, in 
this case the birds continue to return to the area each year.  Therefore, there might or might not be a 
problem – the Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide substantive data to help the reader decide. If there is 
a problem, the Draft Plan/DEIS doesn’t provide logical conclusions as to whether access should be 
limited for people, for dogs, or both.  

 

The Draft Plan/DEIS is, in some respects, comprised of about 20 plans and EISs, because it examines 
each GGNRA unit. We can appreciate how difficult this is for GGNRA and the NPS to accomplish. 
But NEPA guidance and case law have consistently explained that difficulty does not excuse lack of 
adequate data and study in an EIS.  And the bulk or size of an EIS does not equate to its adequacy. In 
many places, as described in more detail below, the Draft Plan/DEIS lack any description of actual 
site specific impacts on which decisions on dog-walking restrictions are being proposed.  In other 
places, the Draft Plan/DEIS assumes species are present in areas where there is no record of their 
presence. In other places, there is inconsistent information about the presence of species.    

Unclear enforcement data 

Many of the findings in the Draft Plan/DEIS are founded on a reference included in the document as 
Appendix G, “Law Enforcement Data” (NPS 2008c). This reference document is critically deficient 
in substantiating statements made in the characterization of existing conditions and in the analysis of 
the environmental consequences. Per NEPA, “Agencies shall insure the professional integrity, 
including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements 
(CFR 1502.24).” Additional detail on this issue can be found in Appendix C. 

*Recommendation. The Draft Plan/DEIS should be revised to provide clear evidence in the record to 
support all of its findings. The NPS needs to ensure the professional integrity, including scientific 
integrity, of the analysis and findings contained within its Draft Plan/DEIS. Detailed 
recommendations on how to revise the enforcement data in the Draft Plan/DEIS, and the ensuing 
impacts and alternatives analysis, are listed in Appendix B.  

Lack of and inconsistent site-specific, scientific data on baseline conditions 
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The Draft Plan/DEIS does not address site-specific resources and the condition/health of those 
resources. This lack of information results in a vague baseline against which to assess the magnitude 
of impacts associated with implementing the proposed action and alternatives. With such a vague 
baseline, it’s also difficult to assess the need to change existing dog management strategies. 

Select examples: 

a. The affected environment section mentions California Native Plant Society (CNPS)-listed species 
as having the potential to occur within the GGNRA but no data are provided as to where/if they 
are actually present. 

b. While some special-status species descriptions suggest a nexus between dog activity and the 
species and/or their habitat (tidewater goby, California red-legged frog), other species 
descriptions do not (San Francisco garter snake, Coho salmon), and there is a consistent lack of 
detail describing the existing interaction, if any, between the species and dog activity. 

c. There are inconsistencies regarding the presence of species in the text and in Table 8 in the 
Special-Status Species affected environment, the information in Appendix H, and the impact 
analyses in Chapter 4. 

d. In Table 8 on page 246, the GGNRA Location column contains the location for plants that do not 
exist there according to the text. 

e. For a number of the analyses of Alternatives B-E, the Draft Plan/DEIS states that the area of 
impact is currently undisturbed. This is not the case, as dogs and humans are currently allowed in 
those areas. 

f. Additional examples are provided in Appendix D, “Soils and Geology,” Appendix E, “Water 
Quality,” and Appendix F, “Biology.” 

 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the Draft Plan/DEIS should provide site-by-site 
assessments of the conditions of the GGNRA resources and values at each of the 21 sites. The 
selected preferred alternative for each site should then be re-assessed and modified to address only 
those site-specific issues and to employ adaptive management (proposed adaptive management 
techniques are provided at the end of this letter) to ensure the goal of protecting those resources and 
values is achieved. 

Reliance on undocumented assumptions 

The Draft Plan/DEIS assumes, but fails to demonstrate, the “cause and effect” relationships without 
site-specific supporting information. For instance, the Draft Plan/DEIS assumes but does not 
demonstrate that where dogs are present within GGNRA sites, there is a disturbance of natural 
resources. The Draft Plan/DEIS also assumes but does not demonstrate that the disturbance of 
resources is attributable to dogs (versus other factors). These assumptions result in flawed 
conclusions that the mere presence of dogs is equivalent to adverse resource impacts. The findings of 
an EIS must be based on scientific accuracy and clear evidence in the record. This Draft Plan/DEIS is 
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significantly flawed in that it does not rely on adequate evidence for the conclusions it draws, and in 
that it fails to clarify its methodology for drawing those conclusions. 

Select examples: 

a. The text from Chapter 3 provides data on the western snowy plover, but beyond providing 
numbers of observations, the Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide evidence that dogs chasing the 
birds are likely to impact the survival of the species taking all relevant factors into account (see 
paragraph 1, page 799). 

b. The Draft Plan/DEIS presents no information supporting the finding that dogs are currently 
impacting shorebirds and marine mammals. Therefore, there is no scientific rationale for 
prohibiting dogs from beach areas under Alternative D to “protect shorebirds and stranded marine 
mammals,” as stated on page 151. 

c. The Soils and Geology section (page 225) includes the following statements: “Dogs and dog 
walkers that do not stay on designated trails and venture off trail create social trails that become 
denuded of vegetation and result in increased soil compaction.” and “Soil compaction is common 
along social trails that have been created by – and are heavily used by – bikers, hikers, runners, 
and dog walkers.”  The baseline for comparison throughout the Draft Plan/DEIS should not be an 
environment in which it is assumed that there is no impact unless dogs are present, but one in 
which the impact of dogs is added to the impact of humans. At about 200 pounds per adult, the 
force that a human exerts on the soil one foot at a time would have a significantly greater impact 
on soil compaction in a picnic area than the force exerted by even a large 70-pound dog 
distributing its weight on four paws. The failure to acknowledge that human use has more impact 
on soils and geology in this regard, compared to dog use, uncritically loads the analysis in favor 
of restrictions on dogs. While there may be areas in which impacts from dogs are unacceptable, 
the same criterion holds for impacts from humans, and in most of these areas, dogs and humans 
are already excluded.  

d. The Soils and Geology section (page 112) on Homestead Valley concludes that, under the No 
Action Alternative, there would be long-term adverse impacts from “soil compaction, erosion, 
and nutrient addition.., in areas off the trail since dogs would be under voice control,” while under 
other alternatives it is concluded that the impacts would be negligible because dogs would be 
under physical restraint. This is an unsubstantiated assumption in support of the underlying bias 
of the analysis. The analysis does not attempt to connect intensity of use and impact and seems to 
be based solely on the incorrect assumption that humans and wildlife would have no impact on 
off-trail areas, and that all impacts can be attributed to dogs. 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should re-evaluate untested, assumed 
linkages and re-define the existing and potential impacts that specifically result from dog use at each 
of the GGNRA sites. The preferred alternative for each site should then be re-assessed and modified 
to address only those site-specific impacts and issues. 

Flawed evaluation of No Action alternative 
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The impacts of the No Action alternative are substantially overstated because the Draft Plan/DEIS 
determines individual areas of compliance with existing dog management strategies without sufficient 
supporting data and assumes that noncompliance results in adverse impacts. This unsupported logic 
both overstates the degree of additional management required to address the resource issues, but also 
misrepresents the relative impacts of the four action alternatives; for example, the public is assumed 
to comply with management strategies under an action alternative, whereas the public is found to be 
noncompliant with those same management strategies under the No Action alternative. 

Select examples: 

a. For many sites, including Stinson Beach, Crissy Field, Baker Beach and Bluffs, Mori Point, 
Oakwood Valley, and Muir Beach, analysis of Alternative A acknowledges noncompliance, while 
the other alternatives assume full compliance with dog restrictions. In some cases, the 
management strategy is the same, with the only difference between Alternative A and the 
preferred alternative being the assumption of compliance. 

b. On page 109 (Table 5, Stinson Beach, Soils and Geology) under Alternative A, the second bullet 
identifies long-term, minor, adverse impacts in areas outside parking lots and picnic areas. These 
impacts are not repeated under the other alternatives despite the fact that, except for Alternative 
D, the management strategies under all of the alternatives are identical for Stinson Beach.  Each 
of the statements in the first bullet, except for Alternative A, No Action, includes the clause 
“assuming compliance.”  At least for the soils and geology evaluation, the analysis seems to take 
it for granted that the No Action Alternative is inferior. Both of these are examples of biasing the 
analysis against No Action.  

c. On pages 1147-1158, mission blue butterfly, Fort Baker and Milagra Ridge – as with many 
examples in the Wildlife section, here Alternative A assumes noncompliance with leash laws 
(minor, adverse impacts) and the preferred alternative assumes compliance (negligible to minor, 
adverse impacts, with habitat restoration programs).  

d. On pages 1219-1240, San Francisco garter snake, Mori Point, Milagra Ridge, Cattle Hill, Pedro 
Point – as with many examples in the Wildlife section, here Alternative A assumes 
noncompliance with leash laws (minor, adverse impacts) while the preferred alternative assumes 
compliance (negligible). The text states (page 1230) that there is no documentation. that the 
current level of compliance with on-leash laws (No Action Alternative) is impacting this species. 

e. In the Water Quality section, the impact analysis for Alternatives B through E assumes 
compliance with the management strategies. However, the impact analysis for Alternative A does 
not make this same assumption.  

 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should re-evaluate unsupported assumptions 
and the analysis of the No Action alternative to ensure the methodology used for it is consistent with 
the methodology used for the action alternatives. The No Action alternative is a continuation of the 
current GGNRA management plan and policies – not a continuation of existing conditions. The 
current plan and supporting documents include policies for good public information and education on 
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GGNRA resources and partnerships with the community. The No Action alternative can and should 
include improved education and compliance measures (including accurate signage about voice control 
areas) to implement these current plan policies (which are also policies in the proposed GGNRA 
updated general management plan), including dog owner training, to raise the level of compliance. 

Resultant flawed alternatives analysis 

As described above in this section, the Draft Plan/DEIS assumes but does not provide the required 
rigorous analysis to enable the reader to draw logical conclusions about impacts and alternatives. The 
Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide adequate information on which to “study, develop, and describe 
appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved 
conflicts concerning alternative uses of resources” (as required by NEPA Section 102(2)(E); 40 CFR 
§§1501.2 and 1502.1 and corresponding DOI and NPS implementing guidance), or to allow 
meaningful evaluation on the alternatives including reasonable mitigation measures, as required by 
NEPA (e.g., 40 CFR §§1502.14(b)and 1508.25(b) and corresponding DOI and NPS implementing 
guidance). This issue in the Draft Plan/DEIS results in a bias in the evaluation of alternatives, 
contrary to NEPA’s requirement that “Environmental Impact Statements shall serve as the means of 
assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency actions, rather than justifying decisions 
already made” (40 CFR §1502.2(g)). 

 

Select examples: 

a. The impacts of the No Action Alternative are substantially overstated because the Draft 
Plan/DEIS assumes that noncompliance results in adverse impacts. This both overstates the 
degree of management required to address the resource issues, but also misrepresents the relative 
impacts of the four action alternatives; for example, the public is assumed to comply with 
management strategies under an action alternative, whereas the public is found to be 
noncompliant with those same management strategies under the No Action Alternative.  

b. On page 1264, bank swallow – as with the western snowy plover, current impacts are considered 
minor to moderate based on occasional to frequent perceptible disturbances to the species from 
dogs; however, the description of Alternative A mentions only that dogs have been seen in the 
bluff area. There is no apparent nexus between dog activity and actual impact to bank swallows – 
is the presence of a dog in the bluff area assumed to disturb the colony? Have the birds been 
observed flushing from nests, or have crushed burrows been found? The language here suggests 
these impacts are possible, but that they haven’t actually occurred.  

c. In Chapter 2, starting on page 99, the discussion of the environmentally preferable alternative 
should be revised to reflect the value of recreational resources.  Because the draft EIS does not 
recognize recreational resources as an environmental resource, the analysis of the 
environmentally preferable alternative is flawed. It fails to consider the range of resources 
afforded by the GGNRA that could be affected by the action alternatives. Recreation is called out 
in the GGNRA enabling legislation as one of the four outstanding values to be maintained and 
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protected. In doing so, the enabling legislation recognizes that the achievement of these 
outstanding values is not mutually exclusive.  

 

*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should re-evaluate unsupported assumptions 
and the analysis of the alternatives to ensure the methodology used for it is consistent and based on 
site specific scientific data. And, since protection of the environment includes protection of 
established recreational opportunities and facilities on GGNRA lands and nearby parklands, the draft 
EIS should consider such resources as part of its selection of the environmentally preferable 
alternative. Under NEPA, the environmentally preferable alternative is one that would employ 
environmental design and adaptive management techniques to preserve all of the outstanding values 
of the GGNRA. 

 

3.  Improper Treatment of New Lands 

The proposed action to close new lands to dog walking access conflicts with the GGNRA Enabling 
Legislation (PC 92-589) and with National Park Service Management Policies (2006) for determining 
uses and land protection plans.  GGNRA is required to consider new lands in the same way that it 
considers uses and land protection measures on lands within GGNRA.   

The unprecedented "Closed until open" proposal would violate GGNRA's statutory obligation to 
preserve and maintain recreational uses, violate sound land planning with the community, and violate 
NEPA by prejudging alternatives before site-specific public and environmental review.  There is no 
basis for treating new lands differently than existing lands under NPS regulations and policies.  
Furthermore, there is no such policy in the existing GGNRA General Management Plan and 
Compendium. 

The Draft Plan/DEIS notes (p. 36), the enabling legislation states GGNRA's purpose as follows 
(emphasis added):  

"In order to preserve for public use and enjoyment certain areas of Marin and San Francisco 
counties, California, possessing outstanding natural, historic, scenic, and recreational values 
and in order to provide for the maintenance of needed recreational open space necessary to 
urban environment and planning, the Golden Gate National Recreation Area is hereby 
established." 

The phrases "preserve for public use and enjoyment" and "maintenance of needed recreational open 
space" set out a high standard for management actions that would limit or restrict this fundamental 
value and resource of the GGNRA.  The words "preserve" and "maintain" mean the continuation of 
uses, recognizing that uses may be regulated to protect the other fundamental values of the GGNRA.  

NPS management policies expressly reflect this emphasis on continuing uses, measured by the 
yardstick of the unit's enabling legislation.  Section 1.4.3.1 states: 
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In determining whether or how to allow the use, park managers must consider the 
congressional or presidential interest, as expressed in the enabling legislation or 
proclamation, that the use or uses continue. 

When new lands become part of GGNRA, the recreational uses existing at the time of acquisition 
should be allowed to continue unless GGNRA determines, through the public land planning and 
NEPA process, that unacceptable impairment would occur (as explained in Chapter 1 and Appendix 
C of the Draft Plan/DEIS).   

Section 3.3 of the NPS management policies make clear that protective measures are to be integrated 
in to the planning process -- "Planning for the protection of park lands will be integrated into the 
planning process for park management" -- not predetermined in advance of site specific the public 
planning and environmental review process.   

In preparing land protection plans, Section 3.3 requires: "A thorough review of a park’s authorizing 
statutes and complete legislative history will be conducted as part of the land protection planning 
process."   

Section 3.3 states that land protection plans should determine what "means of protection are available 
to achieve the purposes for which the unit was created."  As noted above, recreational use is one of 
the basic purposes for which GGNRA was created.  Dog walking was contemplated as a traditional 
use in GGNRA and was plainly discussed in both the Senate and House bill reports, basic legislative 
history documents.  

In the Introduction to land protection, the NPS management policies state (chapter 3, emphasis 
added): 

The National Park Service will use all available authorities to protect lands and resources 
within units of the national park system, and the Park Service will seek to acquire nonfederal 
lands and interests in land that have been identified for acquisition as promptly as possible. 
For lands not in federal ownership, both those that have been identified for acquisition and 
other nonfederally owned lands within a park unit’s authorized boundaries, the Service will 
cooperate with federal agencies; tribal, state, and local governments; nonprofit 
organizations; and property owners to provide appropriate protection measures. 

To fulfill this obligation, GGNRA needs to cooperate with these entities, including nonprofit 
community groups and property owners adjoining GGNRA, to protect recreational resources.  As 
Management Policy 1.4.3.1 directs: 

Where there is strong public interest in a particular use, opportunities for civic engagement 
and cooperative conservation should be factored into the decision-making process. 

GGNRA is aware of the strong public interest in dog walking access, and of the interest of San 
Francisco and Marin Counties and responsible community and nonprofit organizations in cooperative 
conservation.  It is entirely inappropriate and contrary to these management policies to close new 
lands to dog walking access without first providing opportunities for this civic engagement and for 
cooperative conservation efforts. 
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In conclusion, there is no basis in existing law or adopted policy for the NPS and the GGNRA dog 
management plan to summarily reject and fail to preserve and maintain an important recreational use 
on new lands that is allowed on existing lands, particularly in advance of sound environmental review 
and land use planning.  This Plan and Draft Plan/DEIS do not provide this review and planning, 
because by definition, new lands have not yet been fully studied, acquired or subject to the level of 
site specific review required of this EIS.   

For reasons noted above, it is inaccurate wrong to treat dog walking as the establishment of a "new 
use" in GGNRA, which would be the result of the proposed policy.  We understand GGNRA's desire 
to create a presumption against continuing this use, however, there is no factual, legal, or 
management policy basis for this approach. 

*Recommendation. The preferred alternative should be revised to make clear that new lands will be 
treated the same as any other GGNRA lands and follow the same NPS management policies.   
Recreational uses should be allowed to continue except as may be regulated through site-specific 
public land planning processes and associated environmental review.   

4. Lack of Specificity in Proposed Action 

The description of Elements Common to Action Alternatives (pages 63-67 in the Draft Plan/DEIS) 
describes the proposed 75% compliance standard and secondary management response, but does not 
provide details of the monitoring plan or other elements of an adaptive management plan on which 
the management response would be based. The draft Plan/Draft Plan/DEIS does not propose an 
adaptive management component that meets applicable guidance and that can be meaningfully 
reviewed, as called for in NEPA procedures and current Council for Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
mitigation and monitoring guidance (January 2011), including but not limited to pages 9-11 and pages 
13 and 19 (on the role of the public in the design and review of results).  

Select examples: 

a. The Draft Plan/Draft Plan/DEIS states (page 1725) that “the compliance-based management 
strategy is an important and effective tool to manage uncertainty when proposing new action” and 
“has been created” to assure successful implementation and long-term sustainability.  However, 
the detailed description of this critical element has not been conveyed and is not included in the 
document (as noted on page 64). 

b. The Draft Plan/DEIS doesn’t establish how or why a special-status species that has been sharing 
habitat with dogs for decades will experience an actual, likely benefit from stricter dog 
management, given other factors affecting the species. 

c. Where management actions that limit recreational access are proposed or under serious 
consideration, the Draft Plan/DEIS should also disclose whether access will be limited for people 
as well as dogs. The evaluation of significance under NEPA requires consideration of context and 
intensity. Meaningful public comment on proposed management measures is not possible without 
full disclosure of the impacts to all users and potential management measures. 
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*Recommendation. To address this deficiency, the NPS should fully disclose the details of the 
proposed action. It should describe how it will monitor compliance and resources and values at 
specific sites because the management measures are specific to GGNRA sites. In addition to assessing 
the condition of these resources and values, monitoring should also focus on determining the 
contribution to those conditions from other users and factors, including other human users and natural 
processes. This should be implemented as part of each alternative. Only through this objective 
monitoring approach can the GGNRA demonstrate that it has addressed the purpose and need on 
which the Dog Management Plan is based. Existing or proposed management strategies should be 
modified based on the objective monitoring results. Although it could be appropriate to use properly 
measured rates of compliance as an indicator, the draft Plan and Draft Plan/DEIS does not provide 
adequate information about the compliance-based program. To ensure objectivity, this monitoring 
should be conducted by an independent qualified third party with the results discussed with interested 
groups and made publicly available as part of a defined and technically-sound adaptive management 
program. Additional recommendations on management actions that should be considered by the NPS 
are provided below. 

Concluding Comment 

In conclusion, we find this draft Dog Management Plan/EIS extremely biased against dogs, with 
insufficient documentation to support that bias.  It appears that the GGNRA’s goal is to restrict dogs to 
the maximum extent possible, in spite of congress’ mandate in the authorizing legislation to preserve and 
encourage recreation, including dog walking.  We hope that the final plan will take our comments to 
heart, and provide more areas for dog walking, both on leash and off leash, within the GGNRA. 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Bill Bechtell 
President, Montara Dog Group 
(650) 728-3946 
 

 

 

 

Cc: 

U.S. Senator Diane Feinstein 

U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 

Congresswoman Jackie Speier 
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U.S. Representative Nancy Pelosi 

Congresswoman Anna Eshoo 

State Senator Leland Yee 

State Assemblymember Jerry Hill 

Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar 

National Park Service Director Jon Jarvis 

National Park Service, Pacific West Region 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
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Appendix B: Recreation Resources – Suggested Annotated Outline 
Appendix C: Additional Comments Related to Appendix G, “Law Enforcement Data” 
Appendix D: Additional Comments Related to Draft Plan/DEIS Analysis of Geology and Soils 
Appendix E: Additional Comments Related Draft Plan/DEIS Analysis of Water Quality 
Appendix F: Additional Comments Related Draft Plan/DEIS Analysis of Biological Resources 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
May 23, 2011 
 
Frank Dean, General Superintendent,  
Golden Gate National Recreation Area,  
Fort Mason,  Building 201  
San Francisco, CA 94123-0022 
 
Dear Superintendent Dean: 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to share my concerns about the proposed new dog regulations at 
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) and the consequences of these regulations 
on San Francisco’s low-income disabled and senior dog owners. 
 
The AIDS epidemic devastated the Bay Area during the 1980’s, taking thousands of lives and 
forever changing our community.  It was during that period that the San Francisco Model, a 
diverse coalition of community based organizations created to provide comprehensive care for 
people living with AIDS, taught the world the true meaning of “San Francisco Values.”  Pets Are 
Wonderful Support (PAWS), an organization that advocates for the healing power of the human-
animal bond and provides practical and emotional support services so people can keep the 
unconditional love of their pets in their lives, was established during this period.  
 
Today PAWS is a thriving organization that owns its own building in the Mission and serves 
over 750 low-income, disabled and senior pet owners with a variety of practical and emotional 
support services. Over half of our clients are living with HIV/AIDS.  In addition, we are 
nationally recognized for our work to insure public policy supports the psychological and 
physical health benefits of the human-animal bond.  
 
As we approach the 30th anniversary of AIDS in our lives, many people living with HIV in San 
Francisco find themselves facing new threats at the hands of the National Park Service and the  
proposed alternative as outlined in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the 
draft dog management plan. If implemented, this proposed alternative would severally restrict off 
leash dog walking in the GGNRA area and, in effect, reduce access for our disabled and senior 
neighbors who need safe, easily accessible areas to allow their beloved pets and support animals 
to exercise and run off leash. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Pets Are Wonderful Support, Lipp    2/2 
 
 
I remain deeply concerned that PAWS clients, some of our community’s most vulnerable 
members, are being left out of this discussion. On behalf of our clients, and their canine 
companions who provided healing, hope and unconditional love, I am asking that the National 
Park Service address our concerns about the underlying assumptions behind the proposed 
alternative. 
 
For example, the Crissy Field Dog Group retained an environmental consultant and an 
environmental attorney to conduct an independent review of the GGNRA's DEIS.  The result of 
this analysis found that the report contains underlying assumptions that are undocumented by 
data and rely on stereotypes of dog behavior that are not based in fact. For decades dog owners 
have worked diligently to self police, model good canine citizenship, and have cherished their 
access to the small portion of the GGNRA (less than 1% of the overall area) that has been made 
available since the 1979 Pet Policy went into effect. 

In an urban recreation area surrounding a community as diverse as San Francisco, environmental 
concerns and recreation access are not mutually exclusive. At the end of the day, the 1979 Pet 
Policy is still working – protecting the environment and our citizens’ rights to enjoy recreational 
activities in one of our country’s most unique natural landscapes. It’s important to understand 
that dog owners are not asking for increased access, only a reasonable request to maintain the 
access rights all of us currently enjoy.  

  
As a dog owner and citizen of the Bay Area, I ask you to please take an active role in protecting 
my already limited right to access the GGNRA with my cherished dogs and to provide them the 
opportunity to run off leash, stay fit, and keep myself healthy in the process. As the president of 
PAWS, I ask you to consider the impact these proposed regulations would have on our low-
income disabled and senior clients.  Thirty years into the AIDS epidemic, the San Francisco 
model is evolving, but our San Francisco Values remain as strong as ever. 
 
With hope, 
 
 
John L. Lipp, President/CEO 
Pets Are Wonderful Support 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
May 16, 2011 
 
Senator Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
 
 
Dear Senator Feinstein: 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to share my concerns about the proposed new dog regulations at 
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) and the consequences of these regulations 
on San Francisco’s low-income disabled and senior dog owners. 
 
As Mayor of San Francisco from 1978-1988, you presided over a city besieged by the AIDS 
epidemic and witnessed the incredible toll this disease had on our community. It was during that 
period that the San Francisco Model, a diverse coalition of community based organizations 
created to provide comprehensive care for people living with AIDS, taught the world the true 
meaning of “San Francisco Values.”  Pets Are Wonderful Support (PAWS), an organization that 
advocates for the healing power of the human-animal bond and provides practical and emotional 
support services so people can keep the unconditional love of their pets in their lives, was 
established during this period.  
 
Today PAWS is a thriving organization that owns its own building in the Mission and serves 
over 750 low-income, disabled and senior pet owners with a variety of practical and emotional 
support services. Over half of our clients are living with HIV/AIDS.  In addition, we are 
nationally recognized for our work to insure public policy supports the psychological and 
physical health benefits of the human-animal bond.  
 
As we approach the 30th anniversary of AIDS in our lives, many people living with HIV in San 
Francisco find themselves facing new threats at the hands of the National Park Service and their 
proposed alternative as outlined in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the 
draft dog management plan. If implemented, this proposed alternative would severally restrict off 
leash dog walking in the GGNRA area and, in effect, reduce access for our disabled and senior 
neighbors who need safe, easily accessible areas to allow their beloved pets and support animals 
to exercise and run off leash. 
 
 
 
 



Pets Are Wonderful Support, Lipp    2/2 
 
 
I recently had an opportunity to meet with Gina Banks, your Director of Field Services, and am 
appreciative of her commitment to making sure the voices of all of our citizens are heard during 
the public comment phase of this process. At the same time, I remain deeply concerned that our 
PAWS clients, some of our community’s most vulnerable members, are being left out of the 
discussion. On behalf of our clients, and their canine companions who provided healing, hope 
and unconditional love, we are asking you to take an active role in this process and insist that the 
National Park Service address our concerns about the underlying assumptions behind the 
proposed alternative. 
 
For example, the Crissy Field Dog Group retained an environmental consultant and an 
environmental attorney to conduct an independent review of the GGNRA's DEIS.  The result of 
this analysis found that the report contains underlying assumptions that are undocumented by 
data and rely on stereotypes of dog behavior that are not based in fact. For decades dog owners 
have worked diligently to self police, model good canine citizenship, and have cherished their 
access to the small portion of the GGNRA (less than 1% of the overall area) that has been made 
available since the 1979 Pet Policy went into effect. 

In an urban recreation area surrounding a community as diverse as San Francisco, environmental 
concerns and recreation access are not mutually exclusive. At the end of the day, the 1979 Pet 
Policy is still working – protecting the environment and our citizens’ rights to enjoy recreational 
activities in one of our country’s most unique natural landscapes. It’s important to understand 
that dog owners are not asking for increased access, only a reasonable request to maintain the 
access rights all of us currently enjoy.  

  
As a dog owner and citizen of the Bay Area, I ask you to please take an active role in protecting 
my already limited right to access the GGNRA with my cherished dogs and to provide them the 
opportunity to run off leash, stay fit, and keep myself healthy in the process. As the president of 
PAWS, I ask you to consider the impact these proposed regulations would have on our low-
income disabled and senior clients.  Thirty years into the AIDS epidemic, the San Francisco 
model is evolving, but our San Francisco Values remain as strong as ever. 
 
With hope, 
 
 
John L. Lipp, President/CEO 
Pets Are Wonderful Support 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
May 23, 2011 
 
Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 
235 Cannon HOB 
Washington DC 20515 
 
Dear Congresswoman Pelosi: 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to share my concerns about the proposed new dog regulations at 
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) and the consequences of these regulations 
on San Francisco’s low-income disabled and senior dog owners. 
 
As you know so well, the AIDS epidemic devastated the Bay Area during the 1980’s, taking 
thousands of lives and forever changing our community. It was during that period that the San 
Francisco Model, a diverse coalition of community based organizations created to provide 
comprehensive care for people living with AIDS, taught the world the true meaning of “San 
Francisco Values.”  Pets Are Wonderful Support (PAWS), an organization that advocates for the 
healing power of the human-animal bond and provides practical and emotional support services 
so people can keep the unconditional love of their pets in their lives, was established during this 
period.  
 
Today PAWS is a thriving organization that owns its own building in the Mission and serves 
over 750 low-income, disabled and senior pet owners with a variety of practical and emotional 
support services. Over half of our clients are living with HIV/AIDS.  In addition, we are 
nationally recognized for our work to insure public policy supports the psychological and 
physical health benefits of the human-animal bond.  
 
As we approach the 30th anniversary of AIDS in our lives, many people living with HIV in San 
Francisco find themselves facing new threats at the hands of the National Park Service and their 
proposed alternative as outlined in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the 
draft dog management plan. If implemented, this proposed alternative would severally restrict off 
leash dog walking in the GGNRA area and, in effect, reduce access for our disabled and senior 
neighbors who need safe, easily accessible areas to allow their beloved pets and support animals 
to exercise and run off leash. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Pets Are Wonderful Support, Lipp    2/2 
 
 
I am deeply concerned that our PAWS clients, some of our community’s most vulnerable 
members, are being left out of this discussion. On behalf of our clients, and their canine 
companions who provided healing, hope and unconditional love, we are asking you to take an 
active role in this process and insist that the National Park Service address our concerns about 
the underlying assumptions behind the proposed alternative. 
 
For example, the Crissy Field Dog Group retained an environmental consultant and an 
environmental attorney to conduct an independent review of the GGNRA's DEIS.  The result of 
this analysis found that the report contains underlying assumptions that are undocumented by 
data and rely on stereotypes of dog behavior that are not based in fact. For decades dog owners 
have worked diligently to self police, model good canine citizenship, and have cherished their 
access to the small portion of the GGNRA (less than 1% of the overall area) that has been made 
available since the 1979 Pet Policy went into effect. 

In an urban recreation area surrounding a community as diverse as San Francisco, environmental 
concerns and recreation access are not mutually exclusive. At the end of the day, the 1979 Pet 
Policy is still working – protecting the environment and our citizens’ rights to enjoy recreational 
activities in one of our country’s most unique natural landscapes. It’s important to understand 
that dog owners are not asking for increased access, only a reasonable request to maintain the 
access rights all of us currently enjoy.  

  
As a dog owner and citizen of the Bay Area, I ask you to please take an active role in protecting 
my already limited right to access the GGNRA with my cherished dogs and to provide them the 
opportunity to run off leash, stay fit, and keep myself healthy in the process. As the president of 
PAWS, I ask you to consider the impact these proposed regulations would have on our low-
income disabled and senior clients.  Thirty years into the AIDS epidemic, the San Francisco 
model is evolving, but our San Francisco Values remain as strong as ever. 
 
With hope, 
 
 
John L. Lipp, President/CEO 
Pets Are Wonderful Support 
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	Page 112 (Homestead Valley, Soils and Geology). Under the No Action Alternative, it is concluded that there would be long-term adverse impacts from “soil compaction, erosion, and nutrient addition.., in areas off the trail since dogs would be under vo...
	1. The Affected Environment discussion is overly general and does not provide a basis for understanding the impact analysis and evaluating the alternatives (40 CFR §1502.15). There is a discussion of plate tectonics, which has no apparent bearing on the re

	2. The Affected Environment section contains frequent allusions to generalized impacts that can be caused by dogs. For example, under the section headed “Alteration of Park Soils” is the statement at the end of the first paragraph that “Trampling and diggi�
	3. The discussion of soils is especially generalized in the Affected Environment section. However, it suggests that within some of the sites there are specific areas underlain by fragile or vulnerable soils that could be impacted by uses, including dogs. I�
	4. Rare Soils at Golden Gate National Recreation Areas, paragraph 2, page 225.
	The text indicates that serpentine soils can be found at certain locations that are listed. This suggests that these are the only locations where serpentine soils are found, and that should be clarified. The locations listed are Muir Beach, Crissy Fie...
	At Crissy Field, the text says that serpentine soils are adjacent to Marine Drive. Marine Drive is labeled on Map 11-A (Fort Point) but not on Map 10-A (Crissy Field). If the area of serpentine soils is limited to the vicinity of Marine Drive at Criss...
	At Baker Beach, the text says that serpentine soils are located on the coastal bluffs between Baker Beach and the Golden Gate Bridge. Looking at Map 12-A, it appears that this might be the area containing the trail to Battery Crosby. Under the preferr...
	The text says that serpentine soils are present at the western end of the Lands End site, near Fort Miley. Given that Fort Miley is large, understanding more precisely where these soils are might greatly assist in understanding the selection of the pr...
	5. Alteration of Park Soils (page 225)
	The second paragraph makes the assertion that:
	“Dogs and dog walkers that do not stay on designated trails and venture off trail create social trails that become denuded of vegetation and result in increased soil compaction. This has occurred at Homestead Valley, Alta Trail/Orchard and Pacheco fir...
	This is an important assertion and is presumably supported by observation. Yet no citations to report more specific information than the list of sites are presented. The area included within the areas mentioned above is quite large, and the subject is...
	Based on the information presented, it is not at all obvious that the solution to the problem of social trails would be to change the rules affecting dogs. Somehow, the image of a group of dogs creating a social trail that results in soil compaction a...
	The third paragraph cites a publication of the Connecticut River Coastal Conservation District (CRCCD 2009) in regard to dog waste as a source of nutrients in soil. Current CRCCD publications do identify dog waste as a significant source of nutrients ...
	The study area is defined as “the area that could be impacted by dog management activities…” Presumably, this means the entire area within the green line boundaries shown on the maps. However, in practice, the focus of the analysis should be on the sp...
	7.  Duration of Impact (page 291)
	As described, the duration of impact does not seem to apply to the No Action Alternative. While this may seem like a small matter, it appears to be based on the unstated assumption or bias that the No Action Alternative is not feasible. It may be accu...
	8.   Assessment Methodology (pages 291-292)
	This section explains that professional judgment was relied upon in determining impacts, due to lack of site-specific scientific data regarding effects of dogs on soils within the GGNRA. However, in the last paragraph it is asserted, as an example of ...
	9. Impact Thresholds (page 292)
	The impact thresholds are critical to the outcome of the analysis, and the impact thresholds described in this section provide a great deal of leeway to the analyst. In the first paragraph, a beneficial impact is defined as “a positive change in the c...
	Later the section explains that changes are to be evaluated in comparison to the “current condition” of the resource. Since the current condition of the resource has not been discussed or defined in Chapter 3, this change would presumably be observed ...
	Considering that baseline conditions have not been quantified in Chapter 3 for any of the sites, have barely been discussed, and where discussed, have been discussed in a general, impressionistic, and broadly theoretical way (relying on suspect concep...
	As revealed in the subsequent section (Potential Soil Impacts Common to All Alternatives), three types of impacts on soils and geology are identified, (although they all seem to be related to soils, so the addition of “and geology” is superfluous from...
	As discussed below, lack of a definition or bounds on what constitutes adverse soil disturbance is a weakness of the analysis, which might either be rectified by carefully defining the term, or by avoiding its use altogether due to its inherent vaguen...
	Soil compaction and soil erosion are distinct processes, though their causes and secondary effects may overlap. This might become clearer if each were defined. To conclude that in general, a decrease in soil erosion would be considered beneficial is f...
	Soil function is a potentially broad category, which certainly needs to be defined for the average reader, and might be conceived to include every attribute of soil. Soil has many functions, among which is to supply material that eventually becomes be...
	10. Potential Soil Impacts Common to All Alternatives (pages 292-293)
	It is not entirely clear what this section is intended to accomplish, and it would be helpful if there were a brief introduction in this section to explain what it is for.
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	Alternative A: No Action (page 301)
	The Homestead Valley impact analysis is the first unit in this section that presents a discussion comparing impacts of No Action (which allows off-leash use) with the action alternatives, (none of which now allow off-leash use). The text states that “...
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