

















Traller survey by ETRAC

>300 trailers logged

| Trailér count and % by type

B Straight 2h |
B Slant 2h BP
|| Slant 3h BP
- |Slant2 h gn
B Slant 3h gn
. Slant>3h gn
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Trailer summary

e 70% of trailers meet 16 ft avg. bumper pull length.
Straight 2h-bp, Slant 2h-bumper pull and slant 2h-goose
neck.

e 90% of trailers will meet 20 ft avg. bumperpull length
This adds in 3 horse bumper pull and 3 horse goose neck
trailers.

Recommendation to accommodate up to 20 Ft
bumper pull equivelent trailers.

20 Ft. bumperpull length is equal to a 25 Ft. goose neck trailer
Gooseneck trailer mount to ball location is approx. 51t.
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N -« 50 FT. By 20 ft wide space
RequeSted | recommended

« 20 foot truck, 20 ft trailer, plus 10 ft unloading

ng Area | ~ zone. Equates to 6 parking spots

* Request 10ft by trailer length to tie horses.
Prefered over separate tie area and keeps horse
A dropings on controlled area

» Need area behind trailer to unload.
Recommendation of 10ft. By 10ft area

adjacent to trailer
either side

10 ft from

trailer  Preference is pull along slots end to end over

parallel.

* Optional sign on 2 trailer slots
“Equestrian parking or overflow” and Equestrian
parking only on remaining 2

15" 20 1/2
6
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ATTACHMENT 2 - Letter from Dr Mary Hufty



San Mateo County Planning Commission
455 County Center, 2™ floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

California Coastal Conservancy
1330 Broadway, 13" floor
Oakland, CA 94612

To Whom This May Concern,

As a physician with a keen interest in community health and well being [ am writing in support of
the article submitted by Faye Brophy DVM et al which informs the opinion that riding horses on
trails and in streams have only beneficial health effects. I have been in family-practice in
Northern California for 25 years. For the last 18 years I have been at the Palo Alto Medical
Foundation, which services a large percent of the population of the Peninsula. In addition to an
active practice, | am Chairman of the Health Maintenance and Prevention Guidelines for Palo
Alto Medical Foundation and the greater Sutter Health System. My work keeps me in direct
contact with the dire needs for exercise, contact with nature and outdoor adventure of the people I
serve.

I have never encountered an infectious disease or diarrheal illness that could in any way be
attributed to horses. The risk of infection or illness from shared use of water or from manure or
urine in stream water is as close to zero as we can predict in medicine. Considering the size of the
equine presence on our Peninsular Trails I would support that the overall environmental effect is
positive.

My experience as a hiker is that the surface of trails is improved by shared use with horses; the
compaction and irregularity of the trail tread improves traction and decreases slips and falls,
Trails that are only used by pedestrians become too slick and narrow for optimal safety and
hiking pleasure.

However, my strongest opinion on trail safety is that the presence of horses keeps trails open and
the tread natural. The necessity of keeping metal horseshoes off slippery concrete or asphalt
results in a huge improvement in safety for users in general. A child’s fall while walking or
running on dirt is 5x less likely to result in death than a child’s fall on asphalt. Concrete has closer
to an 8X increase in risk of death. This statistic should be considered prior to any recreational trail
limiting equestrian use. Equestrians will always be your strongest ally for a natural trail tread,
although both hikers and bikers enjoy the feel and look of a dirt path.

Finally, I cannot resist speaking to the fear of nature and large animals, which has permeated the
last 50 years of outdoor activity. Park users and the general public must have the opportunity to
interact with the plants and animals that have as much right to be in the Peninsula’s parks and
open spaces as we do and perhaps more. We have occupied so much of the space that they need
already. The role of animals and the outdoors in decreasing iflnesses including depression, heart
disease, hypertension, attention disorder and criminality has been well documented in the medical
and psychological literature. We must do everything we can to keep the outdoor experience as
vibrant as possible.

Respectfully yours,

Mary Page Hufty, MD _
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July 22, 2008

National Park Service

General Management Planning Team — GGNRA
Denver Service Center

12795 West Alameda Parkway

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Dear Sirs:

The Golden Gate Audubon Society, representing about 6000 members in
San Francisco and the Bay Area, wishes to thank the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area and the National Park Service for the opportunity to
comment on the General Master Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
for the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

In general, the Golden Gate Audubon Society wishes to express our support
for Alternative 2. We oppose major elements of Alternatives 1 and 3. Our
detailed comments explain our position. We did not comment on Muir
Woods or other Marin County areas. Most of our comments are limited to
Alcatraz Island and San Francisco.

Our comments are being submitted by mail and on line. Attached are our
comments.

Very truly yours,
/’//—Iy ~y¥» e 7
/’ [

il Vs

Daniel P. Murphy
Conservation Committee




Comments of the Golden Gate Audubon Society regarding the General
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement: Newsletter 4. Spring
2008, for the Golden Gate National Recreation Area and Muir Woods
National Monument: July 22, 2008

ALCATRAZ ISLAND

There are many problems with Alternative 1 that make it inappropriate for
this or any other unit of the National Park System. The categorical denial of
the natural values of the island is unacceptable. Of particular concern is that
the section “Arrival Area including the entry pier and Building 64" needs a
natural history element. We oppose opening closed areas to the public. This
would cause irreparable environmental damage to seabirds. Building more
amenities such as a hotel is completely inappropriate for Alcatraz. It is
actually a contrast to the actual history of the island in which prisoners were
kept in strict confinement. The idea that sensitive wildlife areas need
preservation is incomplete. Cliffs are the most si gnificant element of habitat
that needs preservation and they aren’t even mentioned. Management of
gulls to reduce conflicts in core visitor use areas could well mean shooting
or poisoning gulls. This is a terrible idea for an agency that is supposed to
preserve the natural elements of our parks. Human impacts need to be
controlled. We oppose the Diverse Opportunities Zone in favor of
maintaining the status quo. We oppose removal of rubble from the Parade
Ground and any efforts to manage bird populations to accommodate
enhanced visitor access. Should the “Natural Zone” proposed in Alternative
1 be adopted it would require the destruction of si gnificant bird habitat.
Closing seabird colonies, particularly cliffs, during the nesting season only
would compromise their value as roosting sites. All access points above
cliff dwelling birds should be permanently closed.

Should alternative 1 be adopted there are significant problems associated
with it that must be considered. First is the matter of fresh water. It would
seem the only way to provide an ample supply of fresh water for the
proposed amenities would be to install a pipeline to San Francisco. That
must be made part of this proposal if it goes further. Second is the matter of
supplying food, laundry services, trash removal and all the other things that
are part of a major resort. Maintaining a residential visitor complex will
require a considerably greater activity on the island and that must be



addressed as well. For those reasons, as well as the impact on wildlife, we
oppose Alternative 1.

We oppose Alternative 3 because it too would reduce bird habitat and
underemphasize the natural values of the island.

We support Alternative 2 for Alcatraz. Specifically, we support
improvements to the arrival/departure area and Building 64 that include
wildlife and environmentally friendly design. Access to wildlife that would
be disruptive to their nesting or their roosting should be limited to
researchers and park staff and volunteers. Food services should be limited
and no human food should be permitted on the island’s trails or cutdoor
areas. Beside interpreting the island’s history, it is critical that the National
Park Service improve the interpretation of the island’s natural history. As
one of the west coast’s most easily accessible, and most significant, seabird
colonies, the natural history interpretation of Alcatraz should equal that of its
historic interpretation.

ALTERNATIVES FOR SAN FRANCISCO

For the most part, Golden Gate Audubon supports Alternative 2 for the San
Francisco coastline. We don’t agree with any alternative for Land’s End and
we have significant questions about alternatives for Ocean Beach and Fort
Funston.

FORT MASON: The presence of the community garden and its value for
the public and for the wildlife it attracts is significant. It should be
mentioned as a fixture that will remain at Fort Mason. Much of the rest of
upper Fort Mason possesses significant habitat areas. The trees over the
batteries, the eucalyptus and palms all have value in our urban landscape and
should be preserved. It would probably be wise to develop a reforestation
plan for this area since it is likely the trees are at or near the end of their
expected lifespan.

LANDS END: We do not concur with any of the alternatives for Land’s
End. This area possesses two very significant assets that need to be
described and need to be addressed. First, the exotic habitat has significant
value for migrating birds in both spring and fall. It is likely hundreds of
migrants stop along Lands End, and in fact the entire coastline to the Golden



Gate Bridge, during spring migration. Landbirds migrating along the coastal
edge of the Pacific Flyway depend on the resources available on this stretch
of GGNRA to continue their migration northward over the channel of the
Golden Gate. In fall thousands of birds follow the coast southward and may
~ stop to feed after long and stressful migratory flights from the north. Of
course this is a rich bird habitat for resident and wintering birds as well, but
it is most significant for migrants and it must be acknowledged as such. The
second element that must be addressed in this document is the recreational
value of Lands End for birders. Particularly during September and October,
Lands End is a heavily used birding site in San Francisco. Since rare birds
regularly stop in the area, birders visit the area to see them. This
recreational activity should be acknowledged and supported in this
document.

We do not concur that native habitat and natural process should be restored.
It would be far more prudent to support much of the existing urban habitat.
Some exotic trees provide critical feeding, roosting and nesting habitat for
many bird species. Blackberry, fennel, and other exotic plants support
migrating birds in fall. It would be far more productive to focus restoration
on opening springs and seeps, and controlling exotic species like cape ivy
and ice plan that provide little or no habitat value and in fact destroy habitat.
The goal for this is area should be one in which a balance between our urban
exotic plant community and our natural plant community share the site. It is
critical that when trees are trimmed they are not left devoid of all deadwood
as was the case in the recent work done between Merrie Way and the Lands
End Parking Lot. It would be most productive to develop a snag policy in
which guidelines are developed for dead limbs and for standing dead trees.

FORT MILEY: This area should be treated much the same as Lands End.
We oppose increased vehicle access. We are concerned that no mention is
made of its value to migratory birds. Like Lands End, Fort Miley is a
significant resource to spring and fall migrating birds and to the birders who
enjoy them. Another element that is missing from this and all other areas of
this plan is the historic value of trees around batteries. The groves of mixed
eucalyptus, pine and cypress were presumably planted to provide some level
of cover from aerial surveillance. They should be a significant part of the
historic interpretation of the gun emplacements. The trees also provide
islands of habitat critical to migratory birds. Like on Alcatraz, both a
historic/cultural value and a natural history value should form the foundation
for preservation and interpretation.



It would be wise to identify significant natural resources for Fort Miley.
Beach tansy and other more common native plants have been found near
Battery Chester and Fort Miley. This is the only area in San Francisco
where chipmunks have been observed recently. This is the only population
of these native mammals in the north peninsula. Increased public access
could threaten them. As with other parts of GGNRA, increased access
would also be accompanied by the release of feral cats and by an increased
number of off-leash dogs. Both of these would impact birds, mammals and
native plant communities.

OCEAN BEACH: We have serious concerns about Alternative 1. While
expanded visitor amenities including a coastal promenade may seem
attractive and may be part of a major project in the future, it must be
constructed in conjunction with a plan to preserve a dune structure that will
probably have to be supported with infusion of sand from some other source.
Even if there is no construction along the beach, it is important to support a
beach and dune community that provides habitat for Western Snowy Plovers
and other shorebirds, gulls and terns that roost there. That dune structure
must include the following: a flat, tide washed flat beach, a foredune with a
brack line and a loose low dune formation: a dune line that is high enough to
provide refuge during extremely high tides, particularly ones that are
enhanced by winter storms. Dogs should not be permitted on this stretch of
beach. Human activity should be restricted during the peak hours of winter
high tides. During those tides dunes can become islands and the only refuge
for shorebirds. Allowing people to compete with them for the dune tops
Creates an unnecessary stress on the birds. This is a manageable problem
that should be adopted for the area between Noreiga and Santiago Sts. Any
plan adopted for this area should be consistent with the Western Snowy
Plover Recovery Plan.

Though we support Alternative 2 it is important that any alternative that is
adopted must include a minimum of two wildlife protection zones. First is
the area is used by Western Snowy Plovers. The other is the beach and
adjoining bluffs at north end of Fort Funston where the Bank Swallows nest.

We are concerned about the proposal in Alternative 2 regarding the Natural
Zone in the southern portion of Ocean Beach. We assume that refers to the
beach south of the north parking lot at Fort Funston on the Great Highway.
We agree that natural processes should be allowed to proceed along the
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beach between Fort Funston and southward to Mussel Rock. However that
is inconsistent with other plans to preserve Battery Davis as described in
Alternative 2 for Fort Funston.

Actually, it would be much more clear if Ocean Beach were divided into 3
zones. Zone 1, from the north end of the beach to Lincoln Way, could be
managed for maximum visitor beach use. Zone 2, from Lincoln Way south
to Fort Funston, would encompass that area of beach inhabited by many
shorebirds, provides habitat suitable for wintering Western Snowy Plovers,
has a dune feature and may need to be managed to protect infrastructure
associated with the Great Highway. This zone needs special attention that
would preserve natural values and city infrastructure while permitting
recreational access consistent with those preservation goals. Should a
promenade be part of the eventual plan for this zone it should be one
designed to focus some recreational activity on it and not the beach. Zone 3,
from Fort Funston to Mussel Rock should be viewed like the area described
as the southern portion of Ocean Beach.

GGAS favors measured habitat restoration on Ocean Beach. We are
particularly concerned about Ammophila arenaria. It needs to be removed
wherever it exists and replaced with appropriate native vegetation. Ice plant
is another species that needs to be controlled.

FORT FUNSTON: The alternatives for Fort Funston are questionable
across all alternatives. Battery Davis is our first concern. If it is preserved
as a historic seacoast fortification it will be in conflict with the goal of
permitting natural process to prevail on the beach. It would be better to
maintain the fortification until it is threaten by erosion. A removal plan
should be in place, because when the cliffs erode to the point they threaten
the battery, there will be a significant threat to the public and to the resource.
It would be best at this point to develop a plan for it’s removal when the
times comes.

Discussion of the Natural Zone in Alternative 2 is completely inadequate.
Preservation of Bank Swallow habitat must be incorporated in this
alternative and in the others. It should be noted that there are only 3 Bank
Swallow colonies remaining on the entire California Coast. This is down
from over 50 historic colonies. Sadly, the Fort Funston colony is the largest
of the three. It needs to be recognized as an almost unique resource and it
needs special protection that must be defined in this document.



The terrace that composes upper Fort Funston is dealt with inadequately. If
dog walking is to be allowed at all, it should be in a designated zone, not
everywhere. The restored areas at the north end of Fort Funston and the at
the south end bordering the Olympic Club should be acknowledged and they
should be expanded so they are contiguous. If any historic interpretation is
adopted, it should include preservation of tree cover at Battery Davis, at the
Y intersection and along the Skyline Grove. All three are historic features
planted by the US Army to provide some cover for the fortifications there.
They were viable with brush understory until off-leash dogs were allowed to
run free through the entire area. As a result one of San Francisco’s most
productive fall birding areas was lost. It would be wise to restore the
understory with vegetation similar to that used by the army and not with
natives. Like Land’s End, Fort Funston should be vegetated with a mix of
native and non native plants so it reflects it’s natural and historic vegetation
types. We urge the National Park Service to enforce the same regulation
here as they do in all units of our National Parks by restricting dogs to paved
areas and requiring the use of leashes.

OFFSHORE MARINE AREAS: We are deeply distressed with the narrow
interpretation of marine areas. Though we support the concept of a marine
reserve to protect seabirds and marine mammals from Eagle’s Point to Seal
Rocks, we think it is far too limited. That protection should include the
entire channel of the Golden Gate. We do not object to use of that area for
aquatic commerce, but it should be preserved as a natural resource as well.
We also strongly support desi gnation of the waters offshore from Fort
Funston as part of marine reserve. Not only does this area support a rich and
varied fishery, it also provides resources for tens of thousands of seabirds.
Birds roost on the waters throughout the year. Summering shearwaters
sometimes feed as close as the surf zone. Diving ducks flock in large
numbers and feed on bivalves on the ocean’s bottom. Loons and grebes can
number in the thousands. This is truly an incredible resource that needs
protection. The threat comes from development like the sewage pipeline
from the Westside Sewage Treatment Plant that apparently was laid on top
of a significant feeding area for wintering scoters. It also comes from
dumping sand and dredged material to replenish Ocean Beach. The impact
of commercial fishing should be evaluated in terms of jts effects on native
birds..



A survey should be done of the entire coast of GGNRA to determine exactly
what areas provide significant habitat resources to be included in the marine
reserve. Mori Point is one such area that is likely to be significant.

SAN MATEO COUNTY

Our comments regarding San Mateo County are very limited. We support
Alternative 2. We are specifically favorable to the plan to desi gnate Mori
Point a sensitive resource zone. Trails should be constructed in such a way
that they direct people away from sensitive habitat areas. It would be
prudent to plan for the eventual restoration of Laguna Salada.

While not being specific about the SFPUC Watershed, GGAS does not
support additional access to the watershed. Should a plan be developed to
allow additional access it should be highly restricted. Access should be
restricted to foot traffic and all hikers should be accompanied by trained
staff or docents. The San Francisco Peninsula Watershed is home to more
listed species than all of GGNRA. One probable reason for that is that the
land has not been grazed and over used by people. It is our position that it
should remain, for all intents and purposes, a habitat refuge in which a very
small part of the Bay Area’s natural history is preserved. Activities that
might threaten that goal are inappropriate and should be prohibited.
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P.O. Box 599 | MiLL Varrey, CA 94942-0599 | MARINAUDUBON.ORG

July 30, 2008

Stephan Nofield
12795 West Alameda parkway
P.O. Box 25287
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287

RE:  COMMENTS ON GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA
MANAGEMENT PLAN

Dear Mr. Nofield:

The Marin Audubon Society appreciates the opportunity to comment on the GOLDEN GATE
NATIONAL RECREATION AREA GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN (GGNRA) currently
being considered for revision. We are a 50©)(3) organization whose mission is to protect
wildlife and their habitat. We have a long history of support for and working with GGNRA,
advocating protection of its unique natural resources. Our general comments are below and we
have enclosed specific comments on sites in'Marin County, the Muir Woods National Monument
and, because of its importance as a breeding colony for seabirds, Alcatraz Island.

Our interest is in preserving GGNRA’s wildlife and habitats while encouraging enjoyment and
use by people that does not adversely impact native ecosystems, habitats and wildlife. These
extensive and diverse habitats are the basis of a healthy environment for people and for wildlife,
We support reconnecting fragments that have been isolated, ensuring movement corridors for -
wildlife, minimizing or avoiding the impaet of invasive species, and focusing on protecting
native ecosystems. R :

In the overall, Marin Audubon Society supports Alternative 2 because it is generally theé most
protective of natural resources. We welcome a continued opportunity to partner with the Park to
protect its natural resources. We recommend that the Park’s sensitive Jands be protected and
enhance for its sensitive, rare. threatencd and endangered species; and for all of the other native
species that depend on the Park s habitats as well.

Protection of the natural environment and unique natural resources should be emphasized over
cultural resources. We have no problem with maintaining and sustaining existing legacies of
human occupation, such as the lighthouses, defense structures, historic buildings, and - -
archaeological site but this should not be at the expense of the natural environnient,. GGNRA
should have the goal of protecting our natural heritage and our-natural heritage is our native

A Chapter of the Narional Audubon Socrety



ccosystemas. There is no need to gjve people “something to do.” Being out in natural habitats
should be a goal in itself;

Concerning the description of Alternative 1, we are interested in protecting and enhancing the
“landscapes” but we view them as habitats for wildlife and people. These habitats, and the
wildlife that depend on them. must be respected, recognized as important resources and
protected. The spectacular diversity and uniqueness of the GGNRA environment is the
experience that people should have,

More development in the form of new buildings and extensive new trails is not neceded. Modest
signage (o welcome visitors, provide directions, use of existing historic buildings, and low-key
interpretive information encouraging people to experience the natural environment is most
appropriate. If the emphasis is placed on the resources, the experience people have wil] take care
of itself.

Regarding the description of Alternative 3, we see no need to “highlight” the facilities
mentioned, the Golden Gate, Highway 1, Army buildings etc. They are impressive facilities and
make their own statement. Scenic and historic facilities and places should be recognized and
explain ed, but there is no need to dwell on them. Only to tell people their story. It is time (o
ensure our natural resources are protected, and recognized as an essential part of our heritage.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincegely,

arbara Sa
President

an




ALTERNATIVES FOR MARIN COUNTY

Stinson Beach and Environs

We support components of Alternative 2 that include maintaining or reducing the current level of
use; considering public transit; restoring natural processes at Easkoot Creek, the riparian
corridor, the sand dunes; and restoring the south parking lot to wetlands; and managing the rest
of the land to protect coastal ccosystems; and contributing to the restoration of Bolinas lagoon.

For Alternativel we recommend against active beach recreation and not expanding food and
other concessions etc. These services would introduce increased impact from litter, smells, and
other problems with people services such as these. Providing alternative transportation is a
positive component of this alternative.

Hwy 1 and Panoramic Highway

We support the greater emphasis on coastal ecosystems protection under Alter native 2.

For Alternatives 1 and 3 we do not oppose adding a few overlooks provided no natural habitats
would be destroyed or damaged. There are many areas along the coast, however, where viewing
13 possible, so we question the need for this development. The scenic rural environment should
be protected. Construction of overlooks should avoid, not just minimize, habitat impacts and be
subject to thorough environmental review.

Slide Ranch

Moving all or some of Slide Ranch would enable restoration of a more complex habitat at Big
Lagoon. Relocating the entire ranch would necessitate thorough environmental review to ensure
there would not be increased impacts at the new location.

Marin Headlands/Forts Barry and Cronkhite ~

Our preferred alternative is 2, however, we do not support aiming for higher public uses.

Rodeo Valley, the Fort Cronkhite ponds provide important habitat for waterfowl, diving birds,
and some seabirds. They are particularly important as refugia during storms and rough waters in
ocean. Maintenance and visitor use of bunkers and historical buildings is fitting, but expanding
“military identity”is uncalled for. Habitat preservation should be paramount,

Further, why would habitat for Just endangered and special status species be protected? This area
is habitat for many native migratory birds and other wildlife that should also be protected as they
are part of the native ecosystem. Habitat should be restored and maintained for all natjve species
We recommend no higher levels of visitor use. and support controlled use. This Alternative
should clearly recognize wildlife protection as major goal

Alternative 1 We oppose dny new construction. There are plenty of opportunities available hike,
bird watch, horseback ride, walk. photography, to name just a few. Additional uses are not
needed. The trails are already accessible and people can alrcady picnic. No new facilities are
needed.



Alternative 3 Recognizing military history is one thing, but history does not need to be “made
alive.” It is the historic buildings and facilitics that are of interest.

Capehart Housing

We support Alternative 2 which would remove Capehart housing. These buildings have no
historic significance and, in fact, are unatiractive. There also have been a number of problems
with behavior of residents which have contributed to problems for native wildlite, the
management of which seems to create additional problems for staff. Restoration of the ri parian
and upland habitat is in the public interest.

Conzelman, Bunker, and MeCullough Roads
Alternative 2 will benefit by restoring coastal habitats particularly for Mission Blue butterfly
Public access should be tightly controlled.

For Alternatives 1 and 3 , only limited trail improvements should be made. Any new trails should
be subject to environmental review to ensure they do not destroy or degrade any habitats

Kirby Cove

Unlike Alternative 2 in other locations, this alternative does not recognize Kirby Cove’s habitat
values. Any camping should be subject to protection of habitats. Care should be taken to ensure
the Water Trail use and trailheads construction does not cause impacts to coastal habitats and
wildlife.

Alternatives 2 and 3 camping is already provided and should not be significanily increased.

Point Bonita, Historic Light House and Related Structures

We have no problem with preserving these historic structures should be preserved but any
alternative chosen should not adversely impact diving bird species that use the deeper waters off
these coasts. The waters off of this area attracts diving birds species that do not occur in most
other locations in the Bay. Management of the Water Trail should not be a part of Alternative 2.
We oppose management for high levels of visitor use in the sheltered Ft. Baker area where the
use of the sheltered lagoon by sea birds is already being impacts. There already is enough use.
We support restriction of visitor resources in marine environment for all three alternatives,

Offshore Marine Environment Fort Baker, Muir Beach and Point Bonita

Alternative 2 We are concerned that the “high levels of visitor use” that is suggested would result
in adverse impacts to the diving birds that use these offshore waters. Care should be taken to
ensure that boat use, including users of the Water Trail. do not disturb rafting seabirds and diving
birds that occur in these waters. Implementation of a Water Trail launch area must be
accompanicd by a requirement for regular monitoring of impacts and a commitment that
cnforcement be provided to ensure the species are not harassed. Sensitive marine resources
should be protected.



Muir Woods National Monument

Generally Marin Audubon supports Alternative 2 because its goal is to achieve the highest leve]
of natural resource protection. We particularly support controlling visitor access.

All activities, educational or otherwise, should be passive and designed to lead the visitor to
appreciate and participate in the unique and majestic experience of an old growth redwood forest,
which exists few places in the world. We support removal of buildings, restoring natural
conditions of Redwood Creek, restoring floooplain functions, and creating conditions to allow
the creek to naturally meander. This would be a great benefit to spawning salimon. We support
this alternative’s emphasis on protection of this unique redwood ecosystem.

We also support redesign of the trail system, to accommodate fewer visitors. We do not object to
trail remaining in the floodplain as long as it is recognized it may flood during some winter rainy
periods, but we do support restoration of natural processes as the primary goal,

Concerning possible relocation of trails, GGNRA needs to assess possible adverse impacts of
relocating the trail. Could there be more environmentally sensitive conditions and impacts, such
as erosion potential, tree removal and/or habitat loss, with relocating elsewhere? Al trails should
have a natural surface. Removal of paved surfaces which were installed by GGNRA some years
ago, after which the trees began to show si gns of decline, is long overdue.

Comments on other Alternatives:

Under Alternative 1 Muir Woods would be managed to provide a national park experience which
would include various activities. In our view the best educator is experiencing nature itself.
Buildings and simply take people away from this magnificent forest, Improved access means
more people and larger crowds which detract from this primaeval forest and its quiet atmosphere.

Alternative 3 would create a museum type experience which is unnecessary and out of place in
this majestic habitat. We appreciate that visitor use would be carefully limited but wonder if this
simply means there would be more trails that people would be limited to. We think theme trails
are an unnecessary distraction from the majestic nature of this natural ccosystem. Any trail
relocation should be carefully evaluated to ensure the construction and use impacts would not be
worse than where they are now.



Alcatraz Island

Marin Audubon supports Alternative 2 as the alternative that is the most protective of
Alcatraz’s incredibly rich and diverse avian resources, however, for the reasons listed below, this
alternative has some aspects that would be detrimental. In particular establishing food service
opening the Parade Ground.

With the removal of the prison and intensive human uses, wildlife have recolonized Alcatraz and
it has become the most diverse and intensely used island for breeding and roosting seabirds in the
Bay and probably along the Coast as well.. Certainly the use of Alcatraz by wildlife goes back
many centuries, but this historic use has not been documented and recognized. While the human
historical uses are emphasized these days, in our view Alcatraz’s bird life ranks up with the
Galapagos and as a single island probably has more diversity and populations than most of the
Galapagos. Protection of its current and historic natural resources should be emphasized in all
planning. Unfortunately, none of the alternatives currently described would provide adequate
pratection for natural resources.

For all alternatives, we strongly oppose introduction of food service because of potential adverse
impacts. Food service will create conditions that will incite the gulls to become more aggressive
increased trash, negative interactions between people and birds, and increased predators (rats)
which can significantly impact nesting colonies by eating eggs.

Overnight Accommodations (camping, hotel) should not be introduced because the increased
human activity, lighting, food use and noise, all of which would adversely impact the nesting
colonies and roosting birds. It would increase the risk of extensive disturbance because, unless
guards were present at the nesting arcas all night, it would provide opportunities for people to go
into closed nesting areas and cause significant disturbance. This could lead to abandonment of
colonies.

We have the following specific recommendations about Alternative 2 to best ensure it does not
create conditions that will degrade natural resources:

L. Close all maintenance and access areas during nesting season (February to September)
Seasonal To reduce disturbance potential to nesting birds.

2. In the Marine Zone, designate a 300-foot closure along the northeastern, south and west
perimeter areas as no-use 7ones during seabird breeding season from F ebruary to September.
the buoys that once circled the island should be replaced to noticing boaters that boats arc
prohibited. Also, access to these colonies from above on the {sland nmust be restricted during
breeding season.

3. Maintain natural areas around the Laundry building, Model Industries building, the Parade
Grounds, the western side of the island and the rubble piles which are important brecding habitat,
Particularly during breeding season, visitors and mai nienance activity should be prohibited.
Maintenance on the landscape between the dock and celthouse should be conducted during the



Fall and Winter months only, when the seabirds are not nesting.

4. Establish seasonal closures of Agave Trail and the Parade Ground to protect sensitive
breeding birds (Western and California Gulls, Brandt's Cormorants, breeding on the cliffs below
the Parade Ground, Pigeon Guillemots nesting on the cliffs below Agave Trial.

5. Use of the West Road for cormorant colony viewing should be allowed with caution and only
with docent led tours to ensure adequate control, so that people do not impact the colony.
Studies and observations have demonstrated that signs alone will not work to ensure visitors do
not disrupt and destroy bird colonies.

Regarding other Alternatives.

Alternative |

(See discussion above about food service and overnight use)

We strongly appose opening the Parade Ground and Laundry buildings to visitor use at all, much
less for high use access. Furthermore the concept of “managing” the gulls in the ‘core visitor”
areas Parade Ground is unrealistic and impossible. The Parade Ground is the largest non-
disturbed area of Western Gull and Black-crowned Night Heron breeding habitat and the only
breeding for California Gulls. The Laundry building is a breeding site for Western Gulls and
Brandt’s Cormorants nest adjacent to the building. Allowing these to be high use areas would
have widespread and significant impact to these species. F urther, there is potential for significant
destruction of breeding Black Oystercatchers, Pelagic Cormorant and Pigeon Guillemaot along
the scawall under the laundry buildings,

Using the Model Industries Building for Park operations would also adversely impact Pigeon
Guillemots, Black Qystercatchers and Black-crowned Nigh Herons

Opening the Agave Trail, lower walkways, walkway between Barker Beach and Greenhouse
Gardens corridor around perimeter of the isfand all would have significant adverse impact to
nesting birds in the vicinity. We urge that these trail not be opened.

Alternative 3 -

This alternative could have significant adverse impacts from major renovation of many island
structures with no recognition that nesting season February to September should be avoided.
Moderate to high use areas are proposed in and around Mode] Industry’s building should be
dropped. Because this area is used by many of the birds to raisc young, this use would eliminate
most of the breeding habitat, would cause the birds to concentrate in other areas thercby
increasing predation and disturbance in all other areas. Of particular concern is that only places
Black Oystercatchers and Pelagic C ormorants nest i1s the Model Industries and Laundry Building
areas,

The proposal for a 1,000 foot Iistoric Immersion Zone around the island could be beneficial to
the birds, but only if on the on-island activities were restricted. Otherwise there would be
disturbance from above which would significantly reduce or destroy the nesting seabird colony.
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Marin Conservation League

1623A Fifth Avenue * San Rafael, CA 84901
(415) 485-6257 * Fax (415) 485-6259
e-mail: mcl@marinconservationleague.org  website: www.marinconservationieague.org

National Park Service

General Management Planning Team - GGNRA
Denver Service Center

12795 West Alameda Parkway

Denver, Colo. 80225-0287

Tuly 3l, 298

Subject: Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) and Muir Woods
National Monument Management Plan

Dear Sirs:

Marin Conservation League (MCL) is pleased to submit this letter in response to
the request for comments on the GGNRA-Muir Woods National Monument
General Management Plan as proposed in the Spring 2008 Newsletter #4 describing
Preliminary Alternatives. Our responses focus on Preliminary Alternatives for
Marin County and are presented in two sections — comments of a general nature,
and comments on specific locales within the planning area.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

MCL urges you to place the greatest possible emphasis on Concept 2 - Preserving
and Enjoying Coastal Ecosystems throughout Marin County. In a few specific
instances we recommend a different alternative. These exceptions are noted below.

We note that the differences among the three alternative management concepts are
subtle but, nevertheless, distinct in their emphasis. While the other two
concepts/alternatives do not ignore natural resources and ecological systems,
Concept 2 gives special attention to restoration and preservation as well as
maintenance of these systems — e.g., reconnection of fragmented habitat, recovery
and survival of special status species and wildlife, and restoration of natural
processes. We believe that Marin County could be a showplace within the GGNRA
for natural resource stewardship by emphasizing protection and restoration of the
ecosystems here.

We recognize that the GGNRA is also about people and the history of settlement of
the San Francisco Bay Area, and would like to point out that Concept/Alternative 2
also emphasizes the historical legacy associated with the physical challenges that
settlers faced in their encounters with Marin’s rugged coastal terrain and their
reliance on the coastal ecosystem that sustained them. Placing the historical legacy

Marin County’s Environmental Guardian

A nonprofit corporation founded i 1934 (o preserve, protect and enhance the natural assets of Marin County.



within the context of that ecosystem is central. Concept/Alternative 2 accomplishes this
objective.

GGNRA s in the distinctive position of being in the center of a large urban area and will
continue to experience high densities of visitor use, and, at the same time, will continue
to offer exceptional opportunities for public education. The ecologically diverse natural
systems within GGNRA and Marin provide the basis for offering public education about
the sensitivities of these natural resources and the tools and practices that will be
necessary to sustain them for the future enjoyment of generations to come. The Park’s
reputation in the long term will rely not only upon how well it has protected and
preserved the coastal ccosystems that are its foundation, but also on how well it has
cducated the public regarding their protection and preservation. Concept/Alternative 2
emphasizes this objective.

Nevertheless, the allocation of management zones under Concept/Alternative 2 reflects
the fact that, even with the emphasis on natural systemn restoration and preservation, there
are specific areas that are less sensitive to human uses and, therefore, can tolerate more
active use such as for camping and educational activities. We find those uses generally
acceptable, but wish to underline the fact that the Marin County portions of the GGNRA
are very diverse in ecosystems and historic and current human uses. Generally the
connections between habitats should be improved, with emphasis upon preserving
significant habitats and biological diversity. At the same time, the area should be
accessible for nonprofit group educational activities, support other nonprofit uses such as
the Headlands Institute and Marine Mammal Center, very limited commercial use to
support tourism, and passive recreation such as camping, hiking, bird-watching, etc.
Concept/Alternative 2 recognizes this diversity of low impact functions by
recommending that existing facilities continue with limited improvements for the sake of
public safety and the scenic enjoyment of visitors.

Another general point that we wish to make concerns how the GGNRA Management
Plan will be coordinated with management of adjoining public lands, such as the Mt,
Tamalpais State Park, Marin County Parks and Open Space District lands, and Marin
Municipal Water District watershed lands, so as to accomplish common goals of natural
resource protection and preservation in the face of increasing public use. Balancing the
needs of the entire Marin ecosystem with the incvitable pressures for recreational uses by
the regional populace requires the close collaboration and cooperation of all these entities
in a sustainable manner. This requires an organizational structural response as well as
jomt policy and program planning and coordinated enforcement strategies.

We also urge you to review the new Marin Countywide Plan, adopted November 2007
after an exhaustive public review process. Many important natural systems policies and
programs deserve your consideration. To the extent possible, GGNRA Management Plan
policies and programs should at the least be congruent and consistent with those
established in the Countywide Plan, e.g., streamside and wetland protection measures and
standards for trail design, uses, and connections.

GUNRA Mgmt Plan comments 07 3 02008.doc



We note that the GGNRA Management Plan does not give clear direction on what will be
done with its trail system under the various alternatives. Perhaps that was an oversight or
will be addressed separately. However, many of the public uses, including occasional
conflicts of the GGNRA in Marin are associated with trail use for walkers, runners,
horses, dogs, and bicycles. It would be helpful for the Management Plan to elaborate
more fully on GGNRA’s plans with regard to its trail system under the three
Concepts/Alternatives.

A major focus of restoration of the native coastal ecosystem is the removal of exotic
vegetation including eucalyptus, broom and other invasives, and their replacement with
native plants. The GGNRA Management Plan should incorporate objectives for
addressing this issue. In this connection, the GGNRA Management Plan should consider
establishing a direct seeding program for oak and buckeye and other native plant species
as an effective way to restore native plant communities. Most federal parks use nursery
seedlings that are planted out and have to be cared for until they become established.
Direct seeding, however, with locally harvested nuts and seeds is well suited to re-
establishing native habitat with the least amount of attention and without supplemental
rrigation.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS BY SUB-AREA:

Muir Woods:

Overview: The approach to “managing” Muir Woods should place the highest emphasis
on restoring the primeval character of old growth redwood forest and its natural
functions. Visitor use is inevitable and important in its global importance as a World
Heritage site, but visitation should be secondary if we expect the ecosystem to be self -
sustaining over the long term. We are in the unhappy circumstance of possibly “loving
the place to death.”

Arrival and Entry: This area should be reduced in size to allow Redwood Creek a more
natural floodplain. Visitor access should rely upon an expanded shuttle service, and
physical improvements for visitors, including shops and most administration should be
relocated.

Redwood Forest and Redwood Creek: The natural conditions of the redwood forest and
floadplain should be preserved and where necessary, restored {e.g. habitat along
Redwood Creek within the Monument) to the greatest extent possible. We are emphatic
that this is not an “outdoor museum!” The cultural history of Muir Woods 1s secondary
to the long-term integrity of the ecosystem.

Camino del Canon (Muir Woods Addition): This area, which has had a long history of
human use, offers the opportunity for conservation education. It could accommodate
both administration and education facitities for Muir Woods as well as provide for natural

GUNRA Mgmt Plan comments (7 3 02008 doc



landscape preservation. For this area we would recommend the Alternative Concept 1
approach.

Stinson Beach to Bolinas-Fairfax Road:

The current level of visitor services should continue without major expansion of services
or facilities, except for renovation of deteriorating existing facilities. However, we do not
believe that parking lots should be removed to allow wetland restoration in this case,
given the absence of alternative land for parking in peak use periods. Any natural
processes that affect Bolinas Lagoon should be managed to protect and promote the
natural restoration of the Lagoon.

Highway 1 and Panoramic Highway:

Although we encourage placing emphasis on protecting and restoring the coastal
ecosystem, this stretch of road is among the most scenic in the area. To improve safety,
some improvements could be made, but must be done without threatening the “remote”
esthetic quality of the area and without compromising the fragile coastal bluffs.

Slide Ranch:

Concept/Alternative 2 contemplates the removal of Slide Ranch to another undefined
location. Tn the absence of information on where new alternative locations could be and
how the transfer would be accomplished, we believe it should be retained in its present
location as described in Concept/Alternative 1 (Connecting People with the Parks). Slide
Ranch has a long and successful history of exposing people to both organic farming and
our natural coastal ecosystems.

Golden Gate Dairy:

This site abuts Redwood Creek. Under Concept/Alternative 2 it is designated as an
Evolved Cultural Landscape Zone. The GGNRA Management Plan as presented makes
no mention of how this area will be managed with respect to its relation to Redwood
Creck. It is important that there be a complete separation and control of “cultural” and
other uses that would potentially impact Redwood Creek. Redwood Creek is habitat for
endangered Coho Salmon, and protection of this resource should take priority over any
“cultural” use of this site.

Tennessee Valley:
This s one of the most accessible and heavily used areas in Marin. It is enjoyed by a
wide variety of visitors, including joggers, hikers, birders, families, senior citizens and

equestrians as well as bikers. Expansion of parking and picnicking facilities at the
trailhead are appropriate. Unused housing structures and other factlities should be
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removed and the watershed restored to its natural condition. However, Concept/Alternative 2
contemplates removing roads and narrowing the main trail as well as removing dams and
artificial ponds. The former reduces accessibility, and the latter has potential unknown impacts
on wildlife and the beach. This deserves further study, and a Master Plan that might incorporate
some of the contemplated uses in Concept/Alternative 1 (Connecting People with the Parks). In
this connection, we question the need for either food-serving facilities or overnight
accommodations anywhere in Tennessee Valley. The eastern watershed of Coyote Creek that
provides entry to Tennessee Valley and lies within the GGNRA should be left as a Natural Zone
without camping facilities.

Marin Headlands, Fort Barry and Fort Cronkhite;

This is another heavily used public area of the GGNRA, especially the Rodeo Lagoon, Cronkhite
Beach, and certain upland areas dedicated to other park-compatible uses. We support the
continuation of those various uses as indicated in Concept/Alternative I (Connecting People with
Parks). We also support the designation of Rodeo Lagoon and most of the Rodeo Valley Uplands
being managed as Sensitive Resources and Natural Zones. We question the compatibility of a
warming hut and food service facility at this site, however.

Capeheart Housing Area:
The restoration and reconnection of habitat in this area is desirable. However, it is also
advantageous to provide affordable workforce housing for park staff. The current amount of

houses appears to exceed the needs for park staff. A combination of Alternatives 1 and 2 might
be desirable, with only sufficient housing remaining to serve the needs of park staff.

In conclusion, Marin Conservation League appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
GGNRA and Muir Woods National Monument Management Plan, and look forward to
continued dialogue with GGNRA as you revise the Draft Plan and proceed to prepare the Final
Gencral Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely yours,

Jeprial B o,

Nona Dennis
President

cc. Mr. Brian O’Neill, Superintendent
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July 31, 2008

National Park Service

General Management Planning Team — GGNRA

Denver Service Center

12795 West Alameda Parkway

Denver, CO 80225-0287

n Gate NRA — General Management Plan

Re: Comments on Gol

To Whom It May Concern:

The Marin County Bicycle Coalition (MCBC) thanks you for the
opportunity to comment on the General Management Plan for the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area. MCBC is a ten-year old
member-based bicycle advocacy organization with over 1,000
members. We promote safe bicycling for everyday transportation and
recreation. Since Marin County one of only four federal pilot
communities in the United States related to advancing non-motorized
transportation, MCBC is always looking for opportunities to ensure
that bicycle and pedestrian improvements can be made into models
for other communities nationwide.

MCBC attended the June 10 Open House at the San Francisco Bay
Model Visitor Center related to the GGNRA General Management
Plan. Our comments are based on information received at that
meeting as well as Newsletter #4, published by the National Park
Service.

As part of the General Management Plan (“the Plan”), MCBC wants to
ensure that the following elements are included and supported in the
Plan:

* Improving bicycle access and safety for all users — both on-road
and off-road (including plans for on-road facilities such as bicycle
lanes, shared use markings, separated pathways, signage, and

bicycle parking),

* Expanding opportunities for creating loops within the Park for both
transportation and recreation,

* Creating connections between communities whenever possible,

* Continually engaging community participation for any
transportation-refated projects within the Park,

Promoting Safe Bicycling for Everyday Transportation and Recreation



* Promoting non-motorized transportation within the Park as a means to reduce our
carbon footprint and reliance on fossil fuels while providing a healthy way to
experience the Park,

* Promoting non-motorized transportation to the Park as a means to reduce our
carbon footprint and reliance on fossil fuels while providing healthy access to the
Park,

* Studying projects and methods that promote non-motorized transportation with the
intent of having as little environmental impact as possible.

If you have questions, would like clarification or additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact me via phone (415) 456-3469 x4# or email: david@marinbike.org.

Best regards,

David Hoffman, Director of Planning
Marin County Bicycle Coalition



Marin Green Dog Alliance

July 29, 2008

National Park Service

Denver Service Center

Attn: Stephan Nofield

12795 West Alameda Parkway
PO Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Dear Mr. Nofield:

Several of our members attended the Golden Gate National Recreation
Area (GGNRA) Open House in Sausalito on June 10" and we have
reviewed the three alternatives outlined in the Spring 2008 Newsletter.
We have the following comments for your consideration.

We are a group of citizens who consider ourselves active
environmentalists. Our members include individuals who have: solar
panels on our roofs, drive *hybrids’, tithe to environmental non-profits,
promote recycling, commute on public transit, work to ban chemical
pesticides in our communities, and advocate the use of goats (as
opposed to chemicals and/or mowing and/or controlled burning) to
reduce the danger of wild-fire in our open spaces. We, also, live with
dogs. We do not find these two characteristics (environmentalist and
human with a dog) to be in conflict. Our dogs are our companions.

We agree with the need to develop a long-range plan to protect our
beautiful, sensitive environment while maintaining the founding
reasoning behind the GGNRA: to provide open space recreation for
the large urban population living nearby and to those visiting this
urban area from other parts of the United States. We hope that the
National Park Service has not forgotten the reason that this wonderful
group of lands was preserved for all of us.

We urge the National Park Service (NPS) to include coordination with
other regional planning entities, such as County of Marin and the State
of California, to maintain the existing trail system (fire roads) and to
develop additional tinks to connect these roads as needed. This would
allow access to the open spaces we cherish here in Marin without
driving into any of the parks. This concept is in keeping with the
stated goal of the GGNRA Transportation Plan that is currently in
development.
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Regarding the three Management Concepts, the same fundamental
goals are included in all three of the Concepts/Alternatives; the
difference we see is in the emphasis of the goals. We whole heartedly
support Concept #1: Connecting People with the Parks, “Park
management would focus on ways to attract and welcome people,
connect people with the resources, and promote understanding,
enjoyment, preservation and health.” This Concept emphasizes the
NPS management commitment to the founding idea of the GGNRA, ie

“parks to the people.”

We realize that the final Generai Management Plan will contain
elements from all three Alternative Management Concepts; however,
whenever there are conflicts among the three, we urge you to give
primary consideration to Concept #1: Connecting People with the
Parks.

Of particular interest to our group is access to the fire roads that run
throughout the Marin Headlands (and connect with fire roads in
neighboring County and State park lands). For residents in Southern
Marin these areas are our ‘backyard’. We walk these roads and never
cease to marvel at the beauty and variety of wildlife, plants and
geography that exist so close to home.

We have followed the GGNRA Dog Management Committee meetings
closely. While we were not allowed a seat on the main Committee,
one of our members did have a seat on the Technical Sub-committee.
At the end of the two years of meetings there was very little
agreement on where we, the citizens, could walk in the GGNRA with
our dogs. In particular, there was little or no discussion on where we
could walk with our dogs on-leash.

Almost the whole of the two years was spent on off-leash discussion,
and two of the three areas that are under consideration for off-leash
use in Marin County are Rodeo Beach and Muir Beach. This is
especially concerning since both of these beaches seem to have
vanished from the General Management Plan entirely (areas close by
are included: Golden Gate Dairy and Creek, and Marin Headlands: Fort
Barry and Fort Cronkite, but not the Beaches). In addition, Rodeo
Beach may be eliminated from consideration if the Transportation Plan
goes to shuttles in the Headlands. That leaves us with (possibly) a
very short walk up Oakwood Valley Trail.
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This letter addresses our concerns about on-leash dog walking in the
Marin Headlands (all areas listed: Fort Barry and Fort Cronkite;
Conzelman, Bunker and McCullough Roads; Oakwood Valley, Marin
City Ridge and Gerbode Valley; Tennessee Valley). The specific
Alternatives refer to the ‘Uplands’ of the Marin Headlands as either:

Alternative 1 - a Natural Zone: “outside the trail corridor, the area
would be managed to protect undeveloped coastal habitat and
outstanding natural features that are backdrops to the scenic corridor
experience”. We are only interested in access to the fire roads that
transect these areas, so do not think our presence with a dog on-leash
(or a horse or a bike) should cause concern.

Alternative 2 - a Sensitive Resources Zone: “Visitor access would be
highly controlled and restricted to designated trails in this zone.”

We are not sure what this means as it relates to recreational use, but
we suspect it implies we humans are not entirely welcome, let alone
humans with dogs, and/or horses, and/or bikes.

Alternative 3 - seems to generally follow the same guidelines for use
as Alternative 1.

The same fundamental goals are included in all three of the
Concepts/Alternatives; the difference we see is in the emphasis of the
goals. We whole heartedly support Concept #1: Connecting People
with the Parks, “Park management would focus on ways to attract and
welcome people, connect people with the resources, and promote
understanding, enjoyment, preservation and health.” This Concept
emphasizes the NPS management commitment to the founding idea of
the GGNRA, ie “parks to the people.”

We realize that the final General Management Plan will contain
elements from all three Alternative Management Concepts; however,
whenever there are conflicts among the three, we urge you to give
primary consideration to Concept #1: Connecting People with the

Parks.

The areas that the Alternatives refer to as “the Uplands”, are the areas
those of us living in the communities of Sausalito and Mill Valley
consider our “backyard”. These are the areas that we can access
without driving into the GGNRA. These are the areas that we want to
access with our dogs (on-leash) and our bikes and our horses, just as
many have for as long as most of us can remember.
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We long for the day we can legally walk with our dogs on-leash from
our homes in Sausalito up the Morning Sun trail or across the Spencer
Avenue overpass onto Alta Fire Road, over to Bobcat Trail and down to
the Miwok Trail and on to Rodeo Beach for years. It is a beautifu!
route through an old eucalyptus grove, across the ridge-top and then
down the Gerbode Valley, through the old farmstead, then along the
creek and the lagoon and finally to the beach. From Alta Fire Road we
could also continue onto the trail-head in Marin City and then home via
sidewalks.

Some of us live in Mill Valley and walk on-leash with our dogs up
County View Road or Marin Drive, and then onto the Miwok Trail, then
across Highway Route 1 and continue on into Tamalpais State Park, or
from the Miwok Trail to the Coyote Ridge Trail then onto the Coastal
Fire Road to the Coastal Trail, and from there to either Muir Beach or
to Rodeo Beach. We want to continue to do so with the blessing of the
NPS.

Some of us gain access to the Park by walking in from Marin City on
Alta Fire Road. This is currently the most used area in the GGNRA in
Marin for off-leash use. The community bordering this entrance
includes a large apartment complex that is noted for being dog
friendly. Of the 198 units, 80% include at least one dog. There are
people, dogs and bicycles aplenty here, and have been for many
years. The land surrounding Alta looks none the worse for wear from
all of this on-road activity.

All of the routes referenced above consist of fire roads; these are not
narrow trails, they are wide (10 to 14 feet) roads. We share these fire
roads with other hikers, and bicyclists, and equestrians. There is
seldom any conflict, not with each other, nor with the wildlife through
which we pass.

As a group of conservationists, we all take seriously the negative
effects of auto use on our environment. When possible we prefer to
stay out of our cars. Our interest is in walking into the park-lands that
border our communities. We hope that the NPS will support us in our
efforts to conserve, and will provide us access with our dogs into the
GGNRA from the communities that are the Park’s neighbors.
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Many of our members are of the “boomer generation”. The oclder we
get, and the more congested and troubled urban areas get, the more
many of us rely on having our dog with us. They are on-leash, they
don’t chase or harass wildlife or humans or other dogs, they are our
companions and walk next to us.

We ask that the NPS remember the founding guidelines of the GGNRA,
and that the new General Management Plan includes access into the
GGNRA in Marin for those of us wanting to walk in with our dogs on-
leash.

We thank you for considering our concerns.
Sincerely yours,

Sonja Hanson, Chair

Marin Green Dog Alliance

524 Spring Street

Sausalito, CA 94965

sonyahanson@hotmail.com
415-332-6829
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Therefore: for the Marin Headlands, Alternatives 2 and 3 are not acceptable;
Alternative One is acceptable ONLY if the equestrian presence is continued, trail
access is maintained, and parking for rigs expanded.

It should be emphasized that safety of trail users is important to all and especially
to equestrians who are deeply concerned about the well-being of our mounts. To
that end, it is vital that mountain bicycles be restricted from footpaths because of
the safety hazards they present by their high speed and limited range of rider
awareness, i.e., they only look at the ground directly in front of them. The
celebrated lawsuit of 1994 (No. C-93-0009, U.S. District Court, Northern District of
California) which the local mountain bicyclists and IMBA brought for more trail
access (and lost on all counts) against the Secretary of the Interior, the National
Park Service and GGNRA settled several issues. One issue was that evidence
showed conclusively that mountain bikes on narrow trails do cause conflict among
users, and another, that bicyclists have no inherent right to use their vehicles on
trails. This landmark case confirmed the values of safety and peaceful enjoyment
of wilderness without users being put at risk by speeding bicyclists. The slower
pace of hikers and horses is in harmony with nature, wildlife, and with each other.
Based on long experience, I urge that the NPS should continue to limit access of
mountain bicyclists to wide vehicular-width fire roads (except in Wilderness areas).

In closing: I support the position papers submitted by the Marin Horse Council
and Sandy Greenblat, the papers submitted by Ocean Riders of Golden Gate Dairy
Stables, and the position papers submitted for San Mateo County issues by the
Equestrian Trail Riders Action Coalition and the Coastside Horse Council.

Thank you for the generous and plentiful epportunities that the public has had to
examine the alternatives and to submit opinions. It is rare and refreshing to have
such an open public process in these important issues. We equestrians are willing
to partner with the National Park Service, but we can not support the elimination
of our historic partnership with our horses.

Respectfully,
@ww Lot
Connie Berto
Director, Marin Horse Council Inc.

Ce: MHC, Inc.
files



OCEAN RIDERS

A NON-PROFIT ORCANIZATION OF MARIN

415-388-7670
July 25, 2008

National Park Service

Denver Service Center

ATTN: Stephan Nofield

12795 West Alameda Parkway
P.O. Box 25287

Denver CO 80225-0587

RE: Golden Gate National Recreation Area
General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement
Newsletter 4

Dear Mr. Stephan Nofield:

On behalf of Ocean Riders of Marin we wish to thank the staff of the GGNRA for the
prescntation given to Park Partners prior to the open house at the Bay Model. We
appreciate being given the opportunity to fully understand the complex nature of the
pretiminary proposals so we can intelligently respond as Park Partners.

We open our comments to raise an aspect of the Plan that is lacking, yet central to the
experience of all park users: the trails and fire roads. The National Parks were created for
the preservation and protection of public open spaces and the conservation of the landscape
and natural resources for future generations. Access to these parks depends on the trail
systems as a key component: connecting people with nature and the quiet enjoyment of our
wilderness experience. Historically this access was done on foot and by horseback, with
the park's single track trails the historical result of passage by men and animals over time.
The horse is a more traditional living part of the lands now known as GGNRA than any
other factor other than the local flora and fauna. Horses may not be a native species, but
then again, neither are we unless we possess 10% Native blood.

Horses and their riders created the ori ginal path that has oflicially become the Redwood
Creek Trail on the road to Muir Woods. We feel the heart of the park system, the trails, has
been lost in these plans and that protection of the park trails system is critical to the
continued ability of the public to gain its rightful access to this public treasure. Of major
concern as well is the increasing issue of basic safety for hikers and cquestrians due to the
increase in the number of mountain bikes in the park, both on legal trails and on those on
which bicycles are banned. There is a conflict of user enjoyment, safety, and 'purpose’
{quiet enjoyment of our wilderness experience) if single track trails become open to
mountain bikes. The opportunity to experience the qualities of solitude, quict and
naturalness sought after by hikers and cquestrians alike is put at risk, often replaced with

1760A Shoreline Highway « Muir Beach, California 94965
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startling jolts to the system when bikes suddenly appear at any speed. Hikers and horses are
in harmony with nature; in fact much more wildlife can be observed from the back of a
horse than on foot because the horse masks the human scent. The hiker and the horse can
both stop in mid-stride when encountering wildlife, whereas a bike at any speed requires
more stopping room, often skidding and scattering gravel, and di sturbing anyone in the
vicinity. Then there is the maintenance issue. The Honorary California State Park Ranger,
George H. Cardinet Jr. states "the foot or hoof impacts the soil stabilizing and consolidating
creating durable tread. The rotary action of the bike's wheels especially with the knobby
structure of the tires for grabbing the tread, tear it up in so doing. Viewing trail treads
daffer the passage of the bike wheels sees q developing V shaped tread and, or the loss of
tread". This V then channels rainwater, causing further erosion. In his March 18, 2006
letter (attached) George Cardinet, who dedicated many years building and repairing trails
on Mt. Diablo, discusses at length the impact of mountain bikes on our park trails. With
limited funds for maintenance, let alone for the much-lacking enforcement, we feel the NPS
should limit the access to mountain bikers in the GGNRA to fire roads.

Thank you for taking these concerns into account in the process of planning.

GENERAL Comments:

The GGNRA was established to preserve for public use and enjoyment the areas of Marin
County, San Francisco County, and more recently, San Mateo County. These lands were
found to possess outstanding natural, historic, scenic, and recreational values. The Park
Service is mandated to manage these resources to provide for "recreation and educational
opportunities consistent with sound principles of land use¢, planning and management”.
Prior to this acquisition, much of this land was agricultural. The term 'agricultural property'
as defined in the enabling legislation, means lands which were in regular use for
agricultural, ranching, or dairying purposes. Many of the former dairy farms were
converted to equestrian facilities by the time the GGNRA was established. We believe it is
important to keep all existing equestrian facilities which provide for recreational and
educational opportunities, and thus preserve the historical landscape of ranchlands as
provided in the enabling legislation creating the GGNRA.

It is important to remember that were it not for the acquisition of these lands, the coast line
would now be another Laguna Beach. We are privileged to be part of the process to help
shape the long term future of these park lands and work to preserve the historic uses of
many of these former dairies.

MANAGEMENT PLAN pertaining to ZONE CONCEPTS

The Zone concepts have been very helpful in identifying the many facets of our urban park
and the challenges the park faces in meeting the varied needs while also following the
guiding principles established for park managers. We believe equestrian access should not
be eliminated or limited in Management Zones identified as: Historic Immersion, Natural,
Diverse Opportunities, Scenic Corridor, or Evolved Cultural Landscape. The agricultural
component seems to be missing, possibly buried in Historic Immersion and Evolved
Cultural Landscape. Many of the sites being challenged have been agricultural, and we
wish to preserve the historic landscape with the presence of horse ranching. We understand
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that restrictions are needed in Sensitive Resources Zones, but we also believe Best
Management Practices can be used to reduce and even eliminate many risks to these zones.

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES pertaining to Golden Gate Dairy

While we would explicitly like to state our support for many of the goals of Alternative 1
and Alternative 3 because equestrians are included in these Alternatives, Ocean Riders also
feel it is important to retain many of the goals of Alternative 2. Ocean Riders' own
Mission Statement strongly supports Preserving and Enjoying Coastal Ecosystems
{Concept 2). By practicing Best Management, we believe equestrian facilities can be
responsible stewards in this unique and important watershed.

Ocean Riders is committed to providing educational programs consistent with sound
principles of land use. Our proposed outreach programs cover many of the concepts
mentioned in the Preliminary General Management Plan:

* Diverse Opportunities - providing inner-city children a rural experience in
conjunction with Slide Ranch and Green Gulch; Educational Outreach Programs,
and Equine Facilitated Mental Health (EF MA) clinics.

¢ [Education focused on:

Evolved Cultural Landscape - farming, ranching, and compost

Historic Immersion - farming, ranching, and compost

Natural - camping experiences with horses and collaboration with Slide Ranch
Even though we would be providing 'recreational’ pursuits, our proposed outreach programs
use horses to expand diverse science and steward ship programs; provide opportunities for
children to explore wild areas and to experience the qualities of solitude, quiet, and
naturalness. These programs would increase understanding, awareness, and support for
coastal resources through participation in stories and programs about human interaction
with, and dependency on natural resources. Using our horses, the Experiential Learning
programs would provide social skill training and promote pro-social attitudes through care-
giving experiences; develop choice-making and goal-setting skills, encourage
responsibility, and encourage sensory stimulation and integration while immersing the
children and young adults in nature.

Review of the Alternatives:

Alternative 1 is appealing because we believe at the Lower Redwood Creek location we
could provide richer experiences that support many of the goals of Alternative 2 as well as
our proposed educational programs. However, we feel strongly about wanting to be in
harmony with the Muir Beach community and the former landowners/long time residents
that have worked and lived at the Lower Redwood Creek site known as Banducci's. Thus,
we would like to say that if, and only "if" the area residents were open to the idea, we would
welcomie a way to collaborate together so the Banducci vision of organic farming and
Ocean Rider's vision of educational programs could benefit each other. Both the Banduecis
and the Alcalas are integral members of the Muir Beach community that we in no way want
to negatively impact. Jose (Cuco) Alcala is not only the primary caretaker of our horses,
but he is invaluable to the Muir Beach community and Green Gulch with his many skills.

Alternative 2 is unacceptable as stated because it eliminates equestrians entirely, except
possibly trail access, from Frank's Valley.
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Alternative 3 keeps an equestrian facility at the historical Golden Gate Dairy, which for the
past 38 years has been converted to an operating horse ranch. Park historian Dewey
Livingston notes that prior to that time, beginning in December of 1898, the Golden Gate
Dairy then known as Ranch M, was continually operating as a dairy cattle ranch. One
hundred years later, in September of 1998, Ocean Riders took over management from the
former stables operator and began working to mitigate environmental concerns. The horse
shelters were moved away from the intermittent water course to improve water quality, and
many drainage diversions were installed to protect clean water from contaminated water.
As stated in the National Register of Historic Places "fthe stable and wood frame corrals
added within the ranch building complex (by Ocean Riders) do not detract from the setting
or feeling conveyed by the ranch, nor do they compromise the property's ability to reflect its
historic association with the dairy ranching era."

Ocean Riders and Green Gulch strongly wish to continue our symbiotic relationshi p with
manure from the horses being put to use in the immediate locale for organic farming.
Together we are preserving the historical character of what was entirely agricultural
ranchland and are well within the dictates of the GGNRA enabling legislation which strives
to protect land used in agriculture prior to acquisition.

We have heard from both the public and the Muir Beach community that there is
overwhelming support for the visibility and presence of horses at the Golden Gate Dairy
site and for being able to see the horses grazing in the pastures at Green Gulch. The
presence of horses is something that brings pleasure to many people beyond those directly
involved with Ocean Riders. Visitors often stop by specifically to visit with the horses. We
serve as an informal resource as well - we give directions and provide an emergency
telephone. We are currently able to offer overnight guest accommodations, horse tie-ups
and water for visiting equestrian guests at the Pelican Inn.

However, between the competition for diverse site use at the Golden Gate Dairy stable, the
loss of land at Green Gulch due to the Big Lagoon Restoration, and the proposed
Transportation Plan which would include busses stopping in front of our site every 20
minutes, we are not only feeling the loss of space, but feeling the loss of our 'sense of
place’, along with the peace and quiet we would like to offer in implementing successful
outreach programs.

We suggest that if further significant pressures are going to be put on the limited space at
the current Dairy location, you consider combining the concepts of Alternative | and
Alternative 3 as the Preferred Alternative for the Golden Gate Dairy. Six horses is the
number required to serve twelve children during each outreach program. Relocating only
six horses to the Lower Redwood Creek area and slightly reducing the number of horses at
the Golden Gate Dairy to accommodate the increasing demands on the site, would result in
less impact on Natural Resources; would be less expensive to construct a smaller new
facilities, and it would provide opportunity to develop a rich program partnership with both
GGNRA and State Parks, using the Santos Meadow arena.

Combining the visions in these two alternatives would: (1) allow us to remain a central part
of the Muir Beach community and Green Gulch ecosystem; (2) make room for the
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expansion of the MBVFD and more diverse uses for the Golden Gate Dairy site; (3) keep
the structures and working landscape which have been adapted from an historical dairy
farm to a horse ranch (Alternative 3); and, (4) connect us more closely with State Parks
(Alternative 1) so we may implement educational programs that would provide a valuable
experience o the public (supporting important concept of Alternative 2), without
climinating the equestrian presence in this valley.

Equestrians are often too quickly assumed to be "elite", yet most of Ocean Rider members
are people of modest means, working as artists, authors, educators, social workers, and for
non-profits. Our members have worked hard to remain at the Golden Gate Dairy because of
their love of the land and trails. This valley has been home to some of our horses for over
24 years. We have been committed to strong principles of Green Horse Keeping for the past
10 years, and continue to improve as we research new ideas and practices. While we realize
that park principles cannot be established on the basis of individuals currently in place, it is
our hope that this plan will help guide the park's future for generations. Ocean Riders'
strongest request is that the continued presence of horses be provided for in ary vision of
that future. We do feel flexible about how that may happen and want to be cooperative
partners with all the parties involved in the area.

We hope to serve as a model Best Management facility, as we develop ways to keep horses
that are in harmony with the full community around us, both human and wild, We
appreciate the opportunity to offer this proposal as a way to address the goals of the diverse
concepts that are presented yet ensure a long term cquestrian presence with no further
reduction of horse numbers in this valley.

PROPOSED ALTNERNATIVES regarding Slide Ranch

Ocean Riders strongly supports Alternative 1, keeping Slide Ranch in its present location.
We hope to collaborate with Slide Ranch and offer equestrian and educational opportunities
to some of their visitors, meeting them at the bottom of the Heather Cut-off trail, and using
the arena for programs and possibly some horse camping experiences.

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES regarding Lower Redwood Creek

Ocean Riders supports the vision of organic farming being proposed by the residents of the
Banducci Farm. We fecl there are many educational opportunities in preserving this
traditional use of this land, akin to the preservation of ranching inside Point Reyes'
perimeter. Ocean Riders does not support any displacement of the residents of these former
landowners and tenants, and hope some stewardship program can be developed that can
keep generations of Banducci's in the home they love.,

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES regarding Tennessee Valley and Miwok Stables
Ocean Riders support Alternative 1. We question why after so much money has been
allocated to stall repair at Lower Tennessee Valley, all 3 alternatives are suggesting that
they be climinated. We support the idea of providing horse camping at this site, as stated in
Alternative 3, but believe the LTV stable itself should not be removed, and that instead a
mounted patrol program based therc be strengthened and increased. Mounted volunteer
rangers (such as the program at the Morgan Horse Ranch in Point Reyes) can be an
invaluable partner in monitoring legal and safe use of our parks as population pressure
increases human presence.
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PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES regarding Marin Headlands
The three alternatives are not acceptable because they do not recognize the existence of the
equestrian facilities which we strongly support. Each unique location of the three stables
offers different visitor experience. If Alternative 3 is chosen for the Golden Gate Dairy,
Ocean Riders would like to collaborate with PRC so our programs could continue during
the rainy season and we could offer year round experiences.

We oppose the conversion of the historical hanger into a maintenance station. Itisa
magical building that needs to be restored so the pubic can use it, preferably for outreach
programs using horses,

We would like to refer you to Sandy Greenblat's comments in his July 11th letter on many
issues about Access, Parking, Water Troughs, horse tie-ups and others, and state our
support for each of these ideas. Ocean Riders will be installing a water tank outside the
paddocks across from the Pelican Inn for visiting horses. We will pay for this water as a
service to our fellow equestrians.

Alternative 1 offers many good ideas regarding improvement of trailheads, accessible trails,
camping and picnicking, but it is important that equestrians are included and space is
granted to accommodate these activities.

SAN MATEO COUNTY

We endorse the recommendations from the Equestrian Trail Riders Action Coalition
(ETRAC) and the Coastside Horse Council (CHC). Alternative One (1) seems to
consistently be the best choice for all areas, except for Sweeny Ridge where a combined
vision from Alternative 1 and 2 would work, but Alternative 3 is too vague. We encourage
GGNRA to pursue the purchase of Picardo Ranch as long as existing equestrian facility can
stay in place. The presence of an equestrian ranch on these lands enhances the visitor
experience and provides additional recreational activities to Bay Area residents.

We at Ocean Riders thank the GGNRA personnel for the hard work that has gone into
preparing the preliminary Alternatives and providing an opportunity for the public input
and debates as required under the terms of the NPS General Management Policies. We are
grateful for this opportunity to be part of a process that helps shape these lands that we, the
public collectively own. We look forward to our continuing partnership with the GGNRA.

Ocean Riders of Marin

By: Maureen Pinto
President of the Board of Directors
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I. Which ideas of any of the preliminary alternatives do you think are most
important to include in the preferred alternative and why?

Alcatraz Island — Alternative 2

Overview: Offering visitors more opportunities for learning about the island’s natural as
well as cultural history and current resources to provide a better balance between the two
management mandates.

Main Prison Building and adjacent areas: Maintaining natural areas and seasonal
closures around the Laundry Building, Model Industries Building, Parade Ground and
western side of the island, while still providing limited visitor access for wildlife viewing,
research and education. Maintaining the rubble piles as important bird breeding habitat.
Power Plant and Quartermaster Warehouse: We commend attempts to protect
sensitive seabird areas around the Laundry Building and Model Industries building during
breeding season (February — September) by excluding maintenance activities and visitor
access near these structures during February — September.

Island Perimeter: Positive natural resource protections proposed in Alternative 2 include
the preservation and protection of natural habitat values with visitor use and access highly
managed around the island perimeter (i.e., seasonal closures near seabird breeding colonies
along the northeastern, south and west perimeters).

Offshore Marine Environment: Positive natural resource protections proposed in
Alternative 2 include a sensitive resource zone out to 300’ off the island’s western shore
that would exclude boat traffic, while still allowing some boat traffic along the eastern side
of the island. ‘

Visitor Areas: We agree with the seasonal closure of the Agave Trail and Parade Ground,
as presently maintained, which is an important management tactic to protect sensitive
breeding bird resources, including Western and California Gulls, Brandt's Cormorants
breeding on the cliffs directly below the Parade Ground, and Pigeon Guillemots nesting in
crevices all along the cliffs and below the Agave Trail.

It is not clear from the map presented in conjunction with Alternative 2 if the West Road
would remain open to visitors. Increased interpretive signs and placards warning of
restricted areas due to seabird breeding are needed in this area, but the West Road offers
the only cormorant colony viewing available to visitors. From this standpoint, the West
Road access is extremely valuable for education and outreach associated with the theme of
preserving and enjoying coastal ecosystems.

Alcatraz Island ~ Alternative 3
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Offshore Marine Environment: Reinstailing a line of historic buoys circling the island to
prohibit boat traffic near the island (particularly the western shore to reduce disturbance to

seabird colonies).

2. Are there any important elements /ideas that the planning team missed in the
preliminary alternatives? Please describe them and explain why these additional

ideas are important.

Alcatraz Island Alternative |
Food Service: The introduction of food service on the island would create a much

greater potential for

[ ]

injury to wildlife (gulls eating and getting tangled in food trash),

negative interactions between wildlife and humans (gulls becoming aggressive while
attempting to get food from visitors),

increased trash, and introduction of pests and predators such as rats (which can
decimate seabird colonies by eating eggs and small chicks).

Overnight Accommodations: Providing overnight accommodations (hotel, hostel,
camping) would

introduce additional disruption of seabird nesting and roosting areas through human
activity, night-lighting, noise,
increased potential for visitors accessing unauthorized areas.

Visitor Areas: Alternative | suggests that gulls should be managed in 'core visitor areas'
including the Parade Ground and Laundry Building which would be 'high-use’ visitor areas.

The Parade Ground currently provides the largest non-disturbed area of Western
Gull and Black-crowned Night-heron breeding habitat, as well as the only breeding
habitat for California Guills.

Increased human use of the Laundry Building area would be disruptive to Western
Gulls as well as Brandt's Cormorants nesting adjacent to the building.

The potential to disrupt breeding Black Oystercatchers, Pelagic Cormorants and
Pigeon Guillemots along the cliffs and seawall under the Laundry Building would also
be quite high (this is the only location on the island at which Pelagic Cormorants and
Black Oystercatchers nest).

Model Industries Building: Alternative | also suggests using the Model Industries Building
for Park Operations with high staff use.

This would greatly increase disturbance to Brandt's and Pelagic Cormorants,
Western Gulls, Pigeon Guillemots, Black Oystercatchers, and Black-crowned Night-
herons nesting nearby.

Trails: Opening trails such as the Agave Trail and Lower Walkways would

remove much additional gull and night heron breeding habitat
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¢ potentially disturb breeding guillemots and cormorants (those which have been using
the area north of the Powerhouse and south of the Dock).

* Alternative | designates a 'sensitive’ area along the western cliffs, but from the map
it doesn't appear as if this includes the walkway below Barker Beach and the
Greenhouse Gardens. If not, this would greatly increase the potential for
disturbance to the largest concentration of breeding Brandt’s Cormorants, night
herons and Snowy Egrets.

* A scenic corridor around the perimeter of Alcatraz would be established by
Alternative [, anticipated as a moderate to high use area. If allowed between
February — September when birds are nesting, this would not provide sufficient
wildlife protection.

Alcatraz Island Alternative 2
Food Service: Introduction of food service at Building 64 would:

¢ pose a greater potential for injury to wildlife (gulls eating and getting tangled in food
trash},

* increase negative interactions between wildlife and humans (gulls begging/stealing
food),
increase trash on the island,

* and could contribute to the introduction of predators to the island such as rats.

Overnight Accommodations: Providing overnight accommodations (hotel, hostel,
camping) would
s introduce additional disruption of seabird nesting and roosting areas through human
activity, night-lighting, noise,
® increased potential for visitors accessing unauthorized areas.

Building and Landscape Maintenance: Proposed increased maintenance of landscapes
between the Dock and the Cellhouse would:
* reduce available Western Gull and Black-crowned Night-heron habitat,
Since this is the most highly-trafficked visitor pathway and the bird habitat in this area
has largely already been lost, this could be viewed as a mitigation for other areas now
being used or proposed to be opened (such as near the Model Industries or Laundry
Buildings, etc.). These other areas could remain closed and highlighted through
outreach efforts as a valuable natural resource and the wild side of Alcatraz which is
also an important part of the island’s history. '
Although we commend attempts to protect sensitive seabird areas around the Laundry
Building and Model industries building during breeding season (February — September), we
are not sure it is realistic for the park to forego all maintenance on these structures, given
its mandate to protect both natural and cultural resources. It should be feasible for



PRBO Conservation Science -
3820 Cypress Drive, #1 |

-
Petaluma, CA 94954
707-781-2555
www prbo.org ' A \

orbo

maintenance to be done on these buildings and surrounding structures during the non-
seabird breeding season (fall — winter).

Visitor Areas: [tis not clear from the map presented in conjunction with Alternative 2 if
the West Road would remain open to visitors. Increased interpretive signs and placards
warning of restricted areas due to seabird breeding are needed in this area, but the West
Road offers the only cormorant colony viewing available to visitors. From this standpoint,
the West Road access is extremely valuable for education and outreach associated with the
theme of preserving and enjoying coastal ecosystems.

Marine Zone: Expanding the definition of “sensitive area” in the 300 foot closure could
be improved by designating the area as a no-use zone during seabird breeding season
(February — September). Even one unintentional human intrusion into this area, if ili-timed
and too close, could cause seabird colony abandonment. A scenic corridor of moderate to
high use allowed past 300’ away from the island would probably be fine with regards to the
bird resources on the island, as long as loud noises (such as gunshots and cannon fire) were

not allowed.

Alcatraz Island: Alternative 3
Building and Landscape Maintenance: This alternative proposes the major renovation
of many island structures. Construction projects should be limited to outside the bird
breeding season from February - September.
Visitor Areas: Alternative 3 also proposed a high-use area in and around the Model
Industries Building. This proposal for moderate and high use in the listed areas would:
o effectively remove most of the bird breeding habitat on Alcatraz, as the birds rely
on undisturbed habitat to successfully raise young,
e increase disturbance to all species of breeding waterbirds in any remaining habitat,
¢ and, the Model Industries and Laundry Building areas in particular are very high
density bird areas and the only location of some breeding species (e.g., Pelagic
Cormorants, Black Oystercatchers).
Marine Zone: Alternative 3 does propose a Historic Immersion Zone with no access
within 1000’ of the island, delineated by buoys which would potentially protect seabird
colonies from marine-based disturbance (boats, kayaks, jet skis, etc). However, if on-island
uses are allowed as proposed in earlier sections of Alternative 3, this would preclude the
formation of any seabird colonies during the breeding season and thus marine-based
protection would be pointless from a natural resources standpoint.

3. Other comments.
e We find that none of the alternatives as presently described will meet the Park
Service mandate to adequately protect both cuiltural and natural resources on the

isiand.
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The introduction of food service and overnight accommodations to the island would
likely have significant negative affects on bird nesting, roosting, foraging behavior,
survival.

Opening the Parade Ground, Laundry Building, Model industries Building, Agave
Trail, Lower Walkways, the walkway below Barker Beach, and the Greenhouse
Gardens to increased visitor use will have significant impacts on bird populations,
including the exclusion of important breeding colonies from Alcatraz Island.
Seasonal closures such as those already in piace are an important tool for managing
mixed use areas and should be considered for all revised access and maintenance
activities.

Human access by tourists and maintenance to sensitive natural resource areas
{seabird breeding colonies) should be prevented during the months of February —
September,

Conservation of seabirds in the marine zone could be improved if the 300 foot
sensitive area was defined as a no-use zone during the months of February —
September.

Reinstalling a line of historic buoys circling the island to prohibit boat traffic near the
island (particularly the western shore), would reduce disturbance to seabird
colonies.
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Preservation of Equestrian Facilities in GGNRA

To: Brian O’Neill, Superintendent
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

From: Friends, boarders and management of " SEMENS .~ Ranch
SsecsArrond

Re: (1) Support for preservation of equestrian facilities:
Ember Ridge, Picardo Ranch (Millwood), SFPUC Watershed easements,
Moss Beach Ranch, Ocean View Stables, Renegade Ranch, Rancho Tierra
del Coral, Presidio Riding Club, Miwok Stables and Golden Gate Dairy.

(2) Support for continued equestrian access to riding trails:

Milagra Ridge, Shelldance Nursery area, Sweeny Ridge, Cattle Hill, Mori Point,
Pedro Point, Devil’s Slide, San Pedro Mountain (all south of San Francisco), as
well as trails in Marin County and San Francisco that are located on GGNRA lands.

We the undersigned seek to preserve the existing equestrian facilities and trail access
which may in the future be affected by decisions taken by your General Management Planning
Team — GGNRA. The above-named stables have successfully operated for decades in our
local areas. These facilities are well known and highly utilized. Most are at or near full
capacity, confirming the enduring popularity of horseback riding and the continuing urgent
need for horse boarding facilities in these coastal areas. Our stables enjoy wide public support
and aid many sectors of the local economy (hay and grain production, feed stores, tack stores,
online providers, veterinarians, farriers, instructors, rodeos, shows, restaurants, etc.). All of
these interests would suffer if riding or horse boarding opportunities were reduced.

As urban areas encroach on rural preserves, it becomes all the more important that the
government recognizes that before the advent of GGNRA our equine facilities were already
responsible and established custodians of these lands. The trails have been cared for; they are
not degraded. Precautions have been taken not to pollute the seasonal streams. Buildings have
been kept to a minimum. Dirt bikes and off-road vehicles that would destroy the natural habitat
have been discouraged in an effort to preserve the areas. We continue to be good stewards of
the land.

With the continued high level of interest in horseback riding, horse camps for children,
hourly lessons and horse boarding, it is only reasonable that the local facilities be allowed to
continue operating in our coastal areas. Urban residents enjoy these traditional pastimes and
value the proximity of our stables to the cities. As construction encroaches on open spaces it
becomes more difficult to maintain equestrian facilities. Nevertheless, riding remains very
popular and we the undersigned need and support our equestrian facilities in the planned
Golden Gate National Recreation Area.
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popular and we the undersigned need and support our equestrian facilities in the planned
(yolden Gate National Recreation Area.

Thank you for your attention to our petition and please find attached signatures
supporting the continuance and enhancement of our equestrian facilities under your
management.

We support horseback riding and stables in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area:
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Bertille Legrand
2877 23" street
San Francisco, Ca 94110
(415) 282 5467
Bertillelegrand(@yahoo.com

Tuly 28, 2008

National Park Service

Denver Service Center

ATTN: Stephan Nofield

12795 West Alameda Parkway
P. O. Box 25287

Denver CO 80225-0287

RE: Golden Gate National Recreational Area
General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement,
Newsletter 4.

Dear Mr. Stephan Nofield:

On behalf of a group of horse boarders and hikers who keep their horses in the city of
Pacifica in San Mateo County, California, I wish to thank you, the National Park Service
(NPS) and the Golden Gate National Recreational Area (GGNRA) personnel for this
opportunity to add our comments concerning the Draft General Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement /Newsletter 4, which addresses the lands of
GGNRA. Our comments cover parks we ride or hike regularly. For parks that are not
familiar to us, we support the recommendations of the local Horse Councils, Horse
Associations, and the Equestrian Trail Riders’ Action Committee (ETRAC).

We thank GGNRA personnel for reaching out to the equestrian community, encouraging
public input and debates as required under the terms of the NPS General Management
Policies of 2006. The following embodies the collective comments and suggestions from
our group of park users.

Please call, email, or write the undersigned if there are any questions or inquiries. We are
here to do our part in making the GGNRA a better place for everyone.

Most Sincerely,

Bertille Legrand
San Francisco Horsemen’s Association Past President
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COMMENTS ON THE GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN /ENVIRONMENT PLAN FOR GGNRA
NEWSLETTER 4 - SPRING 2008

1. GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

In all of the Golden Gate National Recreational Area (GGNRA) presently owned (and
certainly in all future land acquisitions), the parks should be made more accessible to
hikers, bicyclists, and horseback riders. Parks were created for the preservation and
protection of public open space and for the enjoyment of the pubilic; if the public is not
able to enjoy the parks to whatever degree conservancy concerns allow, their support for
such open space will flag, and the purchase and preservation of parklands will suffer,
harming all future generations. Trails are what make the National Parks accessible to the
public; they were originally created both by foot travelers and by those riding horses.
Horses and riding have a long history on GGNRA land. We need to preserve and protect
this historical use as well as the architecturally significant structures.

It is important to keep all existing equestrian facilities. These facilities expose the Bay
Area community to recreational benefits of horseback riding in the parks. We need these
equestrian facilities spread throughout the GGNRA as they also make available much
needed horse boarding options for San Francisco Bay Area residents.

The existing facilities have a record of financial self-sustainability and represent no
financial burden to the County in which they reside but instead vitalize the local economy
with equine businesses and services. They are, as well, a source of income for the park
service.

Equestrians are a great asset to land managers: organized local Mounted Patrols help in
cases of emergency and participate in Search and Rescue. They patrol the trails and help
to maintain them. In time of severe budget cuts, the help of an enthusiastic and
committed group of volunteers will make a large contribution to trail maintenance and
patrol.

Meeting horses on the trails enhances the experience of all the trail users. As an
equestrian, I often hear "Oh look, a horse!” People come to the horse to pet him; I feel it
enriches their experience as we engage in a conversation with each other.

For fiscal reasons as well for keeping the natural resources as untouched as possible, new
buildings on GGNRA land should be limited. Time and money should be spent on
developing and maintaining multi-use trails, establishing five-mile to twenty-five-mile
trail loops. Building connecting trails between parks by using existing roads and trails,
keeping the trails in their natural state is the most effective way to connect the people
with the parks. People visit the parks to enjoy the outdoors on either hikes or rides. A
visitor center showing slides about nature occurring outside the visitor center’s windows



may enhance some visitors” experiences, but cannot provide the irreplaceable,
unforgettable human-to-nature connection that helps turn people into conservationists and
into nature lovers. Being involved with nature effects that magic. You must help us pass
that magic to future generations.

Without well-planned trailheads, the land will be difficult to access if not impossible.
Trailheads should provide ample parking for all users, picnic tables, bathrooms, water for
people and animals, and tying post for horses.

Bay Area residents count on the GGNRA staff to keep the access to this open land and to
keep alive and active the recreational activity of horseback riding. We vote, we volunteer,
we pay our taxes; we need your support for continued and enhanced access to these lands.

2. EQUESTRIANS ON GGNRA LANDS; WHY HORSES?

Since the dawn of civilization, horses and humans have enjoyed a remarkable
partnership—in war, in peace, in farm fields, and on city streets, horses have worked for
us, carried us, comforted us, and inspired us. Today San Mateo County, urbanized as it is,
enjoys a healthy mix of city and rural life, with horses continuing to play an important
role in local economies, family and group activities, summer camps, sporting events and
competitions, rehabilitation of the emotionally and physically handicapped, and more.

Much of the GGNRA lands in Marin and San Mateo counties comprise lands where
horses where bred, raised, worked, and ridden. Tt is part of this land’s history. (When the
GGNRA was in the process of purchasing the West Marin lands, old locals swore to me
that one parcel of the Bolinas-to-Olema GGNRA was originally transferred from its
Spanish-land-grant owner to another gentleman in trade for a black stallion.)

On GGNRA lands currently accessible to horses, equestrians, bicyclists, and hikers have
learned to share the trails and care for each other. Equestrians stop to talk to hikers and let
dogs and children enjoy their horses; they shut gates carefully, understanding as some
hikers and bikers might not know the importance of keeping livestock safe; they can
respond to trail emergencies quickly, galloping to obtain aid for an injured hiker or
bicyclist on the trail. Bikers courteously wam riders of their approach. Hikers yield the
trail, usually smiling and oflen stopping to chat and admire the horses, ask questions
about the area, and inquire about where they can find horses of their own to ride. We
educate each other. In all our differences, we learn our commonalities —our connection
with the land provides us with connection with each other. Along with preserving species
and land, providing a place for this connection is what makes a park or recreation area a
national treasure.



Horse-boarding facilities and multiuse trails that allow horseback riding are vital to the
continuing urban/rural balance in San Mateo. It is this balance, partly, that feeds our
economy in diverse ways, keeps us here even when every balance sheet says we could
find cheaper land and better housing elsewhere, and attracts the residents and visitors that
fight to keep our open spaces preserved and healthy. The sight of a human on a horse
connects a tired urban visitor with history and possibilities. With the help of the GGNRA,
this sight can continue to be a part of San Mateo County’s human and natural landscape.

It is for these reasons we ask you to consider our suggestions below for the use and
preservation of our local spaces and trails

3. COMMENTS ON THE ALTERNATIVES

Our comments cover parks we ride or hike regularly. For parks that are not familiar to us,
we support the recommendations of the local Horse Councils, Horse Associations and the
Equestrian Trail Riders® Action Committee (ETRAC).

A. SAN FrRaNcISCO COUNTY

a) OCEAN BEACH
Alternative One (1) is best. It is important to keep the current conditions and management
practices for the Ocean Beach. Ocean Beach needs to continue to provide high levels of
recreational beach use. The proposed trail connection to Lands End and Fort Funston are
very welcomed ideas as it will enhance the experience of all users.
Separate parking for horse trailers should be planned in the development of parking areas.
b) FOrT FUNSTON
This area should be managed to provide recreational activities in a more natural setting

with limited support facilitics as proposed in Alternative Three (3). Restrooms and
picnicking facilities are fine ideas. A place to tie horses should be provided as well.

B. MARIN COUNTY



Please find below comments on the alternatives for Golden Gate Dairy, Miwok Stables at
Tennessee Valley and the Presidio Riding Club in the Marin Headlands, Fort Barry, and
Fort Cronkhite

The three stables on GGNRA land in Marin County are a needed asset to the area. For
equestrians, they are vital.

» They provide overnight horse stabling to the traveling equestrian public. Their
location nearby a Youth Hostel offers affordable accommodation for the
people:- A unique and very valuable combination.

¢ They make it possible for riding clubs to organize group rides by making the
barns located on GGNRA property available for parking rigs, providing water,
and providing tying posts for horses.

¢  They offer rest stops, overnight destinations, and boarding facilities.

d) GOLDEN GATE DAIRY

Alternative Two (2) is unacceptable, because equestrians are forbidden except on a
severely limited numbers of trails.

Alternative Three (3), retaining the ranch “as is” and offering equestrian access to trails
while keeping the historical dairy ranching spirit alive, is preferable. The ranch has been
successfully operated in the existing location for years and is historically a landmark.

In Alternative One (1) the suggestion of having horses on Lower Redwood Creek next to
the State Parks arena would create a wonderful opportunity for developing educational
programs that could be merged with some of the visions of the local organic farmer.

In the vicinity of the Golden Gate Dairy, one issue that needs urgent immediate remedial
attention is the lack of a connector trail between Frank Valley Horse Camp and Muir
Beach. Equestrians have to use Highway One. This is very dangerous, as buses, cars, and
motorcycles pass us dangerously. It is much worse on the weekend. Equestrians would be
happy to work with GGNRA to find the tight location for this connector trail and to
volunteer in building it.

€} TENNESSEE VALLEY

Alternative One (1) “Connecting People with the Parks” would be the best selection for
the area. It is essential that the existing equestrian facilities be retained and possibly
expanded. After all, horses are a great attraction to other park visitors.

Regarding the statement “Trailhead site improvements, including a warming hut (food
and visitor information}”: We do not need such an accommodation adjacent to a
trailhead or parking area. There are now enough visitors’ centers in the Marin Headlands,



and adjacent state parks. Opening a food store at this location is not suitable, because it
will bring more traffic and congestion to the area. An informative station with a map and
better signage would best serve this area.

This trailhead is very heavily visited, especially on the weekend, by every class of trail
users: hikers, bicyclists, horseback riders, and baby strollers. It is important to plan a
better parking area for cars and trucks with trailers, motorhomes, etc. The picnic area
needs to offer a place to tie horses, give access to water for dogs and horses, and provide
a better restroom facilities for the visiting humans.

Alternative Two (2) and Three (3) for the Tennessee Valley are not options.

Suggested in Alternative Two (2): Removing roads, nonhistoric structures, and artificial
ponds is not necessary unless it improves accessibility to the park. Roads give access to
trails, The suggestion to change unnecessary fire roads to multiuse trails or to remove
them can be very worrisome to equestrians, and hikers. The process should be an open
procedure which includes input from all affected users.

Modest and rustic facilities are good additions as well as overnight camping for all users
including equestrians.

Creating an unpaved trail to the sea and to Mill Valley is a splendid idea. Trails should
never be paved but rather left in their natural state.

The recommendation you received from the Marin Horse Council for the improvement to
be made at Tennessee Valley are in accordance with our vision for the management of
the area.

f) MARIN HEADLANDS; FORT BARRY, AND FORT CRONKHITE
PRESIDIO RIDING CLUB

The three alternatives are not acceptable, because they do not mention or recognize the
existence of the equestrian facilities. The historical covered arena, the historical hanger,
and the Presidio Riding Club should remain. Not only are they part of the history of the
area, but they continue to provide services to the park users to enhance and broaden their
experience within the park. They provide equestrian public programs, horse boarding
options for the local population, and overnight horse accommodation for long-distance
travelers with horses.

We strongly oppose the conversion of the hanger into a maintenance station. It is a
beautiful historical building that need not become storage for equiproent.

Alternative One (1) “Connecting people with parks” list many good ideas regarding the
improvement of trailheads, accessible trails, camping, picnicking, and orientation. It is
important that equestrians are included in these activities and that space is granted
appropriately.



The proposed idea of a food service or a new visitor center should be rejected. It is
simply not appropriate, since adequate visitor center already exists.

C. SAN MATEO COUNTY

We only commented on areas where we ride and hike. We endorse the recommendations
from the Equestrian Trail Riders Action Coalition (ETRAC) and the Coastside Horse
Council (CHC) for the other areas.

a) MILAGRA RIDGE

Milagra Ridge should be managed to protect its natural character and give access to its
visitors with a system of trails. Alternative One (1) is the best choice even though it states
that trail improvements will be limited.

If no trails are available, people will create their own. As the National Park Service has
no staff to patrol these parks to stop people from doing so, it is in the best interest of all
the plants and animal species we are trying to protect that you allow people to access this
land with a well-developed trail system. Giving controlled access to the land for
recreation use (carefully developed trail system, volunteer monitoring, etc.) will help
preserve the wild character of the area and its inhabitants.

The Bay Area Ridge Trail connecting Milagra Point to Sweeney Ridge is an important
and a long-awaited improvement. At this time, equestrians cannot access Milagra Ridge,
because there is no provision for trailer parking. Trailer parking for equestrians should be
provided, and trails should not be paved but left in their natura] state in harmony with the
wild nature of the area.

b) SHELLDANCE NURSERY AREA

Alternative One (1} “A Diverse Opportunities Zone” is the best choice. The area is well
suited for a community stewardship center and park orientation and information center;
there are already in place buildings and an infrastructure to serve this purpose. The
alternative proposes improved access from Highway One (1): this is a very important
consideration. The alternative should also include improving the crossing of Highway
One (1) to reach Mori Point by foot, bike, or horse.

The road to the site is very steep and is not safely accessible for horse trailers. Parking for
horse trailers could be provided at the bottom in the vacant parce] of land there, and a
trail to the Sweeny Ridge Trailhead built.

For all visitors, an experience on Sweeney Ridge would be enhanced by connecting Mori
Point, Sharp Park Beach, Cattle 1, Picardo Ranch, San Pedro Valley Park, Mc Nee



Ranch State Park, and Rancho Corral De Tierra to the latter. It will accomplish the
mission of the National Park Service: i.e. connecting people with parks by means of
providing recreational activities.

Up the road from the Sweeney Ridge Trailhead, the existing trail access around the gate
needs to be improved. Equestrians use this area a great deal: it is located next to three
horse-boarding facilities.

¢) SWEENEY RIDGE INCLUDING CATTLE HILL AND PICARDO RANCH

A combination of alternatives One (1) and Two (2) is the best choice. Alternative Three
(3) is so vague that commentary is not possible.

Protecting the natural landscape is very important, but to experience that landscape
through trail use, primitive camping is, as well, very important. The existing trail system
through this area could be improved without disturbing the local animals and plants. This
land is rugged; trails are rough, but it does offer great potential for visitors to enjoy the
coastal ecosystem and to connect with the park system and the historical significance of
the site (war, ranching, and discovery).

Access to Sweeney Ridge from the top of Fassler Avenue should be made possible by
removing the huge rock blocking the entrance. Presently one or two horse trailers can
park in a cul de sac one block from the gate at the top of Fassler; the only way to provide
more access for horse trailers would be to create a parking lot/turn around inside the
locked gate. This might not be feasible or possible from a park or from a
neighborhood/traffic pattern standpoint. The trails from Fassler are well suited to horses,
however; they are not frequently used by hikers or bicyclists and are wide enough and/or
provide enough passing alternatives that mixed use would not be a problem. The only
other ways to access these beautiful trails via horseback are from the east side of the
mountain, where there is little parking available for horse trailers; from the Shell Dance
Nursery, the limitations of which are mentioned elsewhere; or from two privately
managed stable in the back of Linda Mar Valley, accessible only to those who board
horses there.

The trail from Fassler up Sweeney Ridge also contains a fire gate about 1 mile from the
initial locked gate at Fassler. This fire gate, when closed and locked as it is now, will not
accomimodate horse passage and a passage around this gate would have to be considered
should you plan to keep this fire gate closed and locked.

GGNRA should pursue the acquisition of the Picardo Ranch, but only under the condition
of retaining the existing stables in place. The presence of an equestrian ranch on these
lands enhances the visitors” experience, provides easy and beautiful access to the
surrounding area, including Sweeney Ridge, and provides additional recreational
activities to Bay Area residents. Horses when managed properly are not disruptive to the
ecosystem, and they remind us of their historical importance in the Portola Expedition as
painted in the artist’s conception of the expedition in the National Park Service brochures



for Sweeney Ridge. Modest visitor support facilities at Picardo Ranch proposed in
Alternative two (2) makes good sense. Picardo Ranch is situated in a neighborhood area
of Pacifica and is very accessible by foot traffic; it borders a local high school, inviting
educational collaboration and volunteer activities connected with the hi gh school.

A place to tie horses as well as picnic tables should be provided at the Portola Discovery
Site, the destination for a hike or ride. Along the top of the ridge to the north of this site, a
dirt trail needs to be developed on one side of the paved road for equestrian use.
Equestrians use this area a great deal; it is located next to three horse-boarding facilities.

Proposals in the three (3) alternatives: Connecting the Bay Area Ridge Trail, the Sawyer
Camp Trail in the San Francisco Watershed, and downgrading Sneath Lane are excellent
ideas.

d) MORIPOINT

Alternative One (1) “Connecting People with the Parks” is the best choice. It will restore
this scenic land from the damages of a former quarry operation and the erosion created by
illegal off-road vehicles while also improving access to the land.

On the west side of Mori Point, the existing trails are in terrible shape and need to be
rebuilt. These trails must remain unpaved and multiuse, because the Coastal Trail travels
this area. Paved trails are not only unsafe for horses but are completely contrary to the
idea of preserving and restoring the costal ecosystem. In addition, paved trails in an area
as perpetually foggy as Mori Point become slick and dangerous for horses, hikers, and
bicyclists.

A connector trail between the Pacifica Rockaway Beach, the Pacifica Linda Mar Beach,
and San Pedro Point should be planned and built.

At the Mori Point Trailhead, there is at the present time parking for a one horse trailer if
the spot is not blocked by a car. Because there is ample space, it would improve all users’
experience if you were to build a separate parking lot for horse trailers. Tie posts and
water for people, dogs, and horses should be made available.

Alternative two (2) is not an option, because it controls and limits the access to this
beautiful area to the local residents. Within this highly populated urban area, this area is
extensively use by hikers, dog walkers, and equestrians.

¢} PEDRO POINT, DEVIL’S SLIDE, AND SAN PEDRO MOUNTAIN

On the subject of Pedro Point and San Pedro Mountain: The best alternative is
Alternative One (1),

Equestrians did ride the trails a great deal until the area became land-locked a year or two
ago. The acquisition of the land by GGNRA will be excellent only if it will give us access
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to the trails again. A parking area for horse trailers and a connector trail to the nearby
beach at Linda Mar Boulevard should also be provided.

A crossing of Highway One (1) at the Old San Pedro Road to reach this park should be
planned as well; the present crossing of Highway One at the Old San Pedro Road is very
dangerous because of continuous traffic.

Once the Devil’s Slide tunnel project is finished, the idea of adding Devil’s Slide area to
the existing trail system is very exciting. Trails should be planned to connect Devil’s
slide to each of the following parks: San Pedro Point, Mc Nee State Park, Montara
Mountain, and Rancho Corral de Tierra.

f) RANCHO CORRAL DE TIERRA

The recommendation you received from the Equestrian Trail Riders’ Action Committee
(ETRAC) and the Coastside Horse Council for the area are in accordance with our vision
for the management of the area.

g) SFPUC WATERSHED EASEMENTS

Alternative One (1) is the best choice for the management of SFPUC Watershed
Easements, giving the public long-awaited for access to this beautiful land.

Connecting SFPUC Watershed with the adjacent parks is very important. A connector
trail over Whithing Ridge is a wonderful suggestion, considering that opening the
existing locked gates is all that would be necessary to make it happen, and it would
connect Sweeney Ridge to Montara Mountain. The trails are fire roads, which would
easily convert as multiuse trails.

Alternative two (2) is not an option, because it drastically limits the public use of SFPUC
Watershed.

Alternative three (3) offers an interpretive station to highlight the scope of the water
system; this is an interesting idea that should be implemented.

End of comments.

I



We thank you very much for reading and considering our comments. We would enjoy
hearing from you, should you have questions, comments to pass on or need more

information

First Name, Last Name

Address

1. Peter Desmond

2877 23" Street  San Francisco, Ca 94110

2. Leslie Steer

1464 Crespi Drive Pacifica, California 94044

3. Annie Shaw

208 Pennsylvania Ave. #203 San Francisco, Ca 94107

4. Connie Suzuki

241 Judson Avenue San Francisco, CA 94112

3. Liza Sibley

270 Bayview Circle San Francisco,CA 94124

6. Michael Yablon

719 Faxon Avenue San Francisco, CA 94112

7. Judith and Mike Rothman

1328 A Kobbe Ave. San Francisco, CA 94129

8. Anne C Gardner

4 Desvio Court Pacifica, CA 94044

9. Jeanette L. Taplin

8108 Admiralty Lane Foster City, CA

10. Linda Foreman

107 Outlook Cirlce Pacifica, Ca 94044

11. Megan Simpson

140 Hamerton Ave San Francisco, CA 94131

12. Carol Hamby, San
Francisco Horsemen’s Past
President

1334 Masonic Ave. San Francisco, CA 94117

13. Dennis L. Hamby, MD

1334 Masonic Ave. San Francisco, CA 94117

14. Melissa Miksch

701 Pennsylvania Street # 101 San Francisco, CA 94107

15. Robin and Jim Everett

20 24 Vista Lane Petaluma Ca 94954

16. Bertille Legrand

2877 23" Street San Francisco, Ca 94110
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Comments from San Mateo County Farm Bureau regarding management alternatives for the Rancho Corral de
Tierra site, San Mateo County, Calif.

1. San Mateo County Farm Bureau appreciates the recognition and acknowledgement by NPS staff of the significance
and importance of the adjacent irrigated row crop commercial farming operation during their oral presentations at
the public workshops. We would suggest that this recognition be captured in the written narrative of the "Current
Conditions and Management" for the Rancho Corral de Tierra project.

Suggested language could be "Approximately 300 acres of the Rancho are not included in the park boundary. Those
acres encompass farmland of "Local Significance" as designated by the State of California Department of
Conservation" and will remain in private ownership and agricultural use."

2. Important farmland, such as those adjacent to the NPS Rancho Corral de Tierra project, are resources which are
the subject of several layers of protection in San Mateo County including county Planned Agricultural District zoning
and the Local and State Coastal Plan. Beyond protection of the farmlands, there is recognition in our County that the
business of agriculture needs insulation from nuisance issues arising from neighbor complaints about normal
agricultural activities associated with the cultivating and growing of crops. In response to this issue, San Mateo
County has developed and adopted a form of "right to farm" ordinance. This ordinance reduces the likelihood of
"moving to the nuisance" complaints. And beyond the "right to farm" ordinances and protective zoning, our Farm
Bureau believes that a buffer zone between farmland and public access trails is important from both a public safety
as well as for "food safety and security" purposes and should be considered when planning public access trail
systems. Such buffer zones, however, should not be a burden on the existing farm or cause a reduction of the
production footprint of the farm. These topics as well as trail closures during some agricultural activities have been
highlighted recently during deliberations about the location and use of the Coastal Trail where it will be constructed
adjacent to existing row crop operations.

We understand that the siting, planning and eventual construction of trails, access and NPS facilities will be
addressed in the future and we look forward to further discussion at that point. We would suggest, however, that it
is timely in this current planning process to acknowledge the issue.

The current description for the "Diverse Opportunities Zone" for Alternative 1 suggests that the "working agricultural
landscapes" be "incorporated into the visitor experience". We would suggest that it would be appropriate to add to
that language "without impact to the agricultural production".

It would be our suggestion, that this consideration be afforded to any adjacent production agricultural operation for
this or other planning processes now or in the future in San Mateo County.

3. Within the "Current Conditions and Management" section, there is a statement that "The headwaters of four
major coastal watersheds are contained within this property, providing important riparian habitat and a scenic
backdrop &" We would like to point out that those drainages are also important source watersheds for both
domestic and agricultural uses.

It would be our suggestion, that the anticipated more specific planning efforts for the Rancho Corral de Tierra site
include ideas on how to protect existing, possibly enhance existing and or develop new water facilities and storage
within these watersheds for benefit of domestic (urban) users and agricultural usage. That suggestion is made
because of the urgent need for reliable local water supplies, while also recognizing that correctly managed water
enhances both aquatic and terrestrial sensitive species on our coast. We believe that this use of water resources has
precedent within the National Parks system (i.e. Tuolomne River being a source watershed for domestic and
agricultural use in Yosemite) or even within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (i.e. GGNRA easement over
SFPUC watershed lands where Pilarcitos Creek is a source watershed for domestic and agricultural use).



In terms of this current more general planning effort, we suggest that the agricultural and domestic beneficial uses
for these source watersheds should be acknowledged and included in the "Current Conditions and Management"

section.

Suggested language could be "The headwaters of four major coastal watersheds are contained within this property,
providing important riparian habitat, important sources of water for both domestic and agricultural use and a scenic

backdrop"

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Dear Mr. Nofield:

Arthur H. Bredenbeck
Our San Mateo County Historical Association is most excited about your creating a Roberfa Carcione
new General Management Plan/ Environmental Impact Statement for the Golden Gate John Clinton
National Recreation Area (GGNRA). GGNRA had few San Mateo County interests
when it was formed, but now has substantial properties, easements and partnerships
within our county. We will enjoy working with your staff on the Historic Resources
Study for your holdings. We are now forming an agreement with Park Historian Celeste Giannini
Stephen Haller to complete this document. We also look forward to adding our John fglis
comments to your planning process and hope that further partnerships can be formed
between our organization, the GGNRA and the San Mateo County Parks and
Recreation Division.

Shawn Detuna

Robert Desky

Peggy Bort Jones
Douglas Keyston
Sue Lempert
We read with enthusiasm your “preliminary alternatives for San Mateo County”, toer Lewy
especially the paragraph in the overview section in “Alternative 17 which refers to:
“development of a multi-agency visitor information and orientation facility” which will
be “located along Highway 1" and “could be shared by the National Park Service/
GGNRA, San Mateo County. California State Parks. .. and other organizations.” Patvick Ryan

Marcy Saundors

Arnne Pote

Barhara Ruckes

We propose that you consider the Sanchez Adobe IHistoric Site in Pacifica as a possible
location for visitor services and/or interpretive programming. The Adobe Site, owned
by San Matco County and operated by the Historical Association, is just 10 blocks off
Highway 1, has amplec parking and consists of 5 acres, much of which can be utilized Pfu’w‘mf'
for interpretive purposes. It is also, historically speaking, central to the story of vour o

Propertics. . President’s
Advisary Baard

Tynthua L Schreurs

Saul Shepherd

Itis in close proximity to your Sweeney Ridge, from which Gaspar de Portola Fran Galdar
discovered the San Francisco Bay in 1769. As you know this discovery is regarded as
one of the most important of the Spanish colonial pertod in the regions north of
Mexico. Our Historical Association has long been involved in researching and
recording Portola’s expedition. Our museum’s founder, Dr. Frank Stanger, helped Gray Munks
translate the original journals of the main characters of the discovery party, identified b Sehiin

T Jack Focter ir

Georg: LeBerge

Tom hetat



their camp sites on the Peninsula and wrote scholarly articles and a book about the
party’s exploits,

The largest artifact on the site is the adobe house that belonged to Francisco Sanchez,
the one time alcalde of San F rancisco, commandant of the San Francisco Presidio and
leader of the Californians when they faced U.S. Marines at the Battle of Santa Clara.
Sanchez’s story will certainly relate to the history of your Rancho Corral de Terra of
the same era, which was possessed by Francisco’s neighbors.

While the house represents the state’s Mexican period, actually the site’s history is
important to all three of the earliest California eras. An Ohlone Indian village called
Pruristac thrived here. During mission times, an outpost stood on the site that supplied
the Mission at San Francisco with food and other raw materials. This was 4 substantial
operation, the largest of its kind in California. At one point as many people lived and
worked at the outpost as did at the Mission itself,

Our primary program at the Sanchez Adobe consists of a well-established hands-on
history program for youngsters in the 3™ and 4™ grades studying California History.
While learning about the site’s relationshi p to the first three eras of the state, the kids
make their own adobe bricks, learn how to use a lariat, grind corn, make candles and
participate in other learning activities. The program is so popular that when we open it
for reservations in the spring, within two weeks it is booked for the entire next school
year. We keep the site open to the public five days a week - - Tuesday through
Thursday and both weekend days.

While the programs are great, the County and Historical Association have not
substantially improved the site for interpretive purposes since the 1950°s. Obviously,
work is needed. Recognizing this, last year we completed a master plan for the site
that includes better utilization of the property and the building of an interpretive center.
This is the perfect time for us to have you involved and include the history of the
GGNRA’s holdings on the County’s coast as part of our efforts. We hope that we can
convince your staff to come to the Adobe Site, and with County Parks and Recreation
representatives, discuss how we can formulate a proposal that could get us all working
together. We are convinced that from an interpretive point of view, and from the
standpoint of best utilization of all our resources, a productive joint effort can be
created.

The San Mateo County Historical Association is a 1500 member, non-profit
organization that was established in 1935. We currently operate two historic sites in
the County; besides the Sanchez Adobe we also conduct the programming at the
Woodside Store for the County Parks and Recreation Division. Our largest recent
effort began 10 years ago when we moved our San Mateo County History Museum to
the 40,000 square foot “old” courthouse in Redwood City. Since that time we have
spent $20 million dolars to restore the building and make it one of the best county



history museums anywhere (I hope you can visit us sometime). While $10 million
came from a variety of governmental sources, the balance was raised through private
contributions.

We believe that with the County, we forge a great partnership with the GGNRA. We
look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Kowicf o
Karen McCown itch Poste
Chairwoman President

cc: Brian O’Neil
Steve Haller
Rich Gordon
Dave Holland
Sue Lempert
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Preservation of Equestrian Facilities in GGNRA

To:  Brian O’Neill, Superintendent
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

From: Members of the Santa Cruz County Horsemen’s Association

Re: (1) Support for preservation of equestrian facilities:
Ember Ridge, Picardo Ranch (Millwood), SFPUC Watershed easements,
Moss Beach Ranch, Ocean View Stables, Renegade Ranch, Rancho Tierra
del Coral, Presidio Riding Club, Miwok Stables and Golden Gate Dairy.

(2) Support for continued equestrian access to riding trails:

Milagra Ridge, Shelldance Nursery area, Sweeny Ridge, Cattle Hill, Mori Point,
Pedro Point, Devil’s Slide, San Pedro Mountain (all south of San Francisco), as
well as trails in Marin County and San Francisco that are located on GGNRA lands.

We the undersigned seek to preserve the existing equestrian facilities and trail access
which may in the future be affected by decisions taken by your General Management Planning
Team — GGNRA. The above-named stables have successfully operated for decades in our
local areas. These facilities are well known and highly utilized. Most are at or near full
capacity, confirming the enduring popularity of horseback riding and the continuing urgent
need for horse boarding facilities in these coastal areas. Qur stables enjoy wide public support
and aid many sectors of the local economy (hay and grain production, feed stores, tack stores,
online providers, veterinarians, farriers, instructors, rodeos, shows, restaurants, etc.). All of
these interests would suffer if riding or horse boarding opportunities were reduced.

As urban areas encroach on rural preserves, it becomes all the more important that the
government recognize that before the advent of GGNRA our equine facilities were already
responsible and established custodians of these lands. The trails have been cared for; they are
not degraded. Precautions have been taken not to pollute the seasonal streams. Buildings have
been kept to a minimum. Dirt bikes and off-road vehicles that would destroy the natural habitat
have been discouraged in an effort to preserve the areas. We continue to be good stewards of
the land.

With the continued high level of interest in horseback riding, horse camps for children,
hourly lessons and horse boarding, it is only reasonable that the local facilities be allowed to
continue operating in our coastal areas. Urban residents enjoy these traditional pastimes and
value the proximity of our stables to the cities. As construction encroaches on open spaces it
becomes more difficult to maintain equestrian facilities. Nevertheless, riding remains very
popular and we the undersigned need and support our equestrian facilities in the planned
Golden Gate National Recreation Area.
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Thank you for your attention to our petition and please find attached signatures
supporting the continuance and enhancement of our equestrian facilities under your
management.
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SLIDE
RANCH

August 1, 2008

 Ranch, a nonprofit California corporation established in 1970, submits the following comments in response to the proposed

al Management Plan for the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (the “Plan”). This statement was drafted by the Executive

tor and Vice President of the Board of Directors of Slide Ranch in consultation with the President of the Board and members
of the board’s Executive Committee.

Slide Ranch belongs and should remain where it is.

most recent draft of the Plan presents three alternatives for the future of the historic coastal site now occupied by Slide Ranch
ween Muir Beach and Stinson Beach, California. Two of those alternatives call for the relocation of Slide Ranch to a “more
irable location.” Slide Ranch respectfully but strongly disagrees with any proposed relocation of the Ranch. In this it is not

- The managers and staff of Slide Ranch have received a myriad of comments, written and oral, from past and present users of
site, parents of children who have benefited from its many educational programs, and teachers, all of whom unanimously and
husiastically endorse the operation of Slide Ranch in its present site. Slide Ranch management is advised that NPS staff has
eived a similar if not greater volume of comments urging that Slide Ranch 7oz be relocated away from its home on the coast.

The reasons for this outpouring of support for Slide Ranch are not hard to understand. Slide Ranch may be
the most beautiful outdoor classroom in the world. Its present location is ideally suited to the role Slide
Ranch plays in the ecology and social well-being of Marin County and the entire San Francisco Bay Area.

Founded in 1970, the year of the first Earth Day, located above the Pacific Ocean and blessed with a
panoramic view of the Marin County coastline, Slide Ranch teaches visitors to discover the wonder of the
natural world through hands-on activities and independent exploration. Participants of all ages, socio-
economic and ethnic backgrounds experience a deep connection to the Earth, its soil, water and the human
efforts that preserve the land and bring food to our tables. From the moment of its founding in 1970, Slide
Ranch immediately started serving inner-city children from San Francisco’s Mission District. Today more
than 8000 visitors — many of them underprivileged and at-risk youth -- attend Slide’s family days, school field
trips, summer camp and overnight camping programs each year. This direct and immediate immersion in the
natural world has generated a deep base of support for Slide Ranch that spans generations of San Francisco
Bay Area residents.

Plan Alternative One, “Connecting People with the Parks,” calls for Slide to remain where it is, and is very
much in line with the purpose of Slide Ranch. The NPS should keep in mind that the Ranch site was
purchased with private funds in 1970 and dedicated to public use in order to protect it from commercial
development. Slide Ranch’s founding and operation on the coast thus helped realize, and continues to
further, one of the basic congressional mandates in the establishment of the GGNRA, namely, that the
Secretary of the Interior “shall preserve the recreation area, as far as possible, in its natural setting, and
protect it from development and uses which would destroy the scenic beauty and natural character of the

area.” 16 U.S.C. §460bb.



beople of Slide Ranch have these words in mind every day. They maintain a deep sense of stewardship for the land and ocean

he creatures that inhabit them. Staff regularly remove invasive plants, maintain trails and provide interpretive and educational

grams that inspire visitors to help restore the coastal eco-system. Visitors to this scenic historic coastal farm thus experience

hand the connections between the food we eat and the natural elements that grow life. The Slide Ranch site has been used by

ers since the 19t Century. Building on 215t century methods of ecology and farm husbandry, Slide Ranch staff and volunteers

nage 134 acres of coast land consistent with its GGNRA Park Partnership and membership in Marin Organics (which Slide
Ranch joined in 2005).

clocation is unwarranted under the language of the Plan itself. Slide’s tide pool exploration and education program, habitat

ation days and curriculum are all heavily oriented to the Plan’s goal of “increasing visitor understanding, awareness and support

r coastal resources through participation in stories and programs about human interaction with and dependency on natural

arces.” The Slide Ranch site, perched above the crashing waves, inspires a sense of wonder and awe unlikely to be replicated
elsewhere.

ors and program participants are not the only beneficiaries of Slide’s magnificent location and excellent programs. Slide Ranch

ecome an important national training ground for young environmental workers, teachers and thinkers who come from all over

U.S. to participate in our Teachers-in-Residence program. After ten months of working at Slide Ranch, these young people
disperse to organizations nationwide to apply the knowledge and techniques they have learned at the Ranch.

ct Slide Ranch is an “evolved cultural landscape”, to borrow a term from the NPS, and has been in continuous agricultural use

nore than 100 years. It has performed multiple roles and tasks for generations of visitors at its current site. Geological issues

inly exist — indeed, the name comes from the historic “Big Slide” that served as a navigational landmark for 19t Century ships

»aching the Golden Gate — but those very issues present opportunities for innovation and creativity. The land beneath Slide’s

stic facilities is a continuously changing landscape that requires and inspires creative design solutions emphasizing flexibility,

ation and simplicity. In this sense Slide Ranch is not only a classroom but a laboratory for ecologically sound engineering and
land use in harmony with a rugged yet astonishingly beautiful environment.

Ranch celebrates a style of farm architecture and working-the-land ethic that dates well back into the earliest days of settlement

Vest Marin. Its food growing practices, organic soil, re-use of resources, buildings and infrastructure exemplify a light-carbon

>tprint operation reminiscent of a younger world but which employ the latest tools of organic farming. The Coastal Miwok

ple harvested and smoked food from the sea at the Slide Ranch site 800 years ago. Visitors today can examine the tide pools

- the Miwok fished and moments later enjoy Slide’s organic vegetable garden, the pride of West Marin. Slide Ranch honors the
Miwok and all people in its very contemporary yet timeless efforts to connect us all to the Earth.

We appreciate the opportunity to share with the General Management Plan team some of our views at this
stage. We may have additional comments and views to share with you as the planning process moves
forward and one or more alternatives are published by the GMP team.

You you have questions about the official position of Slide Ranch, please contact Executive Director Chatles
Higgins at 415.381.8758.

For more information about Slide Ranch, please visit www.slideranch.org.
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July 29, 2008

National Park Service

Golden Gate NRA General Management Planning Team
Denver Service Center

12795 West Alameda Parkway

Denver ,Co. 80225-287

Dcar GGNRA Planning Team:

Stinson Beach Village Association, in Marin County would like to thank you for this
opportunity to review and comment on the Management Plan for the Golden Gate
National Recreation Area(GGNRA).Our residence membership organization have
attended your Open House events in Fort Mason and Sausalito, with the focus to review
the alternatives outlined in the NPS Spring newsletter(2008), and afler collectively
meeting this month, drafted the comments below for your preview.

Within the framework of your management newsletter, we have overwhelmingly
endorsed the Concept#1: Connecting people to the Parks,”Park management would focus
on ways to attract and welcome people,connect people with the resourses, and promote
understanding, enjoyment,preservation and health.”We have realized since the
conception of the GGNRA to the ‘Park next Door’ means that the “recreational” options
are unique to these urban areas and that whatever final combinations are put forward that
‘PARKS TO THE PEOPLE® MUST PREVAIL.

The SBVA has strong concerns regarding ANY options put forward that ,within the
Management Zone, lessen or eliminate , alternatives for this Alternative #1. Examples of
these less desirable alternatives arc:

Any plan to remove or eliminate the existing restrooms,showers, or the South
parking lot to support increasing wetland resortation.During weekends throughtout the
sumnmer and during warm days year-round, Having the current parking capacity lends
itself to the enjoyment and options of the Park visitors and the balance of impact on the
Stinson Beach town/community/residents.

Of greater concern is the option in Alternative #2, where there is suggestion that
the Park would encourage the abandenment of Highway 1 between Stinson Beach and
Muir Beach in the event of a catastrophic slide(road undermining, mudslide rockslide,ect).
Our community would not and can not accept such a radical proposal with NO hope of
another alternative route(such as the Devil’s Slide Project in San Mateo).California State
Highway One is designated as aState and National treasure and a official Senic Highway
with all the clout that it carries.



Restoration of the natural ecosystem ol Easkoot creek watershed and the benefits
that would contribute to the natural processes that affect the Bolinas Lagoon is of great
concern the residendg of Stinson Beach in the 2008 community survey just released on
the community website(stinsonbeachviflage.com).Stinson Beach Village Association
does appreciate this lone-range planning process within our beautiful and unique home.
Our community environment is equally valued however, and SBVA and the residents
will stand firm for our cultural and community character values.

One last observation deals with ‘taking care’ of what you have. We believe that
the delayed and deferred maintance/repair of existing infrastructure must take
precedence over “new” projects of cnvironmental nature.

Again, we stand ready to work toward the improvement and enhanced character
of the Recreation Area and it’s options. Thank you for the opportunity to share these
commenls on the General Management Plan and your continued efforts.

Sincerely yours,

Swtt /7?
Scott Tye

SBVA Coordinator
Marin County



QQ:‘ Surfrider Foundation

Marin County Chapter
P.O. Box 1171
Larkspur, CA 34939

July 22, 2008

National Park Service

General Management Planning Team - GGNRA
Denver Service Center

12795 West Alameda Parkway

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Dear GGNRA Planning Team:

Surfrider Foundation, Marin County thanks you for the opportunity to comment upon the General
Management Plan for the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Representatives of
our organization attended your Open House in Sausalito, have reviewed the alfernatives outlined
in the Spring 2008 Newsletter, and have drafted the following comments for your consideration.

The three hundred members of Surfrider Foundation, Marin County support and promote the
protection of and public access to the coastal environment and beaches of Marin County's
precious coastline. GGNRA shares these objectives also. Of particular interest to our members
and to the surf community are the natural first-rate surf breaks at Rodeo Beach, Muir Beach and
Stinson Beach. We thank GGNRA for the great work it is doing to preserve these beaches,
provide easy public access, ample free parking and well-maintained pubiic restrooms.

Surfrider Foundation, Marin County appreciates the effort to develop a long-range plan to protect
our beautiful, sensitive environment. We urge you to expand the plan’s scope to include
coordination with other regional planning entities, such as County of Marin, the Army Corps of
Engineers and the State of California, to develop a consistent approach for the coastal
environment. Given climate change, rising sea levels, persistent cliff erosion and deteriorating
roads, coordination across all government agencies is vital to the health of our coastiine.

Regarding the three Management Concepts, Surfrider Foundation, Marin County, whole heartedly
supports Concept #1: Connecting Pecple with the Parks, "Park management would focus on
ways to attract and welcome people, connect people with the resources, and promote
understanding, enjoyment, preservation and health.” This concept emphasizes park’s
management commitment to the founding idea of “parks to the people.” We realize that the final
General Management Plan will contain elements from all three management concepts; however,
whenever there are conflicts among the alternatives, we urge you to give primary consideration o
Concept #1: Connecting People with the Parks.

The following are our comments regarding the alternatives for the Management Zones of interest
to our members,

Marin County, Stinson Beach to Bolinas-Fairfax Road.

We support Alternative 1, which improves existing facilities, replaces existing restrooms and
showers, protects and restores the coastat ecosystems and contributes to the restoration of
natural processes that affect the Bolinas Lagoon.

In Alternative 2, we are strongly opposed tc the elimination of the south parking lof to support
wetland restoration. On summer weekends and during very warm days, visitors to Stinson Beach
fill all the existing parking lots. Having this large parking capacity greatly contributes to the
economic well being to the town of Stinson Beach.



Under Alternative 2, we oppose the suggestion that park management encourage the
abandonment of Highway 1 between Muir Beach and Stinson Beach in the event of a
catastrophic landsiide.

Under Alternative 3, we support restoring the natural ecosystem of Easkoot Creek riparian angd
the preservation of the coastal defense structures east of Highway 1.

Marin County, Slide Ranch.

Surfrider Foundation, Marin County supports Alternative #1 for Slide Ranch, which is a
continuation of an environmental and farm education center managed by a park.partner. This
partner in good faith has successfully managed this area since before the GGNRA was created.
We strongly oppose the Alternative #2 proposal to forcibly remove the center and farm education
program to a more geologically stable site.

Marin County, Golden Gate Dairy (Muir Beach)

Surfrider Foundation, Marin County supports Alternative #1, which maintains existing historic
structures, supports the Muir Beach Volunteer Fire Department, moves equestrian use to Lower
Redwood Creek, improves trailhead and public transit stop and enhances the creek corridor.

We oppose that portion of Alternative #2 that calls for the removal of non-historic residences and
restricts equestrian use to designated trails only.

Marin Headlands: Fort Berry and Fort Cronkhite

Surfrider Foundation, Marin County supports Alternative #1, which among several proposals
maintains and improves the recreational experiences including surfing, swimming, hiking, bicycle
and horseback riding.

We agree with Alternative #3, which improves the historic preservation of military history and
structures.

Offshore Marine Environment

Surfrider Foundation, Marin County congratulates GGNRA for its managing of the 1000-foot-wide
fringe of coastal waters immediately offshore and supports Alternative #1 which coordinates
policies with the Monterey Bay and Guilf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuaries. We
especially support the policy of no motorized boating including no jet-skies.

We oppose the portions of Alternatives #2 and #3, which would permit motorized boating. Would
this include jet-skies? in our opinion, it is impossible to preserve the sensitive marine environment
and allow recreational motarized boating.

Again we thank you for the opportunity to comment on the General Management Plan and your
consideration of our suggestions.

Sincerely yours,

e Sl T

President
Surfrider Foundation
Marin County Marin County




e AN
Tm THMM’HJ"E lI'.i.LTF-IiI:"i ATIVES FER M-‘nll-'"l

July 31, 2008

Superintendent Brian O’Neill

National Park Service

General Management Planning Team - GGNRA
Denver Service Center

12795 West Alameda Parkway

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Re: Comments on Golden Gate NRA - General Management Plan

Dear Superintendent O’Neill:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the General Management Plan for the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (“GGNRA”).

Transportation Alternatives for Marin (“TAM”) is a 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation
whose mission is to promote pedestrian and bicycle transportation, particularly in the
United States. This mission is advanced through the study of international best practices
and the promotion of Marin County, California as a model community of pedestrian and
bicycle transportation. Our objective is to demonstrate that investment in integrated
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, combined with education, can relieve a substantial
portion of the overall transportation load.

The mission of the National Park Service is to “preserve unimpaired the natural and
cultural resources and values of the national park system for the enjoyment, education,
and inspiration of this and future generations.” The best way to advance this mission is
to develop sustainable alternative transportation systems as a means to reduce
congestion both accessing and within the parks, reduce carbon footprint, minimize
detrimental environmental consequences of automotive traffic and emissions, and
enhance the peaceful, natural experience that draws visitors. We encourage the NPS to
work with its local partners and gateway communities to develop creative, long-term
transportation solutions in and around our parks.

We encourage the National Park Service to emphasize non-motorized access to the
GGNRA in this planning process. A large number of everyday users of the GGNRA are
local users. We recommend that the NPS consider the huge increase in non-motorized
infrastructure in Marin County to access the GGNRA in the Marin portions of the
National Recreation Area, particularly in Southern Marin. These notable increased
access opportunities are primarily in the Tennessee Valley and Highway 1 areas.

Our recommendations are made for the National Park Service to include in the General
Management Plan EIR process to consider as Alternatives.

1
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The recommendations we make below are primarily for safe and separate
accommodation for non-motorized travelers, which are primarily cyclists and
pedestrians. Safe and separate accommodations for pedestrians and cyclists are
primarily Class I bike paths and multi-use paths. Separate infrastructure increases the
number of non-motorized users and provides safer accommodation.

The following are our specific infrastructure recommendations:

1.

Class I Bikeway from Vista Point to Ft. Baker. Ft. Baker has been renovated based

upon sustainable principles. Non-motorized access to Ft. Baker provides the best,
easiest access to Alexander Avenue, Sausalito. Safe and separate bicycle
infrastructure should be constructed from Vista Point and GGNRA property down
to Ft. Baker and from Ft. Baker to Alexander Avenue via East Road.

Manzanita Transferium.

a.

The NPS should consider working with a public/private partnership including
the owners of the land, or possible new owners of the land, next to the Holiday
Inn Express on the north side of Highway 1 and the surrounding area at the
Manzanita Exit. This is an excellent location for a bus access/transferium and for
automobile parking. This should be studied as an opportunity to get people to
use non-motorized travel as well as transit including busses to the GGNRA.
There is plenty of space to build discreet parking in this area and also work with
private parties to build accommodation for automobiles and transfer areas as
well as hotel accommodations for GGNRA visitors. The strategy should be to get
people to get out of their automobiles. Such strategies could include free parking
at this area, only if people get out of their cars and use non-motorized or transit
services, both private and public, to access the GGNRA. This would be an
excellent location for a bike station, which would provide bike rentals.
(Essentially, the GGNRA would only rent the bike station and leave the running
of the business to a private business.)

3. Tam Valley Mini-Loop.

a.

Part of the Tam Valley Mini-Loop is being constructed from Manzanita Station
on the North side of Highway 1 to the Tennessee Valley path currently called the
“Manzanita Connector.” The Park Service should work to complete safe and
separate infrastructure on each side of Highway 1 from the Manzanita station to
the Tam Valley intersection of Highway 1 and Almonte Blvd. While parts of this
will be completed soon, a complete system would facilitate non-motorized access
through this area and provide accommodation to decrease congestion,
particularly for local residents. This would be a huge mitigation measure for
local residents given the amount of traffic that comes through this area into the
GGNRA.

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES FOR MARIN e 187 E. BLITHEDALE AVENUE ® MILL VALLEY ® CA e 94941
TEL: 415.389.5040 x24 FAX: 415.389-5044
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b. Grade separated intersection at Highway 1 and Almonte Blvd for automobile

traffic and non-motorized users. The NPS should consider acquiring a 70 yard
perimeter of the lands surrounding the intersection of Highway 1 and Almonte
on each of the three sides of the T intersection of Highway 1 and Almonte Blvd.
and convert such areas to resting areas, meeting areas and non-motorized access
areas to the GGNRA. Additionally, the NPS should study elevating the roadway
at the intersection, with bicycle and pedestrian facilities under the road in every
direction beneath Highway 1 and Almonte Blvd. This would separate the
automobiles from cyclists and pedestrians at a busy intersection, allowing safe
and separate passage for all users.

The NPS should consider acquiring the land on the east side of Highway 1 from
Coyote Creek to the Highway 1 Almonte Blvd. intersection and return this area
to wetlands. This would also provide better non-motorized access along the
frontage area on the east side of Highway 1. This would provide the opportunity
to raise the road level at this area and decrease traffic issues regarding flooding.

From the Almonte Blvd. / Highway 1 intersection, along Highway 1, provide
safe and separate bicycle accommodation on each side of Highway 1 up to
Loring.

From Almonte Blvd. / Highway 1 intersection, complete the Tam Valley Mini-
Loop by providing safe and separate non-motorized accommodation on each
side of Almonte Blvd. from Highway 1 and Almonte intersection to the Almonte
/ Miller Avenue split at the south end of Tamalpais High School.

4. Tennessee Valley Non-Motorized Connection. The County of Marin is building a

pedestrian / bicycle path from the North-South Greenway near Coyote Creek up to
the Tam Valley Community Center. We recommend that the Park Service continue
the path from the Tam Valley Community Center all the way into Tennessee Valley
to provide continuous, safe and separate non-motorized access to this Park entrance.

5. Southern Marin Parklands Flat, Paved Access to Muir Woods. We recommend that

the NPS study an access route that provides non-motorized access from Manzanita
Station (a connection to the North-South Greenway) to Muir Woods on a safe and
separate continuous and basically flat path that would allow all users to access the
GGNRA in a non-motorized fashion, as follows:

a.

Complete the path from Tam Valley Community Center to Tennessee Valley
Park Entrance.

Construct a tunnel near the Haypress region in Tennessee Valley through to
Green Gulch. The tunnel would be approximately .85 miles long. From the Green
Gulch side of the tunnel, construct a Class I multi use pathway from Green Gulch

3
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to Muir Woods Park Entrance. The pathway would parallel Shoreline Highway
to Muir Woods Road to the Muir Woods Entrance.

c. Provide secure, covered bicycle parking at Muir Woods Park Entrance.

6. Northern Loop, non-paved/pervious surface. We recommend the construction of a
non-paved, pervious surface path for both cyclist and pedestrian accommodation
from Muir Woods up to the ridge near Highway 1, above Highway 1 at the lowest
elevation possible to Stinson Beach, from Stinson Beach down Highway 1 past the
school, connecting to a planned, improved path up Bolinas Ridge to the Coastal
Trail, the Coastal Trail to Rock Springs, from Rock Springs to Pan Toll, from Pan Toll
back down to Muir Woods.

7. Stinson Beach Improvements. Develop a specific plan for Stinson Beach working
with the Stinson Beach residents for parking, bicycle and pedestrian improvements,
in particular to limit the areas where people can park outside of the State Park.
Consider using alternatives such as parking stickers for locals to identifying them as
allowing to park on local streets and only allowing visitors to park in areas
designated for visitor parking, including Stinson Beach State Park and the
downtown Stinson Beach area.

We recognize that some of these suggestions are bold. We also know that in the era of
limited oil resources, greenhouse gasses, energy dependence, traffic congestion, and
health concerns, bold solutions are needed. Some of our suggestions are rather
straightforward. Others are expansive. We really encourage the NPS to consider these
alternatives to get people out of their automobiles and to access GGNRA in a sustainable
manner, with a reduced carbon footprint and healthier approach to GGNRA access.

Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully submitted,
.'",-f- 7 '.r
Ot 7 it

Patrick M. Seidler

President
cc: Supervisor Charles McGlashan
Supervisor Steve Kinsey
Marin County Bicycle Coalition
4
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City and County of San Francisco
Frank V. Filice
TR Manager of Capital Planning
TR 30 Van Ness_ 5” Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102

PH 415.558.4011
Fax 415558.4519

Frank.filice@sfdpw.org

Gavin Newsom, Mayor
Edward D. Reiskin, Director

August 4, 2008

National Parks Service
Denver Service Center
Stephan Nofield

12795 West Alameda Parkway
PO Box 252287

Denver CO 80225-0287

Department of Public Works
Fred V. Abadi, Ph.D., Deputy Director

Architecture Bureau
Gary Hoy

Construction Management
Donald J. Eng, P.E.

Engineering Bureau

James Chia

Project Management Bureau
Edgar A Loper

Street Use and Mapping Bureau
Barbara L. Moy

Subject Comments on Ocean Beach Section of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area

General Management Plan

Dear Mr. Norfield:

On behalf of Executive Committee for the Ocean Beach Restoration - Great Highway
Erosion Control Project, we wish to provide the following comments on the Golden Gate
National Recreation Arca General Management Plan dated as contained in Newsletter 4.
Spring 2008. The Committee supports Ocean Beach Alternative 1 Connecting with
People. Altcrnative 1 is in tune with the efforts Ocean Beach Restoration - Great

Highway Erosion Control Project started in 2002.

For the over presentation of the Ocean Beach section contained in the General

Muanagement Plan we wish to express the following.

1. The description detail of Ocean Beach in the Management Plan lacks the specificity

warranted and granted to other GGNRA sites identified in the Management Plan. Ocean
Beach is approximately 3 miles long and has diverse habitat area and recreation functions
that do not accurately {it into the alternatives provided in the plan.

2. The city maintains a number of access easements across that parallel to the beach.
The complexity of uses and users along the length of Ocean Beach should be identified in
the management plan.

3. Statements made in alternatives 2 and 3 on page 33 of the Management Plan do not fit
the physical environment The Natural Zone stated on page 33 discusses a natural
shoreline process to continue to create a beach, dues and cliffs from central Ocean Beach

“IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCG” We are dedicated individuals committed
to teamwork, customer service and continucus improvement in partnership with the community.
Customer Service Teamwork Continuous improvement



to Mussel Rock. About 3000 feet from Sloat Blvd south towards the Fort Funston the
area is not in, “a natural state of eroding sedimentary bluffs.” The bluft material in this
area is landfill utilizing concrete, rock, brick and other deleterious material. Any type of
managed retreat program as outlined in alternatives 2 and 3 would expose and add more
deleterious material, to the detriment of beach users.

If you have any questions on our comments please contact me at 415-558-4011. I look
forward to assisting the National Park Service on the development of their Generai
Management Plan

Sincerel :
0 AL
Frank V. Filice
Manager of Capital Planning

¢: Peter Mull USACOE
Kim Sterrett, California Boating and Waterways
Steve Ortega, GGNRA
Jon Loiacono, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

“IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO" We are dedicated individuals committed
to teamwork, customer service and continuous improvement in partnership with the community.
Customer Service Teamwork Continuous Improvement
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July 30, 2008

Mr. Brian O’ Neill

Superintendent

Golden Gaie National Recreation Area
Building 201, Fort Mason Center

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: City Council Comments on the Draft General Management Plan/EIS

Newsletter X
Bz
Dear Supepnitendent O’ Neiil:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the General Management
Plan/EIS Newsletter 4, dated Spring 2008. We'd like to preface our comments with an
expression of appreciation for the long standing partnership between the GGNRA and
the City of Pacifica that has led to the protection and restoration of important open
space. In addition, the GGNRA and the Parks Conservancy should be lauded for the
recent restoration work on Mori Point, and the continuing maintenance efforts on
upper Milagra Ridge.

The following comments were discussed and agreed upon at the City Council meeting
of July 28, 2008 The City’s GGGNRA Liaison Committee recently sent a letter
containing comments on the GMP newsletter, and the City Council concurs with those
comments. While we clearly recognize the inherent value of open space and park
lands, it is vital that we reinforce the positive economic component of these amenities.
To that end, we strongly believe that the visitor center needs to be located in the City
of Pacifica, where our established visitor serving uses may benefit from the increased
visitor traffic and the infrastructure exists to better serve visitors. Increased access and
connectivity to other trails and recreation areas, such as the Bay Area Rudge Trail and
the San Francisco Watershed property, should be an important component of the GMP
update. The GMP update should also provide for the continuation of the Shelldance
Nursery. This well established use attracts many visitors and is a benefit to both the
GGNRA and the City. Finally, as mentioned above, the City Council concurs with
other comments contained in the letter from the GGNRA Liaison Committee,
including consideration of the “scenic corridor” designation for Park land in Pacifica,
clarification of the hiking hut concept, continuation of and accommodation for
cquestrian trails and uses, and further integration with public transit.

Fath of Portola 1769 * San Francisco Bay Discovery Site
{} Printed on Recycied Paper
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July 16, 2008

Mr. Brian O’ Neil}
Superintendent

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Building 201, Fort Mason Center

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Comments on the Draft General Management Plan/EIS Newsletter
Dear Superintendent O Neil]-

I'am writing to provide comments on the General Management Plan/EIS Newsletter 4,
dated Spring 2008. The members of the GGNRA Liaison Committee of the City of
Pacifica (GGNRA LC) discussed this document at our monthly meeting on May 26,
2008. We would like to begin by thanking you and your staff for the production of a
professional document that is wel] done with excellent graphics and Summary material
which make your recommendations easy to understand.

The GGNRA LC understood the GMP update to be premised on need to have a plan for
the San Mateo properties within the GGNRA which became part of the park afier the

being considered for inclusion in, the GGNRA.

e in the “scenic corridor” designation. For example, we believe there should
be more diverse opportunities for recreational activities and access at the Shelldance
Nursery Area and Picardo Ranch, should it become part of the park_

The GGNRA LC believes there should be a commitment to maintain equestrian trails at
Picardo Ranch, and there should also be a serious evaluation for the siting of a drive-
through facility to park a truck and horse trailer somewhere in Pacifica.

On the subject of hiking huts, the commiltee suggests greater clarification on what is
meant by hiking huts. As you know, ther¢ has been a concept paper circulated that
advances the idea of facilities to provide ovemnight lodging, food, environmental

Ptk of Purtola 1789 - San Francisoo Say Liscoven, Site
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education and habitat restoration.  This 1s ot the same as “Tustic overnight
accommodations” and we believe the mext iteration of the GMP update would be
improved by an elaboration on what is meant by these various types of accommodations.

We rtecommend further exploration into the ‘dea of connecting trails in Pacifica
(including GGNRA property, San Pedro Valley County Park, and other parklands) to
Rancho Corral de Tierra property and McNee Ranch State Park. These options should
include using the proposed Bay Area Ridge Trail which we understand may traverse the
Peninsula Watershed property managed by the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission.

In the same way that we feel the GMP should expand on trail connections for hiking, the
committee believes there should be an examination of public transportation connections.
For example, we like to {hink there will be great Jemand in the near future for hikers who
might walk from the north or central part of Pacifica to destinations to the south to take a
SAMTRANS bus back north at the end of their trek. Integrating these transportation
concepts at this early stage will further the likelihood of them happening in the future.

The GGNRA LC feels strongly that the “multi-agency visitor :nformation and orientation
facility” needs to be in Pacifica. In this newsletter, it appears as if the GGNRA prefers for
this visitors center to be located in Rancho Corral de Tierra, We agree that a smaller
satellite center might be appropriate for the southern entrance to the park, however, we
unanimously feel that Pacifica must be the location of a larger visitor center as it witl

have more visitation from trps originating to the north and the Pacifica has the business
and commercial infrastructure to support high levels of visitation.

Last, we support the idea of creating more struciures and programs for the youth. We
know this is important to GGRNA as well, but suggest we explore opportunities for
constructing facilities dedicated to youth programs, which will serve as possible
stewardship and internship opportunities for students and young adults.

We thank you and your staff for your dedication and hard work. We continue to be
grateful for all that you have done and continue to do for the advancement of park lands
in and near Pacifica.

Sincerely

ﬂ 4 u//f/%f() Wb&’

'FO‘P Paul Jones
Co-Chair

cc! City Council
GGNRA Liaison Commuitee

\/ National Park Service
General Management Planning Team — GGNRA
Denver Service Center
12795 West Alameda Parkway
Denver, CO 80223




[ Gre

@

Coastal

Conservancy

Ll 1,

National Park Service July 16, 2008
Denver Service Center

Stephan Nofield

12795 West Alameda Parkway

PO Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

RE:  Comments on GGNRA General Management, Plan Newsletter #4

Staff of the State Coastal Conservancy submitted comments on the above-referenced
document on July 9, 2008. We regret that our comments on the San Mateo County portion of
the plan were omitted from our original letter. Please consider this additional input from
Coastal Conservancy staff:

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

San Mateo County

Mori Point: Conservancy staff supports Alternative 1, with its dual focus of resource
preservation and public traifs. Millions of doliars of privatc and public money — including
$500,000 from the Conservancy - is currently being spent building trails on this property,
The California Coastal Trail runs through this land. To “hi ghly control” visitor use, as
proposed in Alternative 2, would negate the purpose of these years of work and millions of
dollars of grants.

Pedro Point: Again, Conscrvancy staff supports Alternative |, with its emphasis on public
trails. To restrict public access (as proposed hy Alternativc 2) would be inappropriate for this
property which was acquired with public funds and provides a critical Imk in the California

Coastal Trail.

Meontara Lighthouse: Conservancy staff strongly supports Alternative 1, with a particular
emphasis on enhancing the current hoste] and day use programmung. The hostel should be
kept open to the general public, not turned into a “campus” with overni ght accommodations
restricted to “program participants and staff” (as proposed in Alternative 2) or people taking
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part in a “historical immersion experience” (Alternative 3).  To limit overnight stays to
people who sign up for a program would ultimately mean that only school groups and
organized nonprofits would be able to enjoy this absolutely unigue overnight experience.
Famulies, foreigners, people passing through ~ these are the people currently using the hostel
who would be shut out by Alternatives 2 and 3. People should be able to enjoy a night or two
in this wonderful place without having to sign up for a “program.” Instead, the hostel should
be expanded, for general public use, as proposed in Alternative 1, with access from Highway
1 improved.

Thank you for taking these comments into consideration.

Sincerely,

D)

icht
Project Manager
Coastal Conservancy
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National Park Service July 9, 2008
Denver Service Center

Stephan Nofield

12795 West Alameda Parkway

PO Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

RE: Comments on GGNRA General Management, Plan Newsletter #4

The staff of the State Coastal Conservancy appreciates this opportunity to comment on the
above-referenced document. As you may know, over the last two decades, the Coastal
Conservancy has assisted several nonprefit agencies to carry out a number of projects
throughout the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Because the Coastal
Conservancy’s mandate includes both resource protection and public access, we appreciate
and are generally supportive of this effort to take a broad look at management approaches
throughout the GGNRA. However, because the preliminary alternatives described in the
newsletter are so broad, staff had difficulty ascertaining the basis for the approaches. We
assume that many of the management approaches were based on the Park Service’s collective
experience in managing this park, but we look forward to reviewing the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) in order to better understand the basis for the alternatives.

As a general comment, the presentation of alternatives comes across as suggesting that
“connecting people with the parks” (Alternative 1) is mutually exclusive with “preserving
and enjoying coastal ecosystems” (Alternative 2), when coastal ecosystem
interpretation/enhancement and environmental stewardship are also elements of connecting
people with the parks. We feel that the interpretation elements of Alternative 1 can
incorporate coastal ecosystem protectionss, as appropriate.

Furthermore, the educational/engagement components of Alternative 1 should also “...focus
on engaging visitors, communities, and partners in participatory science, education, and
stewardship focused on the coastal environment,” as described for Alternative 2. The
Conservancy staff supports Alternative 2’s increased emphasis on forms of recreation that
would not significantly reduce the cross section of the public that could access the GGNRA,

1330 Broadway, 13" Floor
Oakland, California 94612-2530
510-286-1015 Fax: 510-286+0470
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but would heighten visitors® experience of nature and would allow for the enhancement of
natural resources.

In some cases, as in areas where natural resources are very sensitive, it may be appropriate to
restrict public access. However in such cases, we would advocate a concomitant focus on
programming to encourage people to learn about and enjoy the natural resources. This would
be particularly true in places where the Park Service has already invested in restoration, such
as at Muir Woods and portions of the Redwood Creek watershed where there is a program to
improve anadromous fish habitat. In such cases, the Park Service will need to carefully
balance the need for visitor amenities with habitat protection.

Finally, any/all alternatives should incorporate what was explicitly specified regarding Park
Service leadership under the overview section of Alternative 2, i.¢., that the Park Service “in
collaboration with community partners, would demonstrate leadership in pro-active
adaptation and management in face of climate change and sea level rise.” Climate change
and sea level rise are not specific to any one of the management alternatives, and should
therefore be addressed regardless of which management alternative is selected.

On behalf of the Conservancy staff, I want to thank you again for this opportunity to
comment on the management plan and we look forward to working with the Park Service on
refining the alternatives. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. My direct
number is 510 286-7028.

Sincerely,

A e

Tom Gandesbery
Project Manager
San Francisco Bay Program

Specific comments attached.

ifornia State Coastal Conservamncy
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

SAN FRANCISCO Section, Overview Subsection:

1) Alternative 1’s educational/engagement components could also include what was
specified for Altermative 2: “...focus on engaging visitors, communities, and partners in
participatory science, education, and stewardship focused on the coastal environment.”

2) Any/ali alternatives should incorporate what was explicitly specified regarding Park
Service leadership under the overview section of Alternative 2, i.¢., that the Park Service “in
collaboration with community partners, would demonstrate leadership in pro-active
adaptation and management in face of climate change and sea level rise.” Climate change
and sea level rise are not specific to any one of the management alternatives, and should
therefore be addressed regardless of which management alternative is selected.

Fort Mason: The “stewardship hub” described in Alternative 2 should be incorporated into
Alternative 1.

Fort Funston: Why is the expanded “park operations zone™ only proposed in Alternative 17

Ocean Beach: Staff questions whether it is feasible to establish a “natural zone” at a beach
that is located in such an urbanized area as this. We would be interested in more detail about
how this can be carried out. We note that the dune restoration at Crissy Field has been in
place for a few years now and could be used as a model for dune plant restoration at other
locations.

Offshore Marine Areas: We question the Park Service’s proposal to establish a “‘sensitive
resources zone” (marine reserve) along the shoreline and within the sub-tidal portions of the
GGNRA. Again, and perhaps because an EIS is not currently available, we do not
understand the basis for designating these arcas and restricting access . What exactly would
drive the Park Service to prohibit access to these areas? This raises the need to do site-
specific studies of sensitive resources before making broad and far-reaching management
decisions. This is especially true for migratory bird species, since the population of birds to
be protected may be very large in the winter, when, presumably, human visitation numbers
are at their lowest. And presuming there is a case to be made for restricting boating in these
arcas, how would the Park Service enforce these rules? Would the Service need to establish
a marine patrol to exclude boaters from these “patches” of water, or would it rely on Coast
Guard and the state Department of Fish and Game for enforcement?

Muir Woods: The Conservancy has been a partner in the restoration of Redwood Creek,
providing funds to a number of projects focused on restoring the watershed. We therefore
support Alternative 2°s emphasis on restoration of the creek, even at the expense of some
visitor amenities. However, we are concerned that requiring nearly all visitors to arrive by
shuttie would greatly decrease the number of people who will experience the unique

i fornia S tate Coastal Conservancy
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resources of Muir Woods, and prefer Alternative 1’s approach of providing a shuttle service
and decreased/modified parking at the Muir Woods. A middle ground between these two
alternatives that maintains an emphasis on accelerated restoration of Redwood Creek,
including rerouting the Dipsea Trail creek crossing, would be preferred by the Conservancy.
For example, the Conservancy would support not adding new restrooms and drinking water
near Bridge 4, if it would result in enhanced creek restoration.

The Conservancy would support Alternative ! for the Muir Woods Addition, because it calls
for the utilization of the Camp Hillwood structures to enhance educational opportunities,
while at the same time relocating operational functions in the rest of the Muir Woods
Addition to other areas to allow for natural resource enhancement.

Stinson Beach to Bolinas-Fairfax Road: The Conservancy would support Alternative 2’s
empbhasis on enhancing the Faskoot Creek riparian corridor and restoring wetlands by
redesigning and removing parking areas while maintaining the current level of visitor
services. However, the Conservancy is concerned that removing the parking area may cause
congestion and problems in the community of Stinson Beach during busy weekends, and
ultimately decrease the number of visitors coming to the beach. Improving alternative
transportation options, or providing nearby parking in a less sensitive location, should both
be explored as possible approaches to allow natural resource restoration and enhancement
without detracting from public access.

Highway 1 and Panoramic Highway: The Conservancy would support Alternative 1
(maintaining Highway 1 and provided increased informational signage and pullouts). This
section of the Highway is used extensively by cyclists. The Conservancy would strongly
support improved safety measures for bicyclists, whether they consist of signage or bicycle
lanes. Alternative 2 for this area supports abandoning the stretch of Highway 1 between
Muir Beach and Stinson Beach if a major slide were to occur. While we are intrigued by this
idea, we wonder if a public access trail would suffer the same fate as the Highway? Also,
access to Slide Ranch and the Steep Ravine Rustic Cabins, and possibly other public and
private facilities could be negatively affected. As this road is part of the state highway
system, we would assume that Caltrans would facilitate a careful cost-benefit analysis and
comprehensive traffic study as part of the process of deciding whether to rebuild the roadway
after a future slide.

Slide Ranch: The Conservancy supports Alternative 1, which calls for the enhancement of
the environmental and farm education center at this site. The existing location offers unique
access to scenic views and to the coast, while providing rustic facilities for farm and
environmental education. It is unlikely that another site could be found that would provide a
similar experience.

Lower Redwood Creek: The Conservancy supports Alternative 2. The Conservancy has
invested and will continue to invest in the restoration of the Redwood Creek watershed, and
Alternative 2 provides the best management to further enhance and restore Redwood Creek’s
resources, while at the same time accommodating additional trail connections to the Coastal

i fornia State Coastal Conservancy
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Trail and providing visitor opportunities for stewardship. The Conservancy also supports the
idea of exploring increased water storage capacity to protect salmon. The addition of a small
scale educational organic farm at this site seems unnecessary given that Slide Ranch provides
the same service and is located only 2 miles north on Highway 1.

Golden Gate Dairy: The Conservancy supports the mixture of increased access (transit
stop, visitor orientation) and natural resource enhancement {creek corridor enhancement,
preservation and enhancement of uplands) offered by Alternative 1. If possible, the
Conservancy would prefer that development of equestrian facilities not be relocated to Lower
Redwood Creek if doing so would constrain creek restoration. The Conservancy would
support locating the equestrian facilities in whichever of these two locations allows for the
greatest restoration/enhancement of Redwood Creek.

Tennessee Valley: The Conservancy supports Alternative 1, with the addition of the
removal of unnecessary dams and artificial ponds (unless these are providing habitat for
California red-legged frog) as described in Alternative 2. The Couservaney is particularly
supportive of the idea of bringing transit to this site and extending the multiuse trail to
connect with the Mill Valley Bike Path (Bay Trail), as well as improvements to the equestrian
facility to protect the adjacent riparian area, as described in Alternative 1.

Marin Headlands: Oakweod Valley, Marin City Ridge, and Gerbode Valley: The
Conservancy supports Alternative 1, with its expansion of visitor facilities within the
“Diverse Opportunities” zone, which is a very small portion of this arca overall. Alternative
1 will also allow for preservation and enhancement of natural resources in the rest of this
area.

Marin Headlands: Fort Barry and Fort Cronkhite: The Conservancy would support a
combination of Alternatives 1 and 2, allowing for continued adaptive reuse of the Fort’s
structures, enhanced visitor facilities, such as a warming hut and transit stop, and restoration
of coastal resources for threatened and endangered species. The Conservancy encourages the
GGNRA to explore the possibilities of developing enhanced visitor facilities and a transit
stop through the adaptive reuse approach that has been employed successfully so far.
Hopefully, this will allow for restoration of natural resources at the same time as these
facilities are added.

Capehart Housing Area: The Conservancy supports Alternative 1, which aliows for creek
restoration while providing replacement sustainable housing for the park’s workforce.

Conzelman, Bunker, and McCullough Roads: The Conservancy supports Alternative 2,
which would provide for improved visitor access in the immediate road corridor, and
enhancement of mission blue butterfly habitat. Restricting visitor access to designated trails
in this zone is appropriate given the status of the mission blue,

t f ornia S tatoe Coastal Conservamncy
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Kirby Cove: The Conservancy supports Alternative 2, with continued beach access,
camping, and connections to the SF Bay Water Trail, as well as mission blue butterfly habitat
expansion and enhancement.

Califormnia S tate C oastal C onservancy



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE

Guif of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary
991 Marine Drive
San Francisco, CA 94129

July 18, 2008

National Park Service
General Management Planning Team —GGNRA
Goga_gmp{@nps.gov

RE: Comments on General Management Plan Preliminary Alternatives
Dear General Management Planning Team:

Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary (GFNMS) has reviewed the General
Management Plan (GMP) Preliminary Alternatives provided in Newsletter 4 dated Spring 2008
for the Golden Gate National Recreational Area (GGNRA). GFNMS manages the waters and
submerged lands of GGNRA off the Coast of San Mateo and Marin Counties to the mean high
tide, including the tidal waters and submerged lands currently adjacent to, and overlapping
jurisdiction with GGNRA. Therefore, we plan to be an active stakeholder, partner and
collaborator in the implementation of the GMP.

All comments provided herein discuss GFNMS’ suggestions on shaping the preferred
alternative(s), focus on the impacts to GFNMS, and examine the need for the inclusion and
clarification of GFNMS jurisdiction. We have specific comments on several preliminary
alternatives for Marin and San Mateo Counties and some overall comments on the maps and the
management zones.

General Corhments

GFNMS supports the general approach of three Concepts and Guiding Principles as presented in
the newsletter. In particular, we encourage GGNRA to acknowledge specific regional
collaborations and partnerships when describing potential actions under each of the alternatives,
including the preferred alternative. We also encourage an ecosystem-based approach to actions
in the preferred alternative,

GFNMS supports all actions in the preliminary alternatives that protect coastal streams from
erosion and restore riparian habitat. We encourage GGNRA to protect and improve water
quality in the creeks that drain into Sanctuary waters. Improving water quality in areas of
management along coastal streams and land use in the coastal zone including Slide Ranch, Muir
Beach and Rancho Corral de Tierra helps protect sanctuary resources.

GFNMS regulations prohibit discharging or depositing any material or other matter directly into
the Sanctuary from the land [15 CFR § 922.83 (a)(2)]. It is critical that any land uses within
GGNRA along the shoreline have clean discharges. Actions that improve offshore water quality
should be incorporated into the preferred alternative.




Maps and Management Zones

The maps are a great way to communicate actions to the public. We suggest that Sanctuary
boundaries are added to the maps to show overlapping jurisdictions within the ocean. We
noticed that Preliminary Alternative 2 has two offshore “Sensitive Resources” zones and that
recreational activities allowed under these zones could include non-motorized boating, but could
potentially exclude fishing and motorized fishing. We have several recommendations for
clarifying exactly what these two areas would and would not allow.

The area off Point Bonita, at Bird Island, is now home to a Common Murre colony. This was
observed in June 2008 by U.S. Fish and Wildlife from the Bird Island overlook (south of the
rock) along a southeast-facing wall on the west side of the rock. Brandt's Cormorants have also
been observed nesting in this area. Most of the cormorant nests are on the west side along the
flatter top portion of the rock. This new information should be considered in how this offshore
area is designated in the preferred alternative.

GFNMS has an entire program dedicated to the protection of seabirds, The Seabird Colony
Protection Program, which began in 2006. This Program specifically aims to reduce human
disturbance to seabirds at coastal breeding and roosting sites in Central California in order to
improve the survival and recruitment of seabirds by targeting the three main sources of these
disturbances: boats, planes and humans on foot. Annual funding for education and outreach is
provided, and this is also a partnership program with state and federal agencies, including
National Park Service. GFNMS welcomes an ongoing partnership for seabird protection.

The program tracks disturbances through monitoring. Monitoring data has shown that both
motorized and non-motorized vessels can cause a disruption to breeding activities, and that boats
have caused the most severe observed impacts to seabird colonies by approaching in close
proximity. According to a report released in 1998 by H.R. Carter et al., seabird population
responses to preventing disturbances by boats could include increased breeding successes,
population size and roosting use. These benefits to seabird populations would help compensate
for injuries to seabirds from oils spills and other anthropogenic causes by speeding and ensuring
natural population recovery in the near future.

GFNMS also has a Seabird Technical Advisory Committee, composed state and federal agencies
including GGNRA, which advises us on actions to protect and restore seabirds. The Committee
advised us to recommend vessel “no-go™ zones around the ten key seabird breeding and roosting
colonies and provided a 1000 ft closure distance recommendation. These actions would
eliminate 91% of disturbance and 95% of flushing (causing birds to fly), according to U.S. Fish
and Wildlife monitoring data. One of the ten locations was Bird Rock off Point Bonita. This
recommendation specifically includes non-motorized vessels. Therefore, we urge GGNRA to
consider this recommendation when determining how to zone this area on the map.

The other “Sensitive Resource” zone on the map is the area between Rocky Point and Muir

Beach. It would be helpful to describe the specific reasons for listing this zone for special
protection (i.e intertidal collection, offshore fishing, motorized vessels).

Other Planning Topics
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Climate Change: GFNMS supports the planning approach for addressing climate change. We
recommend that the preferred alternative address impacts of climate change for each of the
Management Zones and clarify if there are any specific management actions for addressing
climate change. We also offer to partner with GGNRA on addressing climate change in coastal
areas.

Marin County

General Comments: Since there is not a specific recommendation for Muir Beach, we
recommend that specific actions be incorporated into the preferred alternative for Marin County
that can result in improving water quality by addressing current uses at Muir Beach.

Stinson Beach-Bolinas Fairfax Rd: GFNMS is partnering with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and Marin County Open Space District to develop a Locally Preferred Plan to restore
Bolinas Lagoon. The plan aims to minimize the adverse human impacts to Bolinas Lagoon,
thereby promoting the natural, dynamic processes of the estuarine environment. One of the
actions in the Plan is to investigate the use of GGNRA Stinson Beach lands to improve
floodplain function for Easkoot Creek. An additional action can be to investigate utilizing a
portion of the GGNRA Stinson Beach parking as a seasonal floodplain. The specific language in
Preliminary Alternative 2 does not clarify if the floodplain restoration is seasonal or year-round,
which is an important clarification in order to build community support. We also recommend
clarifying if Preliminary Alternative 2 also includes the actions listed in the Natural Zone in
Preliminary Alternative 3. Right now it is not clear if the uplands east of Highway 1 would be
restored in Alternative 2.

Highway 1: GFNMS supports the actions for the Scenic Corridor Zone and the Natural Zone.
We have been and will continue to review actions taken by Caltrans to manage the coastal road.
We also suggest an additional action in the Natural Zone, which is to partner with GFNMS on
interpretive signage highlighting Sanctuary waters and the offshore waters of GGNRA.

Slide Ranch: GFNMS supports the actions in Preliminary Alternative 2 for the Natural Zone and
we are interested in partnering in restoration of coastal resources.

Lower Redwood Creek: GFNMS supports the actions in Preliminary Alternative 2 for the Natural
Zone to further protect the creek’s endangered salmon.

Offshore Marine Environment: GFNMS supports the actions in Preliminary Alternative 2 for the
Natural Zone, Scenic Corridor Zone and Sensitive Resources Zone. As stated above, we
recommend an additional refinement of the zones based on specific needs of each of these areas.

Additionally, the breeding and nesting times (including nest prospecting and pre-nesting
activities) for the two main populations of seabird species near Point Bonita, Brandt’s
Cormorants and Common Murres, is November to August. Both species can additionally benefit
by protection from human disturbance throughout during the non-nesting season. In particular,
Brandt’s Cormorants need places to rest and dry their wings and year-round protection can
provide these additional benefits.
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Finally, we recommend that GGRNA staff clarify the language for the Natural Zone in
Preliminary Alternative 2. GFNMS manages the northern portion of the Monterey Bay National
Marine Sanctuary, which includes all Sanctuary waters north of Ano Nuevo, including waters off
the southern Marin coast. Therefore GGNRA only needs to coordinate with GFNMS.

San Mateo County

Pedro Point and Devil’s Slide: GFNMS supports Preliminary Alternative 2, sensitive resources
Management Zone to protect the breeding Common Murre and Brandt’s Cormorant colony on
Devil’s Slide Rock. This colony was completely abandoned in 1988. As aresult, in 1996,a $ 5
million, 10-year restoration project to restore the Murres to Devil’s Slide Rock was launched.
The project used social attraction, with decoys, calls and mirrors to attract birds back to the
abandoned colony. The funding was approved as part of the Apex Houston oil spill restoration
fund, along with monitoring for success at the rock.

The restoration effort at Devil’s Slide Rock has yielded successes, and in 2007 there were 392
breeding pairs on the rock. However, the biologists monitoring this colony and the colonies off
of the coast of Marin identified human-based disturbance as one of the factors impeding recovery
at particular colonies. Since this first restoration project, over $ 6.2 million dollars of restoration
funds have been spent on this colony. It is also expected that the Luckenbach restoration plan
will continue funding for the next 20 years. The goal is to return the colony to 3,000 Common
Murres, which was the estimated colony size in 1979. In order to achieve this goal it is critical
to minimize human access to the rock and the surrounding cliffs. This area is prone to
disturbances from aircraft and vessels, so it is critical to prevent adding an additional stressor to
this colony. We recommend that the preferred alternative includes specific actions to protect
Devil’s Slide Rock and the surrounding coastal bluffs, and any proposed coastal access is
constructed in a way that does not jeopardize this ongoing restoration project.

Conclusion
GFNMS appreciates this opportunity to comment on the GMP preliminary alternatives and can

provide additional information as needed. Please contact Karen Reyna at 415-561-6622 x208 if
you have any questions. Thank you.

Sincerely,

aria Brown
Sanctuary Superintendent

cc: Superintendent Brian O’Neil
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO ADRIENNE TISSIER

DAVID G. HOLLAND
DIRECTOR

455 COUNTY CENTER, 4th FLOOR - REDWOOD CITY - CALIFORNIA 94063-1663 - PHONE (650) 363-4020 - FAX (850) 598-1721 www.eparks. net

July 23, 2008

National Park Service

General Management Planning Team — GGNRA
Denver Service Center

12795 West Alameda Parkway

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Dear National Park Service,

I 'am writing to forward County Park’s comments on the proposed General Management
Plan.

1. Regional Trails Proposed Within GGNRA Boundaries

It appears that there 1s a great opportunity for GGNRA to assist in implementing the
Regional Trail network in San Mateo County. In 2001 County Parks completed a
Regional Trail Master Plan, which also includes Design and Management Guidelines
(which comply with County General Plan policies when implemented). The Regional
Trail Master Plan can be viewed on the County Park website at www.eparks.net, under
Park Planning, under Master Plans. The Regional Trail Master Plan is being updated at
this time by County Parks with input from trail user groups to determine best trail routes
by uscr groups. At some point during this next year 08-09 the Draft Regional Trail Plan
will be available for public, and agency, review and comment.

Regional Trails currently identified in the 2001 Regional Trail Master Plan that are
indentified within GGNRA boundaries are: San Pedro Point Trail, Old San Pedro Road
Trail, Half Moon Bay/Colma Road Trail, Montara Mountain Trail. Valley View Trail,
Midcoast Foothill Trail, Scarper View Trail, East Ridge Boundary Trail, Skyline Trail
Extension Naorth, San Andreas Trail Extension, Crystal Springs Trail North (County
Parks currently working on), and Crystal Springs Trail South Alternate Trail (County
Parks currently working on). See the Trail Plan for trail start and end descriptions.
Specific parcel specific routes have not been identified.

The General Plan also discusses Picardo Ranch, and there may be a possibility to connect
it by Pacifica sidewalks with improved signage to San Pedro Valley County Park.




2. Corral de Tierra

The Corral de Tierra property has a long history of diverse agricuitural use, and currently
has an active farm on the site. There are opportunitics to continue ongoing agriculture,
grazing, and {loriculture through lessees (as most agriculture currently occurs in San
Mateo County), and also provide an opportunity to connect people to the agricultural
history of the land through interpretation. This would be in sync with GGNRA’s goal of
preserving historic and natural resources, and providing healthy foods grown sustainably
within GGNRA catered facilities.

The land area is large enough to offer a diversity of overnight lodging (i.e. RV, tent, and
cabin camping) for folks coming from a distance to explore San Mateo County Midcoast,
and Corral de Tierra.

The Corral de Tierra property is within the 15 watersheds, which drain into the Fitzgerald
Marine Reserve Area of Special Biological Significance, so addressing any water quality
issues and demonstrating leadership in restoring historical salmonid bearing streams is
critical.

3) Mideoast Action Plan

On May 20, 2008 the County Board of Supervisors adopted the Midcoast Action Plan.
The document can be viewed by visiting the County Park website at www.cparks.net,
under Park Planning, under Other Planning Efforts. There are a variety of recreational
needs identified in the document, which may provide some recreational ideas for
GGNRA as it applies to the Corral de Tierra property. Of particular note is the proposed
trailhead from Farralones View School to Rancho Corral de Tierra.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If there are any further questions please feel
Iree to contact me at 650/599-1393.

Director

C: Dave Moore, Superintendent
Gary Lockman, Superintendent
Sam Herzberg, Senior Planner
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July 1, 2008

National Park Service

Denver Service Center
Stephan Nofield

12795 West Alameda Parkway
P.O. Box 25287

Denver, CA 80225-0287

Dear Stephan,

California State Parks (CSP) — Marin District appreciates the continued opportunity to
play a role in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) General
Management Plan (GMP) update. | am confident that our time together has served to
strengthen the relationship between California State Parks and the National Park
Service.

Generally, the desire of CPS — Marin District as a neighbor to GGNRA is that through
understanding of our missions, we can plan and work together toward the common
good, create efficiencies, and provide the opportunity for undistracted, positive, and
inspirational visitor experiences. Specifically, there are four elements of the GMP of
which we would like to comment.

Collaboration

The concept of coliaboration between GGNRA and CSP - Marin District (as well as
other land management entities) is referenced under “Guiding Principies and
Management Concepts” and has been strongly supported as a concept during this GMP
process. Collaboration is often driven by personalities or politics and is often at risk
when management or politics change. The value of collaboration and comprehensive
planning cannot be overstated and should be included in the final GMP as a strong and
powerful directive of implementation for years to come. As a reciprocal element, this
coliaborative process should be strong enough to help shape the future updating of the
Mount Tamalpais State Park General Plan. At present, the references are not as
evident as when the ‘seamless connection’ alternative was in play. We want to ensure
that there is good, solid direction for a future state park update and would encourage a
direct reference to the common-sense need for joint planning efforts in the Muir
Woods/Redwood Creek watershed area.

Trails

A strong connection between the lands of both GGNRA and CSP - Marin District is the
network of trails that both physically connect the properties but are also historically
significant features and serve to connect people to the past. Many of the trails on Mt.
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Tamalpais were constructed by the Civilian Conservation Corps in the 1930’s. Trails
provide visitors the opportunity to immerse themselves in the natural environment and
explore the area. With Mt. Tamalpais State Park nearly surrounding Muir Woods
National Monument and sharing boundaries with other GGNRA lands, many trails cross
jurisdictions and visitors can conceivably enter lands managed by local, state, and
federal agencies all on the same trek. Efforts have started to develop signage common
to both agencies and informative to the visitors. References to maintaining trail
connections are made throughout the plan and it is the desire of CSP - Marin District to
maintain trail connections, develop improved signage, maintain trails to similar
standards, and provide information encouraging visitors to take advantage of the
experiences throughout the region.

Parking and Traffic
CSP - Marin District fully supports improved traffic management and the creation of an

off site “welcome center” as noted in both alternatives under the “Arrival” element for
Muir Woods NM. And although not listed as an alternative, we also support and
encourage the development of a parking facility, picnic area, transportation connection,
trail head, restrooms, and information center at Homestead Hill on GGNRA land off the
Panoramic Highway to serve the multiple jurisdictions of the greater area. The site
provides for wonderful vistas of the bay, is a popular roadside stop for visitors, and does
not have adjacent residential concerns. Additionally, the site features an opportunity for
the development of a regional information site for vehicular and trail access to GGNRA,
State Park, and Marin Municipal Water District properties and the vast network of trails
reaching both the north and south of Muir Woods including Mt Tamalpais and the Dias
Ridge areas. Operation of this facility couid be in partnership with those agencies.

Equestrian
CSP - Marin District supports ongoing equestrian use including utilization of trails,

special camping facilities, and the horse corral at Santos Meadow in Mt. Tamalpais SP
in addition to the development of an equestrian outreach program for disadvantaged
youth. Although continued use is expected, equestrian facility expansion is not planned
for State Park land. Developing a partnership in support of these activities is desired
and we support the “Evolved Cultural Landscape” concept under Alternative 1 for the
Lower Redwood Creek (former Banducci flower farm) allowing for the development of
stables on GGNRA land proximal to the Santos Meadows facilities.

I just want to let you know again how much | appreciate the opportunity to comment on
the GGNRA GMP. It is essential that the National Park Service and California State
Parks continues to strengthen our partnership and by participating in this GMP it is yet
another example how we can together share our vision for the management of park
lands in Marin.
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Mr. Stephan Nofield -3-

Sincerely,

Vo bzt

Dave Gould
Marin District Superintendent

Cc: Nancy Horner, GGNRA
Alan Tang, CSP
File

June 24, 2008
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STINSON BEACH COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

3785 Shoreline Highway « P.O. Box 245
Stinson Beach, CA 94970
Phone: (415) 868-1333 Facsimile: (415) 868-9417
E-mail: shewdd@stinson-beach-cwd dst.caus  Website: http//Stinson-Beach-cwd. dst.ca.us

July 29, 2008

National Park Service

General Management Planning Team - GGNRA
Denver Service Center

12795 W. Alameda Parkway

Denver, Colorado 80225-0287

Re: Stinson Beach County Water District comments on Newsletter #4
“General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement”

Dear Planning Team:

The Stinson Beach County Water District appreciates the opportunity to
provide comments on the General Management Plan/Environmental
Impact Statement as described in your Newsletter #4.

The Stinson Beach County Water District wants to, and should be, included
as a stakeholder/ partner with the GGNRA as you have established with
other political bodies and agencies. We would like to be added to a more
formal and direct contact list.

The District is very supportive of the parks concept of upgrading the beach
facilities, especially the septic disposal system. We have had ongoing
concerns regarding septic disposal, and urge you to upgrade and correct
the deficiencies in the system. Should you implement the alternative of
removing the parking lot, then we would expect that you address the septic
system and the bathroom facility.

The District owns land, easements, facilities and other interests within the
park boundary. We would expect to be included in the future technical
working groups or stakeholder meetings. Attached is an interest card for
follow up with the District

Sinﬁrelé,

Ed Schmidt, General Manager
Stinson Beach County Water District

ES/db



Tamalpais Community Services District

305 Bell Lane, Mill Valley, CA 94941« 415 388-6393 + Fax: 415 388 4168
wlo@icsdus »« wwwitesd.us

July 11, 2008
National Park Service
General Management Planning Team - GGNRA
Denver Service Center
12795 West Alameda Parkway
Denver, CO 80225-0287

CC: Brian O'Neill, Superintendent GGNRA
Charles McGlashhan, Supervisor Marin County

Re: GGNRA GMP Alternatives for Marin County
To Whom It May Concern:

The Tamalpais Community Services District (TCSD) Board of Directors would like to provide some
feedback on the GGNRA General Management Plan for the Marin County area. As a matter of
background, the TCSD was formed in 1958 to serve the sanitation, refuse, and parks & recreation needs
of its 7500 residents. Our community, known as "Tamalpais Valley" is a gateway community to the
Marin Headlands portion of the GGNRA. Our board members are publicly elected.

The TCSD Board endorses Alternative 2 (Preserving and Enjoying Coastal Ecosystems) for park areas
including Tennessee Valley, Marin Headlands, and Kirby Cove.

Many of our residents use the Tennessee Valley area daily and/or weekly for recreation. What is unique
about the Marin Headlands is its peacefulness, creating a "sanctuary” of nature, even as it situated
immediately adjacent to a busy urban area.

This peacefulness must be preserved, because it is so rare to find so close to a busy city. In what other
major city on this planet can one take a 10 minute drive, hoist a back-pack, and prepare to spend the night
in the wilderness?

Certainly, what we don't need at Tennessee Valley is more asphalt, more equestrian services (the Miwok
stable area is already quite large, given the amount of trails in the area), more picnic areas, and more
buildings (warming hut, other "facilities"). The same can be said about Kirby Cove. It is such a treasure
right now - any additional development such as cabins would certainly despoil it.

In summary, what the Marin Headlands require is a strategy 1o preserve and protect the eco-system, with
special focus on eliminating the non-native plants and bushes that seem to have taken over large swaths of
the land since it was incorporated into the GGNRA. Any improvements should be modest, focusing on
stewardship and restoration.

Sincerely, /7

Steffen Bartschat
President, TCSD Board

g2



JACKIE SPEIER 2413 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILGING

WasHINGTON, DC 265150512

1211 DisTRICT, CALIFORNEA {202y 225-3531

Congress of the United States
PHouse of Representatives
THashington, BE 205150512

July 7, 2008

Mr. Stephen Nofield
National Park Service
Denver Service Center
PO Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Dear Mr. Nofield:

The San Mateo County Historical Association (association) is under consideration as a possible
partner in a historic resources study of the San Mateo County Golden Gate National Recreation
Area (GRNRA) parklands. The association has also proposed the creation of a new interpretive
center in San Mateo County on behalf of the GGNRA, and the association has suggested
Sanchez Adobe in Pacifica as the possible site.

While any proposal must always be fairly evaluated by an agency, I wanted to let you know that
the ability of the association to perform on research assignments is well known in San Mateo
County. In addition, the site selected by the association is exceptional. Sanchez Adobe is
presently marked by highway markers and is known throughout our community. Pacifica is the
destination of tens of thousands of tourists each year because its broad, clean beaches draw
surfers and families from throughout the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area.

In its expanded role as an interpretive center, the Sanchez Adobe could be a living history
museum for the properties under the domain of the GGNRA. What better place could there be to
speak about the history of GGNRA properties than from within the walls of a genuine California
adobe structure located next to the landing spot for the first Spanish exploratory party?

With respect to the inferpretive center, you may have an opportunity to partner with the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Just before 1 left my position as a State
Senator, my staff had a conversation with the District 4 Director of Caltrans about the need for a
monument or diorama or other explanatory materials about the Devil’s Slide tunnel presently
being constructed just south of Pacifica. While no funds were specifically earmarked for the
creation of a visitor-scrving facility, the fact is that an cngincering wonder is emerging on that
site. Its creation is in part due to the GGNRA’s interest in preserving the topography and
environmental diversity of lands in that area. 1 would definitely recommend that you contact Mr.
Bijan Sartipi, Disirict 4 Director of Caltrans, at 510-286-5900 to see if he wishes to participate
with the GGNRA in a project.
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Furthermore, the California Coastal Conservancy funds visitor-serving projects, and it would be
a sound use of your staff’s time to explore the possibility of funding the proposed interpretive
center in part through its contributions. The Coastal Conservancy has previously made a number
of grants in Pacifica and recognizes its unusual role as a gateway to California’s coast. The
Coastal Conservancy may be reached at 510-286-1015.

Thank you for considering the Sanchez Adobe and the San Mateo County Historical Association
as partners in the effort to bolster the public’s understanding of the GGNRA'’s wonders. 1f I may
answer any questions, please feel free to contact me or the member of my staff handling this
subject, Brian Perkins, at 650-342-0300.

All the best,

ce: San Mateo County Historical Association
Pacifica City Council
Mr. Bijan Sartipi, District Director, Caltrans District 4
Mr. Sam Schuchat, Executive Officer, California Coastal Conservancy



Addresses for cc:

San Mateo Historical Association
Attn: Mitch Postel

2200 Broadway

Redwood City, CA 94063

Pacifica City Council
170 Santa Maria Avenue
Pacifica, CA 94044

Mr. Sam Schuchat

California Coastal Conservancy
1300 Broadway, 13" Floor
Qakland, CA 94612

Mr. Bijan Sartipi
CALTRANS DISTRICT 4
111 GRAND AVE
OAKLAND, CA 94612
510-286-4444





