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INTRODUCTION AND GUIDE

INTRODUCTION

The National Park Service (NPS) prepared a Draft Dog Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (draft plan/EIS) for Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), which is comprised of
multiple sites distributed across San Francisco, Marin, and San Mateo counties. This draft plan/EIS
describes six alternatives at 21 sites', including the preferred alternative (chosen from alternatives A-E),
for the management of dog walking activities at GGNRA, and details the resources that would be affected
by the alternatives and the environmental consequences of implementing these alternatives. Because of
the diversity of resources and the variety of use patterns across these park sites, a site-specific approach to
analyzing the alternatives was adopted, resulting in a preferred alternative for each site.

The purpose of this action is to provide a clear, enforceable policy to determine the manner and extent of
dog use in appropriate areas of the park. Action is needed because under current conditions, park
resources and values could be compromised to the extent that, without action, these resources and values
in some areas of the park might not be available for enjoyment by future generations. Additionally, a dog
management policy inconsistent with NPS regulations and increased public expectations for use of the
park for dog recreation have resulted in controversy, litigation, and compromised visitor and employee
safety, affecting visitor experience and resulting in resource degradation. These conflicts will likely
escalate if not addressed in a comprehensive plan/EIS.

PuBLIC COMMENT PROCESS SUMMARY

On January 14, 2011, the NPS released the draft plan/EIS for public review and comment. The draft
plan/EIS evaluated the impacts of a range of alternatives for managing dog walking in GGNRA, and is an
initial step in establishing a new regulation for dog walking in this unit of the NPS. The draft plan/EIS
was available for public review and comment until May 30, 2011.

During the comment period, four public open house-format meetings were held in the San Francisco Bay
Area from March 2, 2011 through March 9, 2011. Meetings were held at Tamalpais High School in Mill
Valley, CA (Wednesday, March 2), San Francisco State University in San Francisco, CA (Saturday,
March 5), Fort Mason Center in San Francisco, CA (Monday, March 7), and Cabrillo School in Pacifica,
CA (Wednesday, March 9). The three weekday meetings ran from 4:00pm to 8:00 pm; the Saturday
meeting ran from 11:00 am to 4:00 pm. During the open houses, multiple stations were set up allowing
the public to review the elements and alternatives of the draft plan/EIS and ask questions of the NPS staff
at each station.

Comments on the draft plan/EIS could be submitted by any of the following methods:

e  Online through the NPS Planning, Environment, and Public Coment (PEPC) website
e In person at the public meetings
e By mailing or delivering comments to the GGNRA Superintendent.

! In the draft plan/EIS, Rancho Corral de Tierra was evaluated under New Lands. In the 2013 draft Dog
Management Plan/Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (draft plan/SEIS), New Lands was removed and
Rancho Corral de Tierra was added as the 22" site, thus the draft plan/EIS evaluated 21 sites and the draft plan/SEIS
evaluated 22 sites.




NATURE OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

The NPS received over 4,700 pieces of correspondence from 29 states during the comment period. The
majority of correspondence (4,327) was submitted by California residents. Among the commenters from
California, the topics most frequently mentioned were support for, or opposition to, the draft plan/EIS;
support for, or opposition to, the different alternatives at each site; concerns regarding visitor experience;
concerns for wildlife and wildlife habitat and concerns about the health and safety of individuals and
dogs. Commenters from outside the United States were from Canada, Korea, and Switzerland.

Some of the concerns expressed in the comments received were:

e The plan violates the 1979 Pet Policy and/or the terms of the deeds that transferred San Francisco
lands to the NPS.

e Public input was not sought or considered enough in the creation of the plan.

o Commenters felt threatened by dogs in GGRNA under current regulations.

o Commenters felt safer when dogs were present in GGNRA and would not feel as safe if dogs
were banned.

¢ Reducing off-leash dog walking areas will negatively impact other dog parks or adjacent lands
through overcrowding.

e Restricting off-leash dog walking reduces accessibility of some sites to people who are not
comfortable walking their dogs on leash.

e Service dogs were not adequately addressed in the draft plan/EIS.

o Dog waste has negative impacts on the environment and human health.

e Other uses of GGNRA lands (e.g. hiking, biking, hang-gliding, horseback riding) have a greater
impact than dog walking.

e The current conditions are acceptable and should not be changed.

e The current conditions are negatively affecting wildlife and natural resources and should be
changed.

e The “compliance-based management strategy” is not adequately explained and/or cannot be
adequately enforced.

¢ Signage and fencing should be used to educate visitors and protect wildlife and dogs.

e Restrictions on and a permitting system for commercial dog walkers would negatively impact
commercial dog walkers’ businesses and livelihoods.

e Restrictions on and a permitting system for commercial dog walkers would have a positive
impact on the visitor experience and natural resources and wildlife.

All comments, regardless of their topic, were carefully read and analyzed, and representative examples
are presented in this report. All those on the project’s contact list will be notified of the project’s
progress, and anyone interested in this planning project is encouraged to visit the NPS PEPC website at
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/dogplan to view information pertaining to this project.




DEFINITION OF TERMS
Primary terms used in this document are defined below.

Correspondence: A correspondence is the entire submission received from a commenter. It can be in the
form of a letter, online submission, written comment form, or comment submitted during a public
meeting. Each piece of correspondence is assigned a unique identification number in the PEPC system.

Comment: A comment is a portion of the text within a correspondence that addresses a single subject. It
may include information such as an expression of support or opposition to the use of a potential
management tool, additional data regarding an existing condition, or an opinion debating the adequacy of
the analysis.

Substantive comment: Substantive comments are those comments that challenge the impact analysis;
provide additional relevant information; dispute information accuracy with relevant, alternative
information; provide information that leads to changes to the preferred alternative; or suggest new viable
alternatives.

Code: A comment grouping centered on a specific subject. The codes were developed during the
comment process and are used to track major subjects throughout the EIS process.

Concern: Concerns are a summary statement of all comments received under a particular code. Some
codes were further broken down into several, related concern statements to provide a greater level of
detail on the content of the comments under a specific code.

THE COMMENT ANALYSIS PROCESS

Comment analysis is a process used to compile and combine similar public comments into a format that
can be used by decision makers. Comment analysis assists the team in organizing, clarifying, and
addressing technical information in the manner defined by NEPA regulations. It also aids in identifying
the topics and issues to be evaluated and considered throughout the planning process.

The process includes five main components:

Developing a coding structure

Employing a comment database for comment management

Reading and coding of public comments

Interpreting and analyzing the comments to identify issues and themes
Preparing a comment summary

A coding structure was developed to help sort comments into logical groups by topics and issues. The
coding structure was derived from an analysis of the range of topics discussed during internal NPS
scoping, past planning documents, and the comments themselves. The coding structure was designed to
capture all comment content rather than to restrict or exclude any ideas.

The NPS PEPC database was used for management of the comments. The database stores the full text of
each correspondence and allows each comment to be coded by topic and issue. Some outputs from the
database include sorting and reporting of comments by a particular topic or issue, demographic
information regarding the sources of the comments and tallies of the total number of correspondence and
comments received.




Analysis of the public comments involved the assignment of the codes to statements made by the public
in their letters, public meeting comments and PEPC entries. All comments were read and analyzed.

Although the analysis process attempts to capture the full range of concerns, it is important to remember
that this content analysis report is only a summary of the comments from those who chose to respond,
rather than a statistical analysis of public opinion generally. In addition, the commenting process should
not be viewed as a vote-counting process; the emphasis in the NEPA process is on content of comments
rather than the number of times any comment was received

GUIDE TO THIS DOCUMENT
This report is organized as follows:

Content Analysis Report: This is the basic report produced from PEPC that provides information on the
types of comments received, organized by code. The first section of the report provides a summary of the
comments that were coded under each topic. The second section provides general demographic
information, such as the states where commenters live, the number of letters received from different
categories of organizations, etc.

Public Comment Summary: This report summarizes the substantive comments received during the
comment process. These comments are organized by codes and further organized into concern
statements, as described previously. Below each concern statement are representative quotes, which have
been taken directly from the text of the public’s comments and have not been edited; therefore there may
be some uncorrected typographical, spelling and grammar errors. . Representative quotes further clarify
the concern statements.




CONTENT ANALYSIS REPORT

COMMENT DISTRIBUTION BY CODE

Description Number of Signatures
Correspondences
AD1100 | Alternative Development: Comments to Process 14 14
AL1000 | Suggest New Alternative Elements 1422 1438
AL5000 | Comments on Dog Walking Permit System 321 419
AN1000 | Comments on ANPR 1 1
AT1100 | Alta Trail: Support Preferred Alternative 6 6
AT1200 | Alta Trail: Oppose Preferred Alternative 8 8
AT1300 | Alta Trail: Desire Other Alternative 16 17
AT1400 | Alta Trail: Suggest Change in Alternative 12 12
AW1000 | Animal Welfare: Impact on/to Dogs 146 146
BB1100 | Baker Beach: Support Preferred Alternative 11 11
BB1200 | Baker Beach: Oppose Preferred Alternative 27 28
BB1300 | Baker Beach: Desire Other Alternative 26 26
BB1400 | Baker Beach: Suggest Change in Alternative 23 24
Comments Regarding the Compliance Based
CB1000 Management Sgtrateg?/ P 764 78
CC2000 | Consultation and Coordination: Reg-Neg Process 9 10
CF1100 | Crissy Field: Support Preferred Alternative 55 56
CF1200 | Crissy Field: Oppose Preferred Alternative 118 118
CF1300 | Crissy Field: Desire Other Alternative 99 99
CF1400 | Crissy Field: Suggest Change in Alternative 103 104
C01100 | Comments Considered an Individual Concern Statement 23 25
CR2010 | Cultural Resources: Affected Environment 13 13
CS1100 | Cattle/Sweeney: Support Preferred Alternative 6 6
CS1200 | Cattle/Sweeney: Oppose Preferred Alternative 28 29
CS1300 | Cattle/Sweeney: Desire Other Alternative 18 19
CS1400 | Cattle/Sweeney: Suggest Change in Alternative 17 18
DC1000 | Duplicate comment 38 40
ED1000 | Editorial 51 53
EJ2010 | Environmental Justice: Affected Environment 16 16
E£J4000 Environmental Justice: Impact of Proposal and 97 97
Alternatives

FB1100 | Fort Baker: Support Preferred Alternative 5 5
FB1200 | Fort Baker: Oppose Preferred Alternative 3 4
FB1300 | Fort Baker: Desire Other Alternative 6 6
FB1400 | Fort Baker: Suggest Change in Alternative 4 5
FF1100 | Fort Funston: Support Preferred Alternative 33 34




Number of

Code ‘ Description ‘ Correspondences Signatures
FF1200 | Fort Funston: Oppose Preferred Alternative 251 252
FF1300 | Fort Funston: Desire Other Alternative 146 147
FF1400 | Fort Funston: Suggest Change in Alternative 125 127
FM1100 | Fort Mason: Support Preferred Alternative 6 6
FM1200 | Fort Mason: Oppose Preferred Alternative 8 8
FM1300 | Fort Mason: Desire Other Alternative 6 6
FM1400 | Fort Mason: Suggest Change in Alternative 19 20
FP1100 | Fort Point: Support Preferred Alternative 4 4
FP1200 | Fort Point: Oppose Preferred Alternative 1 1
FP1300 | Fort Point: Desire Other Alternative 1 1
FP1400 | Fort Point: Suggest Change in Alternative 8 9
FT1100 | Fort Miley: Support Preferred Alternative 1 1
FT1200 | Fort Miley: Oppose Preferred Alternative 2 2
FT1300 | Fort Miley: Desire Other Alternative 2 2
FT1400 | Fort Miley: Suggest Change in Alternative 2 2
GA1000 | Impact Analysis: General Comment 313 314
GA2000 | Impact Analysis: Use Trends and Assumptions 77 78
GA3000 :mg:g:s,/é\élfileistiss: General Methodology for Establishing 365 368
GC1000 | Off-leash dogs: Support 546 550
GC2000 | Off-leash dogs: Oppose 190 191
GC3000 | General Comment: Support Current Management 686 687

General Comment: Continue to Allow Dogs within
GC4000 | SENRA g 170 171
GC4010 | General Comment: Ban All Dogs from GGNRA 110 111
GC5000 | On-leash Dogs: Support 246 247
GC6000 | On-leash Dogs: Oppose 41 41
GC7000 | General Comment: Support New Dog Management Plan 331 343
GCB8000 | General Comment: Oppose New Dog Management Plan 1166 1279
GC9000 | General Comment: Support Alternative A for All Sites 47 47
GC9010 | General Comment: Support Alternative B for All Sites 48 49
GC9020 | General Comment: Support Alternative C for All Sites 19 20
GC9030 | General Comment: Support Alternative D for All Sites 107 110
GC9040 | General Comment: Support Alternative E for All Sites 8 8
GC9050 | General Comment: Oppose Alternative A for All Sites 4 5
GC9060 | General Comment: Oppose Alternative B for All Sites 6 6
GC9070 | General Comment: Oppose Alternative C for All Sites 3 3
GC9080 | General Comment: Oppose Alternative D for All Sites 5 5
GC9090 | General Comment: Oppose Alternative E for All Sites 5 6
GR2010 | Geologic/Soil Resources: Affected Environment 27 29




Number of

Code ‘ Description ‘ Correspondences Signatures
GR4000 | Geologic Resources: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives 8 8
HS2010 | Health and Safety: Affected Environment 135 137
HS4000 | Health and Safety: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives 128 128
HS4010 | Health and Safety: Impacts of Dogs vs. Humans 84 86
HS4015 | Health and Safety: Impacts of Dog Related Incidents 52 52
HV1100 | Homestead Valley: Support Preferred Alternative 2 2
HV1200 | Homestead Valley: Oppose Preferred Alternative 4 4
HV1300 | Homestead Valley: Desire Other Alternative 14 16
HV1400 | Homestead Valley: Suggest Change in Alternative 2 2
LE1100 | Lands End: Support Preferred Alternative 2 2
LE1200 | Lands End: Oppose Preferred Alternative 8 8
LE1300 | Lands End: Desire Other Alternative 6 6
LE1400 | Lands End: Suggest Change in Alternative 11 12

Laws and Policies: Impact of GGNRA Actions on Other
LP1000 | NPS Units' Enforcement of Servicewide Policies and 21 21

Regulations
LU1000 | Land Use: Policies and Historical Use 114 114
LU2000 I\O/It;f; g;Ae\rgijqeenncties Policies and Mandates Regarding Dog 5 5

Land Use: Dog Parks Provided by San Francisco and
LU3000 | ey Municip?alities Y 86 88
LU3010 | Adjacent Lands: Impacts to Other State or County Parks 210 211
MB1100 | Muir Beach: Support Preferred Alternative 22 22
MB1200 | Muir Beach: Oppose Preferred Alternative 84 84
MB1300 | Muir Beach: Desire Other Alternative 55 56
MB1400 | Muir Beach: Suggest Change in Alternative 40 40
MH1100 | Marin Headlands: Support Preferred Alternative 10 10
MH1200 | Marin Headlands: Oppose Preferred Alternative 23 24
MH1300 | Marin Headlands: Desire Other Alternative 26 26
MH1400 | Marin Headlands: Suggest Change in Alternative 21 22
MP1100 | Mori Point: Support Preferred Alternative 7 7
MP1200 | Mori Point: Oppose Preferred Alternative 21 21
MP1300 | Mori Point: Desire Other Alternative 28 28
MP1400 | Mori Point: Suggest Change in Alternative 32 32
MR1100 | Milagra Ridge: Support Preferred Alternative 8 8
MR1200 | Milagra Ridge: Oppose Preferred Alternative 5 5
MR1300 | Milagra Ridge: Desire Other Alternative 13 13
MR1400 | Milagra Ridge: Suggest Change in Alternative 12 12
MT21000 | Miscellaneous Topics: General Comments 189 190
NL1100 | New Lands: Support Preferred Alternative 8 8




Number of

Code ‘ Description ‘ Correspondences Signatures
NL1200 | New Lands: Oppose Preferred Alternative 54 54
NL1300 | New Lands: Desire Other Alternative 64 64
NL1400 | New Lands: Suggest Change in Alternative 65 65
NL1500 | New Lands: Question Definition of New Lands 7 8
OB1100 | Ocean Beach: Support Preferred Alternative 26 26
OB1200 | Ocean Beach: Oppose Preferred Alternative 55 55
OB1300 | Ocean Beach: Desire Other Alternative 57 58
OB1400 | Ocean Beach: Suggest Change in Alternative 67 68
OV1100 | Oakwood Valley: Support Preferred Alternative 8 8
OV1200 | Oakwood Valley: Oppose Preferred Alternative 32 33
OV1300 | Oakwood Valley: Desire Other Alternative 23 23
0OV1400 | Oakwood Valley: Suggest Change in Alternative 13 13
PN4000 | Purpose and Need: Park Legislation/Authority 86 87
PN7000 | Purpose and Need: Adequacy of EIS Purpose and Need 17 17
PN8000 | Purpose and Need: Objectives in Taking Action 19 19
PO2010 | Park Operations: Affected Environment 91 91
PO4000 | Park Operations: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives 102 103
PO5000 | Park Operations: Impacts 3 3
PP1100 | Pedro Point: Support Preferred Alternative 2 2
PP1200 | Pedro Point: Oppose Preferred Alternative 4 4
PP1300 | Pedro Point: Desire Other Alternative 4 4
PP1400 | Pedro Point: Suggest Change in Alternative 8 8
PS1000 | Comment Regarding Public Scoping Process 85 85
RB1100 | Rodeo Beach: Support Preferred Alternative 17 17
RB1200 | Rodeo Beach: Oppose Preferred Alternative 20 20
RB1300 | Rodeo Beach: Desire Other Alternative 21 22
RB1400 | Rodeo Beach: Suggest Change in Alternative 15 15
SA1100 | Site Accessibility 114 115
SB1100 | Stinson Beach: Support Preferred Alternative 6 6
SB1200 | Stinson Beach: Oppose Preferred Alternative 9 9
SB1300 | Stinson Beach: Desire Other Alternative 9 9
SB1400 | Stinson Beach: Suggest Change in Alternative 10 10
SH1100 | Sutro Heights: Support Preferred Alternative 3 3
SH1200 | Sutro Heights: Oppose Preferred Alternative 5 5
SH1300 | Sutro Heights: Desire Other Alternative 3 3
SH1400 | Sutro Heights: Suggest Change in Alternative 7 8
TE2010 Thre:atened and Endangered Species: Affected 218 299

Environment
TE4000 Threatened and Endangered Species: Impact of Proposal 450 451

and Alternatives




Number of

Code ‘ Description ‘ Correspondences Signatures
VR2010 | Vegetation and Riparian Areas: Affected Environment 66 68
Vegetation and Riparian Areas: Impact of Proposal and
VR4000 Altgernatives P P P 16 16
VU2010 | Visitor Use and Experience: Affected Environment 294 299
Visitor Use and Experience: Impact of Proposal and
V4000 Alternatives on VisFi)tors Who Enrj)oy Dogs P 300 301
VU405 | e ives on Vistors Who Do Not Enjoy Doge. 150 153
VU4025 | Visitor Use and Experience: Professional Dog Walkers 323 326
VU5000 | Visitor Use and Experience: Cumulative Impacts 1 1
WH2010 | Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Affected Environment 272 276
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat: Impact of Proposal and
WH4000 | ot P P 193 194
WQ4000 | Water Resources: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives 13 13
WR2010 | Water Resources: Affected Environment 13 13
AD1100 | Alternative Development: Comments to Process 14 14
AL1000 | Suggest New Alternative Elements 1422 1438
AL5000 | Comments on Dog Walking Permit System 321 419
AN1000 | Comments on ANPR 1 1
AT1100 | Alta Trail: Support Preferred Alternative 6 6
AT1200 | Alta Trail: Oppose Preferred Alternative 8 8
AT1300 | Alta Trail: Desire Other Alternative 16 17
AT1400 | Alta Trail: Suggest Change in Alternative 12 12

Note: Each comment may have multiple codes. As a result, the total number of comments may be different than the
actual comment totals
The signatures represent the number of people who made the exact comment. If two commenters submit duplicate
correspondences, the comment is coded once, but the signatures are counted separately.




CORRESPONDENCE SIGNATURE COUNT BY ORGANIZATION TYPE

Organization Type Number of
Correspondences

Business 2
Civic Groups 9
Conservation/Preservation 5
County Government 2
Federal Government 6
Non-Governmental 24
State Government 4
Unaffiliated Individual 4,661
Total 4,713

CORRESPONDENCE SIGNATURE COUNT BY CORRESPONDENCE TYPE

Tvoe ‘ Number of
yp Correspondences
E-mail 30
Letter 610
Other 173
Park Form 220
Web Form 3,679
Total 4,713

CORRESPONDENCE DISTRIBUTION BY COUNTRY

Country ’ Percent ’ Coxgggﬁgg;ces
United States 99.9% 4,708
Canada 0.1% 3
Korea 0.0% 1
Switzerland 0.0% 1
Total 4,713
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CORRESPONDENCE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE

State Percentage Number of
Correspondences

Alaska 0.02% 1
Arkansas 0.02% 1
Arizona 0.02% 1
California 91.81% 4,327
Colorado 0.08% 4
Connecticut 0.04% 2
Delaware 0.02% 1
District of Columbia 0.06% 3
Florida 0.08% 4
lllinois 0.06% 3
Indiana 0.02% 1
Kentucky 0.04% 2
Massachusetts 0.08% 4
Maryland 0.02% 1
Michigan 0.02% 1
North Carolina 0.04% 2
North Dakota 0.02% 1
New Jersey 0.02% 1
New Mexico 0.02% 1
Nevada 0.06% 3
New York 0.11% 5
Ohio 0.02% 1
Oklahoma 0.08% 4
Oregon 0.19% 9
Pennsylvania 0.08% 4
Rhode Island 0.02% 1
Tennessee 0.02% 1
Virginia 0.06% 3
Washington 0.13% 6
Wisconsin 0.04% 2
Unknown 6.64% 313
Total 4,713
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PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY

AD1100 — ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT: COMMENTS TO PROCESS

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29823

NPS should supply the research used to develop the alternatives, including
methods and justifications. This plan proposes major changes to access for
dog walkers. The changes are not supported by the findings in the draft
plan/EIS. Impacts from noncompliance are not well documented. NPS
should evaluate baseline conditions for specific sites before changing the
status.

Corr. ID: 1168 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193540 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | do not pretend to speak for all lands under the
CGNRA. It may be that some parcels of land would actually benefit from
reduced or eliminated dog access. However, the draft dog management plan
proposes across-the-board cutbacks in dog access to virtually all CGNRA
land. This approach to dog management seriously undermines the
individual findings contained in the report. In other words, CGNRA greatly
loses credibility when it makes the same recommendation for so many
parcels of land that are clearly so different from one another.

Corr. ID: 2033 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193266 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Where is the research that was undertaken on the
foregoing in creating the Alternatives?

Corr. ID: 3929 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 205780 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: It is questionable that noncompliance (of dogs
going off-leash in on-leash areas) will necessarily cause any impacts. | ask
that the GGNRA reevaluate its logic behind its arguments and look at the
baseline conditions in specific areas before coming up with a new
alternative.

Corr. ID: 4666 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209160 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Alternatives Arbitrary; Alternative Development
Process flawed, not disclosed

This section beginning on p. 45 is named the "alternative development
process™ however no process is identified and no rationale is presented for
why the alternatives were developed the way they were. No resource
protection priorities or use conflict goals were identified for the areas,
which is necessary to assess the ability of the alternative to meet the goals
in a manner that does not unnecessarily infringe on recreational uses
without providing measurable benefit. Much more detail is needed for
disclosing the alternatives development rationale and process, especially
since no clear logic is apparent in the development of the alternatives - it
appears very arbitrary. General themes were used to name the alternatives
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Response:

(e.g. multiple use, most protective, etc.) but no information is provided as to
how this theme is accomplished for the particular resources and user
conflicts that are occurring in that park unit. The DEIS only states that the
internal NEPA team discussed strategies and management goals. It states
that there was an internal site-specific analysis (p. 46) that guided the
development of alternatives, but this information is not included in the
document, so is not available to the public. We are told on page 46 that
Chapter 2 provides an overview of how the analysis of data, expert opinion,
and best professional judgment was applied to develop management
alternatives, but no such overview is included. Chapter 2 simply states that
the team’s internal discussions resulted in the formation of alternatives
presented.

Details on the alternative development process have been added to the draft
plan/SEIS. Please see chapter 2, Alternative Development Process for
details.

Additional data may help to refine the conclusions in the draft plan/SEIS
and reduce uncertainty regarding the level of impact on the human
environment; however, all NEPA analysis - no matter the amount of
supporting data - is based on a prediction of potential future conditions and,
as such, always contains a degree of uncertainty. In lieu of site-specific
data, research methods generally accepted in the scientific community and
best professional judgment have been used to draw conclusions regarding
expected impacts to resources, consistent with CEQ and DOI requirements.
The park has also supplemented its literature review based on public
comments, including additional studies. Citations were chosen for
incorporation if the document had been previously peer reviewed, if
methods to studies had been previously peer reviewed, or if the document
was cited in other literature. Additional data including visitation patterns
and park law enforcement data was also incorporated. Please see chapter 4
for more detail. The available data provides sufficient information to allow
the decision maker to make a reasoned choice among alternatives.

Commenters suggest that NPS must allow an activity to occur unless and
until it can be proven to have impacts. However, NPS Management
Policies, which apply to all units of the NPS, state that the fundamental
purpose of the national park system, established by the Organic Act and
reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins with a
mandate to conserve park resources and values. This mandate is
independent of the separate prohibition on impairment and applies all the
time with respect to all park resources and values, even when there is no
risk that any park resources or values may be impaired. NPS managers must
always seek ways to avoid, or to minimize to the greatest extent practicable,
adverse impacts on park resources and values. Congress has directed that
when there is a conflict between conserving resources and values and
providing for enjoyment of them, conservation is to be predominant. (NPS
Management Policies § 1.4.3).

A new form of park use may be allowed within a park only after a
determination has been made that, in the professional judgment of the

13



Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

superintendent, it will not result in unacceptable impacts. Moreover, park
superintendents must continually monitor all park uses to prevent
unanticipated and unacceptable impacts. If unanticipated and unacceptable
impacts emerge, the superintendent must engage in a thoughtful, deliberate
process to further manage or constrain the use, or discontinue it. When
practicable, restrictions will be based on the results of study or research.
(NPS Management Policies §§ 1.5, 8.2).

Commenters' suggestion that NPS managers provide an unassailable level
of scientific evidence regarding the presence or absence of impacts would
both prevent the consideration of new uses and the reasonable regulation of
current uses. NPS Management Policies make clear that determinations on
use should err on the side of conservation, may be based on best
professional judgment, and when practicable, on the results of study or
research. In this way, NPS is able to make informed decisions regarding
park uses that meet the primary NPS mandate to ""conserve the scenery and
the natural and historic objects therein and to provide for the enjoyment of
the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired
for the enjoyment of future generations." (16 USC 1).

29825

The geographic scope of the draft plan/EIS should have been broader. Some
commenters state the EIS should have addressed all lands within GGNRA.
All areas addressed in the 1979 Pet Policy should have been evaluated in
the draft plan/EIS. Commenters requested the scope be expanded to address
all fire roads in and adjacent to GGNRA, especially in Marin County.
Rancho should be evaluated with a balanced set of alternatives in the draft
plan/EIS. Commenters also stated that the areas formerly opened to off-
leash dog recreation in the GGNRA should be reopened for user access.
These areas need to be reexamined, and only remain closed if an adverse
impact is shown.

Corr. ID: 3786 Organization: Cayuga Improvement Association
Comment ID: 205539 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | was also disappointed that areas like the
Tennessee Valley trail in Marin were left out of the report. | was told this
was because dogs are not currently allowed there. All GGNRA properties
should have been in the report. The report should have been written
describing how dogs are managed on ALL GGNRA property. The report
should reflect the entire scope of the GGNRA property and truly reflect
how many areas do and to not allow dogs. When you exclude an area you
are exaggerating how much of the total acreage is open to dogs now and
how much of a change you are making

Corr. ID: 3991 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 207411 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | request the NPS consider an Alternative that
would allow dogs on-leash on the fire roads that run out of the GGNRA
and/or border the boundaries between the GGNRA and the communities
that are adjacent to the GGNRA. The fire roads and the two trails listed
below would allow a person with a dog on-leash to walk in the GGNRA in
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Response:

Marin from the southern end of Sausalito on the fire roads that are near the
eastern boundary of the GGNRA north to Marin City and Tam Valley, and
then to walk west along the fire roads near the northern boundary of the
GGNRA to Muir Beach.

- The GGNRA shares a border with Sausalito, Mill Valley, Muir Beach and
unincorporated Marin County land including Marin City and Tam Valley.
The fire roads that connect the GGNRA to these communities and the fire
roads that run near the boundaries of the GGNRA with these communities
should be accessible to the public walking with their dogs on-leash.

Corr. ID: 4005 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 206272 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: It has been posited that only three of the areas in
the 1979 Pet Policy for Marin County were Discussed by the Reg Neg
committee. Further, few of the areas included in the 1979 Pet Policy for
Marin are included for consideration in the Draft Plan/DEIS alternatives for
Marin. This appears to be a serious oversight in my view.

Corr. ID: 4697 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 227449  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: All areas identified in the GGNRA Pet Policy
brochure as existing in early 2000 as off leash areas should remain off
leash. To the extent any of those areas are deemed currently closed to dogs,
they should be opened. The Crissy Field beach area between the Coast
Guard pier and the rock area that is the current boundary for dog use should
be reopened to dogs consistent with the Mitigation Matrix of the Crissy
Field NSI finding.

The closure areas at Fort Funston should be reopened for user access
including dog walking access absent a well founded showing of significant
adverse environmental impact. The traditional off leash area on the Lands
End road and path leading along the coastal cliffs should be reopened,
subject to closure of certain areas away from the roadway in the event of a
well founded showing of adverse environmental impact. The Ocean Beach
off leash restrictions from Stairwell 21 to Sloat should be reexamined and
remain restricted only if there is analysis showing a substantial basis to
believe that the restriction will aid the Snowy Plover population. Any such
restriction should be limited to the seasons when and areas where the
Snowy Plovers are ordinarily present.

The geographic scope of the draft plan/EIS will not be expanded. The
plan/SEIS considers all sites that were open to recreational dog walking
use, both on leash and under voice control, in the 1979 Pet Policy in
addition to other park sites that have been determined appropriate for dog
walking after consideration of park resources and public safety. The NPS
does not have the authority to manage dog walking regulations on non-NPS
lands.

For more information on opening up areas to off-leash dog walking beyond
the currently open areas, please see the "Alternative Elements Eliminated
from Further Consideration” section in chapter 2. See also alternative E,
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

which includes the 1979 Pet Policy to the extent the purpose, need, and
objectives of the plan can still be met.

Rancho Corral de Tierra has been specifically addressed as a separate site in
the draft plan/SEIS. Please see chapter 2, Table 3 for a summary of
alternatives for this site.

29827

Commenters were concerned about the alternative development process. A
no-dog alternative should have been included to comply with NEPA. The
ROLA certification program should not have been eliminated due to cost
concerns.

Corr. ID: 4070 Organization: Mar Vista Stables

Comment ID: 207709 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Alternative Elements Eliminated from Further
Analysis-Pg. 93, First whole paragraph, "This program was cost prohibitive
and would have required substantial park staff time" Cost is not an
acceptable reason for eliminating an alternative. If this type of management
is too costly than the park service should not allow the activity in the first
place.

Corr. ID: 4070 Organization: Mar Vista Stables

Comment ID: 207676 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Why wasn't a global no dog alternative analyzed in
the DEIS? It may not be preferred among most users, but it would satisfy
the requirements under NEPA and show a good comparison of how
excluding a certain use would socially affect visitors.

NPS Director's Order 12, Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact
Analysis, and Decision Making, states that NPS must examine a full range
of alternatives that must meet project objectives to a large degree, although
not necessarily completely. CEQ has defined reasonable alternatives as
those that are economically and technically feasible, and that show evidence
of common sense. Alternatives that could not be implemented if they were
chosen, or that do not resolve the need for action and fulfill the stated
purpose in taking action to a large degree, should be eliminated as
unreasonable before impact analysis begins.

A no-dog alternative would not meet the purpose, need, or objectives of the
plan since it would exclude all dog walking as a visitor opportunity.
However, alternative B does not allow any off-leash dog walking.

The ROLA certification program was determined not feasible due to the
high costs associated with this program, as well as the less than optimal
results such programs have had in other jurisdictions, and was therefore
eliminated.

29833
NPS should have involved local citizens and citizen groups more in the
development of the plan.
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Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 4013 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 206813 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Perhaps the most striking feature about the
proposed DDMP was the fact that local citizens (including dog owners)
were not able to participate in regulation drafting. By leaving out & not
actively working with the local public population, the NPS created a DDMP
that ignores the needs of very people who most often use the GGNRA
resources. The DDMP does include a background (though biased) on the
construction of a dog management/EIS plan. The NPS efforts in 2004- 2006
to implement the Negotiating Rulemaking act and form a "neutral party"
(the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee) to help draft a dog management
plan was by far the best effort to include the local public in design
regulation. The NRC actually contained representatives from a variety of
different interest groups. The DDMP states that the NRC was able to reach
consensus "on nine guiding principles, guidelines for commercial dog
walking, and a site-specific alternative for Oakwood Valley (Marin
County)." The NRC failed to reach consensus of other issues - "special
regulation for dog management at GGNRA".

Corr. ID: 4262 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209147 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | was upset to see that GGNRA has decided,
without inputs from the local community (other than one meeting at
Farallone View where the majority of the people spoke overwhelmingly in
favor of allowing dog access), to ban all dogs from the property. In my
opinion, this is not only unjust to

the local community and doesn't support the established mixed use, but is
not founded on research or analysis.

NPS has engaged the public for their input throughout the planning process.
See chapter 1, Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for details on the
public comment period in 2002. Also see chapter 1 for details of the
GGNRA negotiated rulemaking process, during which a representative
group of stakeholders worked with the NPS to try to develop a special
regulation for dog walking. Also in chapter 1 is information on the scoping
process and public participation during development of the draft plan/EIS.
Public comments on the draft plan/EIS were analyzed and resulted in
changes to the alternatives analyzed.

41747
Commenters have requested that justification for the dismissal of
alternatives be provided.

Corr. ID: 4461 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208608 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Provide site-specific need for action justifications
and dismissals of suggested alternatives; use objective standards that would
apply to any recreational activities such as equestrians, boaters, fishermen,
surfers, bicyclists, beach-goers, joggers, walkers, etc.
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Response:

Rationale for the alternative elements that were dismissed is available in
chapter 2, Alternative Elements Eliminated from Further Consideration.
Rationale for the selection of the preferred alternative is also located in
chapter 2, National Park Service Preferred Alternative.

AL1000 — SUGGEST NEW ALTERNATIVE ELEMENTS

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

29682

Number of Dogs per Walker - The park should limit the number of dogs per
walker to three with no exceptions. Commenters find it hard to believe that
one person can handle more than 3 dogs. Also, visitors should not be
allowed to stop and congregate.

Corr. ID: 1026 Organization: GGNP Conservancy & Golden
Gate Audubon Society

Comment ID: 191801 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: There should be a limit of 3 dogs per person. It is

not appropriate for the Park Service to create commercial permits for

commercial/professional dog walkers. Also, it is unlikely that most visitors

with dogs will be able to keep control of more than 3 dogs at one time.

Corr. ID: 1714 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191154  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | think limiting dogs in one area like dog walkers
gathering should be stopped. | believe this is part of the problem when 3 dog
walkers gather to chat you will see 18-21 dogs which is intimidating to some
people. 6-8 dogs per dog walker is great but no gathering will probably
alleviate the problems.

So in summary, please keep real hiking trails + beaches available for off
leash dogs + limit gathering of dogs.

Corr. ID: 2353 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195377  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | would like to see the NPS adopt the preferred
alternative for all others areas under consideration as well, with one
exception: there should be no exceptions to the three dogs per person limit,
for either commercial or individual dog walkers, in the ROLASs. One person
cannot reasonably be expected to keep more than three dogs under sight and
voice control; allowing this even by permit is likely to cause the ROLAS to
be revoked under the compliance procedures outlined in the draft document.
It would probably be simpler to maintain the three-dog limit throughout the
dog-walking areas, rather than allowing six dogs in the on-leash areas and
only three in the ROLAs, but staff knows much better than | whether that is
the case.

The draft plan/SEIS proposes that dog walkers be limited to three or fewer
dogs at most sites, but dog walkers may apply for a permit to walk up to six
dogs at certain sites. This information can be found in chapter 2 in the
"Elements Common to All Action Alternatives" section and on the
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

"Summary of Alternative Elements by County, North to South” table. The
proposal to allow more than 3 dogs per walker through a permit aligns with
dog walking regulations in adjacent public land management agencies, thus
not increasing impacts on adjacent public lands. For more information on
permits, please see Appendix F of the draft plan/SEIS.

29683

Fees - Commenters suggest requiring a daily, monthly, or annual dog
walking fee at the park. Fee costs could cover maintenance or restoration of
the area.

Corr. ID: 279 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 180933  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | also request that you consider a dog license system
with a reasonable annual fee that would allow dogs full use of the park and
go into a fund used for restoration and mitigating adverse impacts.

Corr. ID: 339 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181110  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: We pay enough taxes here to be able to enjoy the
beautiful beaches and woods of SF with our canine companions.

That said, if this is not feasible, | would propose a fee and registration for
dogs to run offleash and frequent certain areas. This could allow regulation
of which dogs are allowed to be offleash and would bring revenue to the city
to care for any dog related expenses.

Corr. ID: 378 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181166  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Why ban dogs from being off-leash. Like most
government policy, it comes down to money. So why not require a usage fee
for these areas. I'm sure most dog owners would be willing to pay $15/ dog
annually to use these areas. Just think, with 100,000+ registered dogs in SF
alone, the revenue that would be generated to fill your pockets

A discussion of requiring a fee for use of the GGNRA has been added to
chapter 2 of the draft plan/SEIS.

29684

Commenters suggested that aggressive dogs, particularly aggressive breeds,
should not be allowed in the park, should be on leash, or that all dogs should
be required to wear a muzzle, especially if they are off leash.

Corr. ID: 79 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 223769  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: All dogs should be muzzled everywhere. In
particular if they are off leash.
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 79 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 223771  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Pit bulls and other breeds that are bred to be
aggressive should not be allowed in the park.

Corr. ID: 288 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181015 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Look at places like Pt. Isabel, where signs clearly
state that aggressive dogs must be on leash. They are on leash, and if not,
they get reported and don't come back. It works.

Corr. ID: 631 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182496  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If the GGNRA does decide to keep off leash areas,
they should be muzzle requirements that are enforced. The maximum fine
for breaking leash rules or muzzle rules should be $1000 (minimum$200).

Aggressive dogs are not allowed in the ROLAs and are subject to fines per
36 CFR 2.34 (a)(4) under all alternatives, as discussed in the "Elements
Common to All Action Alternatives" section of chapter 2.

29686

Signage/Fencing - Commenters suggest using fences/barriers/vegetation and
possibly entrance gates to keep off-leash dogs in certain areas and away
from sensitive areas. Signs - Commenters suggest posting signs/guidelines
to educate visitors when and where off-leash dogs are allowed at the park.

Corr. ID: 441 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181693  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Thank you for your work on this DEIS. | support
the proposed alternative, with one major exception:

I am very disappointed that the proposed alternative does not require that all
areas for off leash dogs be fenced or otherwise physically restricted. The
foremost duty of the National Park Service in all units is to protect its units'
resources. Off leash dogs that are not enclosed by physical barriers, whether
natural or man-made, pose a serious threat to those resources. Dogs do not
recognize human boundaries if those boundaries are not physically
restricted, and off leash dogs will wander outside them. Once they do, there
is a strong chance that they will negatively impact the park resources.
Physically restricting off leash dog areas is the only way to ensure that dogs
will not run off leash where they will negatively impact people, wildlife, and
even leashed dogs

Corr. ID: 928 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191385  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: All off-leash dog areas should be fenced or clearly
delimited for the protection of other park visitors and dogs. Park visitors
should be given a choice about whether they will interact with off-leash
dogs.
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Corr. ID: 2654 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195448  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: How are people to know which areas to avoid if
there is no guidance? Many fences signs are currently deteriorating or
covered up by sand dunes or non-existent. This leads to what | see as one of
the biggest problems with the destruction of restored habitat, which is
mostly people entering existing restored areas where they should not be. |
see families set up with on restored dunes and watch as two and four-legged
creatures dig into the dunes or trample over the native plants. People would
be less apt to do this if there were signs letting them know the work that has
been done to such areas and how sensitive the landscape is.

Corr. ID: 2663 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195436  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am writing to express my opinion that all off-leash
areas should be enclosed to protect park users, wildlife, and other dogs.
Simply, limit off-leash recreation to areas where it will not have negative
impacts on sensitive wildlife and habitats.

Corr. ID: 2739 Organization: Sierra Club et al

Comment ID: 195595  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Require all off-leash areas to be enclosed to protect
park users, wildlife, and other dogs. This solution is perfectly all right for
most if not all dog owners. They are grateful that their dogs are enclosed and
protected as well. By Limiting off-leash recreation to areas where it will not
have negative impacts on sensitive wildlife and habitats, this will allow
delicate wildlife (hatchlings etc) to be protected during the time when they
are small and vulnerable.

Corr. ID: 2888 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202936  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Therefore, regardless of what actions and changes
are made, There should be several large signs placed with clear "magic"
language stating usage guidelines at all GGNRA park locations.
Specifically, at the highly populated multi-use areas, there could also be a
"you are here" map & some directionals as to access to the spot's treasures

Corr. ID: 3077 Organization: ASPCA

Comment ID: 201290  Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The ASPCA supports the development of dog
parks. However, we believe it is imperative to have secure fencing and
gates. It is also best if the park enclosure incorporates double gates or an
interior "holding pen" at the entrance, so people and their dogs can enter and
exit without accidentally letting other dogs slip out of the park.

In the absence of physical barriers around an off-leash dog play areas, dogs
may be lost, injured or killed. This is why a cornerstone of good off-leash
park design is to enclose the area: not merely for the protection of other
users, but also for the safety of our dogs. As mentioned in the proposed plan,
dogs continue to be lost, injured or killed at the GGNRA because the off-
leash areas at the Park presently are not enclosed. A simple enclosure would
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remedy this problem, while ensuring that all park users get to choose the
kind of experience they desire by choosing to either enter, or not, these fully
enclosed areas.

Corr. ID: 3759 Organization: Wild Equity Institute

Comment ID: 228505 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The Park Service seems to believe that only 6-foot
high chain-link fences, perhaps with barbed-wire along the top, are the only
physical enclosure that can be placed around off-leash dog parks. But this is
far from the case. Off-leash dog parks can have a variety of physical
barriers, including features from the natural environment. Indeed, a fully-
enclosed off-leash dog park proposal for Lake Merritt included butterfly
garden draped around the enclosure. At it' core, this argument is simply a
design problem, not a problem that is so intractable that it is justify to
exclude from alternatives analysis. If an area is inappropriate for a physical
barrier, than it is not an acceptable place to allow dogs to roam off-leash.

Corr. ID: 3759 Organization: Wild Equity Institute

Comment ID: 204635 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: For all of these reasons, the Wild Equity Institute
urges the GGNRA to reject the preferred alternative and, in its place, put-
forward a pet management plan that encloses any off-leash dog play area
that is permitted under the plan. If enclosures are inappropriate in a specific
area, than so is an off-leash dog play area, and alternative dog recreation
opportunities, such as on-leash walking, should be considered

Corr. ID: 3759 Organization: Wild Equity Institute

Comment ID: 204627  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Ensuring that dog play areas are safe is not rocket
science: it is a simple design problem with a basic, widely adopted solution.
Safe off-leash dog play areas must be fully-enclosed with a physical barrier-
and preferably all entry and exit points double-gated-to ensure the safety of
park users and protect park resources.

Enclosed off-leash dog play areas ensure that our dogs do not fall off cliffs,
run into traffic, or are lost while visiting the GGNRA,; they ensure, when
properly located, that wildlife will not be harmed or harassed by dogs; and
they empower park visitors, giving them the power to choose if and when to
have off-leash dog experiences by entering an enclosed area, rather than
having the experience imposed upon them whenever they visit the GGNRA.

And perhaps most importantly, enclosed areas are solidly grounded in the
non-impairment mandate that governs the National Park System.

Corr. ID: 4223 Organization: Crissy Field Dog Group
Comment ID: 208947  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The draft plan has the effect of punishing many
people because a very small number are uneducated, insensitive, or
irresponsible and because the current signage of off leash areas is unclear.
The reasonable response to this problem is to educate visitors, improve
signage and help park visitors follow the rules and learn how to respect the
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

environment, not to ban the rest of us with dogs from the GGNRA. | wish
that the DEIS would include an alternative along these lines.

Corr. ID: 4592 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 223783  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Provide better website information, and signage at
the park.

Inform people there is off-leash dog recreation at specific parks. Although
dogs are prominent at Fort Funston, one would never know that by reading
the NPS website on Fort Funston. Based on the website information, a dog-
phobic person would be unpleasantly surprised when he arrived at Fort
Funston. By setting realistic expectations, visitor conflicts could be reduced.

Corr. ID: 4670 Organization: Fort Funston Dog Walkers
Comment ID: 264299  Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

Fencing and natural vegetative barriers are discussed in chapter 2 of the
draft plan/SEIS for the alternatives. Signage is also discussed in chapter 2.
Both signage and fencing impacts have been added to the discussion in
chapter 4.

29687
Loop Trails - Commenters suggest adding more loop trails both on-leash and
off-leash.

Corr. ID: 183 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182295 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Of particular disappointment is the fact that many
of the trails designated for on- or off-leash walking do not connect or do not
create loops. It would be better to have a designated series of trails from a
centralized starting point (e.g. Rodeo Beach or Donahue) that can provide
owners with a variety of distances and terrain to walk their dogs. | urge you
to reassess the proposed dog-friendly trails.

Corr. ID: 1632 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 223784  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Ensure that all off-leash trails provide a continuous
round-trip hike, eliminating arbitrary and confusing boundaries. E.qg.
Homestead Valley Land Trust trails should segue into GGNRA trails,
Oakwood Valley should provide a sensible loop.

Protect wildlife when it needs protecting.

Corr. ID: 3934 Organization: 3rd Supervisorial District of the
County of Marin

Comment ID: 205847  Organization Type: County Government

Representative Quote: Continuous trail loops will encourage more active

engagement with the environment while exercising. Many people, especially

23



Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

those who are aging, walk their dogs on trails such as this as their main
exercise. We are all working towards similar goals of a healthier and more
vibrant community and loop trails would serve those goals

A discussion of loop trails has been added into chapter 2 of the draft
plan/SEIS for some of the sites in the GGNRA.

29688

Enforcement - Instead of reducing areas for dog walking, monitoring or
enforcement of the existing and proposed rules/regulations is needed at the
park. Enforcement should include issuing more citations and fines or even
banning those that continue to be non-compliant with regulations. Fines
should increase with each violation one person receives. VVolunteers should
be allowed to issue citations, should be on site to monitor and call
enforcement when needed, and volunteer rescue crews could be used at Fort
Funston. In addition, a tip line or reporting system should be established for
visitors to report offenders.

Corr. ID: 63 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181807  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Any plan that includes possible increased
interaction, (ie enforcement), between park officials and dogs MUST
include a comprehensive training plan and rules of engagement. This MUST
include when it is acceptable to use lethal force versus pepper spray/mace or
some other solution.

Corr. ID: 694 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182680 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The current leash laws and the proposed leash laws
must be enforced. Park police should ticket any dog walker with a dog off
leash. Also, civilians will call to report leash violations and the violators
should get heavy fines. These fines should increase (double) with each
violation. First violation $50, second $100, third $200, fourth $400, fifth
$800, sixth $1600, seventh - 2 year ban from the park and $10,000 fine for
each violation of this ban.

Corr. ID: 969 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191648  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | support dogs on leash everywhere in the GGNRA.
Dogs should not be allowed to disturb wildlife in their natural habitat. Every
time | go into the GGNRA, | see dogs off leash and destroying the park. In
order to enforce these rules, volunteers should be utilized to give offenders
tickets. If you decide that it is not appropriate for volunteers to actually give
the tickets, they can volunteer to monitor the GGNRA and call the park
police to report offenders. Then the park police would give the tickets.

Corr. ID: 1850 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 223797  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: ii. Provide a tip hot line for dog walkers to call in to
report those chronic offenders in terms of leaving pet waste, disturbing
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habitat and wildlife, etc. The Park Service personnel would be better able to
focus efforts on dealing with chronic offenders.

Corr. ID: 3733 Organization: SF DOG, Save McLaren Park
Comment ID: 204580 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Enforcement of already existing regulations should
target irresponsible dog owners who create the few problems documented by
the GGNRA, while allowing responsible dog owners to continue their
traditional off-leash recreation without harassment.

Corr. ID: 3815 Organization: Wild Equity Institute

Comment ID: 226965 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Repeat dog rule offenders should always be cited
and chronic offender's fines should increase with the number and severity of
the offense.

Corr. ID: 4043 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 207320  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Instead better compliance could be achieved
through enforcement of the rules already in place. Park rangers should cite
owners who do not exhibit voice control of their animal, and also those who
do not clean up their dog's excrement. With the policies in place and the
proper enforcement, there will be no actual or perceived threat to the natural
habitats the GGNRA consist of.

Corr. ID: 4281 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 264236  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: RECOMMENDATION No. 3: If the NPS selects
any of the Alternatives B through E for GGNRA's 21 locations then it
actively should enlist the assistance and cooperation of recognized and
respected dog groups in the community to recruit responsible volunteers to
participate fully in all monitoring projects in each of the 21 locations.
Meaningful public participation and confirmation of the baselines and
monitoring will go a long way towards achieving wide scale acceptance of
the results

Corr. ID: 4584 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 210021  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: A simple and effective reporting system should be
established. The dog management plan should include a means by which
park visitors can easily and effectively report non-compliant behavior. Park
visitors are sometimes reluctant to report observed violations due to the time
involved in making the report. A public reporting system should be
incorporated into the plan that will be user friendly and workable. Such a
system should require only a few moments of time and be an effective
documentation of the violation.

Corr. ID: 4666 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 227791  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The DEIS uses the fact that dogs and people have to
sometimes be rescued as a reason to limit dogs, say ing the rescue attempts
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

can cause injuries to park law enforcement (p. 19). It does not discuss an
option for allowing a volunteer rescue team to be formed that could be
called first, to relieve law enforcement from this obligation. This should be
discussed and explored as mitigation in the FEIS. Now that | know that it's
such a burden on law enforcement, | will avoid calling them for any
assistance I might need when on GGNRA lands.

Enforcement policies for the draft plan/SEIS have been added to chapter 2.
Several suggestions provided by commenters for enforcement would not be
feasible, as outlined in the Alternative Elements Eliminated from Further
Consideration section of chapter 2 of the draft plan/SEIS. Enforcement
strategies eliminated from further consideration based on feasibility include
the use of volunteer law enforcement. NPS Director's Order 7, Section 8.4
states that the Volunteers in Parks Act of 1969 does not permit use of
volunteers for law enforcement work such as issuing citations. Another
suggestion eliminated from consideration was an increase in fines for
noncompliance. Such fines are not determined by the NPS, but are
established in the Federal Magistrate Bail Schedule set by the court system.

29690

Dog Size - Commenters suggest having on-leash and off-leash areas for
small dogs separate from those areas containing large dogs. In addition,
commenters suggested all dogs that have not been spayed or neutered should
be on-leash at all times.

Corr. ID: 202 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 180621 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The only problems | see are with dogs who have not
been spayed or neutered. Perhaps a less restrictive alternative would be to
require that all intact dogs be on leash on GGNRA property.

Corr. ID: 236 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 180767  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: PLEASE like other places in the bay area and
thruout the country, PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE, reserve some off leash
spaces for SMALL dogs only and have them enclosed. There is no such area
in san francisco.

Corr. ID: 421 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181604  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Please consider an enclosed off-leash dog area,
ideally with large and small dog sections, and keep the remainder of the park
areas for on-leash use only. Sadly the actions of the few make off-leash dog
use incompatible with high density mixed uses; no one should have fear of
using the park. Yes the number of incidents is small statistically, but their
impact and the cost of enforcement is great.

A discussion of ROLAs can be found in chapter 2 of the draft plan/SEIS.
Although the draft plan/SEIS offers alternatives for dog walking in the
GGNRA, having separate ROLAs for large and small dogs or requiring
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Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

spayed and neutered dogs on leashes is not operationally feasible in the park.
However, ROLA guidelines state that dogs in heat and aggressive dogs are
not allowed in ROLASs.

29692
Dog Waste - Commenters suggest that the park provide dog waste bags and
a means to convert dog waste to methane energy.

Corr. ID: 1324 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195071  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If the rules and expectations are clearly posted and
enforced, | do not think there will be any big problems. As a suggestion, the
Park Service may want to consider having trash cans and plastic doggie
mitts available for pet owners to use to pick up after their dogs. San Rafael
provides this service and | never see any dog "droppings" on the streets or in
the grass at the parks where these mitts are available.

Corr. ID: 1696 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191111  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: People should be held responsible to the rules that
already exist regarding picking up poop. Perhaps supplying more bags -
biodegradable would be best - & more can would help.

Corr. ID: 2096 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193337  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: (1) Dog "Poops" in compostable bags

(2) Dispose in containers which will convert to methane = energy for power
- i.e. -light posts, etc. (as done in dog park in Boston!)

Corr. ID: 2101 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193348  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Provide public compostable poop bags in Park
Areas.

Dog walkers must pick up their dogs' feces immediately and dispose of them
in a garbage container. At some sites in the GGNRA, dog walking groups
have provided dog waste bags, but at this time it is not feasible for the
GGNRA to provide dog waste bags at all sites or to participate in a program
that converts dog waste to methane energy.

29693

Leash Type - Commenters stated that the park should require dog walkers to
carry a leash with them at all times even when walking in a ROLA.
Commenters also suggested the use of electronic leashes, remote training
collars, and 12-foot leashes be allowed in lieu of the 6-foot leash.

Corr. ID: 458 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181732  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Consider the leashes bring their own risks for mixed
use (tripping, falling, etc) and consider technological solutions as part of
this. I urge you to consider remote training collars for dogs as the equivalent
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

of an electronic collar that can achieve the benefits of control but allow
greater freedom of movement for dogs and avoid some of the risks of
leashes

Corr. ID: 4318 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209423  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: My suggestion is that the GGNRA require all dogs
to be on-leash, but that you request a waiver from the National Park Service
from the current six foot leash requirement, and allow dogs to be on leashes
up to 12 feet long, to allow more freedom to dog owners and their pets. A 12
foot leash permits a dog to run a little while still being under control by their
owner. | also believe that the GGNRA should designate or develop two or
more fenced off-leash dog areas on GGNRA lands in Marin County and in
San Francisco, much like other jurisdictions, so owners who want to run
their dogs off-leash can do so in these areas. Examples of these fenced off-
leash dog areas exist in Golden Gate Park and in my own town of Alameda.

Corr. ID: 4670 Organization: Fort Funston Dog Walkers
Comment ID: 264302  Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.)

Dog walkers are required to have a six foot leash for every dog under their
care, as outlined in chapter 2 under the "Elements Common to Action
Alternatives" section. The use of other types of leashes is also discussed in
this chapter under the “Alternative Elements Eliminated from Further
Consideration” section.

29694

Certification/Tag System - Commenters suggested establishing a
certification that would allow visitors to show that they can control their
dogs under voice and sight control. Visitors proving they have control over
their dogs would receive a voice control tag to attach to the dog's collar
which would allow them ROLA access. Training classes should be available
to teach dogs how to behave within the park. This would eliminate unruly
dogs at the park. Service dogs should be registered within the park.

Corr. ID: 377 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181163  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am fully supportive of an off-leash licensing
program which could be run by animal control. Off leash licenses could be
given to responsible dog owners. Responsible dog owners do the following:
1)license their dogs. 2) Have their dogs take all the required shots. 3)Have
their dogs complete a certified (could be by animal control) obedience
program. 4)Spay their dogs. 5) Dog owners could be required to carry
liability insurance for their dogs. 7) Of course responsible dog owners pick
up their dog waste. 6) Dog owners would have to pay a fee to NPS for the
privelege of walking dogs off leash. Those who have the license to walk off
leash would have to carry proof of such licensing at all times.

I think this would reward responsible dog owners.
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Corr. ID: 658 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181513  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: We urge that you require all dogs in areas where
they are not explicitly allowed to be off-leash, to be always on-leash. If
some dog owners are insistent that their animals can be fully controlled by
voice commends, they should be required to demonstrate this by testing,
under realistic conditions. (The owners of dogs should bear the full cost of
the tests, and dogs that pass should be required to carry some form of
identification, renewable annually for a fee.) The going-in assumption
should be that voice-control does not work unless contrary proof is
provided.

Corr. ID: 753 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 223798  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: implement a voice control recall policy based on the
honor system. (dog owners watch a short video online or at a local library,
nps kiosk, station, city hall portraying voice control protocols). owners
watch the video, agree that their dog abides by the recall system protocol,
and pays annual fee (video will have ot be watch annually before
registration can be completed and fees paid) . dogs would be required to
wear a voice control tag in addition to rabies and animal license or a citation,
warning or actual will be given. boulder, colorado has a voice control/recall
video and the program has been successful.

Corr. ID: 913 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191323  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Another option would be to enforce dog licensing,
and even charging an additional fee for screening dogs'/owners' behavior
before issuing a "national park license", which could be required for use of
these areas. | am a dog trainer and a psychiatrist and have been interested in
developing guidelines for licensing service animals (particularly the largely
unregulated "psychiatric service animal™). Something like this would also
make sense for National Park use, charging a fee for a training session that
would notify the dog owners of the rules and help ensure that they are
followed, which would also weed out a lot of the destructive dogs and dog
owners, who would be ticketed if they did not have their "national park
license".

Corr. ID: 1493 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191301  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Over the last few months | have had several
encounters with able-bodied hikers on the main Tennessee Valley trail that
claimed that their pets were "service animals" or therapy dogs and therefore,
permitted on the trail. | am aware that service animals exist for disabilities
other than visual or hearing impairment. However, there seems to be no
system to prevent persons from abusing the privilege and claiming that any
old mutt is a "service animal."

Disabled persons requesting special parking accommodations are required to
register with the DMV after obtaining written verification of need from their
physician. They must then display the special blue hangtag to utilize the
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Response:

special parking areas. It seems that a similar system of registration with
physician verified need could be adapted for service animals. Once
registered, the animal could wear a special jacket or leash that clearly
identifies the animal as a service animal. Such identification of these
animals would relieve the disabled person from the burden of having to
justify the presence of their dog in a restricted area. It would also prevent
non-disabled dog owners from thinking that it really is ok to have their pet
there despite what the signs say.

Please consider implementation of a program to register and identify service
animals in the GGNRA. If that is not possible, then consider posting signage
defining acceptable service animals (ADA definition) and that it is illegal to
misrepresent an animal as a service animal

Corr. ID: 1850 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192067  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Comment: The Compliance-Based Management
Strategy should be removed from the DEIS. It should be replaced with a
strategy that rewards responsible dog walkers and bans irresponsible dog
walkers, as follows:

i. Set up a permit/color tag system that would be partnered with local
Animal Care and Control Departments. Dogs that have licenses from local
ACC could be issued a permit, renewable annually, to walk in GGNRA
sites. A small fee could be charged to help pay for processing. This would
help with getting dogs licensed locally and support GGNRA efforts as well.
A brightly colored collar tag for dog and 1D for owner could be provided
and required for visits to GGNRA. Only dogs/dog walkers with these
permits would be able to use off leash play areas, as well as on leash areas.
Dog walkers/dogs visiting for one day could obtain one day only permit
from Gift Shops and Ranger Stations with different color tag allowing them
on leash only access to GGNRA sites. Failure to observe restrictions would
result in loss of permit for dog walking in GGNRA.

Corr. ID: 2229 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 200841  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Rather than spend so much $ to enforce and create
the amended off leash areas, why not educate and ensure that people have
well trained dogs? For dogs to be off leash anywhere at any time, they
should have a rocket recall. If you call them, they will come away or off of
something ie. people, picnics, flora and fauna and back to you.

In addition to a dog license, dogs can be issued a tag which indicates that
have passed a Canine Good Citizen test, which means the dog/human have
been trained/passed a number of tests to ensure appropriate behavior in
public. This would make for better managed, happier dogs and a happier
community.

Please see chapter 2, "Alternative Elements Eliminated from Further
Consideration™ for information certification and tag programs.
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CONCERN
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Representative Quote(s):

29695

Additional Alternatives - Commenters have suggested a new alternative
which balances the recreational needs of the Bay Area with the protection of
natural resources, and/or adds more on-leash and off-leash areas for dogs.
The A alternative would include the 1979 Policy, with enforcement, and the
addition of more dog walking areas. Other suggestions include generally
allowing for more off-leash access and off-leash hiking opportunities.

Corr. ID: 1002 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191731  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | believe that the GGNRA is not truly taking into
account what an off leash site means to dog owners. | am including what |
think should be down. | do not agree with this plan at all!.

The GGNRA should develop a new alternative, the A+ Alternative, that will
better balance the recreational needs of the Bay Area with protection of
natural resources.The DEIS calls the "No Change™ Alternative "A". This is
the 1979 Pet Policy with some restrictions, particularly restrictions on off-
leash at Ocean Beach, Fort Funston, and Crissy Field because of the snowy
plover and native plant restorations. More than one-third of Bay Area
residents have dogs and we now know the importance of off-leash recreation
for dog's physical and mental health, as well as the importance of the
significant social communities that develop where people recreate with their
dogs off-leash.The A+ Alternative would include everywhere that is
currently off-leash, plus sufficient off-leash opportunities in San Mateo
County to meet the demand, and more trails off-leash throughout the
GGNRA. In addition, new land added to the GGNRA would include off-
leash areas, especially in those areas where it has traditionally taken place.
There would be no compliance-based management strategy in the A+
Alternative. Any dog management philosophy in the GGNRA, like that for
any other recreation use, should be based on Bay Area values of co-
existence, shared space, collaboration among park user groups, and
education where problems arise. Enforcement of already existing regulations
should target irresponsible dog owners who create the few problems
documented by the GGNRA, while allowing responsible dog owners to
continue their traditional off-leash recreation without harassment.

Corr. ID: 2213 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 200741  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Currently less than 1% of the GGNRA allows off-
leash recreation, and now the GGNRA wants to reduce that even further. Is
it too much to ask that we retain the usage of this small amount of space as it
has been for many, many years? | propose the GGNRA should develop a
NEW alternative, that would not only KEEP the current areas off-leash, but
also lead to development of ADDITIONAL off-leash areas in new land
obtained by the GGNRA. The GGNRA should be expanding not reducing
off-leash locations.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
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Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 200887  Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

Corr. ID: 4443 Organization: San Francisco Dog Owners Group
Comment ID: 264252  Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: SFDOG encourages the development of an A+
Alternative, one that is based on the 1979 Pet Policy, and that returns the
plover restriction areas to off-leash access (given the DEIS' failure to prove
any impact by dogs on plover populations or survival). In addition, areas in
San Mateo that were not part of the 1979 Pet Policy but where off- and on-
leash recreation has traditionally occurred, such as Sweeney Ridge, must
allow that off- and on-leash recreation to continue. Similarly, off- and on-
leash should be considered for all areas that become part of the GGNRA in
the future, such as Rancho Corral de Tierra, especially where off- and on-
leash recreation have traditionally been enjoyed.

Corr. ID: 4670 Organization: Fort Funston Dog Walkers
Comment ID: 264298  Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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 recreational
opportunities; places to hike; the opportunity to be in nature ' with their well-
behaved dogs.

The alternatives have been revised to include additional opportunities for
dog walking. Alternative E would provide the greatest level of access for
dog walkers throughout GGNRA. Alternative E reflects those portions of the
1979 Pet Policy that can meet the purpose and need of the plan. Because all
elements of the 1979 Pet Policy do not meet the purpose and need,
particularly the goals of protecting park resources and increasing the safety
of visitors, this alternative is more restrictive than the 1979 Policy. Please
see chapter 2 for additional details on changes to alternatives.

30111

Time/Seasonal Restrictions - Commenters suggest requiring time restrictions
throughout the park for when ROLAS, on-leash dog walking, and no dog
walking would be allowed. Time restrictions could be based on week vs.
weekday hours, season hours, or hours for morning and night use. Seasonal
restrictions could also be implemented.
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Representative Quote(s): Corr. I1D: 332 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 181097  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | have been using crissy field for the last two years
with my dog. | have always been respectful and so have the members of the
community that | see at crissy field.The best thing to do is license the dogs
for off-leash use and fine those that are not license.

Corr. ID: 1227 Organization: California Parks Association
Comment ID: 194877  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Dogs allowed only before 10 A.M. and after 5 P.M.

Corr. ID: 1277 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195001  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: We want part of the beaches to be off leash every
day. | am open to the dogs being leashed at certain times (like peak use
times) and say between 8am to 11am it is off leash. 11am to 5pm on leash
and 5-7 off leash.

Corr. ID: 1574 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190788  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 10-E seems logical (Crissy Field)

It is preferable to have off leash time limits on East Beach:

Before 9: AM

After 5: PM

Dogs should NOT allowed in Wildlife Protection Area (WPA)

Corr. ID: 2685 Organization: Neighbor

Comment ID: 195485  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | understand there are a few relatively warm,
relatively windless days each year when sunbathers (not many swimmers!)
like to use East Beach - and yes, | appreciate that a sunbather may
occasionally be slightly inconvenienced by a discourteous dog and/or host.
For these rare days (in my experience, only 4-5/year), the GGNRA could
easily implement a temporary restriction on off-leash dogs on East Beach
and redirect their hosts to the beach west of the lagoon's outlet.

Corr. ID: 2813 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 201115  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Crowding will create problems

The Preferred Alternative at Crissy Field, by eliminating dogs from the East
Beach particularly during weekday hours, and the airfield also largely empty
during the week, will force greater interaction between a greater number of
dogs and their owners (especially during high tides) in a much smaller area.
One reason that there are relatively few problems with dog aggression is that
there is enough space at Crissy for everyone to interact when they wish to
and not because density has been forced on them. Solution: Make the East
Beach and parts of the Airfield off limits between 10 to 4 on weekends.
Allow full use during the week.
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CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Corr. ID: 2941 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202408  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: My 1st concern is that most people do not use the
areas at all times and therefore there are periods of the day and week off-
leash dog walking could be allowed and should not be banned for ALL
periods. Currently, I walk my dog several times a week in the GGNRA. |
often do this at non-peak times in the evenings during daylight savings at
Land's End and on Friday Morning at Chrissy field. Often times, my dog
and | are the only users or of the few users of these places.

The park's experience with time restrictions is that they cause confusion
among visitors and are difficult to enforce. Also, the times when visitor
numbers are low (early am or late pm) are generally the times when wildlife
numbers are higher. Therefore, time of day/day of week restrictions is not a
preferred approach; however, this management concept will still remain an
option for dog management in the future. For more information, please see
chapter 2, "Alternative Elements Eliminated from Further Consideration"
section.

31337

Split the beaches - Commenters suggested that half of the beaches in the
plan be set up for those who enjoy dogs, and half be set up for those who do
not like dogs.

Corr. ID: 2056 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193310  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: This is an all or nothing plan. Why not just dedicate
1/2 the beaches to those scared of dogs and 1/2 the beaches to dog lovers? -
or drop this plan all together —

The preferred alternative includes beach areas offering varying visitor
experiences: areas for dogs on leash, off leash, and areas with no dogs.
Under the preferred alternative, sections of the beach at Rodeo Beach,
Crissy Field, Ocean Beach, and Fort Funston would include ROLAs and
other beaches - or sections of beaches - in Marin and San Francisco would
allow on-leash dog walking. Please see chapter 2 for more details on
ROLAs.

31533
Commenters requested that people with disabilities be allowed to have well-
behaved dogs under voice control on any trail that allows on-leash dogs.

Corr. ID: 4660 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 227441  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Provide special compensations for people with
disabilities by allowing them to have well- behaved, voice control dogs on
any trail that allows on-leash dogs

A discussion of service animals has been added to chapter 2. Service
animals accompanying a person with a disability, as defined by Federal law
and Department of Justice regulations (28 CFR § 36.104), are allowed
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

wherever visitors or employees are allowed.

Under the ADA, service animals must be harnessed, leashed, or tethered,
unless these devices interfere with the service animal’'s work or the
individual’s disability prevents using these devices. In that case, the
individual must maintain control of the animal through voice, signal, or
other effective controls (US Department of Justice 2010).
(http://www.ada.gov/service_animals_2010.htm)

The NPS is currently revising its regulations to be consistent with
Department of Justice regulations covering the ADA (28 CFR 36).

31772
The alternatives that have been dismissed should be reconsidered.

Corr. ID: 4035 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 227704  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: All "Alternatives Suggested and Dismissed from
Consideration" need to be re-evaluated considering the recreational value of
the park, valid scientific monitoring and measurement of incremental
impacts from dog recreation, and the recognition that some impacts are
justified to support the recreational mandate and to maintain recreational
opportunities for this and future generations.

Some elements of the alternatives considered but dismissed were
reconsidered as options that may be implemented for dog management in the
future. However, alternatives eliminated from further consideration were
considered and evaluated in-depth during the initial alternatives
development process and were eliminated because they do not meet the
needs or objectives for the proposed project, as outlined in chapter 2,
"Alternative Elements Eliminated from Further Consideration."

41743

Commenters suggest that if the draft plan/EIS will be implemented, that the
changes go into effect after a grace period (14 years, the average life span of
a dog).

Corr. ID: 3996 Organization: Private citizen

Comment ID: 207475  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: As a responsible, working, tax-paying San
Francisco resident and dog-owner | am writing to oppose the GGNRA's
draft dog management plan.

In particular, it was the 1979 Pet Policy where the city of San Francisco
gave much of the land to the GGNRA with the express purpose that it would
be used as it had been historically for recreational purposes, which includes
dog walking that ultimately tipped the scale in favor of us getting our dog.

We are positively behind the idea of establishing professional dog walker
rules and fees.
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Response:

If off-leash areas are taken away we really may have to consider leaving the
city of San Francisco now that we own and are responsible for the well-
being of a large, energetic dog.. At the VERY least, | feel it would only be
fair, if restrictions are to be imposed, that they go into effect after a 14 year
grace period, allowing any new dog owner the current rules for the lifetime
of an average dog. I'm not sure we would have made the decision to own a
dog if it weren't for the current Pet Policy.

Once the dog management plan is implemented, a long-term public outreach
education period would be established. It is anticipated that there would be
an intense education effort when the plan/EIS is first implemented. Details
are described in chapter 2, Elements Common to Action Alternatives,
Outreach and Education. For example, starting with the implementation of
the plan/EIS, 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.

A long-delayed implementation would not meet the purpose and need of the
draft plan/SEIS.

ALS5000 — COMMENTS ON DOG WALKING PERMIT SYSTEM

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29674

Commenters felt that altering the existing regulations and permitting
requirements for commercial dog walkers is unnecessary and difficult to
implement and would be hard to ensure compliance. Some commenters felt
that the implementation of the new plan would not solve any current issues
that may exist, and would result in an outcome that would aggravate the
negative impacts of dog walkers in the parks.

Corr. ID: 1104 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192288 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am deeply disappointed by this effort to severely
curtail off leash dog walking areas by the GGNRA. If the GNNRA draft dog
management plan is passed, there will be a number of serious negative
impacts... 1. My dog walker, although he does not go to the beaches on a
work day basis, will be directly impacted because the many dog walkers who
do take their clients to the beach will no longer be able to do so, and will
therefore go to the already limited enclosed dog park areas. As a result, his
normal parks will become overcrowded. 2. My local dog park area will
become increasingly overcrowded, thus increasing the likelihood of an
possible incident, as well as noise and management difficulties.

3. If there are limitations of 3 dogs/dogwalker, walkers will be forced to limit
their time and schedule with their clients. As a result, each dog will receive
less time outdoors, and possibly be scheduled at increasingly unreasonable
times. This will lead to less exercised, more neurotic dogs in the
neighborhood, and will be detrimental to everyone.
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Response:

Corr. ID: 1598 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190834 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | walk with dogs and | am a dog walker. The
happiest time in our day is when the dogs & | are recreating and playing at
the beach and GGNRA! Without our park area- we would not have
exercised- socialized mellow dogs. We are a true community of people who
live for our dogs. To limit the amount of dogs would take way my liveligood
and people rely on me to care for their loving pets when they work or travel.
We are wondering why you must take back what you gave to us and why put
a limit when all is going just fine for the last 15 years.

Corr. ID: 1621 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190865 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The regulation of dog pack numbers will not
decrease traffic at the Parks. It will only encourage more dog walkers doing
more walks per day, not to mention the dog owners that cannot afford to have
their dogs walked professionally. This, I believe, will lead to dirtier parks and
more chaos and confrontation than less.

Corr. ID: 2104 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193359 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If you are going to enforce leash laws why not just
enforce the more narrow laws we have now. Increase fines for not picking up
after dog. Enforce walker license laws & restrictions on # of dogs they can
take.

Corr. ID: 2108 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193368 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Rules + regulations that are already in place should
be enforced (as a helpful solution) instead of curtailing use to all- mostly
responsible - people. | am a dogwalker + | am for requiring permits, requiring
picking up poop & dog behavior management.

Corr. ID: 4017 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 206851 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am in favor of any plan which:

Contains no restrictions or permits for dog walking within the GGNRA. This
would require too much management and would be difficult for visitors to
comply with.

There are currently no regulations or permit requirements for commercial dog
walking; that need must be addressed by the Dog Management Plan. It is
necessary to limit the number of dogs per walker for both commercial and
recreational dog walkers in order to ensure safe and controlled conditions at
each park site. The permit limit of six dogs per walker was developed
initially by the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee and is in line with limits
at many Bay Area and national land management agencies. At some park
sites, no more than three dogs per walker would be allowed in order to further
protect park resources and visitor safety due to the conditions at the site. For
details on the permit system, please see chapter 2, Permits for More Than
Three Dogs - Commercial and Individual Dog Walkers and Appendix F.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29675

Commenters suggest that professional dog walkers should have a
license/permit/fee/certification/identification and/or be regulated for walking
dogs at GGNRA. This use fee could be implemented through daily permits,
monthly permits, or yearly permits. Amounts suggested ranged from a small
daily fee to several thousand dollars for commercial dog walkers. This would
help raise revenue for enforcement and maintenance. Commercial dog
walkers should also be required to be registered, insured, and bonded if using
the park for their services. Other suggestions included having all appropriate
shots and other city requirements, take a dog training or obedience class, a
class on dog walking and park education, and tests for voice control
proficiency. It was suggested that commercial dog walking is a business and
needs to be regulated in the same manner as other vendors in the park,
including taxation and fees.

Corr. ID: 321 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181079 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | agree with the fact that as professionals we need to
be licensed and regulated. Although I think that 8 off leash dog per licensed
professional is a little more reasonable, | am comfortable with the 6 dog limit.
| feel it is imperative that we be able to use Fort Funston in the way that we
are now. It is a huge open space and that makes it more manageable and safe
for walking a pack of dogs. Why can't we as professionals pay a fee to use the
park? That way the funds can be used to maintain the trails better, etc.

Corr. ID: 631 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182497 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Finally commercial dog walkers should be required
to have a permit ($500/month) to walk dogs in the GGNRA. They should
also be required to wear identifying clothes such as a shirt with the dog
walking company name or their own name if they are self-employed.

Corr. ID: 694 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182682 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: All professional dog walkers should be required to
have a permit to walk their dogs off leash or on leash. The must pay per dog.
If they wish to get a permit to walk 2 dogs this means they pay $3,455x2 a
year. If they wish to walk 4 dogs (should be the max), this means they pay
$3,455x4 a year. Could consider increasing the cost given that they are a
business. Also if the park decides that they want to let commercial dog
walkers have more than 4 dogs, the cost for each additional dog over 4 should
be $4982 an extra dog.

Corr. ID: 4070 Organization: Mar Vista Stables

Comment ID: 207680 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 2)Commercial Dog Walking-On most public lands,
any commercial entity making money off of use of those lands usually has to
pay a permit or lease fee to the agency responsible for those lands (BLM-
OHV races, Livestock grazing, mining, etc.; US Bureau of Reclamation-
houseboat rentals, jet ski rentals, marinas, campsites, etc.). It seems that an
entity bringing multiple dogs to NPS lands and making money off of that
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without having to assist in the upkeep of that area (financially or otherwise) is
unfair to the rest of the general public using those lands and strains agency
resources. This should be a general requirement on commercial dog walking
in all GGNRA lands for all Alternatives (including the No Action
alternative).

Corr. ID: 4408 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 206411 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: In my opinion, commercial dog walkers need to be
licensed, and should pay a business tax. | know that this is being considered
by the supervisors in SF. They should be able to walk only a limited number
of dogs. In my opinion, | think 6 dogs should be a maximum. (Picture trying
to pick up the dog waste from 10 dogs.) Looking on the web, commercial dog
walkers in San Francisco charge between $350 to almost $400 per month for
walking one dog on weekdays (20 clients at $370 per month =$89,000/yr).
Food trucks in our public parks in SF pay for being there. It seems that dog
walkers using our public spaces for their businesses should also.

Corr. ID: 4408 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 206413 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: One way to control commercial dog walkers at Fort
Funston would be to designate a small number of parking places for them in
the parking lot, parking places with an hour time limit. Their vehicles should
have an identifying bumper sticker that can be checked against their license
plate and the dog walkers themselves could wear an ID tag. Once again | do
not feel that they belong there, but if they are to be there and have dogs off-
leash, they should do so in a fenced area. Landscaping with natives could
help to disguise the fence. Enforcement would be easier and dogs would not
be lost. Commercial dog walkers do lose dogs. The majority of people who
come to the GGNRA without dogs could then have a dog-free experience in a
national park.

Corr. ID: 4642 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208836 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Proposal for Permitted Off Leash Dog Access
Within Selected Areas of GGNRA

1. Individuals would obtain an annual permit that would allow them to have
up to three dogs off leash in the areas of GGNRA where ROLA is currently
allowed.

2. Obtaining a permit would require demonstration of acceptable voice
control for at least one dog and payment of an annual fee ($100 suggested).
This fee would offset the permitting process as well as support the trail
maintenance in GGNRA.

3. Demonstration of acceptable voice control would require that the applicant
be able to call their dog away from two leashed stranger dogs before contact
has occurred. This "test" could be performed by licensed pet dog trainers or
other professionals designated by GGNRA.

4. Those individuals who have obtained an off leash permit would be
required, when accompanied by their off-leash dogs, to wear a nylon vest
issued by GGNRA. This vest would have a large identification number that
could be noted by others on the trails.
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

5. An infraction of off-leash rules (unwanted dog or human interaction, not
picking up after their dog) would be grounds for a significant fine and/or
suspension of the permit. Note that infractions could be reported by anyone
on the trail, not requiring the presence of a Park Ranger.

This policy would have a number of positive consequences, including:

1. Continued access by those individuals able to demonstrate standards of
responsible dog ownership

2. Ability to hold permitted individuals accountable for their dog's behavior
without the need for patrolling by Rangers.

3. Encouraging awareness, training and control of dogs by those wishing to
obtain a permit

4. Financial support for trails and park maintenance by those who actively
use the parks and who have a vested interest in their welfare.

Commercial and recreational dog walkers with more than 3 dogs would be
required to obtain a permit for a fee. Please see Appendix F for details on
Special Use Permits. Both commercial and recreational dog walkers would be
required to demonstrate having their dogs under voice and sight control when
requested by law enforcement, as discussed in chapter 2, Areas Open to Dog
Walking. In addition all dogs must be licensed. See Appendix E for dog
walking requirements both in ROLASs and on-leash areas.

29678

Change in Number of Dogs - some commenters suggest increasing the
number of dogs for commercial dog walkers; the proposed limitations will
negatively impact the income of dog walkers, who depend on this as their
livelihood. Other commenters suggest decreasing the number of dogs for
commercial dog walkers; the proposed restrictions would not provide
adequate protection of resources or result in changes to current issues.
Another option suggested was that the size of the dog should be factored into
the number of dogs allowed.

Corr. ID: 58 Organization: Tailblazers Dog Walking & Pet
Services

Comment ID: 181791 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: | do, however, NOT agree to limiting dog walkers to

6 dogs. If we have to pay for a permit, we should at least be legal at 8 dogs.

There essentially putting a cap on what we can make. I'll lose well over $30K

per year with this change.

Corr. ID: 928 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191387 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Also, there should be a limit of 3 (or 2)dogs per
person, or even different rules based on size (consider the relative impact of
two 15-pound dogs as compared to two fifty-pound dogs). It is not
appropriate for the Park Service to create commercial permits for
professional dog walkers. The laxer the GGNRA and other agencies are
about the numbers of dogs per walker, the more people are encouraged to
bring multiple dogs.
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Corr. ID: 1052 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192136 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: There should be a limit of 3 dogs per person. It is not
appropriate for the Park Service to create commercial permits for
professional dog walkers. Also, it is unlikely that most visitors with dogs will
be able to keep control of more than 3 dogs at one time.

Professional pet service activities should be done in places with guidelines in
place for this kind of work. A public park should be a safe space for people
first, not one dominated by professional service activities.

Corr. ID: 1607 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190847 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: As a professional dog walker | am happy to apply for
a permit and am in favor of some regulation! But please reconsider the
number of dogs to 8 at the very least. It would be economically unfeasible to
stay in business walking only 6 dogs.

Also, please allow us to walk from the parking lot to the beach with the dogs
off-leash. There is no way we could safely walk to the beach with all the dogs
on leash.

Corr. ID: 1611 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190851 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: -Puts an unfair burden monetarily on dog walkers
and those that own more than 3 dogs.

-Your commecial dog walking Alternatives will put a lot of people out of
work - IE- 6 dog limit. This will impact the local economy- which I see is not
noted anywhere

Corr. ID: 1829 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191953 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The idea of dog walkers having 6 dogs "under
control” even on leashes is an illusion, and of course he excrement left in
their wake is a detriment to the environment, not to mention an annoyance to
non-dog owning walkers who follow.

Please tighten up on the restrictions for dog owners and dog walkers in the
GGNRA.

Corr. ID: 2888 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202946 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 7. Per dogs off-leash numbers and access:

a. Please put an 8 dog total limit for dog-walkers into effect. I also support 6
dogs off leash max for two reasons. First, is the poop pick-up factor. It is so
easy, and | also see it almost daily, to miss some poop with more than 6 dogs
off leash. secondly is the transportation factor. | see far to many pick-up
trucks jammed full of precious pooches. This is one of the personal
preference and responsibility angles vs, profit potential that many dog-
walkers are unabashed about when they sacrifice safety for dollars. Limiting
the max-number of dogs will at fist deeply disappoint and possibly infuriate
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

some singular dog-walkers and dog-walking companies, but the larger benefit
of safety, park flow, and management will create a more cohesive community
where everyone understands expectations and decorum.

Corr. ID: 4584 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 210018 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Park visitors should be limited to one dog per visitor.
On trails, visitors with more than one dog have a wider space requirement
and have the potential to impact other park visitors by impeding their
progress along the trail. In ROLAs, it is not practical to allow voice control of
more that one dog per person. With few exceptions, dog handlers are not
capable of managing more than one off-leash dog at a time.

There will be no change to the number of dogs allowed for both commercial
and recreational dog walkers. At some park sites, no more than three dogs per
walker would be allowed in order to further protect park resources and visitor
safety due to the conditions at the site. Commercial dog walking is also
allowed only at seven ROLAs. Please see chapter 2, Permits for More Than
Three Dogs - Commercial and Individual Dog Walkers for more detail.

29681

Restrictions to commercial dog walkers should be aligned with the local city
and county regulations, rather than with separate regulations implemented by
the Park Service.

Corr. ID: 3219 Organization: Portuguese Water Dog Club of
Northern California
Comment ID: 226943 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual

Representative Quote: * Enable professional dog walking and align any
professional dog walking rules with county or city regulations.

Corr. ID: 3931 Organization: The Whole Pet

Comment ID: 205808 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Regarding professional dog walkers, San Francisco
Animal Care & Control already has an existing list of guidelines for
professional dog walkers in terms of the maximum number of dogs per
walker, maintaining voice control or leashes, scooping poop, preventing
digging & chasing etc. Most responsible dog walkers have already
voluntarily agreed to follow these guidelines & are in favor of regulation, but
there is not enough education or enforcement about these policies either.

NPS is not required to maintain the same regulations as city and county
parks; however, consistency with other adjacent areas was a consideration in
development of number of dogs allowed. Most Bay Area, and many national,
land management agencies, including Marin County, allow a maximum of 6
dogs per dog walker.. The NPS, with input from the Negotiated Rulemaking
Committee for Dog Management, concluded that three dogs per walker
would be allowed and special use permits at some sites would allow walking
up to six dogs per walker. Please see chapter 2, Permits for More Than Three
Dogs - Commercial and Individual Dog Walkers for more detail.
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AT1300 — ALTA TRAIL: DESIRE OTHER ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Response:

29726
Alternative D should be chosen at Alta Trail.

For representative quotes, please see Concern 29551 (FB1300), Comment
29551.

Alternative D was not selected as the preferred alternative for Alta Trail.
The preferred alternative for the Alta Trail site provides dog walking
opportunities to visitors while being protective of mission blue butterfly
habitat. On-leash dog walking would be required which would prohibit
dogs from entering into the mission blue butterfly habitat and would be
protective of other user groups. In addition, Alta Trail is frequently used by
dog walkers, so this visitor experience would be allowed to continue.
Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Alta Trail for additional
rationale.

AT1400 — ALTA TRAIL: SUGGEST CHANGE IN ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

29727

Commenters suggested a plan that connects Oakwood Valley Fire Road
with Alta Trail to better accommodate more users by the creation of a loop.
A longer, more vigorous loop would allow for more exercise for both
humans and dogs.

For representative quotes, please see Concern 29241 (OV1400), Comment
193288.

GGNRA has changed the preferred alternative to extend the on-leash dog
walking opportunity on the Alta Trail to provide a connection to the
Oakwood Valley Trail; however, a full loop trail out and back to the start of
Oakwood Valley is not feasible. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative
for Alta Trail for additional rationale.

29728
Have commercial dog walkers limited to six dogs off leash on Alta.
Otherwise other areas of the county will be affected.

Corr. ID: 2126 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193410 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Alta --> make commercial dog walkers permitted
to 6 dogs off-leash. Otherwise the proposed regulation will push this to
another area (of the county, etc).

Alta Trail would be one of the locations where permits would allow
commercial or private dog walkers to have up to six dogs; however, the
dogs would have to be on leash. No off-leash dogs would be allowed in
order to protect adjacent mission blue butterfly habitat and visitor safety.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

29729

More education, better signage, and more fencing could improve the Alta
area for humans, dogs, and the mission blue butterfly. The current signage
and restrictions are mostly followed, and any problems could be addressed
by more signage or better fencing.

Corr. ID: 3215 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202570 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Another loop of key importance to our
neighborhood is accessed through the Fernwood Cemetary and comes out at
the fire road near the water tank on the Alta trail. This historically has been
a great source for walking dogs off leash along the Alta trail and then
connecting to the upper portion of the Oakwood Valley Trail, then
continuing down through Oakwood Valley fire road and out to Tennessee
Valley for the return.. This longer, more vigorous loop is ideal for getting
good exercise for both humans and dogs. It is consistently used, but | would
not say it is overused. | am aware there is Mission Blue butterfly habitat
along a stretch of the Alta trail and it is marked off and signed. Most people
respect and pay attention to this. Perhaps a few don't. Again, education,
better signage and perhaps more fencing could improve this for both
humans and dogs and the butterfly. But in my 25+ years of experience
walking these trails, | haven't seen any negative impact from dogs on lupine
plants in this area. | have seen negative impacts from humans, and certainly
from Scotch Broom. Is there any true science that shows negative impact
from dogs in this area? Or is the impact from other sources?

My main concern is with the closing of these two key loops in the Oakwood
Valley area. | highly recommend that these important loops be kept open
and available to people with dogs. | have not seen any evidence in the DEIS
that shows why these areas should not be open to dogs as currently used.

A trail connecting Alta Trail to the Fernwood Cemetery would cross private
property outside the GGNRA boundary, thus not under GGNRA
management. As to protecting mission blue butterfly habitat, fencing would
be installed at Alta Trail on an as-needed basis. Please see chapter 2,
Elements Common to Action Alternatives for information on outreach,
education, and additional signage.

AW1000 — ANIMAL WELFARE: IMPACT ON/TO DOGS

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

29709

Commenters oppose off-leash restrictions because their dog will not be able
to enjoy the park the same if leashes are required or if fenced-in play is the
only option (which is sometimes stressful for dogs), as leashing dogs can
result in aggressive behavior in dogs. Additionally, restricting off-leash
areas at GGNRA will cause overcrowding of other dog parks and a negative
or unsafe experience for their dog(s). Commenters support off-leash areas
because these areas afford greater mental and/or physical health for their
dogs, and provide for socialization or better behavior (vs. on-leash
requirements). These areas also provide adequate exercise opportunities that
cannot be obtained on leash.
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Representative Quote(s): Corr. I1D: 989 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 191704 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: In recent years | have been struck by how fewer
and fewer areas in the Bay Area are being made available for off-leash
dogs. It has been proven that dogs that receive proper exercise and
socialization with other dogs are better behaved, happier, healthier and
bring greater joy to the lives of the people that own and love them.
Restricting more areas from being off-leash will directly imfringe upon this.
Dogs need vigorous exercise. Walking alongside an owner while tethered to
a leash is not adequate exercise by any reasonable definition. Additionally,
dogs need to interact with other dogs and other people to remain well-
socialized. By removing more and more opportunities for dogs to exerecise
properly and be socially acclimated to other dogs and other people breeds a
vicious cycle that results in dog "events" such as fights or bites. Ironically, a
plan to remove off-leash areas due, in part, in an attempt to reduce dog
events such as a fight or bite will only ensure more such events.

Corr. ID: 1114 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192354 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Dogs require sufficient levels of physical exercise
and socialization in their daily regimens that cannot reasonably be attained
unless they are permitted to be off leash in outdoor environments that
support positive interaction with other dogs and people. Dogs lacking in
sufficient exercise and socialization skills are at greater risk of developing
poor behavior and social skills that runs counter to the animal's and the
public's interest.

Corr. ID: 1317 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195060 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am a dog trainer in the Bay Area and believe that
off leash dog play and exercise is a huge part of a behaviorally well dog.
Without off leash areas to roam and interact with other dogs and people,
dogs will most likely develop many behavior concerns due to lack of
contact, frustration from leash restraint and this may escalate to aggression.
As a dog owner and someone that interacts with hundreds of dog owners
every week, we need off leash areas in order to live harmoniously in this
city.

Corr. ID: 1351 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195199 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: As | am sure you are aware, it is very important for
a dog's mental and physical health that they get plenty of exercise. Some
dog breeds require more exercise than others and it would be difficult for
those breeds, such as the Vizsla, to get the proper exercise they require if
they can not run and play off leash. Exercise and socializing is critical to a
dog's health and well-being.

Corr. ID: 1897 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 200387 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: As an owner of a certified Service Dog, | am
particularly upset at the prospect of having her off-leash running activity
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

curtailed or eliminated. For her to run unbridled is her only opportunity to
be "off work," and is essential for her well-being. Obviously, this leads to
my own well-being, as she takes care of me all day, every day. | must
suggest you take into consideration the impact this management plan will
have on the many of us who rely on the assistance of their service animals.

The preferred alternative would establish multiple ROLAs in the San
Francisco and Marin County areas of GGNRA. The majority of ROLAs
would be large enough to accommodate dogs with few, if any, crowding
issues. Off-leash dogs would still benefit from the physical activity and
socialization, and dogs that do not receive enough exercise or become
aggressive when restrained by a leash would still have the opportunity to
walk under voice and sight control within the ROLAs.

ROLASs would not be completely enclosed by fences. Please see chapter 2
for a detailed description of the locations of ROLASs under the preferred
alternative. Please see chapter 4 for analysis of potential redistributional
effects to other dog parks from changes at GGNRA.

29713

Commenters suggest that removing/restricting the off-leash areas as
suggested in the DEIS will make it harder for the SPCA to perform their
goal of "no kill" at animal shelters and/or more dogs will be given up at
shelters or less dogs will be adopted.

Corr. ID: 578 Organization: San Francisco Professional Dog
Walkers Association
Comment ID: 182094 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: San Francisco has a "No Kill" goal that no
potentially adoptable animal in a city shelter (SF Animal Care and Control,
SF/SPCA, Pets Unlimited). Representatives of the SF/SPCA have said that
the Preferred Alternative will make it harder for the SF/SPCA to perform
their mission to reduce surrenders to city shelters and make San Francisco a
truly No Kill city.

Corr. ID: 1337 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195122 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Dogs that are not adequately exercised can develop
behavior problems such as barking, destroying property in the home, etc.
Behavior problems are one of the primary reasons that people surrender
dogs at shelters.

Corr. ID: 1915 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192593 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The trickle down effect of the GGRNAS plan
would result in more dogs being dropped off at shelters, as dogs desperately
need to learn social skills from each other and they need an outlet for their
energy.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 3208 Organization: Rocket Dog Rescue

Comment ID: 202513 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: As a passionate dog rescuer, | can tell you that the
preferred alternatives in the Plan will make the Bay Area's homeless animal
problem worse. Less people will be able to or likely to keep their
companion animals if they are stripped of places in which they are able to
properly exercise their animals. The Plan is akin to putting more burden on
our shelters and sending more dogs to needlessly die.

Not to mention that, in years of walking Ocean Beach or Crissy Field every
single day, sometimes with dogs and sometimes without dogs, | have yet to
see any wildlife or sensitive plant habitats harmed or infringed upon by
companion animal dogs. Dog owners that use this RECREATION area are
inherently responsible and value all life.

Corr. ID: 3466 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 203297 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Please reconsider. These are two of the reasons
there are so many dogs in the shelters. People need a place to take their
dogs, especially living in the city, where many do not have access to a yard.
Dogs need to run, or often they have behaviour issues, stemming from built
up energy and boredom, and guardians need a place to take them.

This hurts everyone. The shelters will be even more overcrowded.

Those who adopt should be rewarded, not made to feel as though no one
wants them to succeed.

This also affects the dog-walkers and they provide a much needed service
to all of those who work long hours, and are unable to give their dogs the
outigs they need to be healthy.

The preferred alternative would continue to offer multiple areas throughout
the park for dog walking under voice and sight control within ROLAs.

29715
Some dogs do better socially on leash and these on-leash areas are better for
those (small, older, disabled) dogs.

Corr. ID: 1551 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 200012 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: I'm commenting to encourage the GGNRA to both
designate some on-leash areas and to enforce leash laws in these areas. A
lot of the accessible hiking areas are either legally off-leash, or the bulk of
people who go there flagrantly violate leash laws.A lot of dogs have special
needs. Besides leash-reactive dogs who need some extra help and training,
there are older dogs, disabled or physically challenged dogs, and even small
breeds that can benefit from on-leash areas where approaches by other dogs
are more controlled. | support off-leash areas for dogs that are comfortable
in these spaces. But please, ensure that there is some space for dogs that do
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Response:

better when everyone is on leash, and make sure the laws are enforced so
that everyone can have a good experience.

The preferred alternative would allow multiple on-leash dog walking areas
throughout the park. In all areas except Fort Funston, dog walkers
preferring an on-leash dog walking experience would be in areas separated
from ROLAs. However, at Fort Funston, dog walkers preferring an on-leash
dog walking experience would be required to pass through a small portion
of the upland ROLA to access other on-leash trails north of the main
parking lot.

BB1300 — BAKER BEACH: DESIRE OTHER ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

29263

Commenters support alternative A, the 1979 Pet Policy, for the preferred
alternative for Baker Beach. The existing off-leash dog walking areas
should continue to be available to dogs and responsible owners. If current
conditions are unlikely, alternative E would be the best compromise since
the southern portion of the beach would contain a ROLA.

Corr. ID: 796 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 186025 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am a daily user of the Marin Headlands, Crissy
Filed, and Baker Beach. | would like to support alternative A in all these
locations.Please keep the existing off leash areas open and available to dogs
and their responsible owners

Corr. ID: 1243 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 194924 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am a frequent user of Baker Beach and would like
to voice my support for Alternative A for Baker Beach (Map 12-A:Baker
Beach). | believe Alternative A takes into account the needs and interests of
the majority of recreational users of Baker Beach without having a negative
impact on any of these users, or perhaps more importantly, the
environment.

Corr. ID: 1554 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190742 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: My preference for Baker Beach is to leave it as is,
however, | realize that is highly unlikely. One proposal seems to have
approximately 1/2 the beach designated off leash. | feel that is an acceptable
compromise.

Corr. ID: 1774 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191571 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If you cannot reconsider "the 1979 pet policy" as
the Preferred Alternate for Baker Beach, then "Alternative E" for Baker
Beach should be chosen.

Alternative A and alternative E were not selected as the preferred
alternative. Use of Baker Beach by dog walkers is typically low and there
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are other ROLAs within GGNRA's San Francisco lands. Please see chapter
2, Preferred Alternative for Baker Beach for additional rationale.

BB1400 — BAKER BEACH: SUGGEST CHANGE IN ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29267

ROLAs - Allow ROLAs on the southern portion of Baker Beach and on
trails (specifically Coastal Trail) and allow on-leash dog walking within the
picnic areas and the northern portion of Baker Beach.

Corr. ID: 417 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181588 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Baker Beach (proposed Alternative D): The current
proposal is for dogs leashed on most trails, banned from North Baker
Beach. Instead, dogs should be allowed off-leash on the trails and old
battery nearest the parking lots, as they aren't sensitive habitat and not too
high traffic. On leash in the picnic area and all other trails, as well as North
Baker Beach (ie: not banned, but leashed). South Baker Beach, near the
stream'’s run-off, should be designated as off-leash. This provides concern
for habitat (leashed) without banning dogs, and encourages dog owners to
walk their dogs on the southern portion, which would limit dogs in other
areas (again, if the alternative is there, most dog walkers would prefer that
area), as well as concern for picnic areas.

Corr. ID: 1949 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192689 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Alternative 'A'+

The entire "Coastal Trail" needs to be a regulated off leash area..particularly
since the trail is sparsely populated much of the day + night....

ROLAs would not be established at Baker Beach. Trails at this site are
currently designated for on-leash dog walking under alternative A. ROLAS
on trails are discussed in the Alternative Elements Eliminated from Further
Consideration section of chapter 2. Establishing ROLASs on trails would
create safety concerns for other park users as they are often narrow and
have a limited line of sight. The creation of ROLAs on trails would also
result in a higher likelihood of impacts on resources adjacent to trails, as
off-leash dogs can more easily access habitat adjacent to trails than dogs on
leash. Additionally, the use of Baker Beach by dog walkers is typically low,
and there is not a definite need for a ROLA. Please see chapter 2, Preferred
Alternative for Baker Beach for additional rationale.

29268

Time of Day Restrictions - Allow ROLAs during "quiet periods™ during the
day at Baker Beach, specifically in the early morning and evenings on
weeknights.

Corr. ID: 2024 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193239 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Why not have TIMED sessions for dogs to be off
leash at Baker Beach - say 7-10 A.M. only? Then maybe no dogs. That
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would give dog owners a chance to exercise their dogs, and then the beach
is free of dogs the entire rest of the day. China Beach, next door, allows no
dogs at all, so birds can go there. Better screens could easily be installed to
keep dogs out of the vegetation next to parking lots

Corr. ID: 2045 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193289 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Baker Beach

Morning & evening weekday only off-leash would not conflict the visitor
experience (busiest tourist time)

Corr. ID: 2131 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193423 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Baker Beach is very quiet during periods of the
day. Please put up good signage for off-leash times. Not weekends or
holidays of course.

The park's experience is that time of day restrictions can be difficult to
enforce, and allowing use during early mornings and evenings could impact
wildlife that use the area during those times; however, this management
concept will still remain an option for dog management in the future. Please
see chapter 2, National Park Service Preferred Alternative for additional
information on time of use restrictions.

CB1000 — COMMENTS REGARDING THE COMPLIANCE BASED MANAGEMENT

STRATEGY
Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29651

Commenters oppose the compliance-based management strategy because it
is unfair/unclear and/or omits critical information that is not clearly defined
in the draft plan/EIS. Commenters find the strategy unfair because it only
allows changes to be more restrictive, does not include an opportunity for
public hearings or public comment if changes are made, and does not define
what compliance is or how it will be determined.

Corr. ID: 606 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182193 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | have serious concerns about the GGNRA's off-
leash proposal, particularly, the "poison pill" of the Compliance-based
Management Strategy. A management plan should not come with a built-in
nuclear option, which is what this is. This strategy is fundamentally unfair
and unbalanced since it -

- Allows the off-leash status to be changed in only one direction (toward
more restriction) with no possibility of increased access in the future.

- Circumvents the legal requirement that management changes that are
either significant or controversial must have a public process before they
can be made.
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- Omits critical information about how compliance will be determined,
allowing room for misunderstanding and misinterpretation.

- Permits the GGNRA to change the status of off-leash areas to on-leash or
no dogs without additional public comment if there is not 100% compliance
with the new restrictions.

- Makes the change permanent.

While there should be, and are, enforced penalties for bad actors, the vast
majority of people who do not act badly should not be penalized for the bad
actions of a few. No number of responsible dog owners will stop what will
become the inevitable removal of all off-leash access in the GGNRA if this
strategy remains part of the plan. This component MUST be removed from
the proposal.

Corr. ID: 740 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182693 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: This is particularly concerning since the
Compliance-based Management Strategy component of the proposal allows
the GGNRA to change the status of off-leash areas to on-leash or no dogs
without additional public comment if there is not 100% compliance with the
new restrictions. The fact that the GGNRA can unilaterally circumvent the
legal requirement to have a public hearing for any future changes is
seriously concerning - it is not the way we do things in America!

Corr. ID: 772 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 185693 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The compliance-based management strategy is by
definition too vague. How will the total number of dogs be determined
without some kind of license or permit that also designates how often the
dog uses the area? Most of the time | am exercising, | never see park
personnel. If I walk my dog daily for an hour along the prominade and
some out-of-town visitor has their dog off-leash in the same area, will that
count as 1 violation out of 8 "dog uses", will it be 50% of the dogs on the
path at that time, or will there be some accommodation for the length of
time | have been in compliance and the deminimus time the visitor is not
compliant? And for those who object to dogs being in the space they feel
should be dog free (but has been designated ROLA), will there be an easing
of restrictions if there is less that 75% compliance with the dog-adverse
being in a ROLA area?

Corr. ID: 1339 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195134 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | find the adaptive management provision of the
regulated off-leash areas (ROLAS) to be unacceptable. This provides the
NPS with a mechanism to further erode dog access to on-leash only and
even to prohibit dogs entirely without further consultation. The plan further
states that under no circumstances will the reverse be true - once dogs are
banned the park will never consider opening up access again.
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Corr. ID: 1565 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190769 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: All areas: Compliance of 75% after 12 months this
needs further definition. What is compliance? How do you measure it?
Does it apply to tourists? Is that fair to Bay Area residents?

Corr. ID: 2274 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 201063 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Furthermore, as an environmentalist, | believe
there should be (and are) penalties for bad actors and these should be
enforced. But the vast majority of people who do not act badly should not
be penalized for the bad actions of a few. This strategy is unfair because
off-leash status can be changed in only one direction (toward more
restriction). It circumvents the legal requirement that management changes
that are either significant or controversial must have a public process before
they can be made. Critical information about how compliance will be
determined - by volunteers biased against dogs? by surveillance cameras? -
is not included in the DEIS.

Corr. ID: 2911 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202577 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The DEIS includes a "compliance-based
management strategy" that says that, if there is not enough compliance with
the restrictions imposed by the Preferred Alternative, the GGNRA will
change the management of the various areas to the next more restrictive
level - an offleash area will become on-leash only, an on-leash area will
become no dogs at all. This change will be permanent, with no chance to go
back to less restrictive levels at any time in the future. This section must be
removed from any final Dog Management Plan.

a) This compliance-based management strategy is decidedly unfair, because
it can only be changed in one direction - toward more restrictive levels of
access for people with dogs.

b) There is no provision for public comment in the case of a change in
status of an off-leash or on-leash area because of the compliance-based
management strategy. The GGNRA has already lost two court cases (and
one appeal) when it tried to make a significant and controversial policy
change without going through a public process. The federal courts have
routinely told the GGNRA that they have to hold public meetings and take
public comments before making such changes. Clearly, a change in status
of an off-leash area to leash-only would be both significant and very
controversial, and therefore should require a period of public comment and
public hearings before being implemented. The poison pill in the DEIS is an
end run designed to allow the GGNRA to make such changes without
having to go through a public process (they can claim the public process
was the public comment on the DEIS itself, not on the changes it allows at a
future time).

¢) How will compliance be monitored? Who will do the monitoring? The
GGNRA has repeatedly relied on poorly trained volunteers with a deep-
seated bias against dogs to monitor the interactions between dogs and
snowy plovers. Why would we expect these compliance monitors to be any
less biased? Will their claims of non-compliance be valid? Will the
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Response:

GGNRA resort to the use of surveillance cameras to monitor compliance?
While noting that there is no mention of surveillance cameras in the DEIS,
GGNRA staff have refused to say they would never be used.

Corr. ID: 4089 Organization: Crissy Field Dog Group
Comment ID: 208381 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 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).

Corr. ID: 4443 Organization: San Francisco Dog Owners Group
Comment ID: 264251 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: Without a full description of exactly how this
monitoring and recording of non-compliance will be done, there is no way
for anyone to know whether or not the CBMS will be a problem or not,
whether it is worth opposing or not. This denies people the ability to
comment intelligently on the CBMS, and, therefore it must be removed.

Changing an off- leash area to on-leash, or banning dogs completely from
an on-leash area would clearly be both significant and highly controversial.
But CBMS will deny the public the opportunity to comment on the change
when it is made. It will happen automatically.

Traditionally adaptive management plans do not only go one way ' if there
is a documented impact, additional restrictions take place, but where there
iS no impact observed as a result of the new restrictions, they can be eased.
The CBMS as outlined in the DEIS is one-way only. The restrictions made
will be permanent, with no chance to go back to the less restrictive leash
requirements if no impacts are documented.

The monitoring-based management strategy (MMS) (formerly the
compliance-based management strategy) has been revised based on
comments received in the public comment period. Changes to the MMS
have been made in chapters 2 and 4 of the draft plan/SEIS. Monitoring
would inform park management and law enforcement when, where, and
how to prioritize responses to noncompliance. When the level of
compliance is deemed unacceptable based on violations and/or impacts to
resources, primary management actions such as focused enforcement of
regulations, education, and establishment of buffer zones, time and use
restrictions, and special use permit (SUP) restrictions would be
implemented. If noncompliance continues, secondary management actions
including short-term closures, typically one year or less, would be
implemented through the compendium. The park would evaluate whether to
propose a long-term closure, which would be made available to the public.
In addition, the MMS itself will be peer reviewed and subject to public
comment prior to implementation.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29652

Commenters have stated they are in support of the compliance-based
management strategy as they have seen multiple dog walkers in non-
compliance with current regulations. Citations should be issued to non-
compliant dog walkers. Some commenters believed that the compliance-
based management strategy should be higher than 75 % compliance since
this would still allow disturbance within the park sites.

Corr. ID: 585 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182110 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | fully support the concept of a

compliance-based management strategy, wherein lack of compliance means
a permanent change to a more restrictive management classification. Again,
if | thought this was enforceable, | would support it. The enforcement
records indicate that most non-compliance with dog-owners resulted in a
warning rather than a citation. Warnings don't produce the same results
that citations do, so | would hope that any enforcement strategy would
allow a window of adjustment wherein warnings are issued (maybe a year),
but then go to an all-citation based policy

Corr. ID: 944 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191499 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 4. The goal of achieving 75% compliance with the
leash and voice control requirements is far too low. The Park Service
should not be creating a system that expects and tolerates failure by 25% of
the dog walkers. Golden Gate Audubon recommends a goal of 95%
compliance with leash and voice control requirements.

Corr. ID: 2675 Organization: NPCS

Comment ID: 195493 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Endangered species wildlife habitat deserve a
higher level of protection from human disturbance; the compliance rate
should be 95%, not 75% as outlined.

Limit off-leash recreation to areas where it will not have negative impacts
on sensitive wildlife and habitats.

Corr. ID: 2701 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195550 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: In any event, | would strongly urge you to
implement the compliance program you propose. The advocates for off-
leash repeatedly make statements that suggest only a tiny minority of
owners dont' comply with relevant rules, but my experience at parks and
other locations where dogs are prohibited or are required to be on-leash is
that a large number of owners do not obey the rules. I think the advocates
should encourage the responsible owners to self-police the less responsible,
and this is a good way to do it.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 4683 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 210180 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 75% compliance: The idea of 75% compliance is
unrealistic and unacceptable. With current closures to off leash dogs on
most of Ocean Beach. we only have less than 30% compliance with leash
laws during the period of mid July 2010 and mid May 2011. Success cannot
be measured at a level of poor compliance. We believe the Park Service
should establish a success goal of 85% for the first year or the area should
be closed to dogs all together. The rate for the following years should be at
the 95% level for all beaches and other sensitive habitat areas. Compliance
might be supplemented by education and warnings, but that has not worked
in the past. It is a simple fact that compliance must be enforced with
citations on a daily basis until the desired compliance rate is achieved.

The monitoring-based management strategy (MMS) (formerly the
compliance-based management strategy) has been revised based on
comments received in the public comment period. Changes to the MMS
have been made in chapters 2 and 4 of the draft plan/SEIS. One change
includes the removal of the percentage trigger from the MMS. While
simplicity and ease of measurement supported a uniform measurement and
trigger (threshold), the numbers and types of visitor uses and range of
resources varies widely at different sites. Given these differing contexts,
uniform application of a 75% threshold and uniform weighting of violations
could lead to divergent outcomes with less than uniform protection of NPS
resources and values. For example, based on visitation data, a 75%
threshold could trigger restrictions in some areas by only one hundred
violations, while other sites might require several thousand violations
before a change was implemented, despite greater impacts to resources and
values in the latter case. This addition of resource monitoring will also
allow NPS to weigh violations within the context of an area.

29655

Commenters oppose or question Compliance-Based Management and how
the park will monitor or demonstrate the level of compliance or how the
park will measure non-compliance [without baseline conditions]. It is
recommended that the park monitor to determine baseline conditions and
then measure impacts to resources rather than monitor for compliance. A
detailed monitoring plan with clear, enforceable standards and metrics
should be written.

Corr. ID: 1210 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 194853 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Compliance-Based Management Strategy: As
described in the draft, it is unclear how GGNRA staff would be able to
demonstrate with valid data that "compliance has fallen below 75 percent
(measured as the percentage of total dogs/dog walkers observed during the
previous 12 months not in compliance with the regulations. . .). This
strategy has the potential to create a lot of law suits and acrimony between
GGNRA staff and dog walkers.
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Corr. ID: 4223 Organization: Crissy Field Dog Group
Comment ID: 208949 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The proposed "compliance-based" approach should
be modified to create a baseline of current conditions, then measure impacts
rather than compliance. It should include a robust public educational
component 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. These partner groups 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.

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 200885 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

Corr. ID: 4443 Organization: San Francisco Dog Owners Group
Comment ID: 264250 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The Compliance-Based Management Strategy
(CBMS) must be abandoned and removed from the DEIS.

There is no explanation of how the CBMS will encourage compliance with
sections of the CFR applicable to dog management.

There is no attempt to determine whether or not the non-compliance
actually causes any impacts on park resources, visitors, or staff.

There is no evidence that CBMS will have any beneficial impact on park
resources, visitors, or staff, and especially no evidence that it will be any
more beneficial to any of them than the No Action Alternative without a
CBMS.

The description on page 63 indicates CBMS will provide the framework for
monitoring and recording observed non-compliance. That implies the DEIS
contains information on how the monitoring and recording will be done.
But there is absolutely no information in the DEIS about how the
monitoring will be done.

Corr. ID: 4533 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209689 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: There is no indication of how compliance would be
measured and by what standards or who would measure it, and the
consequences of non-compliance (for which there is not necessarily any or
significant negative impact on natural resources) are rigid and biased.
Change the Plan/DEIS to instead provide for management of areas driven
by an adaptive management policy that assesses the impacts of non-
compliance and provides regulation based on the impacts, with the ability to
reinstate dog walking policies as previously enjoyed in areas where they
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

may be restricted because of negative impacts if those impacts can be
remedied. The current ROLA regulations in the Plan should be thoroughly
revised to add clarity and allow for such flexibility and fairness to
responsible citizens with dogs.

The monitoring-based management strategy (MMS) (formerly the
compliance-based management strategy) has been revised based on
comments received in the public comment period. Changes to the MMS
have been made in chapters 2 and 4 of the draft plan/SEIS. The updated
MMS 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. It will also monitor for impacts to natural and
cultural resources. All areas and zones addressed by the dog management
plan will be subject to monitoring. A baseline will be established and
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. Monitoring will continue in all areas
for at least 4 years. NPS will prepare annual reports documenting
monitoring data. In addition, the MMS itself will be peer reviewed and
subject to public comment prior to implementation.

41818

Changing the status of off-leash areas to on-leash or no dogs via the
compliance-based management strategy should go through public review.
There is concern that once the draft plan/EIS goes final further decisions
will be made without public input, especially since they will be significant
and very controversial

Corr. ID: 578 Organization: San Francisco Professional Dog
Walkers Association
Comment ID: 182096 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The Compliance-Based Management Strategy must
go.This poison pill that will allow the GGNRA to change the status of off-
leash areas to on-leash or no dogs without additional public comment if
there is not 100% compliance with the new restrictions will not work. The
change would be permanent. A management plan should not come with a
built-in nuclear option, which is what this is. It allows a relatively few bad
players to undermine and destroy a traditional recreational use of the area.
No number of responsible dog owners will stop what will become the
inexorable removal of all off-leash access in the GGNRA if this strategy
remains part of the plan. Tens or hundreds of thousands of hours of
incident-free dog walking will not matter. There should be (and are)
penalties for bad actors and these should be enforced. But the vast majority
of people who do not act badly should not be penalized for the bad actions
of a few. This strategy is unfair because off-leash status can be changed in
only one direction (toward more restriction). It circumvents the legal
requirement that management changes that are either significant or
controversial must have a public process before they can be made. Critical
information about how compliance will be determined - by volunteers
biased against dogs? by surveillance cameras? - is not included in the DEIS.
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Corr. ID: 1803 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191644 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: b) There is no provision for public comment in the
case of a change in status of an off- leash or on-leash area because of the
compliance-based management strategy. The GGNRA has already lost two
court cases (and one appeal) when it tried to make a significant and
controversial policy change without going through a public process. The
federal courts have routinely told the GGNRA that they have to hold public
meetings and take public comments before making such changes. Clearly, a
change in status of an off- leash area to leash-only would be both significant
and very controversial; and therefore should require a period of public
comment and public hearings before being implemented

Corr. ID: 2327 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 201926 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: What concerns us is that after these hearings are
over and agreements have been made about leash laws and areas, the
proposed option gives the GGNRA the opportunity to change these
agreements without a further hearing. How is this fair? If this is the case,
what is the purpose of the comment period? This Compliance-Based
Management Strategy makes the whole process seem like a mere formality
to keep us dog people in line and to gain the control that will eventually
mean more and more restrictions. How can we enter into this process in
good faith with this kind of strategy in place?

We believe this strategy should be removed from any option that is finally
adopted.

The monitoring-based management strategy (MMS) (formerly the
compliance-based management strategy) has been revised based on
comments received in the public comment period. Changes to the MMS
have been made in chapters 2 and 4 of the draft plan/SEIS. Monitoring
would inform park management and law enforcement when, where, and
how to prioritize responses to noncompliance. When the level of
compliance is deemed unacceptable based on violations and/or impacts to
resources, primary management actions such as focused enforcement of
regulations, education, and establishment of buffer zones, time and use
restrictions, and special use permit (SUP) restrictions would be
implemented. If noncompliance continues, secondary management actions
including short-term closures, typically one year or less, would be
implemented through the compendium. The park would evaluate whether to
propose a long-term closure, which would be made available to the public.
In addition, the MMS itself will be peer reviewed and subject to public
comment prior to implementation.

CC2000 — CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION: REG-NEG PROCESS

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

29834

Commenters question the Negotiated Rulemaking process, including
concerns about the consensus reached (including the decision to create a
fully enclosed ROLA), about the number of representatives and areas
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Representative Quote(s):

considered from Marin County, that local citizens (including dog owners)
should have been able to participate in regulation drafting, about the lack of
accomplishments as a result of the process, and concerns that it did not take
into account all important factors and circumstances.

Corr. ID: 4005 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 206271 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: One general point that I find particularly disturbing
is the lack of participation allowed to Marin County in creating the Reg Neg
committee itself. To exclude such an extensive natural area from even being
at the table as a stakeholder to me seems patently absurd. Agreement or
disagreement with concepts or proposals is one thing; exclusion from
participation in the discussion about them is quite another.

Corr. ID: 4626 Organization: Marin Unleashed

Comment ID: 264267 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

Corr. ID: 4639 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208788 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | served on the committee that was supposedly
charged with "negotiated rulemaking". | agreed that there might have to be
compromises, as did the representatives of all the other dog friendly groups.
Apparently, that requirement (compromises) was not a requirement for
many of the other folks that served on this committee. | went to each and
every area that the GGNRA manages. | walked/hiked. | photographed each
area. | assumed we'd be talking about specific areas and how they were
being used currently and how to manage them better. | thought we might be
able to discuss access (Milagra Ridge, for example, is basically a
neighborhood park because the parking is extremely limited & the access
without an automobile is difficult). We suggested discussing timed use
(successful in a number of areas). We were told that timed use was too
difficult for people to understand! We suggested a tag system, similar to
one being used by Boulder Open Space in Colorado (with people actually
going to Boulder to investigate the use). That, too, was dismissed. So, in
two years almost nothing was accomplished. | was disappointed in the
facilitators and disgusted that a few people made sure that nothing was ever
really discussed. And yet the Park Service managed to come up with a huge
plan that is NOT a result of any negotiated rulemaking.

Corr. ID: 4697 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 227446 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Negotiated rulemaking protocols generally call for
considering all potential solutions and allowing the public process to paint
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on a fresh canvas. Although the NPS received objections to the negotiated
rulemaking process proceeding based on constrained options, the NPS went
forward with the drastically curtailed approach precluding full consideration
of the relevant factors.

Reliance of such an approach in the face of notice of the clear insufficiency
of the approach is arbitrary and capricious and does not satisfy the 36 CFR
1.5 rulemaking requirements. The same procedural impropriety is employed
in the current management plan alternatives in the DEIS.

The Negotiated Rulemaking process is a separate process from NEPA, and
regardless of whether consensus was reached on a proposed regulation
under Negotiated Rulemaking, it would still be subject to rulemaking under
the Administrative Procedure Act, as well as impact analysis under NEPA.

NPS reminds the public that they are very much a part of the NEPA and
rulemaking processes through public meetings and public comment, and
that there are two more formal opportunities for public meetings and
comment (draft plan/SEIS) and public comment (proposed rule).

As part of the NEPA process and range of alternatives, fencing or barriers
were considered but dismissed as an alternative element. NPS re-evaluated
fences or barriers around ROLAs in the supplemental EIS; see chapter 2 in
the draft plan/SEIS for discussion of fencing/barriers.

CF1300 — CriSSY FIELD: DESIRE OTHER ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29463

Commenters support alternative A because there is no problem with the
current use of the area and no reason to limit the on-leash or off-leash dog
areas at Crissy Field; reducing off-leash areas would diminish the
enjoyment of this site, cause overcrowding in other off-leash dog areas or
would not allow disabled (or mobility impaired) persons or families easy
access to ROLAs.

Corr. ID: 518 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181928 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am a dog owner and use Crissy Field to exercise
her quite often. I think that carving up that area into on-leash and off-leash
areas would wreck the space and create more confusion. To that end, I think
that the alternative map, Map 10A, is preferable. There aren't many off-
leash areas like Crissy Field, with its large area and easy accessibility.

Corr. ID: 758 Organization: Golden Gate National Parks
Conservancy
Comment ID: 185478 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: My comments concern Chrissy Field,However, it
would be an unnecessary restriction to inforce leash laws on the beach. Up
until now, families and dogs have happily co-existed here and the quality of
enjoyment would be considerably diminished if that priviledge would be
restricted.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 2015 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193226 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | have a well trained 10-yr old lab + I walk her
almost every day on Crissy Field. | pick up after her. She needs to run, so
walking her on a leash wouldn't do it. | am a senior citizen + can't access
(mobility issues) the proposed ROLA areas.

Corr. ID: 2830 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 201147 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am a frequent visitor to Chrissy field and | see no
reason to change the existing dog walking rules. On most days 80% of the
beach goers are walking/playing with their dogs and everyone has got alone
just fine with that for years. Why change something that is working so
well?

Corr. ID: 4281 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 264222 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Of the five Alternatives listed we clearly prefer
Alternative A as it maximizes the ability of dogs and their walkers' to
exercise, socialize and enjoy many of the wonderful attributes of Crissy
Field.

Alternative A was not selected as the preferred alternative because it would
not provide on-leash and no-dog areas for other user groups, minimize user
group conflicts, or maximum protection of natural resources. Please see
chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Crissy Field for additional rationale.

29464

There is support for alternative E because it provides a balance of use,
including one large ROLA for the entire Airfield at Crissy Field and/or it
provides a beach ROLA. Alternative E would also be readily enforceable.

Corr. ID: 1210 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 194849 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Crissy Field, Airfield: Instead of Alternative C,
which is too complicated and very difficult to enforce, you should select
Alternative E, which allows dogs off leash on the whole airfield, except as
dictated by special events. Trying to enforce C, would be extremely
difficult and very management intensive.

Corr. ID: 2342 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195386 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: In regards to the Crissy Field site | respectfully
submit that Alternative E is the best compromise solution for this site. The
open grassy area of air field should remain available to dogs under voice
control. I do not see where restricting this area is justified.

Corr. ID: 2799 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 201145 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: As a resident and dog owner in the City of San
Francisco, | have enjoyed hundreds of Saturday mornings walking my dog
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

at Crissy Field. Crissy Field is one of the few clean, safe and open areas
where dogs can run and play off leash in the City. Being able to run and
play off leash is essential to a dogs well being.

Over the years | have observed that most dog owners are responsible,
maintain control of their dogs and clean up after them. Thus | believe the
current arrangement works fairly well, and I prefer alternative A of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. However | understand the desire for
a better defined policy and greater restrictions and thus alternative E is my
second choice. Given how muddy the Crissy Field air field is in the winter
and how many burs and foxtails it has in the spring, a beach off leash option
is important for dogs and central beach makes the most sense since east
beach and the promenade are used by most other park visitors.

Corr. ID: 4061 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 207610 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am supportive of Chrissy Field map option E this
provides the best balance of dog and non-dog access and usage.

Alternative E was not selected as the preferred alternative for Crissy Field.
The preferred alternative was selected because it provides the best option
for multiple visitor use while protecting natural resources. Please see
chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Crissy Field for additional rationale.

29465

Commenters support alternative D because it will provide protection for
wildlife and habitat as well as listed species, including the western snowy
plover.

Corr. ID: 2553 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 200792 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: As the mother of a small child, my family often
uses the West beach area near the Warming Hut. During the times of year
when it is not snowy plover season, and thus leashes required, we often
have dogs running around the beach without their owners closeby. The dogs
frequently come right up to the small children and sometimes scare them,
and their parents. | have even seen dogs fighting with one another around
small children. Thankfully | have never seen anyone hurt, but it is very
disconcerting and frightening for children. There is also the problem of dog
poop on the family beach. Due to these reasons, | would support the
separation of dogs and the requirement for leashes in most areas. There
should be dog-free areas for those people, and of course for the endangered
species, who do not enjoy being around dogs that are not on leash. San
Francisco has plenty of dog-friendly parks

Corr. ID: 3858 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208907 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Chrissy Field I support Map 10-D. The main
reason for this is that this area is important to the western Snowy Plover,
which is listed as a threatened species under the federal Endangered Species
Act.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Corr. ID: 4071 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 207753 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: At Crissy Field and Ocean Beach | support
Alternative D. Absolutely no ROLA should be allowed anywhere near
threatened or endangered species habitat, including Ft. Funston.

The preferred alternative for Crissy Field would provide protection for
wildlife and habitat including the western snowy plover. Please see chapter
2, Preferred Alternative for Crissy Field for additional rationale.

29466

Commenters support alternative B for Crissy Field for reasons including
that the entire Airfield is open to off-leash dogs and the Wildlife Protection
Area (WPA) will not allow dogs.

Corr. ID: 1488 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191285 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: At Crissy Field, | prefer Alternative B for the East
and Central beaches because those beaches are currently receiving
tremendous off-leash dog pressure, and because on-leash restrictions are
more consistent with the preferred alternative along the promenade there.
The decision to make the Crissy Field Wildlife Protection Area off limits to
dogs is correct, and will be easier to enforce if dog use adjacent to this area
is on-leash only.

Alternative B was not selected as the preferred alternative for Crissy Field.
The preferred alternative was selected because it provides the best option
for multiple visitor use while protecting natural resources. Please see
chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Crissy Field for additional rationale.

CF1400 — CRrISSY FIELD: SUGGEST CHANGE IN ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29470

Commenters made various suggestions about creating a no-dog experience
at Crissy Field, including specific areas where dogs should not be allowed
such as east of the lagoon, areas of the airfield, or on some paths.
Commenters also feel that the Wildlife Protection Area should be closed to
both dog walkers and other visitors. It has been suggested to close the WPA
to humans, close the WPA to both humans and dogs, create buffers near the
WPA, or place a fence in the vicinity of the WPA to protect and reduce
disturbance to the western snowy plover. Other commenters felt that
commercial dogs should not be allowed at the site, and that if commercial
dog walking is allowed there should be few licenses allowed and more
restrictions than those for individual dog walkers.

Corr. ID: 1067 Organization: GGRO

Comment ID: 192189 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | would like to see Crissy field continue the way it
has been with a loose leash law except in the areas where the snowy plovers
spend the winter. This area should be protected more and be closed to both
dogs and people.
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I often go to Crissy field with my little dog and my binoculars. She
needs the exercise and loves being off leash. | fret about her loss of
freedom which she will feel as any person would.

Corr. ID: 1850 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192059 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: iii The DEIS bans dogs entirely from the WPA at
Crissy Field. Comment: The DEIS fails to provide scientific support for the
claim that dogs are the only factor disturbing Snowy Plover and other
shorebirds in these areas. The DEIS should examine the effects of human
disturbance as well. The DEIS should also ban humans from the portion of
the WPA that lies between Central Beach (where dogs are permitted) and
the Coast Guard Station. Human activity (children play, kite boarders
practicing, etc) is regularly observed in this section of the WPA. If we
really want to give the Snowy Plovers a chance, we should give them a
place without human disturbance as well.

Corr. ID: 2680 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 220111 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | support the park's preferred alternative for Crissy
Field with the following comments:

2. commercial dog walking activity should not be allowed. While |
appreciate that these folks are small businesses trying to make a living, the
dogs beat up the environment, spook wildlife, and don't contribute to the
visitor experience. At the very least, they should be licensed like any other
business in the park and there should be a limited number of licenses.

Corr. ID: 3080 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 201299 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: While | think the preferred alternatives presented in
the dog management plan will help decrease the number of disruptive
encounters that children have with dogs, | believe there is still room for
improvement in this area. Specifically, it appears that there are several park
areas where there aren't any trails that will be "dog-free." An example of
this is Crissy Field; the preferred alternative calls for a beach area that
doesn't allow for dogs but it seems that all the pathways leading to that
beach do allow for dogs. | would support some access points that would
allow families to reach the beach without having to deal with dogs. |
believe that there should be some trails and/or paths that do not allow dogs
(on-leash or off) in each area of the park. The park is a shared resource and
adults who do not wish to encounter dogs and/or do not want their children
to encounter dogs during their park visits should have that opportunity.

Corr. ID: 3608 Organization: Golden Gate Audubon
Comment ID: 220104 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The eastern portion of the airfield should be a no-
dog area. The Crissy airfield attracts a wide variety of bird species,
including rare vagrants, and is a popular venue for wildlife viewing. | often
visit this site to view the migrating hawks in the fall, the Western
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Meadowlarks each fall through spring, and I had the opportunity to see a
rare species - the Red-throated Pipit, at this site.

Corr. ID: 4244 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209217 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am a frequent user of the GGNRA, especially
Crissy Field. My concerns are for the natural restoration. It is amazing. My
worry is that dogs loving, lovable, and popular + polulous as they are will
undermine this huge and successful endeavor. | see few birds there now
which tells me they know dogs are everywhere - some leashed + some not.
This seems an incomplete restoration because of dogs here.

I love dogs and dogs need parks and ocean areas to swim in. They need a
big designated dog park of their own - in SF. To be allowed here and there
means they go everywhere - due to signage problems and owners lacking
respect or whatever.

My point- Crissy Field area should not have dogs at all.

Corr. ID: 4281 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 264235 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE F (as in Fair) for
Crissy Field:

No-Dog Experience: The Wildlife Protection Area aka West Beach west of
the old Coast Guard pier.

Corr. ID: 4296 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209015 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: |1 am an older woman who lives near Crissy Field
and that is the only park | can get to easily. So, my comments are going to
be limited to that portion of the report.

Secondly, |1 am against the allowance of dogs on leash on the path that runs
from the near parking lot to the fishing pier. Very large numbers of people
use this path. The dogs, even on leash, jump, bark and poop. There are
accidents with bikers. Furthermore, if dogs are allowed off leash on the
grassy airfield, who will patrol their getting onto the path on-leash? The
dogs will continue to run, as they do now, between the field and the path,
back and forth. In all the years I've been walking on that path, I've never
seen any enforcement, not once.

I am distressed that the one park nearest to the largest concentration of
people will be given over to the dogs. Let the dogs run free in a more
remote area.

Corr. ID: 4584 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 220095 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Crissy East of the Lagoon ' The Freshwater Swale
should be designated on the area maps as a no dog zone.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

The preferred alternative for Crissy Field allows visitors two beach areas
for a no-dog experience. East Beach and the Wildlife Protection Area
(WPA) would be closed to both on-leash and off-leash dog walking. To
further protect vegetation and wildlife within the WPA, a fence would be
installed and maintained on the western and eastern edges of the ROLA on
Central Beach. Commercial dog walking would be permitted at Crissy
Field; however, there would be a limit of 6 dogs per dog walker. The hours
for commercial dog walking would also be limited to 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
Monday through Friday, and from 8a.m. to 11 a.m. on weekends. Please see
chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Crissy Field for more information.

29476

Commenters made several suggestions about ROLAs at Crissy Field. Some
commenters suggested adding more off-leash areas or ROLAs at Crissy
Field because they feel that the area is already largely degraded, while other
commenters supported removing or moving ROLAs to protect natural
resources and for a no-dog experience. Commenters suggested that ROLA
areas should be fenced at certain areas of Crissy Field, including the Central
Beach, East Beach, and Airfield to protect adjacent areas. Some
commenters noted that accessibility to the beach ROLA is an issue,
including parking areas for disabled (or mobility impaired) persons or for
families since leashes are required at parking areas (at East Beach) or the
walk to the beach ROLA from the parking area would be longer than the
current walk to the beach that allows dogs. Improvement for disabled
visitors and families is needed.

Corr. ID: 5 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181404 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Regarding proposal for Crissy Field:So for this
area (again the tidal area) | would respectfully request this be changed from
leash only to "voice control" or be off limits only to large dogs who are
safer playing in the surf, maybe allowing access only to dogs <20lbs who
are less likely to have an impact on children and families in the area.
Otherwise the proposal at Crissy Field makes sense.

Corr. ID: 863 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190031 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | can understand that non dog owners would like to
enjoy areas of the parks dog free, and I think that there is room for some
compromise. However, | am strongly against taking away large off leash
areas. | take my dog to Chrissie Fields weekly and the following is an
example of what | feel would be a good compromise:

If you are walking north/ west, off leash would be permitted after the small
bridge; all along the beach, all the way down to the warming hut and also
the large grass area on the left down to the warming hut. The first part of
the beach (by the parking lot) would give people a dog free environment as
well as the picnicking area by the warming hut, but dogs would still have
ample space to run and play.
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Corr. ID: 1622 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190918 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Let the dogs be off leash from the St. Francis Yacht
Club to the Bridge.

Corr. ID: 1850 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 220098 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Crissy Field - - The Plan calls for making half the
field available for off leash and half for on leash only but contemplates no
barrier between the two areas. It will be very difficult for dog walkers to
even see where the separation point occurs much less observe it.

Corr. ID: 2905 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202641 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Crissy Central Beach - The Central Beach ROLA
should be fenced and gated. Fences at the west and east ends should extend
to the water at extreme low tide. Adequate buffer zones (~300ft) should be
included beyond the west and east boundary fences to protect the WPA and
the lagoon outlet from the influences of excessive dog play activity. Access
points from the promenade should be gated. Signs should be posted clearly
identifying the area as an off-leash dog play area and stating the voice and
sight control rules.

Crissy East Beach - Fencing should be installed to protect the lagoon outlet
zone. Outlet areas from bodies of water into bays or oceans are of high
habitat value. The outlet zone should be included as part of the protected
lagoon area and similarly fenced.

The airfield ROLA should have some type of physical barrier along the
boundaries. A physical barrier will clearly define the ROLA area. Clearly
defined boundaries will maximize compliance and minimize conflict.
Consider a movable barrier that can be set up and taken down as needed.
Signs should be posted clearly identifying the area as an off-leash dog play
area and stating the voice and sight control rules.

Corr. ID: 2965 Organization: Urban Estuary Network
Comment ID: 220128 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The Wildlife Protection Area at Crissy Field needs
to be stoutly fenced off all the way around it and down to the low tide line.
LARGE signs with a plover logo need to be plastered along the fence right
down to the littoral zone. People walking along the beach often just do not
see the signs down there.

Creating a ROLA in the center of the Airfield might bring more dogs down
to the WPA. The ROLA needs to have fencing to mark its perimeter.

Corr. ID: 3937 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 205875 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Generally, when | visit the SPWPA there are
numerous off-leash dogs, even though the SPWPA is signed for on-leash
use only during the times of year when | am there. (The reports of the
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Snowy Plover census also show significant non-compliance with the on-
leash requirement.) As a result | generally don't see any Snowy Plovers.
One evening, | visited at a time when there were no dogs present, and the
Snowy Plovers were readily visible. | am afraid that if there is not a
significant barrier between the ROLA and the SPWPA, numerous off-leash
dogs will enter the SPWPA. Accordingly, if the ROLA and the no dog areas
are immediately adjacent to each other, it will be necessary to erect a barrier
between the two that dogs will be unable to cross. Before erecting such a
barrier the NPS will need to consider whether such a barrier will have any
adverse effect on the Snowy Plovers (e.g., by providing perches for bird
predators).

Corr. ID: 4071 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 207751 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Western snowy plovers, Bank swallows, San
Francisco garter snakes, Red legged frogs, Mission blue butterflies and
Hickman's cinquefoil all the other endangered or threatened species need
the best protection possible. Wherever protected species exist, as at Crissy
Field and Ocean Beach, NO on or off-leash dogs should be allowed
anywhere near sensitive habitat.

Corr. ID: 4221 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 220125 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Crissy Field - A fenced dog run should be
established south of the parking lots for off-leash dog activity with a dirt
surface (not sand, asphalt or concrete) where dogs can run, socialize and
defecate, with a gathering area for the dog owners to congregate including
benches. There should be a substantial dog-run at the east end parking lot
(perhaps 50" by 150", and a much smaller one at the west end of the Crissy
area in close proximity to a parking lot.

Corr. ID: 4281 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 264234 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE F (as in Fair) for
Crissy Field:

Off-Leash/Voice Control: The Air Field (use could be restricted for special
events), and the East and Central Beaches.

Additional ROLAs, beyond Central Beach and the eastern portion of the
Airfield, would not be established at Crissy Field. Fencing would be
installed and maintained along the dunes at Crissy Field and at the eastern
and western edges of the ROLA on Central Beach. No fencing would be
placed around the perimeter of the ROLA on the Airfield because this
would create impacts to the cultural landscape of the area. The draft
plan/SEIS addresses ADA compliance in more detail. GGNRA continues to
look into improvements that would provide additional visitor experiences
for visitors with disabilities. If funding is available, an accessible beach
mat, similar to those used elsewhere in GGNRA, would be installed to
provide access to the ROLA on the Central Beach. Please see chapter 2,
Preferred Alternative for Crissy Field for additional rationale.
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29562

On-Leash - Dogs should be leashed on the promenade from the parking lot
to Crissy Field to try to remove the dangers of having off-leash dogs in the
same area as runners, bikers, and other user groups. Other suggestions for
on-leash areas included the following: on East Beach east of the stream to
allow both a dog and no-dog experience within this area, on-leash within
Central Beach to prevent dogs from accessing the tidal marsh areas, foot
paths that cross the airfield, and multi-use trails.

Corr. ID: 417 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181587 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Crissy Field (proposed Plan C): Under the current
proposal, dogs would be banned from East Beach and the Wildlife
Protection Area, but Central Beach would remain off-leash. Crissy Field is
perhaps the most popular beach in San Francisco for dog owners, and where
the dog owner community (as part of the greater community) is most
prevalent. Therefore, Central Beach should, in fact, remain off-leash. East
Beach shouldn't ban dogs, but instead require they be on-leash east of the
stream, off-leash starting west of the stream (the course changes, so this
would be a changing boundary). This would allow families with both
children and dogs to have the East Beach for picnics, etc... enabling them to
have an undisturbed experience while still having their dog with them (on-
leash), as it can be a hindrance for families with both children and dogs to
find a place safe and accepting of both. However, those who are there with
just dogs would, by default, naturally forgo East Beach in favor of Central
Beach (few would want their dog on-leash when an off-leash alternative is
just steps away, so even allow leashed dogs on East Beach would provide a
relatively dog-less experience for those who choose).

Corr. ID: 4281 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 264233 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE F (as in Fair) for
Crissy Field:

On-leash: The Promenade; and all roadways, walkways, paths, parking lots,
the West Bluff Picnic area, the multi-use trail along Mason Street, and the
Wildlife Protection Area east of the old Coast Guard pier.

Corr. ID: 4410 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 206949 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Crissy Airfield ' The foot paths that cross the
airfield are multi-use trails and should be designated as on-leash areas.
Allowing off-leash dogs on the airfield trails will lead to user conflicts.

Corr. ID: 4589 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 210036 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: There are, however, some improvements that a
modification could address for the positive, specifically as they relate to
Crissy Field:

1. The crushed gravel promenade from the parking lots west past the grassy
meadow is of particular concern. There are dogs on and off leash, bicycles,
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CONCERN
STATEMENT:
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

runners, pedestrians, children learning to ride bikes, etc. Surely you have
seen on weekends it is a mob scene and recipe for accidents. Leashing dogs
in this area and eliminating bicycles would certainly cut down on the risk of
injuries to all users of the promenade.

On-leash dog walking would be allowed on the Promenade, and also
allowed on the section of the Airfield west of the eastern-most north/south
path, the trails and grassy areas near East Beach, and in parking lots and
picnic areas. Dog walking would not be allowed on East Beach or in the
Wildlife Protection Area. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for
Crissy Field for rationale for on-leash dog walking areas.

30903

Signage - Instead of eliminating dog walking from certain areas within
Crissy Field, the park should design and install better signage stating
regulations and informing visitors of the Wildlife Protection Areas.

Corr. ID: 4581 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 220099 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Instead of taking away off leash areas, | think the
GGNRA should consider adding new areas, and providing better signage
and environmental barriers like the ones at Crissy Field. The draft Dog
Management Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not
evaluate the value of these recreational activities and does not adequately
consider alternatives such as environmental barriers and providing better
signage and education to the public.

Please see chapter 2, Elements Common to Action Alternatives for
information on outreach, education, and additional signage. The options of
adding additional off-leash dog walking areas and adding fencing or
barriers are discussed under the Alternatives Eliminated from Further
Consideration section of chapter 2. Please see this section of chapter 2 for
further rationale for the dismissal of these two alternative elements. In
response to public comments about the need to evaluate the value of dog
walking as a recreational activity, the draft plan/SEIS includes a more
thorough analysis of the value of dog walking in both the Visitor Use and
Experience and Health and Safety sections of chapters 3 and 4. These
sections analyze the social and health benefits of dog walking, and the
importance of dog walking for the recreational experience of some visitors.

41408
Commenters suggested that there should be limits placed on the number and
frequency of the events if they are to cause limits on access with dogs.

Corr. ID: 4533 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209695 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | also strongly disagree with other limitations that
would be placed on dog access at Crissy Field and Rodeo Beach in
particular. The additional limits on access in the grassy area, East Beach,
West Beach and the paths to the Central Beach at Crissy Field, as well as in
the Marin Headlands, especially along Wolf Ridge, are untenable and don't
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Concern ID:
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appear to be based on or supported by sound science or any long-term
monitoring of the sites. How is it that walking a dog on leash along Wolf
Ridge has a more negative impact than people walking along the trail,
assuming regulations (such as picking up after a pet and not harassing
wildlife) are followed? The Plan/DEIS needs to be revised to include real
science-based information taken from long-term monitoring of the sites that
is conclusive regarding negative impacts before restrictions on recreation
with dogs are suggested or imposed. In addition, the limitations placed on
the grassy area of Crissy Field in connection with events needs should not
be open ended. As written, the GGNRA could potentially always have
events planned in the area and the grassy field can, effectively, always be
off limits to people with dogs. There should be limits placed on the number
and frequency of the events if they are to cause limits on access with dogs.

To reduce limitations to dog walking access on the Airfield due to special
events, the NPS has relocated the ROLA to the east end of the airfield
where fewer events occur. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for
Crissy Field for more detail.

41736

Commenters are concerned that this draft plan/EIS is inconsistent with the
FONSI for the Crissy Field development that concluded that there was no
significant impact in maintaining the 1979 Pet Policy off-leash areas and
was based on a condition that any limitation in off-leash access would only
be made after a public hearing before the Advisory Committee. The draft
plan/EIS is also not consistent/has a discrepancy with the GGNRA GMP.

Corr. ID: 4088 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208352 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 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.

Corr. ID: 4659 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209076 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: While | appreciate the incentive and noble effort to
attract wildlife to some areas, and enjoy seeing the progress in the lagoon
area of Crissy Field, I believe pushing such goals over beach access results
in a substantial improper deviation from the recreational mandate. For that
reason | oppose the portions of the Preferred Alternative that further limit
off leash access at Crissy Field. | note that the FONSI for the Crissy Field
development concluded that there was no significant impact in maintaining
the 1979 Pet Policy off leash areas and was based on a condition that any
limitation in off leash access would only be made after a public hearing
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before the Advisory Committee. That FONSI conclusion appears
inconsistent with the DEIS.

As stated in chapter 2, the preferred alternative in the draft plan/SEIS is
consistent with the GGNRA General Management Plan Amendment
(GMPA) and amends the Crissy Field EA. Although the Crissy Field EA
provided up to 70 acres of off-leash use, it was a broad planning document
for the Crissy Field redevelopment and restoration efforts, and thus was
completed before visitation levels, clear user patterns and preferences had
been established, and before GGNRA began a comprehensive review of
dog management for the majority of its managed lands. Now that GGNRA
has managed the restored Crissy Field for a decade, noted its visitation
patterns, user complaints, natural resources, and enforcement issues, it is
clear that dog walking is a use that must be balanced with other competing
uses within this extremely popular area.

C0O1100 — COMMENTS CONSIDERED AN INDIVIDUAL CONCERN STATEMENT

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

42133
Commenters question why noncompliance was assumed for alternative A
(No Action) but was not assumed for the action alternatives.

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 200897 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

The No Action alternative is a continuation of the current GGNRA
management plan and policies ' not a continuation of existing conditions.

Corr. ID: 4695 Organization: Golden Gate Audubon Society
Comment ID: 304866 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
Representative Quote: The DEIS should estimate impacts under the
Preferred Alternative under a scenario where dog owners continue to fail to
comply with regulations.

The no action alternative will continue to include the current dog
management at the park. Impacts to park resources from the no action
alternative will be based on the current conditions at the park.
Noncompliance with existing regulations is demonstrated in the law
enforcement data presented in chapter 3.
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42134
Commenters state that the Visitor Use and Experience sections in chapters 3
and 4 are inadequate and need to be updated including cumulative impacts.

Corr. ID: 1803 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191662 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Indeed the restrictions on off-leash access
supported by the Preferred Alternative will have a serious negative impact
on the thousands of ethnic minorities who walk their dogs off-leash in the
GGNRA, a point not addressed in the DEIS. Off-leash dog walling is the
most diverse recreation activity in the GGNRA, enjoyed by the widest
variety of people ' seniors, kids, the disabled, every ethnic group, every
sexual orientation, and every social and economic class.

Corr. ID: 4668 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305534 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Visitor Experience Use and Experience

This section is extremely weak. Lumping all visitor who are against off-
leash dogs in GGNRA as "visitors who would prefer not to have dog
walking in GGNRA" does not begin to characterize the nature and variety
of ways visitor experience can be impaired by dogs and off-leash dog
walking in GGRNA and trivializes the intensity to which the presence off-
leash dogs may cause feelings of fear and unpleasantness to visitors.

Various subgroups of visitors have extraordinary safety concerns because of
off-leash dogs, including: 1) the elderly; 2) visitors with young children; 3)
horseback riders and other special users; 4) blind and disabled visitors; 5)
various minority groups; and 6) visitors who suffer from fear of dogs
because of previous experiences or for other reasons. For many in these
groups, an off-leash dog area may represent a flat out "no go" area.

For visitors who do not necessarily have extraordinary safety concerns, the
impact on their experience in visiting GGNRA due to dogs, especially off-
leash dogs, can also be strong enough to displace them from off-leash areas.
Many visitors enjoy the opportunities GGNRA offers to escape the urban
environment and experience nature, solitude and even almost wilderness.
Off-leash dogs can completely destroy the quality of this experience for
many visitors.

Corr. ID: 4668 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305532 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Visitor Experience / User Groups

The designation of three user groups, essential pro-dog, anti-ddg, and
neutral, is an arbitrary and extremely oversimplified approach to evaluating
visitor experience.

Corr. ID: 4693 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 210098 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Flawed Visitor Use Section In Chapter 4, pages
1401-1562:
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This section fails to disclose the visitor use and experience from the
perspective of the dog owner/walker. The analysis is skewed to only
consider the experience of the park users who do not favor dogs in the park.

Chapters 3 and 4 for Visitor Use and Experience have been enhanced to
incorporate commenters' thoughts and experiences related to dog walking at
each of the sites. The designation of the three user groups, visitors who
prefer to walk dogs in GGNRA, visitors who would prefer not to have dog
walking in the GGNRA, and visitors who do not have a preference about
dog walking in GGNRA, are still used; however, the user groups are further
broken down to include users such as visitors with disabilities, visitors with
guide dogs, minorities, and children.

42135

Health and Safety section is inadequate and does not include a discussion of
concerns of park visitors from off-leash dogs - the elderly, visitors with
young children, horseback riders and other special users, blind and disabled
visitors, various minority groups, and visitors who fear dogs.

For additional representative quotes, please see Concern 29737 (HS4000),
Comments 264239 and 210091

Corr. ID: 4278 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305539 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: an article from Consumers Reports on February 3,
2011, which stated that "hospitalizations due to dog bites have risen
dramatically in the last 15 years: up 86 percent since 1993.

"The dog-bite victims most likely to be hospitalized were young children
and seniors.

"The number one reason for hospitalization is infection, other injuries and
complications range from open wounds on the extremities and wounds on
the had, neck and body to fractures and blood poisoning.

"These dog bites are taking a real bite out of our collective wallets; the
average cost is more tan $18,000 per patient and $54 million overall."

Corr. ID: 4281 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305541 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: In referencing the previously mentioned AVMA
the authors of the EIS chose not to include other information that might be
of interest to you and /or other readers. For example, nationally one-half of
all bites are inflicted by the family dog, and only about 10% of bites are
inflicted by dogs unknown to the victim. (AVMA Task Force, 1741).

Also, according to the task force "...Intact (unneutered) male dogs
represented 80% of dogs presented to veterinary behaviorists for dominance
aggression, the most commonly diagnosed type of aggression. Intact males
are also involved in 70 to 76% of reported dog bite incidents.” That is
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

information that might actually be of some pracitcal use to you in
formulating your off-leash regulations.(AVMA Task Force, 1733).

Corr. ID: 4668 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305533 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Although few studies seem to exist regarding
human psychology and attitudes towards negative behaviors of dogs, NPS
needs to recognize that potential safety issues are very real in the minds of
visitors and have a significant impact on an individual's psychology and
ability to enjoy the visiting experience. Niktina-den Besten (2008) found
that the presence of dogs was a significant negative factor in the child's
mental map of a neighborhood.

Chapters 3 and 4 for Visitor Use and Experience have been enhanced to
incorporate commenters' thoughts and experiences related to dog walking at
each of the sites. The designation of the three user groups, visitors who
prefer to walk dogs in GGNRA, visitors who would prefer not to have dog
walking in the GGNRA, and visitors who do not have a preference about
dog walking in GGNRA, are still used; however, the user groups are further
broken down to include users such as visitors with disabilities, visitors with
guide dogs, minorities, and children.

42136

Commenters state that "Recreation™ was not adequately analyzed and not
recognized as a resource in the draft plan/EIS. The draft plan/EIS should be
revised to include a stand-alone "Recreation™ section.

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 200901 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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."
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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.

Corr. ID: 4442 Organization: San Francisco Dog Owners Group
Comment ID: 305551 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: In the enabling legislation, recreation is listed as
one of four values to be protected and maintained, along with natural,
historic, and scenic values. Given the importance of recreation to the
enabling legislation and the mandate that created the GGNRA, the DEIS
should have analyzed the impact of all alternatives on recreation including
off-leash recreation. Because it did not, the analysis of the alternatives in the
DEIS cannot be accepted.

Indeed, the DEIS assumes that recreation is, by definition, bad. It does not
acknowledge the balance between natural, recreational, scenic, and historic
values that, according to its enabling legislation, any GGNRA management
plan must consider. The DEIS made no attempt to identify, study, or report
on any benefits of recreation. This lack must be addressed. The DEIS pits
recreation against natural values, rather than exploring a number of
reasonable alternatives where the two can work together. This bias against
the very concept of recreation calls into question the analysis of the
alternatives that was based on it. Therefore the analysis of alternatives
cannot be accepted.

The DEIS should have a separate section about recreation and impacts of all
alternatives on recreation both on-site and off-site. The section should
identify and quantify the recreational uses of GGNRA lands at each site,
and also in the surrounding communities. Impacts to recreation resources
would 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. This section should also consider the
cumulative effects of loss of recreational opportunities and access at all sites
under discussion. It must also consider impacts of future actions by
surrounding communities that would affect on- and off-leash dog walking.
For example, the San Francisco Recreation and Park Dept's Natural Areas
Program Draft Management Plan calls for the closure of 15% of currently
available off-leash areas in city parks. This loss of off-leash access will be
significantly amplified by and will significantly amplify reductions in off-
leash access in the GGNRA. The GGNRA does not exist in a vacuum. It
must consider impacts of its actions on city parks and actions of city
agencies on it.

Recreation is fully analyzed under the Visitor Use and Experience sections
in chapters 3 and 4, and some impacts to visitor experience are also
analyzed under the Health and Safety sections, including a more
comprehensive evaluation of dog walking incidents addressed by law
enforcement. Those sections of the document were enhanced to include
impacts from dog walking to other recreational opportunities such as
running, hiking, biking, roller blading, hang gliding, board sailing,
picnicking and sunbathing, as well as impacts to dog walking, including
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potential redistributional impacts to adjacent park units both within and
external to GGNRA from proposed dog regulations.

42137
Commenters state that there is no nexus between dog impacts and natural
resource impacts (vegetation, wildlife, or special-status species).

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 200898 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

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.

As stated in the draft plan/SEIS, there are no scientific studies or monitoring
studies that support the impacts to vegetation specifically as a result of dogs.
A detailed literature review was conducted (and has been updated as a result
of public comments) to further describe impacts on natural resources from
dogs. The results of this literature review provide a general nexus for dog-
related impacts to vegetation, wildlife, and special-status species.

In some cases, impacts to wildlife and special-status species were revised
based on additional data or literature provided in public comments and
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through the detailed literature review. Please see chapter 4 for the revised
impact analysis for these resources.

42138
Commenters question the lack of data to describe baseline conditions or
question the baseline used for comparison.

See also representative quote # 305549 used in concern 1D #42151.

Corr. ID: 4089 Organization: Crissy Field Dog Group
Comment ID: 305538 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 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.

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.

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 200899 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

Corr. ID: 4442 Organization: San Francisco Dog Owners Group
Comment ID: 305548 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: There is no baseline data of conditions at each site
in the document, something a DEIS is required to include. Indeed, there is
no information about how many people visit each site, how many have
dogs, how many acres are at each site and how many of those acres are
accessible to people with dogs, how many miles of trails are available, what
people with dogs do at each site, etc. Without this baseline information,
including documented impacts at each site, an informed analysis of
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alternatives and selection of a preferred alternative cannot be made.

Corr. ID: 4626 Organization: Marin Unleashed

Comment ID: 264278 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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 "Soils and Geology," "Water
Quality," and "Biology."

Additional data has been incorporated throughout the draft plan/SEIS. A
detailed literature review was conducted which further documents impacts
to park resources from dog walking activity. Additional law enforcement
data was also analyzed which documents noncompliance at park sites. The
park is aware that other forms of recreation create impacts to park
resources; these impacts are captured cumulatively. Please see chapters 3
and 4 for the additional data that has been incorporated for each resource.

Additional data may help to refine the conclusions in the draft plan/SEIS
and reduce uncertainty regarding the level of impact on the human
environment; however, all NEPA analysis is based on a prediction of
potential future conditions and, as such, is always uncertain. In lieu of site-
specific data, research methods generally accepted in the scientific
community and best professional judgment have been used to draw
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conclusions regarding expected impacts to resources, consistent with CEQ
and DOI requirements. The available data provides sufficient information to
allow the decision maker to make a reasoned choice among alternatives.

42139
Commenters state that the draft plan/EIS fails to analyze indirect impacts to
Area B of the Presidio Trust from dog management.

Corr. ID: 4390 Organization: The Presidio Trust

Comment ID: 209646 Organization Type: Federal Government
Representative Quote: DEIS Fails to Analyze Indirect Impacts of Dog
Management on Area B in a Meaningful Manner

The Trust finds the DEIS deficient in its treatment of impacts of the various
alternatives for managing dog walking activities on areas outside of NPS
jurisdiction, particularly in Area B. In the Trust's scoping letter' for the
DEIS, we specifically urged that "because the Trust has a stake in how dogs
within Area A will be managed, the EIS should include a discussion of how
the alternatives will impact Area B visitors and resources, and Trust staff"
(page 2). Dog walkers using the Presidio do not necessarily distinguish
between the two areas. The DEIS does not address the areas within Area B
that are currently used by dog walkers, nor does it address the incidence of
off-leash violations in Area B. The DEIS presumes under all resource topics
and all alternatives being considered that no impacts would occur in Area B.
The rationale offered is that the Trust does not have beaches under its
jurisdiction and does not allow off-leash dog walking; therefore, there
would be no change in current conditions in Area B. It is far more likely,
however, that restricting or eliminating dog walking in Area A will
substantially increase off-leash activity in Area B as a substantial number of
dog walkers may seek more secluded trails in the Presidio to avoid crowded
conditions and where there may also experience fewer law enforcement
staff to enforce rules.

The analysis and conclusions offered by the NPS in the DEIS are not
sufficiently supported and do not represent a fair consideration of the
adverse environmental effects of its proposed dog management. The
dismissal of impacts in Area B is especially perplexing given that the DEIS
provides a site-specific analysis of the effects of on-leash dog walking in
other parts of the GGNRA, even after assuming compliance with
regulations. The DEIS must make a good faith effort to thoroughly consider
all indirect effects that are "reasonably foreseeable"2 in areas outside of its
jurisdiction. The Trust is willing to provide data and information to the
NPS. Under NEPA, if a significant issue is omitted and the advice and
expertise of a cooperating agency ignored, the EIS may be found to be
inadequate.

Area B of the Presidio Trust will be analyzed in the cumulative impacts
section for appropriate resources. A redistribution survey was conducted to
determine whether dog walkers would go other areas within or outside
GGNRA to walk dogs once the new GGNRA dog walking regulation is
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promulgated. Although response rate was low, pertinent information was
gained from the survey and results have been added to chapter 4.

42140
Commenters question Geology/Soils impacts.

[For representative quote, see the administrative record - correspondence #
4409, appendix D pages 13-17, chapter 4, points 6-14]

There are no scientific studies or monitoring studies that support the impacts
to soils as a result of dogs. Although there is general agreement that dog
activities such as digging and trampling and dog waste affect soils, this
impact cannot be isolated or quantified. Therefore, soil impacts were
removed from the draft plan/SEIS discussion and placed generally under
vegetation section when applicable (dunes, coastal scrub/chaparral). The
Fort Funston bluffs are the only geologic features at the park discussed in
the draft plan/SEIS. The impacts to geology remain within chapter 4 and are
discussed in conjunction with the bank swallow at Fort Funston.

42141

Commenters request that the square footage/acreage/miles of trails
differences between all the alternatives be incorporated in the draft
plan/EIS.

Corr. ID: 4281 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305540 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: While readers are able to visually compare the
various editions of Map 10, it is unfortunate the authors of the EIS did not
include the square footage or acreage differences between the five
alternatives. | suspect if the area lost to off-leash walking was presented in
the EIS in terms of square feet or acres the differences between the existing
situation (Alternative A) and your preference (Alternative C) would be
staggering.

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 310036 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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
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alternatives in terms of available area and trail miles would better allow the
reader to appreciate the future impacts relative to current conditions.

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 310037 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

The mileage/acreage available for dog walking for each of the alternatives
has been incorporated into the draft plan/SEIS. The draft plan/SEIS
addresses only sites that are within NPS-owned and managed acreage
(approximately 20,000 acres) or will be managed by the NPS in the near
future. The park's legislative boundary encompasses approximately 80,500
acres, including large areas neither owned nor managed by the NPS at this
time. Please see chapter 1 and 2 for more details.

42142
Literature Review needs to be updated.

Corr. ID: 3689 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 310029 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The literature summary in the Draft is primarily
concerned with the general issues of the disturbance dogs may cause to
wildlife. The literature review should be extended to focus on specific
disturbance and other conservation issues related to GGNRA. For example,
dogs are often mentioned as an especially intense form of disturbance in
bird disturbance studies in coastal environments (see above in section "P.
795 - Wildlife / General Wildlife").

Based upon numerous suggestions from commenters of literature to be
included (or removed) in the draft plan/EIS and to be used in analysis of
impacts, an updated literature review was conducted and the results of this
review are discussed in chapter 4. The results of this review provided
additional citations for dog impacts/issues and were incorporated in the
impacts analysis; these citations are included throughout the draft plan/SEIS
as applicable.

42143
Commenters question Water Quality impacts.
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Representative Quote(s): Corr. 1D: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group
Comment ID: 310038 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 310040 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 310039 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.
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Corr. ID: 4591 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305575 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Page 461

DEIS: "A substudy of the San Francisco Sewage Master Plan determined
that bacterial contamination of waters off Ocean Beach was significant due
to dog waste deposited along the shoreline (NPS 1999, 21)"

This is a very misleading reference to a nonexistent document. NPS 1999 is
not "a substudy of the San Francisco Sewage Master Plan;" NPS 1999 is
Natural Resources Section, Resources Management Plan, Golden Gate
National Recreation Area, December 1999. It is likely that no such substudy
of the San Francisco Sewage Master Plan exists. During Negotiate
Rulemaking in 2007, I challenged GGNRA's claim to dog waste
contamination at Ocean Beach, writing, "Unless the substudy that made this
claim can be presented for examination, this claim should be stricken from
the Attributes Table." The NPS reply was, "[I] put in a call to SF PUC
Water Quality Bureau and others to try track down substudy; so far no luck '
they are not aware of any such study. We may have to strike this from
Attributes table if neither we nor city can locate. (SES)" It is now 2011. No
substudy has been produced, but GGNRA continues to make the claim and
refer to the nonexistent document, with a citation to make it appear that the
claim comes from a real document.

There are no scientific studies or monitoring studies that discuss impacts to
water quality as a result of dogs. There is a general agreement that dog
waste and nutrients may affect water quality, but this impact cannot be
isolated or quantified. Further, the park was able to confirm with the
SFPUC Water Quality Bureau that the referenced sub-study does not exist.
All references to the NPS 1999 study have been removed from the draft
plan/SEIS. In addition, since no site-specific studies support the impact
analysis, the water quality discussion/impacts have been dismissed from
further analysis in chapter 1.

42144

The Socioeconomics/Environmental Justice Sections are inadequate - ethnic
groups and/or minorities that use the park have not been properly included
in the discussion.

Corr. ID: 4443 Organization: San Francisco Dog Owners Group
Comment ID: 305578 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The DEIS contains no information on the ethnic
makeup of people who do visit the GGNRA. Dog walkers are perhaps the
most diverse group of park users in the GGNRA. Go out to Fort Funston or
Crissy Field and you will see kids, seniors, people with disabilities, gay and
straight, all ethnic groups, people from all religions and countries, and
people from every social and economic class walking with their dogs. The
restrictions on off-leash access in the action alternatives will have a serious
negative impact on the thousands of ethnic minorities who currently walk
with dogs in the GGNRA. This impact is not addressed in the DEIS.
Analysis of alternatives that does not consider this impact cannot be
accepted.

84



Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 4443 Organization: San Francisco Dog Owners Group
Comment ID: 264248 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The Roberts study was not "on ethnic minority
visitor use experience at GGNRA." It was a series of focus groups of a
small group of non-randomly selected members of various minority groups
intended to "realize the park goals of understanding how to improve
‘connecting people to the parks' and how best to engage under-represented
communities in plans and programs." The focus groups totaled less than 100
people, who were largely unfamiliar with the GGNRA (only 1/3 had visited
at least one GGNRA site in the past year). There is nothing in the report to
indicate how common a comment was ' did only one person say it, or was it
mentioned repeatedly. Thus the focus groups' opinions reflect only the
opinions of the people who participated and cannot be extended to indicate
opinions shared by all members of the minority groups represented. Yet that
is what the DEIS does with the Roberts study.

The DEIS contains no information on the ethnic makeup of people who do
visit the GGNRA. Dog walkers are perhaps the most diverse group of park
users in the GGNRA. Go out to Fort Funston or Crissy Field and you will
see kids, seniors, people with disabilities, gay and straight, all ethnic groups,
people from all religions and countries, and people from every social and
economic class walking with their dogs. The restrictions on off-leash access
in the action alternatives will have a serious negative impact on the
thousands of ethnic minorities who currently walk with dogs in the
GGNRA. This impact is not addressed in the DEIS. Analysis of alternatives
that does not consider this impact cannot be accepted.

The reference made to this study misrepresents the study's findings. An
accurate description of the focus groups and what the report does and does
not do has been updated and included in the plan/EIS. Please see chapter 3,
Visitor Use and Experience, Environmental Justice for additional
information. As described in chapter 1, Issues and Impact Topics Dismissed
From Further Analysis, GGNRA park operations and visitors create social
and economic links between the park and the surrounding community.
However, dog management policies are not expected to have a noticeable
impact on the economic links between GGNRA and the city of San
Francisco. As a result, potential impacts on social and economic conditions
would be highly unlikely to exceed a "negligible" threshold, and are
therefore eliminated from detailed consideration. Environmental Justice,
including a more detailed discussion regarding ethnic minority groups, is
discussed under Visitor Use and Experience in chapters 3 and 4.

42145
Commenters question assumptions concerning site usage and visitation
trends/rates at the park.

Corr. ID: 4442 Organization: San Francisco Dog Owners Group
Comment ID: 264238 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The DEIS must quantify how many people
typically visit each site in the GGNRA, how many people can be
accommodated in the areas remaining open to off-leash dog walking under
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each alternative, and how many people will be forced to go elsewhere under
each alternative. This was not done and must be added.

Corr. ID: 4693 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305536 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The DEIS fails to profive documentation for the
enforcement data presented in the dosument or put the data into context in
terms how dog related violatoins compare to overall violatons. See CHapter
3, page 269 for one example of this issue. Furthur to this point the DEIS
does not provide any reasonable evidence that visitation to the parek will
incres throug hteh 20year plan horizon of that such increases will result in
more dog realted violations. In chapter 3, page 269, the DEIS states that
"The DEIS is clear that there is no correlation between population growth
and annual visitation™

Additional data on park visitation at the more heavily visited sites was
included in the draft plan/SEIS. Park visitation was characterized for Muir
Beach, Rodeo Beach, Crissy Field, Baker Beach, Ocean Beach, and Fort
Funston. Monthly visitation was estimated based on the survey and visitor
use statistics compiled by the park. In addition, the overall park visitation
trend was also updated. Please see Visitor Use and Experience in chapters 3
and 4 for more details.

42146
Commenters question the park's own data (LE data showing incidences and
visitor use data) - regarding noncompliance or dog conflicts at the park.

For additional representative quote, please see Concern 30541 (GA2000),
Comment 200893.

Corr. ID: 4693 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305537 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: SUMMARY OF VISITOR USE AND PET
RELATED CITATIONS, WARNINGS AND REPORTS TAKEN AT
GGNRA (including reference to Appendix G, Golden Gate National
Recreastion Area - Pet related Incident; Law Enforcement adn US Park
Police data ) Is flawed becasue :

1) 2007-2008 data are too old to characterize the affected environment of
2011

Additional law enforcement data has been incorporated into the draft
plan/SEIS and has been reanalyzed. New law enforcement data is located in
chapters 3 and 4 under visitor use and experience.

42147
Climate change was not considered in the draft plan/EIS.

For additional representative quote, please see Concern 31921 (MT1000),
Comment 210063.
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Impacts of dog walking on climate change are considered negligible for all
alternatives. Updated dismissal text and rationale was included in chapter 1
of the draft plan/SEIS.

42148
Shorebird impacts analysis needs to be strengthened.

Corr. ID: 4089 Organization: Crissy Field Dog Group
Comment ID: 208362 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 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 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.

Impacts to wildlife have been re-analyzed. A detailed literature review was
performed and new studies/data have been incorporated. Please see the
Wildlife section in chapter 4 for more details.

42149

Commenters state that GGNRA has not evaluated the effectiveness of voice
control - the available information (including a FOIA request of citations)
suggests that voice control is not effective in protecting wildlife or visitor
experience.

Corr. ID: 4668 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305535 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Furthermore, although relying on the concept of
voice control for decades, it does not appear that GGNRA has ever
evaluated the effectiveness of voice control. In responding to a FOIA
request for records of citations issued related to failure to exercise voice
control, GGNRA reported that they had no way of searching their records
for that information. Available information suggests that voice control is not
effective in protecting wildlife or visitor experience.
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Corr. ID: 4695 Organization: Golden Gate Audubon Society
Comment ID: 305577 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
Representative Quote: The DEIS fails to establish that "voice control™ is a
valid method of controlling off-leash dogs. As demonstrated in the Criminal
incident Reports produced by the Park Service's rangers, dogs that are
ostensibly under "voice control" do not respond accordingly. GGAS is
unconvinced that this is a valid means for protecting park users. wildlife,
habitats and other dogs.

The definition of voice control has been expanded and clarified. Additional
education and enforcement will also focus on voice control effectiveness.
Please see chapter 2 for additional details.

42150
The draft plan/EIS does not adequately address impacts to other parks (dog
parks, National Parks, County parks, State parks, etc.).

For additional representative quote, please see Concern 29630 (LU3010),
Comment 264237.

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 200902 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

A redistribution survey was conducted to evaluate where dog walkers would
choose to walk dogs with a new GGNRA dog walking regulation in place.
Impacts to these areas were evaluated under each resource in the cumulative
impact analysis. Please see chapter 4 for more details.
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42151

Commenters state that the compliance-based management strategy is
unclear and omits critical information that is not clearly defined in the draft
plan/EIS.

For additional representative quote, please see Concern 29651 (CB1000),
Comment 208381.

Corr. ID: 4281 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305542 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: In chapter 2 of the EIS the CBMS process is
generally described. Later in the EIS we are told in summary:
"...Compliance-based management strategies has been designed to ensure
that compliance with the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) applicable to
dog management is high to ensure protection of park resources, visitors, and
staff. If noncompliance occurs at a site, compliance-based management
strategies would be implemented to increase compliance with the new dog
management regulations. Noncompliance would include dog walking within
restricted areas, dog walking under voice and sight control in designated on-
leash dog walking areas, and dog walking under voice and sight control
outside of established regulated off -leash walking areas (ROLAS). When
noncompliance is observed in an area, park staff would focus on enforcing
the regulations, educating dog walkers, and establishing buffer zones, time
and use restrictions, and special use permit (SUP) restrictions. If
noncompliance continues and compliace falls below 75 percent in a
management zone (measured as the percentage of total dogs/dog walkers
observed during the previous 12 months not in compliance with
regulations), the area's management would be changed to the next more
restrictive level of dog management. Impacts from noncompliance could
reach short-term adverse; but the compliance-based strategy is designed to
return impacts to a level that assumes compliance, as described in the
overall impacts analysis, provide beneficial impacts where dog walking is
reduced or eliminated".

Unfortunately as described this process could be easily abused by those
charged with administering the process. There does not appear to be any
systematic method planned, as opposed to "random"

Corr. ID: 4281 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305543 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: When all is said and done, the future of dogs
walking in the GGNRA will live or die based upon how the proposed
Compliance-Based Management Strategy is established and administered. If
administered fairly and efficiently it could work to the benefit of all visitors
to the GGNRA. If on the other hand it is administered without transparency
and a legitimate opportunity for public participation and verification, it will
serve as a lightening rod for dissension and in all likelihood years of
litigation. The cornerstone to all of this is the legitimacy of the planned
monitoring for establishment of baselines and levels of non-compliance
with park regulations.
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Perhaps it is simply a matter of semantics, but because the establishment of
baselines has such critical importance, one would think the National Park
Service would want to be extremely diligent in using its very best efforts to
assure the information collected is as accurate as possible, and that the data
would be collected systematically and scientifically rather than performed
"randomly".

As "the next most restrictive dog management regulation™ below voice
control or off- leash is on-leash followed by "no dogs," justice dictates this
must be a fair and open process. Much like a death sentence, the proposed
CBMS provides that once a restriction is imposed it cannot be reversed even
if behaviors substantially improve.

Corr. ID: 4409 Organization: Montara Dog Group

Comment ID: 200900 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: 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.

Corr. ID: 4442 Organization: San Francisco Dog Owners Group
Comment ID: 305549 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The DEIS calls for a Compliance-Based
Management Strategy (CBMS), that will change the status of on- and off-
leash to "'no dogs" areas in the GGNRA based solely and simply on whether
there is enough compliance with the restrictions proposed in the Preferred
Alternative. The DEIS assumes non-compliance results in negative impacts
on the environment, but provides no evidence to support this assumption.
Without such evidence, the DEIS cannot say that the CBMS will result in
any additional protection of resources. There is, therefore, no justification
for the additional restrictions on dogs provided by CBMS, and it should be
removed.

In addition, the DEIS provides no information on how this compliance
monitoring will be done or by whom. That information is critical to evaluate
the value and possible negative and positive aspects of the CBMS and must
be provided in a DEIS that assigns it such an important role. Without it, any
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discussion of how monitoring will be done and by whom, the CBMS cannot
be accepted.

The monitoring-based management strategy (MMS) (formerly the
compliance-based management strategy) has been revised based on
comments received in the public comment period. Changes to the MMS
have been made in chapters 2 and 4 of the draft plan/SEIS.

42152
Commenters describe inconsistencies in the impact analysis conclusions for
certain resources (not editorial changes).

[For representative quotes, see the administrative record - correspondence #
4089, appendix D pages 9-19 and appendix E pages 20-21, chapter 4, points
1-8]

The impact analysis has been revised to include additional data. The revised
impact analysis is more clear and consistent. Please see chapter 4 for
additional details.

42153
Commenters do not agree with the defined "thresholds™ in the document,
including the duration, context, and intensity of the impact.

[For the full text of the representative quote, please see the administrative
record for correspondence #4089, appendix D, pages 15-17, point 9]

Corr. ID: 4089 Organization: Crissy Field Dog Group
Comment ID: 310042 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Appendix D:

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.

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.

The thresholds for the impact analysis in the draft plan/EIS have not been
revised. Per Director's Order 12, NPS uses thresholds which include the
duration, context, and intensity to describe environmental impacts to each
resource topic. Additional data has been incorporated into the impact
analysis as additional rationale for impact determinations. Please see
chapter 4 for additional details.

42154
Commenters question impacts that have been described for a dog on a 6-
foot leash extending 6 feet from the edge of trails.
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Representative Quote(s): Corr. I1D: 4089 Organization: Crissy Field Dog Group

Response:

Comment ID: 310043 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 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.

An analysis of the impacts of dogs on soils was eliminated from further
consideration in the draft plan/SEIS. A detailed literature review found few
investigations documenting the isolated effects of dogs on soils in
recreational settings, and no site-specific peer reviewed studies have been
conducted that document impacts from dogs to soils in GGNRA. Therefore,
a discussion of soils was integrated into the vegetation section of the draft
plan/SEIS. The impact analysis for dogs along trails assumes that impacts
from dogs on a leash would extend 6 feet on either side of the trail. This
assumption was used as a worst case scenario because dog walkers would
not always walk in the middle of the trail. Either through preference, or
when they need to pass another visitor, the dog walker would move towards
the edge of the trail. A more detailed description of this assumption has
been included in chapter 4.
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

42156
Commenters do not agree with impacts described for marine mammals.

Corr. ID: 4089 Organization: Crissy Field Dog Group
Comment ID: 310044 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 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.

Additional stranding data at GGNRA sites for marine mammals were
available and included in the draft plan/SEIS. The impacts to marine
mammals were then re-evaluated and NPS feels that based on the data and
information available, the impact analysis is accurate.

42157
Commenters state that mitigation needs a better description in the document
- what will mitigation include and how will it reduce impacts?

Corr. ID: 4089 Organization: Crissy Field Dog Group
Comment ID: 310046 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 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.

Mitigation is addressed through the Monitoring Management Strategy.

CR2010 — CULTURAL RESOURCES: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

29401

The plan does not show the importance of the cultural resources, future
cultural resources, or detrimental effects from dogs. The plan does not
clearly state how dogs actually impact cultural resources (i.e., forts) and
that visitors impact the cultural resources more than dogs. Cultural
resources in the GGNRA should not just include physical resources, but
also the local culture, which is defined in part by dog walking.
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Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 377 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 181164 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | do not actually see how dogs damage cultural
resources. What can a dog do to a fort? Erosion does more than the dogs
can ever do. Is there really some documentation about dog damage to
cultural resources? You really do not say how the dogs damage such things.

Corr. ID: 1850 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192045 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The DEIS fails to provide evidence for impact of
dogs on future plans for restoration and enhancement. The DEIS fails to
demonstrate relevancy. Please remove this from objective.

Comment: The DEIS fails to prove relevance of future cultural projects.
The DEIS should be revised to remove this as objective.

Comment: The DEIS fails to show any detrimental effects. The DEIS
should be revised to reflect lack of evidence.

Corr. ID: 1850 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192080 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: With regard to the U.S. Coast Guard Station at
Crissy Field, the DEIS states: "In the past some of the individual juniper
plantings within the U.S. Coast Guard Station's perimeter hedge have died
and dog urine is believed to have contributed to the loss of at least one
plant." Comment: The DEIS fails to establish the materiality of one plant,
the cause of death of one plant, and the relevance of one plant as a "cultural
resource.” The DEIS should be revised to remove the above reference
entirely based on the following:

- The hedge is newly planted to replace the historic cypress hedge planted
in 1915 that needed to be replaced due to age and effects of nearby
remediation and renovation of Airfield, etc. The new plantings, particularly
one plant, hardly fit into definition of a "cultural resource."

- Since more than one plant died, there were other factors at work than
simply dog urine which is only cited as a possible contributing factor in the
death of one plant.

- One of the buildings of the Coast Guard Station adjacent to the hedge has
paint peeling down to the wood due to the weather effects'that is a much
more material problem with this cultural icon.

- There is ample evidence of "wear and tear" on grounds and facilities
throughout the GGNRA lands due to the high level of use by people
engaged in a variety of activities in this urban environment. The possible
loss of one plant from dog urine should more appropriately be included in
the general maintenance requirements for the area.
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 1957 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192710 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: "Protect cultural resources from the detrimental
effects of dog use" - what does this mean? How many dogs "use" cultural
resources? Aren't people more likely to commit "detrimental effects"?

Corr. ID: 4035 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 227708 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Recreation Heritage and Culture: The Park Service
seems to attribute physical structures to Cultural Resources and is ignoring
the important cultural components. The military structures and Native
American heritage is important to preserve but so is the the development
and maintenance of the local culture. Nothing is more fundamental to the
Bay Area or the GGNRA than the community gatherings and bonding
experiences that happen on beautiful days at high visitation places such as
Ocean Beach, Crissy Field, Muir Beach, Rodeo Beach, Fort Funston, Mori
Point/Sharp Park, etc.

The cultural resources sections in chapters 3, Affected Environment and
chapter 4, Impact Analysis have been revised. Please see chapter 3 and 4,
Cultural Resources for more details.

29403

Commenters stated that many of the cultural resources described in the draft
plan/EIS are not within dog walking areas and that impacts to cultural
resources cannot be attributed to dog walking. For example, impacts at
Baker Beach should be clearer; the World War Il battlements do not require
protection from dogs/children; the reference to "headquarters" at Fort Scott
should not be included (located outside a dog walking area); there are no
cultural resources at Ocean Beach from the Cliff House south.

Corr. ID: 2873 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202709 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: There are stated concerns regarding the
preservation of rusting, rotting World War |1 battlements (which of course
have no actual involvement with the war other than as visible tributes to
overly rampant paranoia as they were never close to the war front). These
are referred to as cultural resources and presented as something to protect
although the real threat to their continued degradation are the children that
play in them not the dogs that pass by.

Corr. ID: 4016 Organization: San Francisco resident
Comment ID: 206835 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - In addition, the mention of "headquarters” in the
text of Fort Scott implies that the "campus” including the headquarters
building, barracks buildings and parade grounds are part of the DEIS area
of concern. These cultural resources are geographically distinct from all of
the dog-walking areas included in the DEIS. The reference to the
"headquarter" should be re-written clearly.

95



Response:

Corr. ID: 4016 Organization: San Francisco resident

Comment ID: 206833 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - In referencing Chrissy Field the DEIS states
"original buildings-hangars, barracks, guardhouse, etc." are included in the
"Affected Environment”. Most of these structures are located on the south
side of Mason Street, geographically located across the street from the dog-
walking boundary and in visits to the hangar areas of Chrissy Fields, dog-
walking is not an activity found in this area where public and retail-oriented
spaces are surrounded by parking areas.

Corr. ID: 4016 Organization: San Francisco resident
Comment ID: 206834 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: - In reference to "Fort Winfield Scott" section of
the DEIS, this section should be renamed to Fort Winfield Scott Seacoast
Fortifications" or entirely removed to itemize only embattlements that are
contained within the Baker Beach dog-walking areas. In addition these
fortifications should be itemized within the text and on the map in a
consistent manner, and the "damage" that is caused by dog-walking
activities to these fortifications should also be realistically discussed.

Corr. ID: 4016 Organization: San Francisco resident

Comment ID: 206830 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: First, | am strongly opposed to GGNRA's inclusion
of a many cultural resources in the DEIS when, simply-stated, many of
these cultural resources are not within the dog-walking areas and some of
the "negative activities"” cited in this section cannot be attributed to dog-
walking activities.

Corr. ID: 4679 Organization: Ocean Beach Dog

Comment ID: 227552 Organization Type: Civic Groups
Representative Quote: The idea thatcultural resources such as buried
missile silos at Fort Funston require protection from dogs trampling,
digging or urinating is far-fetched at best. | would point out that the larger
size and weight of humans would be a greater threat to trample notable sites
than would dogs. With respect to missile silos at Fort Funston | would not
assume all urine deposited would be that of the canine visitors. The
GGNRA still has not installed any permanent bathrooms for the many
human visitors at Fort Funston. In fact, it seems the GGNRA has little
regard for the enjoyment of these resources.

The cultural resources sections in chapter 3, Affected Environment and
chapter 4, Impact Analysis have been revised. Please see chapter 3 and 4,
Cultural Resources for more details.

CS1300 — CATTLE/SWEENEY: DESIRE OTHER ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

29367

Commenters support either alternative A or E for Sweeney Ridge because
these alternatives provide the most on-leash dog walking at the site and
therefore meet the need for open recreational space. Reasoning provided by
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Representative Quote(s):

commenters included a lack of sound science regarding impacts from dogs
and the infrequent use of the site.

Corr. ID: 1893 Organization: University of San Francisco
Comment ID: 200620 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: There is a severe shortage of open-space where |
can walk with my dog in San Mateo County. Loss of this the Sweeney
Ridge hiking trails would only exacerbate this problem, and would degrade
the quality of life in this county. Needless to say, | prefer Alternative A or
Alternative E, which would provide the most access

Corr. ID: 2295 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 226682 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am a Pacifica resident who has been using the
Sweeney Ridge Trail System for over 3 years. | typically hike and run the
trails 4 days a week with my dog on-leash (6 feet in length) between the
Mori Ridge trailhead and Portola Discovery Site or SFPUC Portola Gate. |
have also used the trail system for regular hiking with my family without
dogs as well as mountain biking. I am fully in support of continued multi
use of the Sweeney Ridge Trail System for all uses including dog walking
(leash only), hiking, trail running, mountain biking, horseback riding,
wildlife watching, etc. | am opposed to GGNRA Draft Dog Management
Plan's Preferred Alternative, which would ban on-leash dog walking on the
Sweeney Ridge Trail System. My preference would be for Plan adoption of
Alternative A (Map 19-A), which would allow continued multi use
(including on-leash dog walking) throughout the Sweeney Ridge Trail
System with the exception of the Notch Trail, which would allow hiking
only.

Corr. ID: 4118 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208518 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: SWEENY RIDGE - | support Alternative A, No
Action (in harmony with 1979 Pet Policy). This area is relatively
infrequently used. Even if usage were to increase, it does not require a
change in Policy.

Corr. ID: 4598 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 210069 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: After much consideration, | support Alternative A,
the No Action alternative and would also include the Newly-acquired areas
(such as Cattle Hill, Sweeny Ridge, Mori Point, Pedro Point and Milagra
Ridge and Rancho Corral de Tierra) in San Mateo County.

The DEIS shows a bias against the No Action alternative or variations on
that alternative. There are other areas in the GGNRA such as Ocean Beach,
where the existing 1979 Pet Policy has been working and where sensitive
species are not present and visitor conflicts do not occur or are very
infrequent. In addition, the DEIS does not provide site-specific infounation
that these areas are inappropriate for continued dog walking.
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Response:

Alternatives A and E were not selected as the preferred alternative;
however, the preferred alternative was modified to include two trails for on-
leash dog walking at Sweeney Ridge. Please see chapter 2, Preferred
Alternative for Sweeney Ridge/Cattle Hill for additional information on on-
leash dog walking.

29369

There is support for alternative B because visitors want a no-dog experience
at this site and are concerned about impacts to natural resources as a result
of dogs.

For representative quotes, please see Concern 29335 (MR1100), Comment
203736.

Alternative B was not selected as the preferred alternative. However, dog
walking would be limited to three trails on the perimeter of core habitat and
that are outside mission blue butterfly habitat. Please see chapter 2,
Preferred Alternative for Sweeney Ridge/Cattle Hill for additional
information on no dog experience opportunities.

CS1400 — CATTLE/SWEENEY: SUGGEST CHANGE IN ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29371

Commenters have suggested areas for off-leash, on-leash walking, and no
dogs. Some commenters suggest that that Sweeney Ridge should be open to
off-leash dog walking or ROLASs because the site has low use and
significant open space, and would provide a balance between recreational
needs and natural resource protection. Suggested ROLAs included the
trails/fire roads on Sweeney Ridge. Trails where commenters presented
both on- and off-leash suggestions included Sneath lane to Fassler, the road
to the Nike missile site, the Baquiano trail, and notch trail.

For representative quote, please see Concern 29271 (MP1400), Comment
204113.

Corr. ID: 841 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 186202 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Sweeney Ridge: like Milagra Ridge, this trail/fire
road is virtually devoid of anything more than the occasional person. After
traversing the steep up/down of the canyon up to the ridgeline, | have rarely
ever seen another person at all. The trail is not for the faint-of-heart, and
this generally scares off anyone except the most physical/avid hikers. I'd
prefer to see this area completely off-leash and voice control for dogs for
those reasons. It is one of the best places to have significant open-space
with virtually no other human contact to walk dogs.

Corr. ID: 2295 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 264219 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Therefore, why does the Dog Management Plan's
Preferred Alternative propose to not allow dog walking on-leash within the
Sweeney Ridge Trail System? As described throughout the Dog
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Response:

Management Plan, physically restraining dogs on-leash would protect
habitat and wildlife off trail and would eliminate chasing after wildlife.
Please explain.

Corr. ID: 3812 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208447 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 1. | believe that leashed dogs should be allowed on
the paved road at Sweeney Ridge. That is, the road between Sneath Lane
and the Nike Missile Site. This would serve the park's goal of keeping the
wilder sections of the site dog-free, but allow local residents the opportunity
to walk on a portion of the park.

Corr. ID: 4640 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 227731 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Sweeney Ridge

Allows balanced areas for dog recreation plus one trail for no dogs even
though overall visitation on the "no dog" trail will probably be less because
of not allowing dogs. While there is no evidence of dogs impacting the
Mission Blue Butterfly, Notch Trail includes the habitat for the butterfly so
even remote impacts are eliminated.

-Trails from Sneath Lane entrance to Fassler entrance and dirt trails south
of that path (plus Cattle Hill and road to the Nike Missile Site)

-Trail from the Shell Dance Nursery to the Nike Missile Site

-Notch Trail

Note that on the Bay side nearby Sawyer Camp Trail and San Bruno
Mountain do not allow any dogs. On the Coast side nearby San Pedro
Valley does not allow dogs.

I doubt there is a significant number of visitors that are truly afraid of dogs
that will visit Sweeney Ridge because of the large, wild predators in the
park

Corr. ID: 4688 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 210089 Organization Type: State Government
Representative Quote: Sweeney Ridge:

Map 19E should include on-leash access for the Baquiano and Sneath
Lane/NPS Easement Trails. We suggest that the thick chaparral on the
Baquiano side and the fact that the Sneath Lane/NPS trail is paved would
prevent most if not all dogs from accessing the property off the trails (in the
event there is non-compliance with the leash law). Proper enforcement of
the rules should ensure that few if any violations occur, in which case the
environmental effects from site access on this parcel would be minimal.

ROLAs on trails were considered but dismissed for all action alternatives.
ROLAs would not be established on trails at Sweeney Ridge or Cattle Hill
due to safety concerns, sensitive habitat and protection of core habitat.
However, two trails would be made available for on-leash dog walking at
Sweeney Ridge in order to provide this visitor use while still protecting
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

natural resources. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Sweeney
Ridge/Cattle Hill for additional rationale.

31316
No Dog Areas - The Meadow Loop Trail should be for hikers only due to
proximity to wetland containing red-legged frog and garter snake.

Corr. ID: 2295 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 226683 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: would also support Plan adoption of Alternative A
with Modification by also limiting use of the Meadow Loop Trail to hiking
only. By providing two trails for hiking only, this would help reduce
potential user conflicts while protecting the most sensitive habitats within
the Sweeney Ridge Trail System. The Notch Trail is a harrow single track
trail located within an identified sensitive Mission blue butterfly corridor.
The Meadow Loop Trail is also a narrow single track trail located next to a
sensitive fresh water wetland that likely supports California red-legged frog
and potentially San Francisco garter snake.

Dog walking activity would not be allowed on the Meadow Loop Trail
because this trail is narrow and is located adjacent to a wetland area
containing special status species. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative
for Sweeney Ridge/Cattle Hill for additional information on areas where no
dog walking would be allowed.

31317

Signage - Additional signage should be placed at trailheads explaining
visitor user regulations and also any important habitat for wildlife located
along the trails.

Corr. ID: 2295 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 226684 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: There is limited signage at most of the trail heads.
For example, there is not much signage at the Mori Ridge Trail entrance
and the Portola Discovery Site area (intersection of Sweeney Ridge Trail,
Baquiano Trail, and Sneath Lane Trail). There should be additional signage
that explains the important rules and regulations applicable to all users
similar to the signage installed at the Notch Trail entrance within Skyline
College and the Milagra Ridge Trail System entrance. This would
significantly help in reducing potential user conflicts by educating trail
users and reinforcing the regulations. Please explain why this wasn't
considered in the Dog Management Plan for reducing user conflicts.

1) In order to protect the surrounding habitat and make sure trail users stay
on the designated trails, there should be additional signage installed at the
trail heads explaining w/illustrations the local habitat and wildlife. This
signage should be similar to the signage installed at the Notch Trail
entrance within Skyline College and the Milagra Ridge Trail System
entrance. This would also help educate and reinforce GGNRA regulations.
Please explain why this wasn't considered in the Dog Management Plan for
reducing potential user conflicts within the Sweeney Ridge Trail System.
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Response:

Please see chapter 2, Elements Common to Action Alternatives for
information on outreach, education, and additional signage.

EJ2010 —- ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29478

Off-leash dogs present a threat to the elderly since they are easily knocked
down. Commenters also feel that minority ethnic groups are
disproportionately impacted by off-leash dogs since many minorities are
afraid of dogs.

Corr. ID: 1886 Organization: San Francisco State University
Comment ID: 200399 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | do not even visit Fort Funston because | am
aware that it has basically become a dog park. The GGNRA is home to
many sensitive, endemic species that need to be protected from off-leash
dogs. | also feel that off-leash dogs present a threat to the elderly, who are
in danger of being knocked down by uncontrolled dogs.

There is also evidence in a report by Dr. Nina Roberts to suggest that
minority ethnic groups are disproportionately impacted by off-leash dogs as
they are afraid of the dogs.

I strongly urge you NOT to allow off-leash dogs in the GGNRA, accept
perhaps in fenced-in designated "dog park" areas.

Corr. ID: 4631 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208667 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am a person from the country of Myanmar and |
have moved to the US to study at San Francisco State University as a
scientist I study birds. | go to Chrissy Field, Tomales bay and Fort
Cronkhite to look at the seabirds and other birds. There are dogs there that
scare the birds by running after them. | am also nervous at these places
because | am also afraid of dogs. We do not have many dogs in my country
and they frighten me. | hope you will protect the birds.

Additional studies have been reviewed and incorporated into the
Environmental Justice analysis. Please see chapter 3, Visitor Use and
Experience, Environmental Justice for additional information.

29479

Commenters disagree with statements made in the plan from the 2007 San
Francisco Study about how Latinos and Asians feel towards off-leash dogs.
The plan should look at additional studies that focus on minorities that visit
GGNRA.

Corr. ID: 4533 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209693 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The Plan/DEIS suggests that minorities don't visit
the park or don't fully enjoy the park because of the presence of dogs, and
that seniors, the handicapped and families with small children are
threatened and intimated by the presence of dogs. These suggestions are
based on "studies” and "telephone surveys." The reality, however, is that
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Response:

many of the people with dogs in the GGNRA represent and include
minority groups, seniors, the handicapped and families with small children.
In particular, | often see families with young children and their dog playing
and picnicking at the East Beach area of Crissy Field. The preferred
alternatives in many of the sites would have a more negative impact on
many in those groups as the restrictions to access with dogs would make
recreation that much more difficult or impossible. For instance, if a family
with small children or a person with a walker has to walk to the Central
Beach at Crissy Field before allowing their dog off-leash, many of those
people will not be able to enjoy a beach experience with their dog because
they will not have access.

Corr. ID: 4634 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208678 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The claim that "environmental justice" requires
severe restrictions on offleash dogs is not supported by the studies cited in
the DEIS. A DEIS cited 2007 San Francisco State study claims that all
Latinos and Asians surveyed said that dogs were a problem. However, the
study was not about the "ethnic minority visitor use experience at the
GGNRA" as claimed in the DEIS, but was actually intended to address
ways to improve connecting people to the parks. In any event, the SF State
study involved only 100 people who were largely unfamiliar with the
GGNRA. My own observation is hat people of all ethnic and national origin
backgrounds and their dogs enjoy offleash experiences at Crissy Field
which the proposed changes will deny to them.

Corr. ID: 4684 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209958 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If the Park User Experience section of the Draft
Plan must include racial data, it must first collect that data, give a thorough
analysis before making the generalization that minorities such as Asians
and Latinos are afraid of dogs. | find this section of the Draft Plan deficient
of data concerning park use by race.

The reference made to this study misrepresents the study's findings. An
accurate description of the focus groups and what the report does and does
not do has been updated and included in the draft plan/SEIS. Please see
chapter 3, Visitor Use and Experience, Environmental Justice for additional
information.

EJ4000 — ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE: IMPACT OF PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

29480

Restricting off-leash dog walking limits equal access for the disabled,
elderly, lower income, and ethnic minority communities. For example - the
elderly and disabled will have a difficult time reaching the ROLA at Fort
Funston under the preferred alternative. These minority groups prefer off-
leash dog walking since it allows them to not have to exert physical strength
which they may not have. In addition, these minority groups will be
disadvantaged since some of them will have to travel further to reach off-
leash areas. Some low income individuals may not have a car to drive to
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Representative Quote(s):

Response:

alternative off-leash dog walking sites. Restricting dog walking activities
will impact this type of recreation that minority communities enjoy.

Corr. ID: 3941 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 205932 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: It is unfair to punish all responsible dog owners
with such severe measures for the problems created by a few dog owners.
For example, we do not see similar severe measures being taken against
bicyclists for the actions of a few.

Elderly people, special needs people and lower income people are more
severely and unfairly punished by these current GGNRA proposals because
they will have to travel so far to properly take care of their dogs. They may
not be able to do so and may be forced to surrender their beloved
companions.

Corr. ID: 4443 Organization: San Francisco Dog Owners Group
Comment ID: 264249 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: The DEIS also does not address the impact of the
severe restrictions on off-leash access proposed in the action alternatives
(and especially the Preferred Alternative) on people with disabilities who
currently walk with their dogs in the GGNRA.

Corr. ID: 4667 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 264285 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: no comprehensive evaluation of the benefits or
barriers related to dog recreation for disadvantaged groups nor developing
programs to maximize recreational opportunities

If funding becomes available, GGNRA would explore options that would
allow for easier access for disabled and elderly visitors to ROLASs, such as
beach mats. At Fort Funston, the park intends to improve ADA access on
The Chip Trail, as funding becomes available. The impact analysis for
minority populations has been revised. Please see chapter 4, Visitor Use and
Experience, Environmental Justice for additional information.

FB1300 — FORT BAKER: DESIRE OTHER ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

29551
Commenters support alternative D because it is most protective of natural
resources and visitor safety.

Corr. ID: 1472 Organization: Marin Audubon

Comment ID: 200253 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Alternative D: Muir Beach, Fort Baker, Homestead
Valley, Alta Trail and Orchard and Pacheco Fire Roads, Oakwood Valley,
Marin Headlands Trail

Alternative D was not selected as the preferred alternative for Fort Baker.
The preferred alternative provides multiple visitor uses, although not off-
leash dog walking, while still protecting the mission blue butterfly habitat
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and visitor safety. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Fort Baker
for additional rationale for the selection of the preferred alternative.

FB1400 — FORT BAKER: SUGGEST CHANGE IN ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

29553
ROLA - In order to provide more balance between user groups, a ROLA
should be added to the mowed lawn on the Parade Ground.

Corr. ID: 2038 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193277 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: It would appear that all alternatives were NOT
considered. There are areas which would qualify as appropriate ROLA areas
(ie no endangered species present) which have not been marked as ROLAs.
For example, the mowed lawn on the Parade Ground of Fort Baker (which
is entirely encircled by rowdway. Why NOT add a ROLA here to preserve
balance between dog-owners + non-dog owners in the GGNRA?

The park has added a ROLA on the mowed lawn area of the parade ground
in alternative E. The park will then analyze the impacts to all resources from
the addition of the ROLA in the draft plan/SEIS to determine if a ROLA at
this site would meet the project's purpose and need.

29554
No Dog Area - Dog walking should be prohibited on Battery Yates Loop or
Drown Fire Road in order to protect mission blue butterfly habitat.

Corr. ID: 4215 Organization: San Francisco League of
Conservation Voters
Comment ID: 208895 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
Representative Quote: Fort Baker - We generally support the Preferred
Alternative, with the exception of Battery Yates Loop and Drown Fire
Road. We believe the primary focus of this area should be protection of the
mission blue butterfly habitat and that this area be off limits to recreation
with dogs. .

On-leash dog walking would occur along the Drown Fire Road and the
Battery Yates Loop Road in the preferred alternative; however, the
preferred alternative would provide protection of the mission blue butterfly
habitat and other natural resources. Please see chapter 2, Preferred
Alternative for Fort Baker for additional rationale.

FF1300 — FORT FUNSTON: DESIRE OTHER ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

29425

Commenters support alternative A because it allows the most off-leash dog
walking of all the alternatives for dogs to exercise and/or it preserves the
recreational uses at Fort Funston. There are few or no other comparable
places to Fort Funston for owners to take their dogs off leash in the Bay
Area. Commenters also cited support for alternative A because there are
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Representative Quote(s):

access and/or leash issues for visitors, including the mobility-impaired, with
the other alternatives proposed at Fort Funston.

Corr. ID: 493 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181849 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: It is important to me that Fort Funston remains as it
is. There is no other place where we can take our dog for a walk off leash.
There are many other beautiful places in the Bay area for people to take
walks and enjoy nature without dogs, but Fort Funston is one of the few
places were we and bring our dogs and let them run free.

Corr. ID: 1205 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 194839 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Of your plans, if changed must be made, Map 16A
is a compromise alternative that is viable and fair to all. It is also the only
plan that will work well for seniors.

Please take seriously the detrimental effects the more severe restrictions
will have on the health and welfare of seniors who have so long diligently
and reverentially cared for Fort Funston.

Corr. ID: 1516 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190673 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am a dog walker who frequents Fort Funston. |
pick up twice as much poop as dogs | walk almost every time | am there as
well as plastic bags & other trash from people.

Dogs are my life & | do not want them to loose the freedom of being off
leash at the beach. However, as a 54 year old woman | can not physically
handle taking 6 dogs down to the beach via on leash walking. They are
anxious to run & I tho very healthy | can't handle their pulling &
excitedness. | do have them trained to come via voice control & this should
be sufficient for them & me. Well behaved dogs & responsible owners/dog
walkers will be punished by these plans. I think the best alternative is to
NOT change the usage areas, rather to enforce the rules regarding picking
up poop & managing dog behavior.

Corr. ID: 1583 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190806 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | support Alternative A (no change) for Fort
Funston. Fort Funston is a very important park for me, my family and our
dog. We enjoy walking on the paths and the beach. This is not a pristine
park - it is an urban oasis. For Funston will never be Yosemite or
Yellowstone. Walking at Fort Funston you can not forget you are in an
urban area = you hear the traffic, the Pacific Gun Club and scores of folks
waalking together. Perhaps fencing the trail areas to keep dogs from the
sensitive areas (suggestion).

Corr. ID: 1704 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 191125 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The everyday users of Fort Funston would like to
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see it remain as is. It is a safe place for both people and dogs and receives
maximum usage. The parking area is full on the weekends, 75 percent full
or more on the weekdays. Changing the policy will not increase the amount
of use. Educating the users of the park in ways to preserve both the current
use and the natural surrounds would be great. For many elderly people Fort
Funston is great because they can walk themselves and their dogs. Many
elderly have a difficult time leash-walking. I think more of the regular Fort
Funstoners would be willing to stay out of a few sensitive aras as long as
the majority of the park remains off-leash. Pacifica will be impacted
negatively by any change to Fort Funston.

Corr. ID: 1721 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191172 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | have owned and walked dogs in both places.
Specifically, I enjoy Crissy Field, Ft. Funston, and the Linda Mar/Sharp
Park beaches with my dog and child.

| feel very strongly about maintaining off-leash areas in these locations.
Open lands and our natural resources belong to all of us, and as a law-
abiding tax-payer, | wish to protest further restrictions in our beautiful wild
places.

Corr. ID: 3484 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 203332 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Please keep Fort Funston an off-leash play area for
dogs. People who take their dogs there are super respectful of the habitat
areas, always pick up dog waste, and only take dogs off leash that are
social, friendly and under good voice control. It is one of the few areas in
the Bay Area where dogs can really run, people can enjoy a scenic vista,
and dogs can swim and play with lots of other friendly dogs. It would really
be a shame to take one of the only outdoor places that is possible away from
the dogs of the Bay Area and the people that love them.

Corr. ID: 4039 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 207222 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: A primary issue for our family's dog care is my
physical mobility. With the GGNRA's current dog policy, paved trails at
both Fort Funston and Crissy Field enable me to participate actively in
exercising our dogs. According to the Executive Summary, Alternatives B
& D would completely bar me from being able to exercise my dogs at
Crissy Field and Alternatives C & D would allow some, though very
restricted (and likely very crowded) off-leash beach access. At Fort
Funston, all options other than Alternative A would restrict off-leash dog
activity from all wheelchair accessible trails. This, in effect, makes the area
closed to wheelchair users who need to provide off-leash exercise for their
dogs.

Corr. ID: 4540 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209780 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The allowable off-leash area currently available at
Fort Funston perfectly meets the recreational and social needs of people and
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

dogs alike. | feel that the "preferred alternative™ choice that | learned of
failed, seriously, to accurately analyze the need for residents of this urban
area.

I trust that the GGNRA, in developing a general management plan, will
take into consideration and respect the specific character and situation of
the Fort Funston Area. | fully support Alternative A, the No Action
alternative of the DEIS, as it relates to Fort Funston.

Alternative A was not selected for the preferred alternative; however, in
order to provide more off-leash dog walking opportunities, the upland
ROLA in the preferred alternative has been increased. The preferred
alternative would still provide multiple visitor experiences and protection of
natural and cultural resources. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative
for Fort Funston for further rationale.

29429

Commenters support alternative E because it allows for a balance of off-
leash, on-leash, and no-dog areas and/or still allows for protection of the
environment.

Corr. ID: 1706 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191133 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston: Map 16-E would provide enough off-
leash access and preserve natural settings too in my opinion.

Corr. ID: 1744 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 191212 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Fuston

Plan 16E is the best of the group. | suggest making the wasteland between
the parking It and the waterfountain also off leash. Most of the time it is so
blustery you need to cover your face to avoid getting sand in your face.
That would be hard to do holding leashes.

The dogs often find this section the best areas for elimination and it is
easiest to find and clean up )Mine like their privacy so they would't do their
business if they were on leash).

I also think the park should continue to be posted as a high dog use area so
people can choose to hike elsewhere if they wish to avoid dogs. The trails
don't need them to be on leash only.

Corr. ID: 3145 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202687 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am against the proposed on-leash areas for Fort
Funston. This area is and has been a wonderful resource for walkers, dogs
and their owners. | would support the alternative given on Map 16E. It's
expansive land area for off-leash dogs could accommodate walkers and
dogs of various abilities.
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Alternative E was not selected for the preferred alternative; however, in
order to provide more off-leash dog walking opportunities, the upland
ROLA has been increased for the preferred alternative. The preferred
alternative would provide multiple visitor experiences and protection of
natural and cultural resources. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative
for Fort Funston for further rationale.

29430

There is support for alternatives B and D because they allow the least
amount of off-leash and on-leash areas for dog walking at Fort Funston, and
generally protect the natural resources at the site.

Corr. ID: 1544 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 190729 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Ft. Funston

No VC anywhere + esp. on trails - everyone (dogs, people, horses)
controlled on trails. If what dog owners want is beach access, fine - but
confined to smallest area possible.

Prefer 16D, Can live w/ only beach area on 16C

Corr. ID: 4354 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 209528 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: FORT FUNSTON

The fort has a large number of people who have used it for dog walking and
sociability for many years. It is severely eroded in large places. Watching
dogs run and chase balls and sticks | see them move from denuded areas
into areas which have been or could be rehabilitated for habitat, rather than
given over to sand and ice-plant. Post and rail (coated wire) fencing such as
is used on Milagra Ridge and Crissy Field is needed here, both to keep dogs
out of vegetated or re-vegetating habitat and to give people and dogs a
definite place to be or a clear path along which to move. Such fencing does
not have to dominate the landscape.

| favor Alternative D which provides an upland area for the dogs and also a
part of the beach as shown on the maps. There should be a connecting
ROLA path between the upland and the beach, fenced as necessary to keep
animals and people out of habitat.

Corr. ID: 4683 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 210182 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: FORT FUNSTON

Alternatives A, C and E are all unacceptable for reasons mentioned above.
Alternative C, the preferred alternative, is much too permissive and will
only perpetuate the culture of destroying the resource. Remember this is a
dune-based natural resource, so even seemingly benign uses such as the
ROLA between the Chip Trial, Sunset Trail and the parking lot will
continue to wear away the under') Ing compressed dunes and will continue
the destruction of this unique place.
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Response:

Alternatives B and D do nothing to really repair the damage to the Fort
Funston resource.

Alternatives B and D offer some level of protection. We much prefer
Alternative B.

Alternatives B and D were not selected as the preferred alternative because
they would be restrictive of off-leash dog walking in an area with the
highest use by dog walkers. The preferred alternative would provide
multiple visitor uses including no-dog areas, on-leash dog walking areas,
and ROLAs while still protecting important natural resources. Please see
chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Fort Funston for further rationale.

FF1400 — FORT FUNSTON: SUGGEST CHANGE IN ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29433

Commenters have suggested time constraints (weekend vs. weekday,
seasonal, hours of day) for off-leash dogs at ROLAs (including seasonal
restrictions for bank swallows; moveable keep out signs for hang gliding
areas) or at the site. Other commenters discussed having a fee for
commercial dog walkers, which could provide money for maintenance and
restoration projects at the site.

Corr. ID: 279 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 180932 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: A better alternative for Fort Funston would be: 1.
ROLA on the beach, switching to on-leash during vulnerable periods for
Bank Swallows.

Corr. ID: 598 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182156 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: My dog and | are frequent users of Crissy Field and
Fort Funston. Although I am aware of some of the problems that have arisen
due to off-leash dogs in these areas, | have personally never experienced
them. The main reason, | believe, is that | go to these sites around sunrise,
long before they are crowded and before professional dogwalkers arrive.
My experience is that each place has a very regular and dedicated group of
early arriverers. Because of the early hour and the low density of users,
problems are extremely rare.

I urge those making this decision to consider the following:

2. The patterns of use at these parks vary during the day. Please allow
continued use of existing off-leash areas at these parks during low use
hours, e.g. from opening until 8:30 am and for an hour or two before closing
time. The more stringent regulations should apply during higher-intensity
use since there is much higher potential for conflict.

Corr. ID: 598 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 222177 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - 3. Make and enforce guidelines for
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the number of dogs allowed per walker. It is reasonable that "professional "
dog walkers, who are, after all, making commercial use of the parks for
their own profit, should be held to a strict standard, perhaps including some
kind of registration/licensing requirement, with the provision that violations
could result in losing their license.

Corr. ID: 1137 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192473 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: In San Francisco, the cumulative effect of the
current preferred alternatives would bring a drastic reduction in the
percentage of overall off leash areas leading to over-crowding of remaining
off leash areas and an increase in the risk of dog related issues and injuries.
Please reconsider, especially at Baker Beach and Fort Funston.

Below are some other ideas for help with land preservation without the
complete shut-down of areas:

1.) License or use fees for dog walkers/more than 3 dogs contributing funds
for maintenance/preservation

2.) Use fee per dog for certain areas contributing funds for
maintenance/preservation

Corr. ID: 1319 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222072 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - The other option is to make no
changes to off leash rules, but put a time limit on it. For example, only off
leash from 6am-1pm.

Corr. ID: 1770 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191536 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: If dog owners have adequate areas for off-leash
activities at Fort. Funston, they will be more respectful of the restricted
areas. They will even self-police uninformed dog walkers who enter
restricted areas, with the understanding that we can all lose our privileges if
a few dogs are allowed in the habitat areas. In regard to hang-gliders, they
are at the Fort only on certain days and times when the conditions are right.
Moveable "Keep Out signs can restrict that area from dogs only when the
hang-gliders are present.

Corr. ID: 4243 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209219 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Lets take the Ft. Funston area in San Francisco as
an example. As a dog owner even | will admit that that area IS NOT an area
for any people with an aversion to dogs. So if | wanted to enjoy a picnic,
walk, bicycle ride, horseback ride (?) etc., without canine interference, that
could very well be an impossible undertaking there. A REASONABLE
COMPROMISE might be to have alternating days/weeks/months (?) for
dog owners/walkers and those who would enjoy the same area(s) dog free.
For example, if 1 wanted to walk my dog leash free there tomorrow on the
18th, and | know that the day or week was off limits for dog
owners/walkers, 1 would have to make other arrangements. | do not
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

recommend month long hiatuses, one week intervals would probably be
more compassionate toward dog owners/walkers (Another thing to keep in
mind: professional dog walkers use such areas as a source of income; to
close such areas would force such people to lose income or perhaps
livelihoods.) The alternating time frame idea, | believe, could work for ALL
AREAS in question/dispute.

Time of day restrictions can be difficult to enforce and confusing to park
visitors; however, this management concept will still remain an option for
dog management in the future. Please see chapter 2, National Park Service
Preferred Alternative for additional rationale for time of day restrictions.
Special Use Permits would be available to both private and commercial dog
walkers with more than 3 dogs, with a maximum number of 6 dogs; permit
charges would not exceed costs, however GGNRA is prohibited by law
from charging entrance fees that could apply to all other dog walkers.
However in the future, the park could consider establishing parking fees and
concession fees to provide a new source of funding to be used to improve
Fort Funston for visitors. Please see chapter 2, Elements Common to Action
Alternatives, Permits for More than Three Dogs - Commercial and
Individual Dog Walkers for additional information.

29434

Commenters made suggestions for areas with no dog walking or for dog
walking on-leash. Some commenters suggested having no dogs in various
areas, including north of the Coastal Trail, the beach access, and Sunset
Trail, south of the parking lot, all beach areas, and hang gliding areas so that
visitors can enjoy the area and for protection of natural resources.
Suggestions for on-leash dog walking included the hang gliding area and
requiring leashes on dogs when horseback riders are in the area for safety
concerns, as well as on-leash areas on all trails to protect restored areas and
sensitive resources, as well as along the beach between the access trail and
sewer outlet.

Corr. ID: 235 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 180754 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | have raised, trained and handled dogs all my life.
I don't currently own a dog, but go to Ft. Funston on a daily basis to be
around dogs and hike. Since | "don't have a dog in this fight", | believe | am
objective and can provide some insight. As a canine enthusiast, I still
respect the fact that not everybody wants to be around dogs. | also realize
that very few owners (or dog walkers for that matter!) actually have voice
control of their dogs. | think the limit of 6 dogs for walkers is appropriate.

Regarding the "Preferred proposal™: It seems workable and reasonable. The
only flaw I see is that the "no dog area” North of the access trail is often
inaccessible at high tide, due to a outcrop of rock from the cliff. | don't think
this is fair to people who don't want to be around roaming dogs. | would
keep the "no dog area™, but make the beach (to the South) between the
access trail and the sewer outlet pipe an on leash area.
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Corr. ID: 1319 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222071 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - It should be required that if a dog
owner see a horse that they must leash their dog, period.

Corr. ID: 1319 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222070 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - For the hang gliding area (left of the
parking lot) should be on leash until 1/3 way down the stairs when a glider
is in the area. Have signs posted. This protects the hang gliders and makes it
still creates an open area for the dogs.

Corr. ID: 1522 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190686 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 1) Fort Funston beach should be no dogs. The shore
birds have a difficult enough time and even dogs on-leash disturb them by
barking and lunging at them.

Corr. ID: 2073 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193335 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston is a prime gem of a location in SF that
should be able to be enjoyed by people who don't like/are afraid of dogs.
The current plan has the prime beach front as off leash - reduce or move the
off leash to different location.

Corr. ID: 3148 Organization: Habitat Restoration Team
Comment ID: 222081 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - In all other parts of Fort Funston
dogs should be on leash and on trails. Having worked with others for years
to restore the bluffs to native conditions, dogs should not be allowed into
the protected areas. Staff and volunteer efforts to fence off sensitive areas
have been compromised to allow dogs access to planted areas. Keeping
them on leash will ensure that the thousands of hours of volunteer efforts to
restore the Park will not be wasted. Just because we're free doesn't mean our
labor shouldn't be valued.

Corr. ID: 4016 Organization: San Francisco resident
Comment ID: 206842 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | would like to recommend Fort Funston
ALTERNATE B with the following modifications:

-At the intersection of the (Coast Trail, Beach Access and Sunset Trail), and
heading north, limit this area to non-dog-walking activities for the
protection of the Bank Swallow and for users that are not comfortable with
dogs.

Corr. ID: 4215 Organization: San Francisco League of
Conservation Voters

Comment ID: 208901 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Fort Funston - We appreciate that this is a

challenging unit for the GGNRA, and find most of the Preferred Alternative
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

acceptable, and a big improvement over the status quo. However, as in other
units we have named, this again is a place that will not allow an experience
free of unwelcome interactions with dogs. We would propose that the
Coastal Trail north of the beach access, or even north of the drinking
fountain, be no-dog. We also propose that the seasonal beach closure be
year-round. Both of these actions still allow two large ROLAs and ample
access to both, but would also greatly increase the ability of bird watchers
and other visitors to enjoy the wonderful natural resources of this important
park unit without the interruption caused by the presence of dogs.

The preferred alternative provides a no-dog experience within both a beach
and trail environment. The park would allow on-leash dog walking on trails
south of the main parking lot, the Sunset Trail and, to protect the safety of
the hang gliders, on the Sand Ladder Trail. Dog walkers would not be
permitted off-trail when outside ROLAs, so dogs would not be allowed
within the hang gliding launch or landing areas. Dogs would also not be
allowed on the Horse Trail. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for
Fort Funston for additional rationale.

29436

Fencing - Commenters suggest using fences/barriers and possibly entrance
gates to keep off-leash dogs in certain areas at Fort Funston. Fences should
be used to easily distinguish areas where dog walking is or is not allowed.
Suggested areas for fencing or natural barriers include the following: areas
along the bluffs; damaged area near the main parking lot (fenced ROLA);
and along trails.

Corr. ID: 1740 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 191199 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Please consider putting up better barriers & fences
to protect the land and plants that you (GGNRA) do not want harmed. A lot,
if not all, barriers at Funston are insufficient & ineffective. Most are posts
(low posts) with wires. When it's windy, a lot of these barriers are covered
completely. Dogs AND people can easily cross these barriers. Its not only
dogs that cross these barriers into plants. Many times at Funston, there are
people who walk onto the protected plants & they're not even with a dog.

If you want to preserve plants please consider more effective barriers that
will prevent dogs & humans from crossing. Humans are at fault too. Not
just dogs.

Also, please replace the fence on the west end of the park. This fence has
been down for about 1-2 years now & is a real safety hazard to all dogs
AND people.

Corr. ID: 1850 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222067 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston Comment: The DEIS should be
changed to:

- provide more fenced in area for wildlife habitat, for equestrian trails and
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

for protection of dogs at edge of bluffs, while continuing to provide
additional off leash play areas. The DEIS fails to support claim that fencing
will impede wildlife and will affect view.

Corr. ID: 2905 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202643 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Ft. Funston - | support the Preferred Alternative for
Ft. Funston. To improve upon the Preferred Alternative, | suggest installing
a fence, with access gates and adequate signage, along the border of the
ROLA north of the main lot. A borderline fence will clearly delineate the
boundary of the ROLA and will minimize compliance problems and visitor
conflict.

Corr. ID: 3812 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208448 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 2. | believe that the proposed alternative at Fort
Funston will not work unless the park fences the trails to keep visitors and
dogs on trail. My experience working at Fort Funston has shown that unless
fences are present, dogs will roam whereever their owners allow. That said,
I suggest making the trails very wide, say 15 or 20 feet, to allow plenty of
room for visitors with and without dogs to enjoy the trails. This will prevent
a "fenced in" feeling, while allowing the park to restore the dune habitat that
used to dominate Fort Funston. | don't believe the park can enforce leash
laws or area restrictions without fences, and believe that fencing has worked
in the northern portion of the site, allowing habitat restoration while also
allowing dog owners and non-dog owners to enjoy the site.

Corr. ID: 4358 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 209506 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: We are also concerned about the preservation of the
parks' natural resources, but more balanced and reasonable options exist
besides restricting dog-walking access. It is not even clear at Ft. Funston
where dogs are not allowed. Better signage and the creation of
environmental barriers would be a solution that could protect wildlife and
vegetation, yet allow dogs off leash and their guardians to use the park.

Corr. ID: 4670 Organization: Fort Funston Dog Walkers
Comment ID: 264304 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: Recommendations specific to Fort Funston

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

The park will use fencing or natural barriers to separate the ROLA from the
main parking lot and adjacent no dog areas. Please see chapter 2, Preferred
Alternative for Fort Funston for additional information on fencing.

29437

Commenters made several suggestions about ROLAs, particularly regarding
the size and location of the ROLAs at Fort Funston. Suggestions for new
ROLAs included the creation of a walking loop because on-leash walking
on the steep beach access trail would be dangerous, creating a ROLA on the
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Representative Quote(s):

area adjacent to the parking lot as the beach ROLA would be inaccessible at
high tide, suggestions to increase the ROLA size, and moving the ROLA
away from the cliffs. Commenters also suggested closing certain sections of
Fort Funston in shifts (rotate ROLAS) as necessary to aid in natural resource
preservation.

Corr. ID: 235 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222158 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - The beach from the pipe to the sand
ladder trail could ROLA. This would provide a landmark (the pipe) to
define the two areas. It would also allow dogs to access the "voice control"
area from the North or South.

Corr. ID: 1319 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222069 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - Another problem is that there are
many times the tide is too high to be on the beach in the zone proposed for
the off lease zone and therefore is not usable. Keep the areas right of the
parking lot and parking lot off leash.

Corr. ID: 1466 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222085 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - | am also in support of ROLAS
being rotated so the land is not overused and if conflicts arise, an on-leash
policy being implemented. That is safer for everyone. | am also in favor of
fenced in dog run areas as an alternative but | feel that Alternate C is a
much better direction to take.

Corr. ID: 1717 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222073 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - If they must increase restrictions
than they should at least create an area where people can get a good walk
and the dog can get exercise. At the very least make the off leash are from
the parking lot all the way to the beach access trail and also from the
staircase to the bottom of the beach trail.

Anything less than this is destroying what is wonderful about Fort Funston.

Leave the following area off leash:
Entrie loop from stairs to beach access trail, in loop including beach. Then
enforce the rule!

Corr. ID: 1913 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 192588 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: FoFu- Preferred alternative needs more ROLA area
and clear division between ROLA and leashed or no dogs to provide more
equitable division.

Corr. ID: 1916 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 192596 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: FoFu- Please include a ROLA path to the beach in
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

the preferred alternative.

FoFu - Extend the Alt. E ROLA to the north, and include it in the Preferred
Alternative. There is no reason why you can't just fence off an area for the
snowy plovers while they are laying.

Corr. ID: 3745 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 204606 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The preferred alternative cannot be allowed to go
forward. It is more than too restrictive, Parts of it are downright dangerous.
Having the off-leash area at Funston be an area that borders the cliffs and
the parking lot, given that the density in that area will be greatly increased
shows a complete disregard for the safety of the pets that will be using that
area. Leashing packs of dogs while descending to the beach is also a recipe
for disaster.

Corr. ID: 4690 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 210080 Organization Type: Federal Government
Representative Quote: Lastly, many of my constituents regularly visit the
Fort Funston beach area with their dogs and are concerned with the
preferred alternative restrictions. While | join them in commending the fact
that the proposal would maintain the beach area as off leash, | ask that you
reexamine the plateau area restrictions. Specifically, commercial dog
walkers and non-commercial dog walkers alike have shared with me that
they would like the open field area just north of the drinking fountains to
remain off leash, rather than prohibited to dogs altogether, as the plan
proposes. As you know, dogs would benefit most from the span if they are
able to run around off leash and this space has been historically used for that
purpose.

In order to provide more off-leash dog walking opportunities, the ROLA
has been enlarged in the preferred alternative and includes the beach access
trail. The preferred alternative would provide multiple visitor experiences
and protection of natural and cultural resources. Please see chapter 2,
Preferred Alternative for Fort Funston for further rationale.

29439

Commenters noted that signage and education would aid in compliance.
Clear signage on the dog walking regulations, ROLAS, and no-dog areas
should be available. This would improve compliance. Current signs for
wildlife areas need to be replaced or repaired. Along with this, Commenters
suggested implementing more education programs for visitors on
regulations and important natural resources at the park in order to reduce
dog walking in sensitive areas. Commenters also noted the need for better
enforcement of compliance at Fort Funston, and the establishment of a
system that would allow visitors to easily report non-compliant dog walkers.

Corr. ID: 598 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222168 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: 1. Clearly posted guidelines help park users and
enforcement personnel. When 1 first got a dog and began going to these
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parks, | found it very confusing that there were no posted guidelines for
dogs and owners.

Corr. ID: 2326 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 201646 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston Specifically

Families + dogs + kids + education (and clear instructions on how to take
care of nature) = the next generation of caretakers of GGNRA.

Use the existing community to help implement your goals of caretaking

By spending the budget on clear boundaries and education in the long run
you will reach your goal of land and wildlife protection now and for
generations to come at minimal expense. Use the existing community to
implement these goals.

There are very few programs for adults, families and children to educate
them regarding protecting the native flora and fauna, - so tell them.

Corr. ID: 2326 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 223768 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: At Fort Funston there is a small amount of visible
signage to explain the wildlife situation. There are a few old, broken, and
sand covered fences to delineate protected wildlife boundaries. The lack of
clarity has led to a disregard. However, | have seen this disregard extend to
all people not just people with dogs. | don't think dogs are really the
problem - it is people. I am convinced that most people don't intend to be
malicious or malfeasant they just don't understand how their behaviors
effect the big picture. They see acres of sandy open space with military
remains and can't understand how someone thinks they are doing damage.
So what if my dog and my kid dig in the sand?

Increase Signage and boundary delineations for protected areas

1. Explain what nature is vulnerable and needs our protection - help us be
even prouder of our coast than we already are!

2. Expect - People behaviors and actions- specific guidelines ie: pack it in
pack it out, keep out of certain areas

3. Expect - Canine behaviors and actions- specifics ie: pack it out - the
poop, keep out of certain areas, no digging in certain spots

4. Expect - Other park users behaviors and actions with specific guidelines -
bicycle, horse, hang gliding, picnickers, dune surfers, fisherman, joggers,
remote flyers, etc

5. Community Service Projects so the youth can have education credits for
helping snowy plover, native plant restoration or other wildlife.

6. Self Monitoring - each one teach one - self policing of expectations

Keep non critical areas open to off leash, then use boundaries, education
and community to protect the rest.
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Corr. ID: 2905 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222179 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Signs should be posted clearly identifying the area
as an off-leash dog play area and stating the voice and sight control rules.

Additionally, I suggest aggressively restoring the coastal scrub habitat
throughout Ft. Funston. Plant and animal species, as well as park visitors,
have been displaced from Ft. Funston over time as dog play activities have
increased. A proactive effort must be made to bring back the visitors who
are interested in proper stewardship of this area of the park

Corr. ID: 3747 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 222075 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - 2. Post placards for an email address
or website to report patrons who are damaging natural resources or
endangering visitors of the GGNRA.

Corr. ID: 4077 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 207796 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | do feel that things can be done to help preserve
the area, but the plan put forward goes way to far. | would suggest:

- Rangers should patrol the area to enforce the new rules

Please see chapter 2, Elements Common to Action Alternatives for
information on outreach, education, and additional signage.

41479

Commenters noted accessibility issues including but not limited to: all the
off-leash areas of the preferred alternative are on sand and hard to navigate
for mobility-impaired persons (elderly, handicapped); the on-leash
requirement for the Sand Ladder Trail and the steep steps is dangerous to
navigate with a leashed dog; the beach ROLA is too hard to access because
visitors must walk across/on sand.

Corr. ID: 107 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181961 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Funston - requiring folks to leash their dogs on
the sand ladder to Fort Funston is quite frankly dangerous. Clearly the
writers have not walked up and down that ladder very often. It's very steep
and frequently eroded - thus making it a slope. | believe that if dogs were
leashed, you'd have quite a few more people taking spills head-first as their
dogs eagerly pull them down. If the concern is to keep dogs from romping
on the hills, then simply restrict the dogs to inside of the fence.

Corr. ID: 887 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 190049 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: My main issue is that your map if taken at face
value could be misconstrued as providing a generous amount of off leash
area when in fact the area chosen is problematic in many ways. Primarily,
the beach at Ft. Fun is very difficult to access. You either need to walk
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down/up an extremely steep/sandy/logged path followed by challenging
access up/down from the beach. Additionally, after certain bad storms
access has been impossible and much garbage has been on the beach as a
result of sewer issues and tides. Also, during certain times of the year
especially in the summer there are a lot of dead creatures (crabs, birds,
sailfin jellie fish, even sea lions) which pose public health issues due to
disease and decay. The other beach access point is at least 1/2 mile from the
parking lot with another steep (albeit shorter) hill to access. This is going to
limit those with any physical issues be it age, cardiac related,
musculoskeletal issues etc.

Corr. ID: 1185 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193563 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: In reviewing all of your proposed plans for
Funston, "C" seeming to be that plan to which the GGNRA is leaning, there
is an accessibility issue for handicapped individuals and individuals with
mobility problems. Proposed Plan C's off lease area is all sand, which is not
compact and is slopped on the east side making it impossible for access for
handicapped individuals and individuals with mobility problems.

My third point is that making the area at the north water fountain an on
leash area would only encourage dogs to be more aggressive when vying for
a spot at the water dishes. Dogs are known to be much more defensive and
aggressive, when on leash.

Corr. ID: 1543 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 190726 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Re: Fort Funston

Elderly and disabled people will have great difficulty reaching the beach
section to allow their dogs to run off-leash. The most important area for
them is the top section where the dogs can run around freely.

It is a discrimination against them to force them to walk all the way to the
beach area to go off-leash.

Response: The draft plan/SEIS addresses ADA compliance in more detail. GGNRA
will continue to look into additional visitor experiences for visitors with
disabilities. The preferred alternative was changed to include off-leash
access to the beach, and hardening of trail surface in the upland ROLA for
easier mobility. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Fort Funston
for additional rationale.

FM1300 — FORT MASON: DESIRE OTHER ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID: 29306

CONCERN Alternative A is preferred since dog walking conditions have been working
STATEMENT: well.

Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 790 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 186017 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: My comments address Upper and Lower Fort
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Mason.
The current circumstance has been Heaven. That is, Alternative-A, dogs on
leash at all times is the preferred choice. No dogs in the garden.

Alternative A was not selected as the preferred alternative. The preferred
alternative would allow a ROLA to be established on the Laguna Green
area. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Upper and Lower Fort
Mason for additional rationale.

29310

Alternative C is preferred. Commenters believe that, since this is not an
environmentally sensitive area nor is it heavily used by visitors, ROLAs
should be allowed.

Corr. ID: 193 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182305 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | approve of increased restrictions, especially in
wildlife sensitive or heavy use areas. near Fort Mason, | am in favor of
Alternative C - ROLAs.

Corr. ID: 2224 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 200830 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | favorably endorse alternative 9C for Ft.Mason
park.

Corr. ID: 2888 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202949 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The rolling grassy field at Ft. Mason as wellshould
be an area to be used for restricted off-leash dog use.

Alternative C was not selected as the preferred alternative due to the high
use of the site. Currently, on-leash dog walking is allowed throughout the
Fort Mason site as stated in the 1979 Pet Policy. The preferred alternative
would allow off-leash dog walking within a ROLA on Laguna Green.
Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Upper and Lower Fort
Mason for additional rationale.

FM1400 — FORT MASON: SUGGEST CHANGE IN ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

29300

Commenters feel that during the weekdays Fort Mason has low visitor
usage so it would provide a great area to allow a dog to exercise off leash.
Commenters stated that this area is not environmentally sensitive so dogs
should be allowed to be off leash. Commenters made several suggestions
about ROLAs, including having a ROLA on the Great Meadow since it is a
developed lawn area, or having a ROLA on the southern section of the
Great Circle, while all other areas should be for on-leash dog walking. One
commenter suggested that the ROLA presented in alternative D should
include a fence to protect Laguna Green. Commenters believe that not
allowing off-leash dog walking should not be based on other users of the
area such as tourists or bicyclists.
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Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 417 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 181586 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Mason (proposed Alternative B): The current
proposal requires dogs to be leashed, in favor of tourists on rented bicycles.
The Great Meadow is a popular area for members of the community to meet
and let their dogs run. Therefore, in interest of the community, it should be
an off-leash area (at least the southernmost part, away from the main service
road). All other specify areas (Laguna Green, grass, service road, housing,
etc...) on-leash only. It's illogical to give favor to cyclists, as legally they
aren't supposed to be riding on pathways through the Great Meadow,
anyway. This would provide a largely on-leash park (since it is multi-use
and already very developed) with respect to the prime area currently used
for off-leash dog walking. Cyclists should NOT get priority, as they're the
ones currently violating the law and, being on legally defined vehicles, a
bigger threat.

Corr. ID: 567 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 182056 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Northern San Francisco (Marina, Cow Hollow,
Russian Hill) is noticeably an area heavily populated by dogs and but
lacking off leash dog parks. One of the few places that has been
traditionally used for off leash recreation for many years is Crissy Field.
Crissy Field should certainly retain the status quo and continue to fulfill this
needed purpose. Fort Mason should also legalize off leash dog walking. So
called "environmentalists" have argued the environmental impact that this
would have on this park; however, | find these arguments weak as this is
clearly a manicured urban park.

Corr. ID: 1401 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 195324 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | do think that it's important to keep some of the
more developed areas available for off-leash dogs, such as the Crissy Field
lawn and Fort Mason's great lawn. Why not have these big lawns be
available to dogs? I'd rather see dogs running there than through a pristine
patch of coastal scrub in the Presidio. Lawns are huge wasters of water and
fertilizer; if they can take some of the doggy need off of the beaches they
will at least be serving some purpose.

Corr. ID: 4215 Organization: San Francisco League of
Conservation Voters
Comment ID: 208896 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation
Representative Quote: We find the proposed Preferred Alternative either
desirable or acceptable in the following sites, assuming the incorporation of
our general comments: Fort Mason, Baker Beach and Ocean Beach. We
believe the ROLA described in Fort Mason Alternative D would be
acceptable if an adequate means of physical separation of the Laguna Green
area could be identified. We are very pleased to see substantial areas
without dogs on both Baker Beach and Ocean Beach. This is good for
wildlife, vegetation and people
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Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Corr. ID: 4412 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 207009 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Ft. Mason

ELIMINATE LEASH REQUIREMENT IN THE GREAT CIRCLE

I have walked my dog on leash at Ft. Mason, and have no idea why dogs are
required to be on leash in the great circle. At least during the weekdays, the
area is practically unused, and would provide a great place to allow a dog to
exercise off leash.

PROPOSED ROLA SHOULD BE SOUTH SECTION OF CIRCLE

I noticed that one of your proposals (although not the preferred proposal)
would allow for a ROLA at a section of the park. | applaud that proposal,
but would suggest that either, the entire circle be allowed for dog use, or
that the section designated for the ROLA be the area of the great circle near
the restrooms where the water fountains are located, as this area (in my
experience) is less used than the section that leads between Ft. Mason and
Aquatic Park.

The preferred alternative for Fort Mason would include a ROLA on Laguna
Green. Either fencing or a vegetative barrier would be installed to separate
the ROLA from the remaining on-leash dog walking areas and to prevent
dogs from entering the adjacent street. Establishing a ROLA within the
Great Meadow and adjacent paths would create safety hazards for multiple
visitor uses. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Upper and
Lower Fort Mason for additional rationale.

29301

Commenters feel that there should be no commercial dog walking, only one
or two dogs per visitor, a compliance rate of 95 percent, and establishment
of a simple and effective reporting system at Fort Mason.

Corr. ID: 2905 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 202640 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Ft. Mason - I support the Preferred Alternative with
the following changes: no commercial dog walking, one dog per visitor,
compliance rate of 95% or greater, and establishment of a simple and
effective reporting system.

Corr. ID: 3608 Organization: Golden Gate Audubon
Comment ID: 203971 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Site Specific Comments

Ft. Mason - | support the Preferred Alternative B with the following
changes: limit of three dogs per visitor, compliance rate of 95% or greater,
and establishment of a simple and effective reporting system.

The compliance-based management strategy has been removed from the
draft plan/EIS and replaced with a monitoring-based management strategy,
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Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

based in part on comments received from the public. Please see chapter 2,
monitoring-based management strategy for a description. Commercial and
private dog walkers would be allowed to walk 3 dogs, and could apply for
permits to walk more than 3 dogs, which would be allowed at Fort Mason.
See Appendix F for permit terms and conditions.

29304

While some commenters indicated that they desire having some areas of
Fort Mason that are dog free, other commenters suggested on-leash dog
walking at the Great Meadow and a much smaller area in Laguna Green for
dog walking.

Corr. ID: 1556 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 190747 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Fort Mason - Upper:

Dogs should be o-leash only at Great Meadow + a much smaller area in
Laguna Green designated.
Preferred map 9-D.

Corr. ID: 4206 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208851 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | think there should be at the least, sections of Fort
Mason, East Beach, and Baker beach that are 100% NO DOG zones.

On-leash dog walking would be allowed within the Great Meadow;
however, a ROLA would be established within the Laguna Green area.
Either fencing or a vegetative barrier would be installed to separate the
ROLA from the remaining on-leash dog walking areas and to prevent dogs
from entering the adjacent street. A no-dog experience would be available
on the parade ground and the lawn around the Officer's Club. With the
addition of the ROLA, it is expected that more visitors walking dogs would
use the ROLA, therefore, a reduction in the number of dogs throughout the
remaining areas of the site, including the Great Meadow, would likely
occur. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Upper and Lower Fort
Mason for additional rationale.

29308

Time of Day Restrictions - The draft plan/EIS should consider time of day,
day of week, and season at Fort Mason. Commenters believe that this
consideration would require less enforcement work for rangers, would
benefit visitors who do not enjoy dogs, and benefit visitors who do enjoy
off-leash dog walking.

Corr. ID: 2170 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 200562 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | would propose a compromise. Fort Mason would
have limited ROLA hours to allow dog owners to have use of the Great
Meadow but also allow other people the opportunity to enjoy the field
without dogs. Sat/Sun/Holidays would be on-leash only times. During the
week there could be ROLA hours of approximately 3 - 6 or 7pm (depending
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Response:

on time of year). If a warm, sunny day fell during the week and there were a
significant number of people without dogs using the field, rangers could
suspend ROLA for that day. This compromise would require less
enforcement work for rangers, would allow non-dog people to take
advantage of the park when weather permitted, and, would give dog owners
the chance to let their dogs run at the Great Meadow at those times when
few other people are using the meadow.

Corr. ID: 4170 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 208736 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The Preferred Alternate Plan for Crissy Field and
Fort Mason fails to consider 1.) time of day, 2.) day of week, and 3.) season.

1. Time of Day. During morning and evening hours there are often more
people walking their dog than people without a dog.

2. day of week. During weekdays all day, the quantity of people at Fort
Mason and Crissy Field is minimal. Dog restrictions on use during
weekdays is not warranted.

3. Season. During the cold, gray, raining, foggy months of the year the
quantity of people at Fort Mason and Crissy Field is minimal. Dog
restrictions during the wet season is not warranted.

At Crissy Field or Fort Mason, if restrictions are to be placed on off-leash
dog walking, these restriction should only be put in place during the days
and time when overcrowding warrants it.

In my opinion, the only times Crissy Field or Fort Mason warrant any off-
leash dog restrictions, would be during the weekends, and only between 11 -
4 p.m., and only in specific verified overcrowded locations (the air-strip at
Crissy is never over crowded)

Time of day restrictions can be difficult to enforce; however, this
management concept will still remain an option for dog management in the
future as the park gathers additional visitor use data at each site. Please see
chapter 2, National Park Service Preferred Alternative for additional
information on time of day restrictions.

FP1300 — FORT POINT: DESIRE OTHER ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29485

No Dog Area - It is difficult to have a no-dog experience at Fort Point, and
the terrain of the trails may lead to unwanted interactions with dogs.
Alternative D should be the preferred alternative at Fort Point.

Corr. ID: 4215 Organization: San Francisco League of
Conservation Voters

Comment ID: 208898 Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation

Representative Quote: Fort Point - This is one of several sites in San
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Response:

Francisco, as noted in the general comments, where we believe there is a
decided lack of opportunity to have a "no dog" experience or to even avoid
unwelcome approaches by dogs, given the narrowness of many of the trails.
We support the Alternative D treatment ideally, or at least a reduction in the
number of trails where dogs are permitted than shown in the preferred.

Alternative D was not selected as the preferred alternative for Fort Point. No
dog experiences would continue to be available on the pier and within the
fort itself, and on the Batteries to Bluffs and Battery Crosby Trails within
the adjacent Baker Beach and Bluffs to the Golden Gate site. Please see
chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Fort Point for additional rationale for
the selection of alternative B as the preferred alternative.

FP1400 — FORT POINT: SUGGEST CHANGE IN ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29486
ROLAs - There should be more off-leash areas for dogs to run, particularly
on the beach and on Fort Point trails.

Corr. ID: 3754 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 334511 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Allow urbanized areas such as Ft Mason, Chrissy
Field, and Fort Point as leash-free dog runs.

ROLASs would not be established on any trails throughout the park. Please
see chapter 2, National Park Service Preferred Alternative for additional
rationale regarding trails and ROLAs. A discussion of the rationale for
dismissing ROLAs on trails can be found within the Alternative Elements
Eliminated from Further Consideration section of chapter 2.

29487

Commenters desired the preferred alternative, but only with the exclusion
of commercial dog walking, a limit of one dog per visitor, the establishment
of an easy system to report violations, and a requirement that compliance
with the rules be at 95% or higher.

Corr. I1D: 4410 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 206950 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Ft. Point "We support the Preferred Alternative
with the following changes: no commercial dog walking, one dog per
visitor, compliance rate of 95% or greater, and establishment of a simple
and effective reporting system.

Corr. ID: 4584 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 210029 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Ft. Point ' | support the Preferred Alternative with
the following changes: no commercial dog walking, one dog per visitor,
compliance rate of 95% or greater, and establishment of a simple and
effective reporting system.
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Response:

Permits for commercial and individual dog walkers to walk more than 3
dogs would not be issued for the Fort Point site. However, all dog walkers,
including commercial dog walkers, with 3 or fewer dogs could visit Fort
Point. The compliance-based management strategy has been removed from
the draft plan/EIS and replaced with a monitoring-based management
strategy, based in part on comments received from the public. Please see
chapter 2, monitoring-based management strategy for a description.

FT1300 — FORT MILEY: DESIRE OTHER ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

Response:

29291
Commenter supports alternative B and D (no dogs) and signage should be
made available.

Corr. ID: 71 Organization: none

Comment ID: 181826 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | strongly believe that certain designated areas in
GGNRA should exclude pets such as Fort Miley and huge swats of Ocean
Beach. "No Pets" signs should be made visible and available for everyone
to see including nightime.

Corr. ID: 4354 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 305616 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | favor Alternative D for this area. It has steep
topography with narrow trail corridors in most places. It is appropriate to
have dogs on leash on the Coastal Trail so that all visitors may have a good
experience. The people who use the widest portion of this trail between Pt.
Lobos Avenue and the end of the improved area are often older, disabled, or
appear to be visitors from other countries.

Alternative D was not selected as the preferred alternative. The preferred
alternative would provide a mix of visitor uses and experiences at Fort
Miley. Please see chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Fort Miley for
additional rationale. In addition, please see chapter 2, Elements Common to
Action Alternatives for additional information on outreach, education, and
signage.

FT1400 — FORT MILEY: SUGGEST CHANGE IN ALTERNATIVE

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

29292

ROLA for Ft Miley and Lands End - A ROLA should be located along the
Coastal Trail, Legion of Honor, EI Camino del Mar Trail up to the steps,
and between the golf course fence and bunkers.

Corr. ID: 2023 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 193237 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: -The coastal trail adjacent to Ft. Miley + the
Legion of Honor needs to be a regulated offleash area.....
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Corr. ID: 4354 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 219011 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: The El Camino del Mar Trail up to the steps has
little space for dogs to run off on either side owing to density of habitat and
steep topography. It seems appropriate for a regulated off-leash area
(ROLA).

Response: ROLAs would not be established on trails at Fort Miley or Lands End due
to visitor safety hazards and conflicting uses. Please see chapter 2, Preferred
Alternative for Lands End for additional rationale, including Elements
Considered but Dismissed regarding establishing ROLASs on trails.

Concern ID: 29293
CONCERN On-Leash for Ft. Miley and Lands End - All the trails near the picnic tables
STATEMENT: and parking lots should be on-leash. Dogs should be on-leash along the

Coastal Trail because it is steep and narrow. Trails missing from the maps
from the golf course fence to the picnic tables and the EI Camino del Mar

Trail to the parking lot behind the Legion of Honor should also be on leash
due to natural resources habitat.

Representative Quote(s): Corr. I1D: 4354 Organization: Not Specified
Comment ID: 209526 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: LANDS END/FORT MILEY

Oddly, some trails are not shown on the maps, including one that connects
the golf course fence line trail with the E. Ft. Miley picnic tables and one
that continues the El Camino del Mar Trail past the steps to the parking lot
behind the Legion of Honor. These areas have many opportunities for dogs
to go off-trail into habitat areas. They should be on-leash areas. It should
also be noted that the end of the fence line trail does not connect directly
with the Legion of Honor parking lot and there is probably a 50' elevation
difference between them. Walkers who try to connect in this area will be on
San Francisco RPD land some of the time. Dogs should be on leash in all of
these areas because of cars and museum visitors.

Response: On-leash dog walking would be allowed on the Coastal Trail and EI
Camino del Mar Trail, which does extend to the parking lot behind the
Legion of Honor. On-leash dog walking would be allowed on the trail
corridor between the golf course fence and the maintenance bunkers in East
Fort Miley. No dogs would be allowed within West Fort Miley. Please see
chapter 2, Preferred Alternative for Fort Miley for additional rationale.

GA1000 — IMPACT ANALYSIS: GENERAL COMMENT

Concern ID: 31873

CONCERN Several impacts levels and other objectives require further definition and
STATEMENT: explanation to make them more measurable or clear.

Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 4686 Organization: The Marin Humane Society

Comment ID: 210147 Organization Type: Non-Governmental
Representative Quote: "Visitor Experience and Safety” ' The draft plan
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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 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."

Response: The objectives described in chapter 1 are further discussed in other sections
of the draft plan/SEIS. The monitoring-based management strategy
discussion found in the Elements Common to Action Alternatives section of
chapter 2 outlines the expected parameters for enforcement and compliance
before changes are made to dog walking restrictions at sites in GGNRA.
This section provides information on a monitoring timeline, and triggers
and management responses. Outreach and education and commercial dog
walking are also discussed in this section of chapter 2, and the permit
conditions for commercial dog walking restrictions are provided in
Appendix F. The objectives for natural and cultural resources and visitor
use and experience are further discussed in these sections of chapter 4.
chapter 4 has also been revised to include additional rationale and
discussion of impacts. Please see chapter 4.

GA2000 — IMPACT ANALYSIS: USE TRENDS AND ASSUMPTIONS

Concern ID: 30514
CONCERN Commenters have stated that the reasons for restricting/limiting/banning
STATEMENT: dogs at GGNRA are not realistic (such as dog attacks, dog walkers not
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Representative Quote(s):

Response:

Concern ID:
CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

picking up dog waste). The draft plan/EIS did not take into account the fact
that some GGNRA sites are under-utilized (Fort Funston, Crissy Field) or
utilized almost solely by dog walkers or mostly paved sites. Commenters
also disagree with the park's assumption of site usage (day vs. evening).
Commenters also did not agree with park assumptions that visitors are not
reporting dog incidents, elderly and minorities are scared of dogs, and
visitors without dogs do not enjoy dogs. Commenters do not agree that
allowing dogs at GGNRA makes more work for park employees.

Corr. ID: 334 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 181101 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: | am very aware of the need to preserve nesting
space for the Snowy Plover. | am a conservationist and work at The
California Academy of Science. My dog and | have respected the nesting
area near the pier and never go there off leash.

Dogs and their owners need space to run and enjoy the coastline. Many of
the reasons given for imposing leash laws, such as dog attacks to
beachgoers and dog walkers not being responsible for picking up, are not
realistic and do not reflect the what goes on at Chrissy Field each day.
San Francisco is known as a city that welcomes 'Life’ in many ways and
having the space to let a dog run free should not be something one needs to
forfeit when living here.

The chapter 4 impact analysis has been revised to include additional data
including visitation patterns and park law enforcement data that supports
the need for the new dog management regulation. Public comments were
also included in the impact analysis revision. Please see chapter 4, Visitor
Use and Experience, Health and Safety, and Park Operations for more
details.

41910

The methods used by NPS to measure visitors to the park and visitor
satisfaction are flawed, and underestimate visitation by those with dogs.
Baseline visitation must be established.

Corr. ID: 2295 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 264220 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: Making off-leash dog walking assumptions based
on two years worth of incomplete data does not follow appropriate
statistical methodology. Please explain.

Corr. ID: 2295 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 264218 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: it has been my experience (using the trail system
approximately 4 days a week for at least 3 years) that the percentage of
visitors walking dogs out of the total visitors (hikers, dog walkers,
horseback riders, mountain bikers, etc.) is Moderate (10-30 percent) to High
(> 30 percent).
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Response:

Corr. ID: 4640 Organization: Not Specified

Comment ID: 227745 Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual
Representative Quote: o For many of the sites, the GGNRA is not
monitoring visitation on any level to determine whether the recreation value
is being maintained , improved or degraded; and the park service is not
showing how their management decisions for each site impact the
recreation value for the current and future generations

0 Using the 2002 population survey and self-reported visitation plus the
visitation counting methodology that ignores many entry points, the
GGNRA is significantly understating current and yearly visitation and thus
is not is not accurately reflecting the impact of management decisions on
maintaining the recreation values for current and future generations

o Not that visitation records baselines need to be established to determine
whether how dog management plans impact overall park usage and site
specific usage. For example, if a "no dog" area experiences a significant
increase in visitorship due to the new policy and the area is overcrowded
and yet other "voice-control" areas are underutilized or vice versa then the
Park Service should re-evaluate the trail distribution in an attempt to
maximize the number of people enjoying the parks and getting daily
exercise

The park conducted an assessment of visitor activities at six sites within the
park including Muir Beach, Rodeo Beach, Crissy Field, Baker Beach,
Ocean Beach, and Fort Funston. Please see chapter 3, Visitor Use and
Experience for details on the study.

GA3000 — IMPACT ANALYSIS: GENERAL METHODOLOGY FOR ESTABLISHING

IMPACTS/EFFECTS
Concern ID:

CONCERN
STATEMENT:

Representative Quote(s):

30091

Commenters did not agree with the impacts analysis because they did not
feel the material used in analysis were adequate. Some commenters believed
that there was not enough scientific evidence to support restricting or
banning dogs at GGNRA sites, and the plan is biased against dogs or there
are too many cases of "could," "may," "might" in the impacts analysis
(speculation), thus providing little evidence of actual impacts from dogs
documented at the sites. Other commenters felt the reports used in the
impacts analysis were not acceptable, applicable, or based in facts and data
and questioned the use of studies that were not peer reviewed. Commenters
also had concerns about the lack of monitoring/sampling/survey/usage
statistics and site specific data, and suggested that such data be collected.
Commenters also suggested that other studies need to be included in the
analysis