
Government and Organization Comments 
 

All comments received on PEPC, at the public meetings, and at the Park, have been 
considered.  This attachment only contains comments submitted by government agencies 
and non-profit organizations through PEPC, Email, or hard copy. 
 
Please see the Public Comment Analysis Report for a summary of all comments received by all 
commenters. 
 
Correspondence 1 (Email) 
Author: Feld, David 
Organization: GeesePeace 
 
Supplementary Comments US National Park Service EIA for the Anacostia Wetlands 
Restoration project 
 
These comments supplement the GeesePeace Management Plan dated August 9th 2007 to 
mitigate Canada geese herbivory which we submitted as an alternative approach. The following 
comments specifically address your other proposed options. 
 
• Covering wetlands areas with fences. 
 We recommend continuation of the techniques you have already implemented. i.e. placing 
overhead wires with reflective tape. We do not recommend fences along the edges of the planted 
areas unless these fences are designed to allow passage of small reptiles and other beneficial 
wildlife. One design to consider would be to use buoys similar to the ones used to demark safe 
swimming areas. In this design the buoys will be placed closer together and reflective tape or 
another barrier would be placed on the buoys and the connecting lines. We have a design that we 
have used to keep geese from jumping on seawalls that could be adapted for this purpose. 
 
• Using visual deterrents or repellents.  
We recommend using "Flight Control", a goose repellent that gives geese a mild upset stomach 
so after awhile, they stop eating the grass. Flight Control has a "sticker" that keeps the repellent 
from washing off during wet conditions. It also has a visual marker that the geese can see so they 
know to not eat the grass where they see the marker.  
 
However, we recommend that the repellent be first used on the grass areas, before the wetlands 
are planted so the geese learn that the vegetation with the marker is going to give them an upset 
stomach. Then when you use the repellent on the wetland vegetation the geese will already know 
to stay off because they have learned that the vegetation with the marker should be avoided. You 
do not want the geese to learn the lesson by eating the newly planted wetland areas.  
 
The repellents would still need to be supplemented with the overhead wires and barriers as 
described above to get them from feeding on submerged vegetation. 
 
• Addling eggs 
We recommend egg oiling. We have a protocol for this that is effective and non- controversial. 
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We recommend that you include areas surround the Anacostia Park area and areas up river. 
Unless you expand the area you will get walk in goslings and they and their parents will not be 
able to leave before the molt. 
 
• Lethal control, such as captive and euthanize and sharp shooters. 
We do not recommend this alternative. The geese are innocent, just doing what comes naturally. 
They are trapped here when they have goslings. The reason they nest here is because of very bad 
decisions that were made many years ago concerning capturing geese for live decoys, then 
releasing the captive geese once the migratory flocks were decimated. To make matters worse an 
active program was initiated by wildlife managers to increase the numbers of these geese. 
 
Capturing and euthanizing geese means you have to wait until they have molted.  In the 
alternative GeesePeace management plan submitted on 8/9/07 the geese are gone at least a month 
before they can be rounded up. And, if you do a good job in locating the nests in the park and 
areas in the vicinity of the park, it is likely that the geese will go on a molt migration especially 
when nesting is followed by a short period of intense harassment. This means they do not come 
back until the Fall. 
 
And finally, the NPS will have a public relations nightmare. And will have squandered an 
opportunity to get people working together to solve conflicts with wildlife that demonstrates that 
we care about the welfare of the wildlife and the natural places we are protecting.  
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Correspondence 2 
Author: Martin, Michael 
Organization: Sierra Club 
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Correspondence 3 (Email) 
Author: Feld, David 
Organization: GeesePeace 
 
Hi Stephen, 
 
I'm attaching the GeesePeace Canada geese management plan for your consideration as you 
assess alternatives for the restoration of the wetlands along the Anacostia River. 
 
Also, here are links to the molt migration studies conducted by Cornell University for Atlantic  
Flyway Canada geese and the Michigan DNR for Michigan geese (the links to the several 
sections of this study are in the right side bar). 
 
I'm also attaching a study conducted by the USGS National Wildlife Health Center (see the 
highlighted area on page 11 ... this is my highlight).  The conclusion is that resident Canada 
geese do not pose a significant risk to human health.  
 
The attached GeesePeace plan proposes a joint effort between the US National Park Service and 
GeesePeace.  The budget breakdown shows cost share.  There is an optional research component 
too. 
 
We are interested in supporting your restoration effort because it fits into the launching of our 
regional plan for the Washington DC metropolitan area.  We began a similar program last year 
with the ultimate goal of implementing population stabilization (egg oiling) in areas within 60 
miles of NY city.  Our NY programs began with a federal appropriation through the USDA. Next 
year, we intend to have wide area programs in the Pittsburgh, PA metropolitan area too.We 
already have programs in the Boston area and in Worcester, MA.  The Worcester, MA 
GeesePeace program is managed by the Worcester Dept of Health.  The GeesePeace program in 
Rockford, IL treats over 2400 eggs per year and has solved their Canada geese problems along a 
seven mile stretch of the Rock River, which includes a golf course, 40 soccer fields, and several 
miles of walking paths and riverside parkland. The Rockford program is managed by the 
Rockford Park District.  I have a short video on their program they prepared for presentation at 
the GeesePeace symposium we had last year in Westchester County, NY.  I can share this with 
you if you like. 
 
In Oct of this year, we will have our first symposium in the UK.   Stratford Upon Avon is into its 
third year of a GeesePeace program and they want to share their success with other communities 
in the UK. 
 
So we are really excited about the possibility of working with you in our home base area. 
 
Let me know what you think or if you need more information or have any questions. 
 
If you agree with the proposal let's talk about next steps so that we can start mobilizing our 
efforts as soon as possible. Perhaps a cooperative agreement is the way to go if you decide you 
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want to proceed. We have had a cooperative agreement with USDA Wildlife Service for three 
years.  
 
Also, the Anacostia Watershed Society may want to participate in these activities since they are 
strong supporters of the restoration effort.  If we do proceed with this project they would be one 
of the key stakeholders whose opinions and participation would be very important.  GeesePeace 
would not be involved now had it not been for them calling our attention to this project. 
 
I'm thinking that by this time next year you will be well on your way to solving the Canada geese 
obstacle to wetlands restoration and will be focusing on the other aspects of the restoration 
program. Also, other communities who are having difficulties restoring wetlands because of over 
abundant geese will have model protocols to reference that will work. 
 
I'm looking forward to hearing from you. 
 
David Feld 
National Program Director 
GeesePeace 
Cell 703 608 2274 
 
*Received Geese Peace Management Plan and USGS National Wildlife Health Center Study and 
comments are being evaluated. 
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Correspondence 4 (PEPC) 
Author: Brasted, Maggie 
Organization: The Humane Society of the United States 
 
August 9, 2007 
 
Gayle Hazelwood 
Superintendent 
National Capital Parks-East 
Re: Wetlands Restoration Plan/EA 
1900 Anacostia Drive, SE 
Washington, DC 20020 
 
Dear Superintendent Hazlewood: 
 
I am writing on behalf of The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) and our more than 
10 million members and constituents, including nearly 28,000 in the District of Columbia and 
more than 234,000 in Maryland. The HSUS appreciates this opportunity to comment on the 
scope of the Anacostia Park Wetlands Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment with 
Resident Canada Goose Management Strategies (Plan/EA). The HSUS, as part of the animal 
welfare and protection community, has a long history of involvement with resolution of conflicts 
between people and wild birds and for many years has promoted community-based conflict 
resolution strategies founded on the strongly held belief that it is unnecessary to kill wild geese 
and other birds to resolve conflicts.  
 
We applaud the efforts of the National Parks Service (NPS) and their partners to restore viable 
and vital wetlands to the Anacostia River system. However, we would certainly question and 
object to NPS lethally reducing a native animal population for the benefit of that process. The 
Plan/EA must present impeccable scientific demonstrations of both the need to adopt this 
alternative and of the fact that no other alternative would suffice. It would also have to find that 
the proposed action is within the policy mandate of NPS and morally justifiable. We believe 
these issues to be compelling enough that if NPS is to move on this issue it must engage in a 
fully comprehensive environmental impact assessment aimed at producing an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). Other, specific recommendations are discussed below.  
 
Geographic Scope of the Analysis 
 
The Plan/EA should not limit analysis to only the sites of artificial wetlands on the Anacostia. 
Such a narrow geographic area will omit important aspects of the environment both impacting 
and impacted by the decisions this Plan/EA will be developing. Even the boundaries of 
Anacostia Park would be too limited. While the Plan/EA will necessarily focus on the Park, the 
analysis must extend to encompass the range used by the Canada goose flock who forage at the 
Park. Further, a reasonable and realistic assessment must be made of other processes that impede  
wetlands restoration, including an assessment of the adequacy of areas restored or planned for 
restoration to function in an ecologically sustainable manner.  
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Issues to Analyze in the Plan/EA 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires analysis of impacts to all potentially 
effected elements of the natural and human environment. The elements of the natural 
environment that may be effected by the decision to be made in this Plan/EA process can be 
readily identified. Equally important, and equally required by NEPA, are elements of the human 
environment that may be impacted. In this Plan/EA these elements must include land use, long-
term effectiveness of alternatives under consideration, opportunities for education and 
community involvement, and, of especial concern to The HSUS, ethics.  
 
The geographic scope of the analysis is especially important in regards to land use. The Plan/EA 
needs to consider current and future neighboring land use because these uses play a significant 
role in attracting resident geese to the area around the artificial wetlands. This is particularly true 
at the Kingman Island site; right next to a golf course and other open grassy public areas. The 
Parks' goal of creating artificial wetlands, admirable as it is, is in serious conflict with the Parks' 
goal of providing the specific recreation opportunities that create a magnet for Canada geese next 
to the site selected for an artificial wetland. It is simply not realistic to have the most goose-
attractive land use possible but not have abundant geese flocking to that nirvana who then also 
take advantage of the very attractive food source (wetlands plants) placed next door.  
 
When considering impact on opportunities for education and community involvement, be aware 
of the controversy engendered when wild animals are killed merely for acting in ways that are 
natural to their species. Killing geese splits communities apart, engendering rancor and 
controversy between people. On the other hand, goose management can offer educational 
opportunities on natural history and the impacts of humans on ecological systems plus 
opportunities for community involvement in locating nests, volunteering to treat eggs, and 
monitoring nests and flock use of sites.  
 
The examination of ethics must consider the humaneness of the alternatives under consideration. 
Additionally, the ethical issues raised by repeatedly killing wild animals to prevent them from 
following their natural behaviors of eating preferred plants placed where the animals will 
inevitably be attracted must be analyzed.  
 
Alternatives to Analyze in the Plan/EA 
 
Comprehensive Community-wide Goose Management Program: The Plan/EA needs to analyze 
the viable alternative of a comprehensive community-wide goose management program. Rather 
than focusing on any one or few specific tools, the Plan/EA should develop a comprehensive 
program with a wide variety of tools and encompassing a significant portion of the land area 
within the flock's range.  
 
No one tool is a magic bullet that can solve all goose conflicts at all sites. Planners need to 
examine the factors attracting geese to the places where they are in conflict with human uses and 
then design an integrated program that uses as many tools as necessary to address those specific 
factors. The program must then be applied consistently with adaptive changes as experience 
shows what works well and as new information and tools become available.  
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Since geese use a much wider geographic area than the limited artificial wetlands sites on the 
Anacostia River, this alternative needs to be defined to include working cooperatively with state 
and local governments (i.e. District of Columbia, Maryland, and Prince Georges' County), other 
federal agencies who manage land in the region, and managers and owners of private land the 
geese use. This scale is necessary to effectively address this flock's impact on the Parks' 
wetlands.  
 
Successful integrated programs address three main issues: recruitment, attractiveness of the site, 
and harassment. The alternative analyzed in the Plan/EA needs to include all of these factors. 
Parks has already begun to address recruitment with egg oiling and/or removal. This is an 
excellent first step that needs to be given sufficient time to work. Additionally, efforts to 
minimize recruitment need to be taken beyond the artificial wetlands to wherever the geese who 
forage there are nesting. In additional to egg oiling and/or removal, a new contraceptive is 
registered by the US Environmental Protection Agency for Canada geese. The option of 
including this tool in an integrated program must be analyzed.  
 
The attractiveness of the artificial wetlands site to geese can be reduced by plant selection, if 
necessary with accompanying change in the elevation profile. Addressing attractiveness of the 
site must include the entire site as the geese see it; not just the artificial wetlands. In particular, 
analysis must include nearby land uses that attract and hold geese near the artificial wetlands 
increasing their ease of foraging on the planted vegetation.  
 
Harassment encourages the geese to feel they are not safe from potential danger when in the 
areas people find them most unwelcome. Harassment with the most effective methods needs to 
be strongly and consistently applied. Well-trained and handled herding dogs are an excellent 
harassment tool. Dogs to harass away Canada geese have become commonplace on golf courses, 
in particular, because they are very effective although I am not aware that the golf course next to 
the artificial wetland site uses them. Once geese are conditions to fear dogs, they can also be 
effectively used to harass geese away from open water where the dogs can be taken in boats.  
 
The repellent methyl anthranilate, most commonly used as a taste aversion tool on plants, can 
also be dispersed into the air as a fog that irritates geese, causing them to leave the fogged area 
immediately and training them to avoid that area. It can be used over fish-bearing water, such as 
the Anacostia River. Similarly, the wetlands vegetation that NPS most strongly seeks to protect 
from goose foraging can be treated with either of the two repellents registered; methyl 
anthranilate or anthraquinone, when vegetation is most vulnerable to browse.  
 
Since the integrated program must be broader than just the artificial wetlands, harassment can be 
coordinate so geese are not merely moved back and forth between the artificial wetlands and 
nearby attractive habitat such as the golf course. For example, when repellent is being fogged at 
the wetland site, dogs can be working the golf course.  
 
Revisit Land Use/Engineering/Plant Mix Decisions: The Plan/EA needs to analyze an alternative 
of revisiting the engineering and land use decisions that created the current situation. The 
decisions to engineer the soil profile at a specific elevation and create a wetland with a specific 
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plant mix that is strongly attractive to geese next to existing land uses that are also strongly 
attractive to geese is not an irrevocable choose. When something proves unsuccessful due to 
unforeseen conditions, it is a common human response to keep upping the ante; investing more 
and more resources into attempts to make it successful. However, it can quickly become wasteful 
folly to continue investing good money, time, and effort in an effort very unlikely to ever be 
successful.  
 
Some of the artificial wetlands on the Anacostia have succeeded. Parks and their partners have a 
right to be very proud of these successes. However, one did not succeed. It is not an appropriate 
response to that human failure to scapegoat the wild birds who are merely acting according to 
their nature. Nor will killing geese lead to success for this specific plant mix at this location; it 
will merely become a quagmire of controversy. Therefore, it is appropriate to analyze a fresh 
look at the decision to site this particular type of wetland, with this plant mix, at this particular 
location.  
 
A more appropriate location for the specific type of low-elevation wetland that failed at Kingman 
could be sought. The problematic Kingman site could be re-engineered at a higher elevation with 
a different plant mix less attractive to geese and more resilient when browsed. As with the 
comprehensive community-wide goose management alternative, this alternative should be as 
geographically broad as possible.  
 
The HSUS urges Parks to review these issues, alternatives, and concerns in the Plan/EA and base 
your decision on the best available science as well as the realities of the region's environment, 
both natural and human. Thank you for the opportunity to make these comments on the scope of 
the Anacostia Park Wetlands Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment with Resident Canada 
Goose Management Strategies.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Maggie Brasted 
Director 
Urban Wildlife Conflict Resolution 
The Humane Society of the United States 
2100 L St. NW 
Washington, DC 20037 
301/548-7753 voice 
mbrasted@humanesociety.org 
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Correspondence 5 
Author: Wolf, Richard N. 
Organization: Capitol Hill Restoration Society 
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Correspondence 6 
Author: Stone, Nancy 
Organization: Natural Resources Defense Council 
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Correspondence 7 
Author: Jensen Miles, Karen 
Organization: Alice Ferguson Foundations, Inc.  
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Correspondence 8 (Email) 
Author: Hammerschlag, Dick 
Organization: USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center 
 
 

 

United States Department of the Interior 
 
   USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center-Beltsville Lab 
                      c/o BARC East, Building 308 
                         10300 Baltimore Avenue 
                       Beltsville, Maryland  20705 

 
 
July 30, 2007 
 
Superintendent, National Capital Parks – East 
RE:  Wetlands Restoration Plan/EA 
1900 Anacostia Drive, S.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20020 
 
  RE: Wetlands Restoration Plan/EA 
 
Dear Superintendent Gayle Hazelwood: 
 
There were obviously some very good reasons for directing the NPS EA/Plan at wetland 
restoration as opposed to simply focusing on the resident Canada goose trauma.  Inherent with 
that approach come additional responsibilities and commitment.  Following are a few points 
keyed to this direct positive role for NPS to be playing in the Anacostia wetlands. 
 
1.  To date the National Park Service has been a willing and encouraging receptor to the marsh 
restoration efforts in the Anacostia but has put very little on the table beyond the expertise and 
time of its staff.  That posture will need to change to more direct intervention in the form of 
planning, securing funds, committing personnel and taking actions to restore and manage the 
existing wetlands assuming that many aspects of the Plan/EA are approved/endorsed. 
 
2.  Considerable acreage at Kingman Marsh need rebuilding which will require varying degrees 
of replanting, planting protection from remnant geese and possibly addition of sediment to attain 
elevations suitable to support emergent vegetation. 
 
3.  The sheet piling at the Fringe Marsh needs to be dealt with and the old deteriorated exclusion 
fencing needs to be removed from the Kingman and the Fringe Marsh as well as ultimately from 
Heritage Marsh. 
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4.  Importantly, a short and long term Wetland Monitoring Plan sustained by the NPS needs to 
drawn up and implemented that includes all the NPS freshwater tidal marshes in the Anacostia 
(Kenilworth, Kingman, Fringe and Heritage). 
 
5.  Yes, the current disposition for the wetland restoration is to deal with the existing status 
especially as set back by the presence of the over abundant resident Canada geese.  However, 
consistent with the posture of restoring/sustaining the existing wetlands must also come direct 
support for re-establishing additional wetlands.  This is vital and justified because to restore the 
existing wetlands there is the need for their well being to be interconnected.  Thus the existing 
disparate pieces need to be at least connected if not supplemented with additional wetlands so 
that the Anacostia wetland complex can function as an integrated whole.  The capacity for the 
Anacostia wetlands to serve as sufficient habitat will require the formation of a collectively 
functioning critical mass of diverse ecotypes, such that simply resurrecting the existing pieces is 
not the whole answer for restoring the Anacostia wetlands - not even sufficient for each of the 
wetland sites themselves. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dr. Dick Hammerschlag 
Biologist 
USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center 
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Correspondence 9 (PEPC) 
Author: Brown, Laura S. 
Organization: Save the Geese 
PEPC Entry 
 
It would be completely unnecessary to use lethal methods in reducing the population of Canada 
geese. This will also result in a divided community - something nobody wants. Instead I suggest 
a win-win-win option. Utilizing the GeesePeace method encompasses egg oiling, hazing with 
border collies and simple maintenance. A plan is provided by GesePeace after visiting your area 
free of charge. 
 
Border Collie services provided by Mary Liebau of Coast is Clear will quickly eradicate the 
problem without killing. This is a win for the town, a win for park users, and a win for the geese! 
There are many areas they can go without bothering anyone.  
 
We know a little something about this. In 2006 Scotia, NY faced the same problem. A very ugly 
battle ensued, and the community was divided. A group of used proved most effective in 
demonstrating how non-lethal methods work. 
 
I urge you to visit us at www.savethegeese.com. When you can use non-lethal measures, why 
wouldn't you? 
 
Thank you 
Laura Brown, spokesperson 
Save The Geese 
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Correspondence 10  (PEPC) 
Author: Shane, Edward B. 
Organization: Anacostia Watershed Corporation 
 
July 27, 2007 
 
Gayle Hazelwood, Superintendent 
National Park Service 
National Capital Parks-East 
1900 Anacostia Drive, SE 
Washington, DC 20020 
 
RE: Wetlands Restoration Plan/EA 
 
Dear Ms. Hazelwood: 
 
On behalf of the Anacostia Waterfront Corporation, and the many stakeholders who have 
actively followed the issue of Canada goose impacts in Anacostia Park, I want to thank you and 
your staff for convening the recent scoping meetings and moving the wetlands restoration plan 
and environmental assessment process forward. 
 
Many important points were highlighted at the scoping meetings. Our primary comment is that 
NPS must take responsibility to use a full range of alternatives, including lethal methods, to 
control the burgeoning population of resident Canadian geese on NPS property along the shore 
and in the tidal waters of the Anacostia. There are many justifications for such measures to 
reduce populations. Of particular concern to AWC and the District is the need to reduce or 
eliminate negative water quality impacts caused by the geese. These include, but are certainly not 
limited to: 1) overgrazing of wetland vegetation at restoration projects in Kingman Lake and at 
other locations resulting in increased erosion and loss of vegetation and habitat; and 2) an influx 
of nutrients, bacteria and pathogens that harm the tidal estuary ecosystem and raise potential 
human health concerns. 
 
From AWC's perspective, we are also concerned that failure to address the negative impacts of 
geese will undercut the ability of river advocates to obtain financial and political support for 
additional local and federal appropriations to expand wetland restoration efforts. Until we can 
demonstrate that we are able to adequately protect the multi-million dollars wetland investments 
already made, it may be difficult to secure funding to expand future efforts. 
 
Therefore, we strongly encourage NPS to define a management approach for resident Canadian 
geese that is effective and proceed to implement the plan as quickly as possible. 
 
Finally, while the moderator of the scoping meeting made clear that this planning/EA activity is 
focused on preserving the wetland resources that have already been restored, we strongly 
encourage NPS to consider including discussion of opportunities for additional restoration along 
the Anacostia, such as identifying locations for future restoration opportunities, and to use this 
process to think broadly and creatively about next steps on NPS property to promote wetland and 

 17



river restoration efforts. 
 
AWC thanks you for your continuing dedication to the Anacostia River and for the opportunity 
to comment. We look forward to the results of your analysis. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Edward Brendan Shane 
Director, Environmental Programs and Policy 
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Correspondence 11 
Author: McKindley – Ward, Steve 
Organization: Anacostia Watershed Society 
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**** Attachments sent by Steve McKindley-Ward: Letters are below and article attachments were reviewed **** 
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Correspondence 12 (Email) 
Author: Grace Cunningham 
Organization: Sierra Club 
 

 
 

Washington, D.C. Chapter 
4000 Albemarle Street NW, Suite 310 

Washington, D.C. 20016 
Phone (202) 363-4366  |  Fax (202) 244-4438 

 
 
In consideration of the potential impact of non-native resident Canada geese on wetlands near 
Kingman and Heritage Islands in the Anacostia River:  
 

The Washington, DC Chapter of the Sierra Club has a history of involvement in wetland restoration 
in the Anacostia River near Kingman Island and Heritage Island.  Our involvement is driven by several 
important goals: protecting biodiversity, ecological and cultural heritage, and improving water quality in the 
Anacostia River and downstream.  Joint efforts by the Army Corps of Engineers and the District of 
Columbia government resulted in a large scale reintroduction of wetlands near the islands.  However, a large 
number of Canada geese have taken year-round residence around the wetland restoration areas and threaten 
this critical restoration effort.  
 

According to the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) report, “Washington, DC’s 
Anacostia River Watershed” (June 2006), recent efforts to restore the wetlands were a “tentative success”.  
The EPA cited “voracious grazing” by resident Canada geese as a “stressor” impacting restoration efforts.  
According to the report, a series of fences and horizontal wires protected some restoration areas from grazing 
by Canada geese while unfenced areas lost as much as 75% of the wetland plant life introduced during the 
restoration.  Without fencing, the wetlands are especially vulnerable to grazing by resident geese in spring 
when wetland plants are shorter.  Once wetland plants have been devastated, erosion will eventually wash 
away soils that wetlands depend on, resulting in loss of the restored wetlands.  In contrast, migratory Canada 
geese are not considered a threat to the wetlands because of their migration patterns. 
 

The Chapter feels that fencing is not a potential permanent solution. Fencing obstructs the 
movement of native wetland species, undermining the potential for restoration of native habitat, including 
preventing larger fish from accessing the wetland areas.  Given already low fish stocks in the Anacostia River, 
this is an important consideration.  Meaningful restoration of wetlands requires attempting to create a 
sustainable wetland ecosystem. This is challenging in light of the lack of natural predators to Canada geese in 
a small natural enclave of an otherwise urbanized area.    
 

The Chapter asks the NPS to give priority to restoration of wetlands and native ecosystems in the 
Environmental Assessment and to adopt a tightly localized, aggressive resident goose management strategy in 
the restoration areas. Recognizing the critical importance of wetlands, the Chapter encourages the NPS to 
examine all potential management methods for this undertaking, including humane but lethal options.  We 
are confident that such a strategy offers the greatest benefits to native ecosystems generally.  This 
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determination is informed by the impact of resident (as opposed to migratory) Canada geese on the wetlands 
and the difficulty of managing an increasingly disbursed resident population in a suburban environment that 
offers many opportunities for resident geese to escape more routine management efforts, such as oiling and 
addling.    
 

As we understand Canada geese to exhibit a tendency to remain in a particular area, an aggressive 
management strategy in wetland areas may be effective even though nearby resident populations are managed 
through addling and oiling. In many localized contexts in our region, resident Canada geese do not pose a 
significant ecological threat and passive population management options are appropriate for these contexts.   
 

We consider this case to be exceptional in light of the urgent need to improve water quality in the 
Anacostia River and beyond, the threat to wetlands, and the size of the goose population immediately 
surrounding the restoration areas.  When wetlands and habitat are at stake, native wildlife populations are also 
at risk.  Wetland restoration is an undeniably critical mission for the NPS to support in the Anacostia River 
and we have full confidence that NPS recognizes the importance of this issue to the Washington, DC 
community. 
 
 
 Signed, 
 
 
 Grace Cunningham 
 Executive Committee Member 
 Washington, D.C. Chapter of the Sierra Club 
 


