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GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA (GGNRA) 
Negotiated Rulemaking for Off-Leash Dog Management 

 
Proposed Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Protocols 

 
GGNRA is proceeding with formal rulemaking to develop a proposed rule that 
may alter the application of the existing dog walking regulation, 36 CFR §2.15 
(a)(2), at GGNRA through a new special regulation that will govern dog 
management within its boundaries.  As part of rulemaking, and as a reflection of 
its stated “commitment to include the public meaningfully” in developing a dog 
management rule, the U.S. Department of Interior has created a Regulatory 
Negotiation Committee (Committee).  In a “Dear Participant” letter dated May 10, 
2004, GGNRA General Superintendent Brian O’Neill suggested a Committee 
would “work with GGNRA to investigate a regulation to allow off-leash dog 
walking in certain areas . . . where resources and visitor safety would not be 
impacted.”   
 
Creation of a Committee is guided primarily by two federal acts, the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Act and the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  These Acts state the 
intent for a Committee to work by consensus, and to open discussion with a goal 
of reaching unanimous agreement, if possible, among all interests represented 
on the committee to the extent possible.  With that goal in mind it is essential that 
Committee members and alternates commit to a set of working principles and 
operating protocols. The working principles for a GGNRA Committee are set out 
below, followed by a set of specific operating protocols. 
 
Working Principles 
 
In pursing the goal of reaching consensus on a proposed dog management rule 
for GGNRA the Committee members and alternates commit to work together, 
adhering to the following principles: 
 

• Use the Committee to build good working relationships among 
representatives of various interest groups that shall last beyond the life of 
the Committee 

 
• Be good listeners to the concerns of others, even a lone voice, and work 

cooperatively to satisfy the concerns of all involved 
 

• Be honest, transparent, and specific about concerns or interests, thereby 
creating opportunity for joint, interest-based problem solving 

 
• Acknowledge that the process of listening to all voices and working 

towards consensus is essential for successful, durable and implementable 
outcomes 
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• Commit to participate in good faith, and to expend the time necessary to 
meaningfully participate in and contribute to the process 

 
• Recognize that while people come to the table with different interests, 

values and perspectives, acceptable outcomes are still possible using 
objective criteria and analysis 

 
• Be prepared to set aside past differences and adversarial approaches and 

work constructively with other Committee members. 
 
Operating Protocols for the Committee  
 

1. Membership  
 

a. Committee Members.  Pursuant to FACA, the Secretary of the 
Interior has the authority to appoint Committee members.  
Members will consist of representatives of various organizations, 
including: environmental groups, off-leash dog proponents, youth 
and elderly advocates, other park users, local government, and 
other stakeholders. 

 
b. Alternates.  Alternates will be appointed to represent Committee 

members and/or their constituencies at times when the member is 
unable to participate in Committee deliberations.   If the Alternate 
represents a different organization from the Committee member, he 
or she will sit at the negotiation table to ensure the perspective of 
that organization is adequately represented. 

 
c. The DOI Secretary, in considering appointment decisions for the 

Committee, used a wide range of advice including: 
• Recommendations from the GGNRA and Regional NPS 

Office 
• Recommendations from the conveners 
• Self-nominations from those who believe their interest(s) 

were not adequately represented on the Committee by 
others 

 
d. Criteria considered in selecting individuals to be appointed 

included: 
• Willingness and ability to work with other stakeholders in 

achieving consensus  
• Contribution to balance among stakeholders and interest 

groups represented 
• Commitment to participate actively in the process  
• Ability to resolve issues through collaborative deliberations 

and consensus  
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• Willingness to act in good faith consistent with the working 
principles 

 
     e. Constituents’ Interests.  Committee members will attempt to 

represent the interests and concerns of their organizations and 
constituents as accurately and thoroughly as possible, and work to 
ensure that any agreement developed by the Committee is 
acceptable to their organization. 

 
    d. Dismissal from Committee.  While not anticipated, if a Committee 

member, Alternate or Subcommittee member (if applicable) 
chooses to disregard the agreed upon Committee protocols or good 
faith standards, or has excessive absences from meetings (see 
below), GGNRA shall evaluate whether continued participation on 
the Committee is appropriate, and as necessary, dismiss the 
participant. 

 
2.  Meetings 
 

a. FACA.  The Committee is a FACA Committee and as such will 
follow FACA requirements at all times including, but not limited to, 
public notice, meeting records, and openness to the public. 

 
b. Attendance at Meetings.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to participate in all scheduled meetings or 
activities.  If a member is not able to attend a given meeting, his or 
her designated alternate shall participate in the member’s absence.  
Excessive absence may lead to dismissal from the Committee 
(e.g., missing more than one-quarter of the Committee meetings). 

 
c. Agendas.  Agendas will be developed jointly by the Committee, with 

a draft distributed to Committee members in advance of each 
meeting. 

 
d. Meeting Summaries.  A written summary of each meeting will be 

drafted, distributed to Committee members for review, adopted by 
the Committee and then made available to the public within one 
week of adoption by the Committee. 

 
e. Caucus.  Committee members can call for a “caucus break” at any 

time to allow for discussions away from the table.  The Committee 
will determine how much time will be allocated for the caucus 
break.  
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f. Meeting Attendees.  Non-member meeting attendees may speak 
during Committee meetings at times designated by the Committee, 
such as a defined public comment period.  

 
3.  Subcommittees 
 

a. Establishment.  Subcommittees, and their membership, may be 
established at any time by the Committee to focus on and develop 
preliminary proposals concerning particular issues or sets of issues.  
The Committee may provide in its charge to a Subcommittee 
whatever level of guidance regarding focus and process it deems 
necessary. 

 
b. Committee Members.  Each Committee member, or the designated 

alternate, agrees to actively participate on at least one 
Subcommittee.   

 
c. Subcommittee Participation.   Participation in Subcommittees is 

open to anyone with interest in, and knowledge about, the issues a 
Subcommittee is considering, with the agreement of the 
Committee.  Participants agree to act in good faith and to contribute 
constructively to the efforts of a work group, and abide by the same 
working principles as the Committee. 

 
d. Balanced Representation.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to assure that a balance of interests is represented 
on each Subcommittee. 

 
e. Process.  Subcommittee meetings will be conducted in accordance 

with any ground rules established by the Committee, consistent 
with FACA and the Negotiated Rulemaking Act.   The 
Subcommittees will be convened with the assistance of the 
facilitation team. 

 
f. Subcommittee Products.  Subcommittees are not authorized to 

make decisions for the Committee; their sole role is to make 
recommendations and report back to the Committee. 

 
4.  Decision Making 
 

a. Commitment to Seeking Solutions.  Committee members agree to 
strive for as broad, inclusive and informed a consensus as possible 
when making decisions, particularly with respect to final 
recommendations.  Such decisions will be sought through effective 
meeting facilitation and active, open, constructive participation by 
Committee members. 
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b. Consensus.  The Committee shall operate by consensus.  

Consensus shall be considered reached when all Committee 
members can accept or support a particular position, even though 
the position may not be their first choice.  Should consensus not be 
reached, the conveners shall make a determination on: 1) working 
further to reach consensus through appointed workgroups, or some 
other designated means, 2) transmitting to GGNRA individual 
member views or majority/minority views, or 3) tabling the issue.  
That will be reflected in the meeting summary and/or the 
Committee’s final recommendations.  The lack of consensus on any 
aspect of the proposed rule, or the rule in its entirety, will not 
constrain GGNRA from proceeding with rulemaking or considering 
the results of the Committee’s work as part of rulemaking. 

 
5.  Safeguards 
 

a. Good Faith.  Committee members agree to participate in good faith 
at all times.  Subcommittee participants also are expected to 
participate in good faith.  In critiquing an idea or proposal 
individuals shall make an attempt to provide a constructive 
alternative that meets other stakeholders’ needs.  If that is not 
possible, then the individual shall attempt to clarify his/her concerns 
related to that idea or proposal.  Attachment 1 defines “Good Faith” 
in greater detail pertaining to the GGNRA negotiated rulemaking 
process. 

 
b. Right to Withdraw.  Committee members may withdraw at any time, 

for any reason, without prejudice to themselves or the organizations 
they represent.  Committee members agree to provide a written 
explanation if they withdraw from the process.  If a committee 
member withdraws, their alternate, if available, will represent that 
interest group. 

 
c. Open Dialogue.  Committee members should be able to express 

themselves without fear of retaliatory action by others.  This 
includes showing respect for the views of others, refraining from 
personal attacks and clarifying views not fully understood.  

 
6.  Information 
 

a. Sharing Information.  Committee members agree to share all 
relevant information with other Committee members.  This includes 
assisting the Committee to identify relevant information and making 
a good faith effort to provide such information in a timely manner. 
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b. Outside Activities.  Participation on the Committee does not restrict 
pursuit of other activities related to the intended objectives of the 
rulemaking.  However, it is expected that Committee members will 
be forthcoming with other Committee members if such activities are 
undertaken.  

 
c. Public Record.  Information provided to the Committee will become 

part of the public record.  If a Committee member is interested in 
obtaining information from GGNRA on issues relevant to the 
negotiated rulemaking process, that request will be brought to 
GGNRA and the Committee for action before any Freedom of 
Information Act requests or similar initiatives are taken. 

 
7.  Media/Press  
 

a. Statements to the Press.  Committee members should refrain from 
communicating with the press during the course of the negotiated 
rulemaking process.  If contacted by the media, Committee 
members agree not to characterize other members’ viewpoints in 
statements to the media or to utilize the media as a means of 
unilaterally influencing Committee deliberations.    

 
8.  Schedule 
 

a. Scheduling Meetings.  Committee and Subcommittee meetings will 
be scheduled by the Committee and Subcommittees, respectively, 
with the assistance of the facilitation team.   

 
b.  Duration of the Process.  The Negotiated Rulemaking process will 

run in concert with the NEPA process necessary to support any 
GGNRA rulemaking.  As these schedules are finalized they will be 
made available to the Committee.  The Charter for the Rulemaking 
Committee is in place for two years. 

 
Roles and Responsibilities 
 

1. GGNRA: GGNRA is the sponsor of the Negotiated Rulemaking Process 
and has ultimate responsibility to ensure that the applicable regulations 
(Negotiated Rulemaking Act, Federal Advisory Committee Act) are 
appropriately interpreted and applied.  At the same time, GGNRA is a 
member of the Committee and will be treated in a similar fashion as all 
other Committee members with respect to meeting protocols, input on 
agendas, etc. 

 
2. Committee Members: Committee members represent a wide range of 

interests and perspectives concerning off-leash dog management in 
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GGNRA and are tasked with working together to find solutions, as 
possible, which meet the various interests of stakeholders, consistent with 
applicable National Park Service guidelines and policies; Committee 
members agree to work together in good faith and abide by agreed upon 
meeting protocols. 

 
3. Committee Alternates: have the same responsibilities as Committee 

members.  If from the same organization as the Committee member, only 
one person from that organization will be at the negotiation table during 
Committee meetings.  If from different organizations, both the Committee 
member and alternate will have a place at the table to ensure the 
perspectives of both organizations are adequately conveyed. 

 
4. Facilitators: The facilitation team is responsible for working with the 

Committee members and alternates to establish agendas, facilitate 
Committee meetings (and Subcommittee meetings if Subcommittees are 
formed), help the Committee identify interests, areas of agreement and 
areas of disagreement where additional attention is required to resolve 
outstanding issues, and generally assist the Committee reach its intended 
objectives of building consensus on dog management solutions in the 
GGNRA.  The team also is responsible for working with the sponsoring 
agency (GGNRA) to ensure all applicable regulatory guidelines are 
followed and provide input as requested on how to resolve critical issues 
facing the Committee.  
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Paws In Motion

 
Alto Bowl Alto Bowl Sausalito Av

Coach Rd m-f
10-4

W - 10-12
MWF - 2-4 PM

Camimo Camino Alto

Baltimore 
Canyon

Southern 
Marin Line 

FR
Crown Rd 

m 
11:30-
1:30
mwf 

10 11 30

m 
11:30-
1:30
mwf 

10 11 30

m 
11:30-
1:30
mwf 

10 11 30

m 
11:30-
1:30
mwf 

10 11 30

m 
11:30-1:30

mwf 
10-11:30

m 
11:30-
1:30
mwf 

10 11 30
Evergreen 

FR
Crown Rd  

Inidan Fr Crown Rd tu-th 
11 12

tu-th 
11 12

tu-th 
11 12

tu-th 
11 12

tu-th 
11 12

tu-th 
11 12

Blithedale 
Summit

Southern 
Marin Line 

FR
Crown Rd  w

9-10

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

 m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

M+F 10-12 AM
Tues 2-4 PM

No parking at 
Sunrise

Southern 
Marin Line 

FR
Sunrise Ln

Upland FR Greenwood Wy m-th
10-2

m-f
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

Blithedale 
Ridge FR

Greenlwood 
Wy

m-f
10 2

Blithedale 
Ridge FR

Elionor Dr

Glen FR Glen Dr m-th
10-2

m-f
10-2

m-f
10-4

m-f
10-
4

m-f
10-4

Glen FR Elinor Dr

Elinor FR Elinor Dr m-th
10-2

m-f
10-2

m-f
10-4

m-f
10-
4

m-f
10-4

H-Line FR W Blithedale Av 
m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

Old Rail 
Road Grade 

FR
W Blithedale Av

m-f 
12:30-
3:30

m-f 
12:30-
3:30

m-f 
12:30-
3:30

m-f 
12:30-
3:30

m-f 
12:30-3:30

m-f 
12:30-
3:30

H-Line FR W Blithedale Av                
Blithedale 
Ridge FR

W Blithedale Av

Camino Alto Del Casa 
FR Del Casa Dr m-f

10-4

m-f
10-
4

m-f
10-4

Marlin FR Marlin Dr
or Del Casa Dr

m-f
10 4

Tu+Th 10-12 AM
MWF  2 4 PM

Escalon FR  Escalon Dr m-f 
1 2 

m-f 
1 2

Lower 
Summit FR Summit Dr m-f

10-4

m-f
10-
4

m-f
10-4

m-f
10-
12

m-f
10-
12

Middle 
Summit FR Summit Dr

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

Middle 
Summit FR

Camino Alto tu-f 
10 2

tu-f 
10 2

tu-f 
10 2

tu-f 
10 2

tu-f 
10 2

tu-f 
10 2

Escalon FR Escalon Dr m-f
10-2

m-f
10-4

m-f
10-
4

m-f
10-4

Lower 
Summit FR  

Camino Alto

Camion Alto  
FR

Camino Alto 

Camion Alto  
FR

Escalon Dr

Corte 
Madera 

Ridge Fr

Upper Summit 
Dr

Octopus FR Camino Alto 

Cascade 
Canyon

Toyon 
(Lower)

m-f
10-4

m-f
10-
4

m-f
10-4

Toyon 
(Upper)

Gary 
Giacomini

Manzanita 
FR Tamarack

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

Conifer FR Conifer Dr
m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

   Carson Way 
m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4
   

Indian 
Valley

Montura FR

Pacheco FR
Indian 

Valley FR
Indian Valley 

Rd 
m-f
10 1

No permit 
parking at IVC

Indian 
Valley FR

Ignacio Valley 
Rd IVC

m-f
10-1

King 
Mountain Citron FR Willow / Cedar 

Dr

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f
10-4

m-f
10-
4

m-f
10-4

Loma Alta
Old 

Railroad 
Grade FR 

Sir Francis 
Drake Blvd

m-f
10-4

m-f
10-
12

m-f
10-
12

Glen FR Glen Dr  m-f
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

Smith Ridge 
FR

Glen Dr m-f
10 4

Questionable 
access

Smith Ridge 
FR Oak Manor Dr 

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

Oak Manor 
FR

Glen Drive m-f
10 4

White Hill 
Grade FR

SFD Blvd

Loma Verde

Marinwood 
No Access 

Via 
Queenston

e FR

Pebble Beach

Winged Foot
Via Escondida 

Big Rock 
Ridge FR

Pebble Beach 

Winged Foot
Via Escondida 

Ponti FR Pebble Beach  
Winged Foot

Via Escondida
Little Cat 

 Pebble Beach  
Winged Foot

Via Escondida 
Chicken 

Shack FR
Pebble Beach  m-f

10 2
Winged Foot

Via Escondida  
Pebble 

Beach FR Pebble Beach
m-f 
10-

m-f 
10-

m-f 
10-

m-f 
10-

m-f 
10-

m-f 
10-

m-f 
10-

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-

m-f
10-1

Winged Foot m-f
10 1

Via Escondida m-f
10 1

Winged 
FootFR 

Pebble Beach  m-f
10 1

Winged Foot m-f
10-1

Via Escondida  
Vis 

Escondida 
FR

Pebble Beach 
m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f
10-1

Winged Foot m-f
10 1

Via Escondida m-f
10 1

Posada Del Posada Del Sol

Mt. Burdell San Marin 
FR Sereno Dr 

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

San 
Andreas FR San Andreas Dr

m-f
10-11:30

1:30
Middle 

Burdell FR
San Andreas Dr

Middle 
Burdell FR

Soreno 

Deer Camp 
Fire Rd San Andreas Dr

m-f
10-11:30

1:30

Deer Camp 
Fire Rd Sereno Dr 

m-f
10-11:30

1:30

Salt Lick FR San Andreas Dr

Salt Lick FR Soreno

San Carlos 
FR

San Andreas Dr

San Carlos 
FR

Soreno 

Burdell 
Mountain 

FR
San Andreas Dr

m-f
10-11:30

1:30
Burdell 

Mountain 
FR

Soreno 
m-f

10-11:30
1:30

Cobbleston
e FR

San Andreas Dr

Cobbleston
e FR

Soreno 

San Mateo 
FR

San Andreas Dr

San Mateo 
FR

Soreno 

Old St. 
Hilary's

Lyford FR Lyford Dr

Lyford FR Heathcliff Dr

Heathcliff 
FR

Lyford Dr

Heathcliff 
FR

Heathcliff Dr m-f
10 4

mwf
10

mwf
10 1

m-f 
12

m-f 
12 1

m-f 
12 1

Terra Linda 
/ SHD TL Ridge FR Fawn Dr m-f 

10-4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

TL Ridge FR Manuel T 
Freitas 

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f
10:30-12

TL Ridge FR Irving Dr
m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f
10-
12

m-f
10-
12

Busy Street
to luis ranch fr

TL Ridge FR Lucas Valley Rd mwf
10

mwf
10 1

Ridgewood 
FR Ridgewood Dr 

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

Ridgewood 
FR Fern Dr 

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

Tomahawk 
FR

Sorich Park m-f 
10 4

Tomahawk 
FR Tomahawk Dr

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

Cemetary 
FR

Fawn Dr m-f 
10 4

Irving FR Irving Dr
m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-
4

m-f 
10-4

m-f 
10-
4

Irving FR Manuel T 
Freitas 

Irving FR Cherry Hill Dr m-f 
10 4

Cherry Hills 
FR

Cherry Hill Dr m-f 
10 4

Old Lucas 
Water Tank 
Springs Hill 

Sleepy 
Hollow FR

Manuel T 
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MARIN COUNTY OPEN SPACE DISTRICT  

2007 COMMERCIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION  

 DOG WALKING 
 

To the Applicant: 

Before completing and signing the permit application form, please read the Marin County Open Space District 
Code, particularly sections 2.05.010 and 2.05.030, the Commercial Use Policy and any/all special conditions or 
Ordinances associated with this activity, to become familiar with Open Space Regulations (available on our 
website: www.marinopenspace.org).  Mail your completed application packet with required highlighted maps, 
insurance information, Education Certificate(s) and appropriate fees to: Marin County Open Space District 
(Attention Kallie) • 3501 Civic Center Drive, # 415 • San Rafael, CA 94903  For questions: 499-7809. 

Highlighted maps must be sent with this application.  All Incomplete applications will be returned. 

 

APPLICANT INFORMATION 

First Applicant: 

1.      Name: (Print)____________________________________ 2.   Driver’s License #:  ___________________  

3.      Organization/ Company:_________________________________________________________________  

4.      Address:_____________________________________________________________________________  

       City, State, Zip Code: ___________________________________________________________________  

5.      Telephone #_________________________________  6.  Fax #:_________________________________  

7.    Cell Phone # ________________________________    8. E-mail: ________________________________ 

 
Second Applicant (Partner): 
1.      Name (Print) __________________________________ 2.   Driver’s License #: ______________________  

3.      Organization/ Company: ________________________________________________________________  

4.      Address______________________________________________________________________________  

       City, State, Zip Code:  _________________________________________________________________  

5.      Telephone #:__________________________________ 6.   Fax #:______________________________  

7.    Cell Phone # _________________________________    8.  E-mail: _____________________________ 

GGNRA006229
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 COMMERCIAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION - DOG WALKING 

Permittees and their designees must obey all applicable regulations, including Marin County Open Space 
District Ordinances as well as the following conditions:  

 
1.       Commercial dog walking is permitted Monday through Friday between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.  

2.    Commercial Permit holders are limited to use of District open space areas approved for their individual permit.   

3.       Permittees must carry one leash per dog while on District property.  No leashes over 6 feet in length.  No 
retractable leashes.   

4.        Dog  waste removal bags must be carried when on District managed property.  Dog waste must immediately be   
removed from District property.   

5.        Handler may walk up to six dogs at a time.  No more than three dogs may be off leash at any time.    Off leash 
dogs must remain on fire road at all times. 

6.         All dogs must be kept under the immediate control and direction of the handler.  This includes:   
a.       All dogs must be in view of the handler at all times, and no more than 30 feet from the handler when off 

leash on fire roads.   
b.       All dogs must return to handler immediately when called (Two calls with a return limit of 15 seconds). 

7.    Dogs must not disturb other users of Open Space Preserves and must be controlled when in their presence.  
Disturbance is defined as physically harming, displaying threatening behavior (including growling and aggressive 
barking), jumping on, or unwelcome touching.  

8.    All dogs four months of age or more brought onto District property are required to wear a current dog license.  
The handler must carry proof of vaccinations for each unlicensed animal.  Non-compliance walkers are subject to 
citation. 

9.  Dogs must be pre-screened for behavior problems and must demonstrate obedience to the handler before walking 
on District lands.  Aggressive or dangerous dogs are NOT ALLOWED and must be removed immediately from Open 
Space land. 

10.  While walking dog(s) on District property, every handler must prominently display a current permit badge on their 
outer clothing above the waistline so that it is plainly visible, carry a copy of their Commercial Use Permit, and 
make it available if requested by District staff.   

11.  Commercial Use Permits are suspended and dog walking is prohibited during periods of Red Flag Warnings (high 
fire danger).  For information on fire conditions call (415) 499-7191.  The District General Manager may cancel 
permits for other dangerous conditions as well.  Call (415) 507-2816 for current information.  

12.  Three complaints or citations received about a permittee’s use of District lands for commercial dog walking or non-
compliance with permit conditions, District Ordinances or other laws will result in permit cancellation.  A new 
permit will not be issued for a minimum of one year.   

13.    Permittees will be directed to specific fire roads and/or specific sites for their use as part of this permit, at the 
discretion of the District.   Commercial dog walking in areas not listed under the permit is a violation of the 
conditions and subject to citation and permit cancellation.  When requesting that a new walker be added to your 
permit, you must send an Education Certificate, walker’s name, address, driver’s license number, telephone 
numbers, and a map showing which already permitted trails the new walker will be using.  If a new location is 
requested, you must request approval of that location.  Approval will be at the discretion of the District.   
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** Starred items are required information.   You must attach  map(s) of preserve(s), with requested 
trail(s) highlighted, to the back of this application.                     

***Provide highlighted maps for each individual walker (put walker’s name on top of each map) 

Visit our website for maps: http://www.marinopenspace.org (go to “Maps”). 

List Access Point location by street name 
Use specific days and times of use (i.e. “Tues. 10 a.m. – 11 a.m.”) 

Open days/time (i.e. Mon-Fri., 10-4) will NOT be approved.   

 
Attach additional page if needed. 

**Preserve Name     **Fire Road Name **Access Point  **Days & Times of Use 

        

    

        

    

 

15.     Permittees will obtain and provide proof to the District of completion, by all of their handlers utilizing District open 
space, of a class in trail manners/group dog obedience from the Marin Humane Society, or an equivalent 
organization.  **List names of all employee’s who walk dogs on open space lands, and circle if you 
have enclosed an Education Certification, or if it is already on file with the District.  If you need more 
room, attach additional page to the back of this form.   

 

Name_____________________________   CA Driver’s License No. _________Certificate (Enc.) (on file) 
Street address_____________________________    Telephone numbers ______________________ 
 

Name_____________________________   CA Driver’s License No. _________Certificate (Enc.) (on file) 
Street address_____________________________    Telephone numbers ______________________ 
 

Name_____________________________   CA Driver’s License No. _________Certificate (Enc.) (on file) 
Street address_____________________________    Telephone numbers ______________________ 
 

Name_____________________________   CA Driver’s License No. _________Certificate (Enc.) (on file) 
Street address_____________________________    Telephone numbers ______________________ 

 

**Permittees must notify MCOSD about any additions or deletions to this list w ithin 10 days of occurrence.  
Certificates of Completion, maps and a detailed description of which already approved permit locations 
walker is using, must be mailed to District.  Approval of each applicant is at the discretion of the District.  
I t is understood that all employees must be covered under your insurance policy before being added to 
your Commercial Use Permit.  When adding an employee’s name to your Commercial Permit, you are 
certifying that each employee is covered under your business name on your insurance policy. 

GGNRA006231



F:\Shirwin Redact\NEPA - REDACT\Alts development - REDACT\Permit and commercial\Other Agency Policy\Marin County commercial permitting\2007 
APPLICATION FORM Commercial Permit.doc             Page 4 of 4 

 

 

 

16.  Permittees shall provide a copy to the District, and maintain for the term of this permit, a Certificate of Commercial 
General Liability Insurance with Endorsement Page, in an amount not less than $ 1,000,000 (one million dollars).  
Said policy shall remain in force through the life of this permit and shall be payable on a “per occurrence” basis.  
The Marin County Open Space District; The County of Marin; and their Officers, Agents and Employees, shall be 
named as an additional insured on the general commercial liability policy by separate endorsement.  You must 
supply to the Open Space District a Certificate of Insurance and an Endorsement Page signed by the insurer, 
evidencing such insurance prior to commencement of permit use.  The insurance certificate and the endorsement 
shall provide for a thirty (30) day advance notice to the District of any termination or reduction in coverage. 

 ** Copy of insurance with endorsement attached    Yes (   )     No (   )          

       Current Insurance, including endorsement page is already on file with District   Yes (   )    No (   ) 
       Education Certificate for each walker enclosed or on file with District?  Yes (   )  No (   )  

Reason if no 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
(Permit for walkers without education certificates may not be approved) 
 

17.  Permit fees will be charged to cover District administrative costs, with the permit valid for one year from date of 
issuance.  Costs of the permit are $150 annually for companies with up to two authorized walkers, and $200 
annually with three or more authorized walkers. 

      ** Fees paid of: $___________   (Please enter dollar amount)      
 

ACCEPTANCE BY APPLICANT(S) 

The above stated commercial dog walking company or person hereby assumes and agrees to protect, save and hold harmless and 
indemnify the Marin County Open Space District, its officers, agents and employees from any and all claims, liabilities or causes of 
action, including claims for injuries and death to persons, or damage to persons or property arising out of or in connection with the 
activity within the above stated facility, preserve or area. 
  

Applicant Signature _______________________________________         Date   _____/_____/_____ 

 
Applicant Signature _______________________________________         Date   _____/_____/_____ 

 
 

HIGH FIRE DANGER / RED FLAG DAY CANCELS ALL PERMITS! 

CALL (415) 499-7191 FOR RECORDED FIRE INFORMATION 
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DATE 
 
 
 
Name 
Business Name 
Address 
City, California Zip Code 
 
Re:  Commercial Use Permit #___ 
 
Dear _____________: 
 
I am enclosing your approved Commercial Permit for 2007.  Your ID badge and a memo about 
Commercial Permit Badges are also enclosed.  Please note that your permit is approved under the 
following conditions: 
 

1. The Permit is valid for use only when other commercial dog walkers, including another or 
your walkers, are not using a permitted entry or fire road.  If others are walking dogs 
commercially when you or another of your walkers arrive, please find another permitted 
entry and fire road to use, or wait until the other permit holder or commercial walker 
leaves.  

2. We are unable to approve your request for the following locations: 
a.  
b.  
c.  

3. We have permitted the following alternatives:     
      a.    
      b.   
      c.    
 

4. Commercial permits are suspended during high fire danger/Red Flag days. 
5. Permits are not transferable. 
6. Your permitted use is limited to no more than ½ mile into the Preserve from the point of 

entry.   Dogs must remain on the fire road. 
7. You must wear the permit on the outside of your clothing in a highly visible manner. 
8. Permitted use is limited to those fire protection roads approved specifically for your 

permit.  Single track trails are not permitted for commercial dog walking. 
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9. The permit is subject to your adherence to the applicable District Commercial Dog 
Walking Ordinance, and District Land Use Regulations.  Commercial dog walkers must 
also comply with all Federal, State and local regulations that may apply. 

10. Commercial dog walkers are responsible for gaining safe and legal access to permitted fire 
roads via public right of ways for which the district does not hold jurisdiction, and for 
which the District does not make expressed or implied judgment of suitability. 

11. Permit holders are responsible for familiarizing themselves with the terms and conditions 
spelled out in the Commercial Use Permit Application and with Open Space District rules 
and regulations. 

12. Commercial Use Permits are dependent upon a valid insurance certificate (with 
endorsement page) being on file with our Department.  If your insurance expires before 
your Commercial Permit expires, you must forward an updated copy of your insurance 
renewal certificate (with the endorsement page) to us within ten days of the expiration date 
to prevent your Permit from being cancelled. 

 
If the alternatives and other permitted trails do not meet your needs, you may wish to see if there 
are other jurisdictions, areas, or resources available to you, or review the District’s maps again in 
the areas you would like access to, and submit additional preserves, trails, and entrances for 
permitting consideration.  The more accurately you identify the specific preserve(s), the specific 
fire road(s) segment(s) and the specific entry(ies), the more readily we can evaluate the request.   
The Town of Tiburon or the City of Mill Valley may have resources available that would meet 
your needs.  
 
In order to expedite the processing of renewal applications, we are requesting that all Commercial 
Permit holders monitor and record their actual use of trails and access points so that fire protection  
roads, access points, dates, and time(s) requests will reflect actual usage.  Due to high use impacts 
and an increase in requests for permits, your use of open space resources for commercial activities 
may be curtailed in the future.  Additionally, although it may require more structured scheduling, 
we may require more specific times of use, and may deny use of earlier or prior permitted access 
locations and trails when impacts warrant.   
 
We are in the process of restructuring the commercial dog walking program beginning with the 
next calendar year (2008) and will notify all commercial walkers sometime in September of this 
year.  This permit will terminate on December 31, 2007.  Your fee will be pro-rated and you will 
receive a reimbursement for unused fees paid. 
. 
Thank you for providing your service responsibly on public open space property. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
David Hansen  
Planning and Acquisition Manager 
 
Encl.:  Commercial Use Permit, Permit Badges and Lanyards  
            Memo to Commercial Permit Holders  
 
cc:  Chris Bramham, Open Space Superintendent 
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Proposed GGNRA  
Off Leash Tag System (“OTS”) 

(Non-Commercial) 
 

Overview 
 

To promote public awareness within the dog walking community of the 
unique resources within the GGNRA where off leash dog recreation is 
permitted as well as to inform GGNRA visitors with dogs of their rights and 
responsibilities for voice and sight off leash dog recreation within the 
GGNRA, the National Park Service should implement a mandatory Off 
Leash Tag System (“OTS”). 
 

OTS Voice and Sight Rules and Regulations 
 

All GGNRA visitors with dogs who wish to engage in off leash recreation 
with their dogs would be required to obtain an OTS tag that would have to 
be attached to the collar of each off leash dog.   In order to obtain the OTS 
tag, each GGNRA visitor with a dog (including each member of their 
household who wishes to walk a dog off leash) would be required to view an 
educational video through a variety of media, acknowledge that they had 
viewed the video and agree to abide by the OTS voice and sight rules and 
regulations. 
The OTS tag is specific to the GGNRA visitor  – not the dog.    No off leash 
dog recreation would be possible in the GGNRA without an OTS tag.  
Violation of the OTS voice and sight rules and regulations will subject the 
GGNRA visitor with dogs off leash to fines which escalate.  If a GGNRA 
Visitor with a dog off leash has 3 violations in 24 months, they lose their OTS 
rights.  GGNRA visitors with dogs who lose their OTS rights must 
successfully complete an OTS approved certification course and agree to be 
bound by the OTS voice and sight rules and regulations in addition to paying 
a reinstatement fee before they can walk dogs off leash in the GGNRA again.   

 
Voice and Sight Control; 
 

• Each dog must be under voice and sight control at all times.1  Voice 
and Sight control means that GGNRA visitors with dogs off leash  
must be able to recall their dog promptly, and shall demonstrate this 
ability when requested by authorized personnel.  For example, a 
GGNRA visitor with a dog off leash must be able to recall a dog to 
their side that has started to chase any wildlife. 

                                                 
1 Hand signals or other forms of communication are deemed to be included in the term “voice and sight 
control” where used to issue commands.  
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• GGNRA visitors with dogs who promptly recall their dogs or have 
promptly and successfully leashed their dogs shall have complied with 
these regulations.   

• GGNRA visitors with dogs off leash are responsible for knowing 
where their dogs are and for being able to recall their dogs. 

• Limit to 3 off leash dogs per GGNRA visitor.2 
• Aggressive dogs must be leashed immediately (snarling, unwanted 

jumping) 
 
Visitors: 
 

Visitors to the GGNRA will be able to review the video and sign the 
necessary acknowledgement of OTS voice and sight rules and regulations at 
designated Visitor Centers in addition to web access.   During the 
implementation phase, there will also be outreach programs to make sure 
that OTS tag is available to the public across a broad spectrum including, if 
possible, through public libraries online access programs.  
 

 
Fees:  
 Initial Fee   $20 
 Annual Renewal $10 
 Lost OTS Tags  $5 
 
Fines: 
 1st  Violation:  $50 
 2nd Violation in 24 months:  up to $100 
 3rd  Violation in 24 months:  minimum of  $250 
 

Reinstatement only after passing OTS approved certification course, 
agreeing in writing to abide by OTS voice and sight rules and regulations 
and paying a reinstatement fee of $50. 
 

Initial Start Up Costs 
 

Estimated start up costs are approximately $250,000 with an annual budget 
of $75,000.  The goal for the start-up costs would be corporate sponsored 
funding, donations, revenue produced by the purchase of OTS tags and 
National Park Service allocation of personnel.   In addition, the OTS 
program may include a partnership arrangement between the National Park 
Service and a non-profit organization to assist with administration of the 
program.  
  

 
                                                 
2 At Land’s End, because of its unique characteristics, only two dogs may be off leash at the same time on 
the Coast Trail.  
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area Dog Management Plan / EIS 

PAGE 1 OF 10   MAY 27, 2008 
 
 

GGNRA Site  

Alternative A:  No 
Action (represents 

36CFR 2.15, 1979 Pet 
Policy, and 2008 

GOGA Compendium) 

Alternative B:  
NPS Leash 
Regulation 

(represents 36 CFR 
2.15 and revised 

GOGA Compendium) 
  

Alternative C: Emphasis 
on Multiple Use – 

balanced by county. 
 

Alternative D: Most Restrictive 
based on Resource 

Protection/Visitor Safety 

 
Alternative E: Most Dogwalking 

Access/Most Management 
Intensive (contains all elements 

of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Consensus) 

 
Crissy 
Wildlife 
Protection 
Area  
 

Voice control except 
for seasonal leash 
restriction. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control and 
seasonal leash 
restrictions 

No dogs with the 
exception of service 
dogs. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
“no dog” policy 
with exception of 
service dogs 

Same as B 

Management Action: 

• Provide educational 
programs for 
visitors in lieu of 
enforcement. 
Educational 
programs may 
include park rules 
and regulations and 
information on 
sensitive wildlife 
and other protected 
resources. 

• Site management 
using a barrier at 
east end of WPA 
on path to Central 
Beach. 

Same as B 

Management Action: 

• Provide educational 
programs for visitors in lieu 
of enforcement. 
Educational programs may 
include park rules and 
regulations and 
information on sensitive 
wildlife and other protected 
resources. 

• Site management using a 
barrier at east end of WPA 
on path to Central Beach.  

No dogs with the exception of 
service dogs from July 1 to May 
15 (plover overwintering 
season). On leash May 
16through June 30. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of seasonal 
leash restrictions. 

• Provide educational 
programs for visitors 
including park rules and 
regulations and information 
on sensitive wildlife and 
other protected resources. 

• Site management using a 
barrier at east end of WPA 
on path to Central Beach. 
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GGNRA Site  

Alternative A:  No 
Action (represents 

36CFR 2.15, 1979 Pet 
Policy, and 2008 

GOGA Compendium) 

Alternative B:  
NPS Leash 
Regulation 

(represents 36 CFR 
2.15 and revised 

GOGA Compendium) 
  

Alternative C: Emphasis 
on Multiple Use – 

balanced by county. 
 

Alternative D: Most Restrictive 
based on Resource 

Protection/Visitor Safety 

 
Alternative E: Most Dogwalking 

Access/Most Management 
Intensive (contains all elements 

of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Consensus) 

 
Crissy Field 
(excluding fenced 
tidal marsh/dune 
areas/Wildlife 
Protection Area) 

 

PROMENADE (East 
Beach to the 
Warming Hut):  
voice control  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control 
regulations 

PROMENADE (East 
Beach to the 
Warming Hut):  on 
leash  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash 
regulations 

PROMENADE (East 
Beach to the Warming 
Hut): Same as B. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash regulations 

PROMENADE (East Beach to 
the Warming Hut):  Same as B 

Rationale: 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations 

• Site management using 
gates or signs at beach 
access paths  

PROMENADE (East Beach to 
the Warming Hut):  Same as B 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations 

 AIRFIELD: voice 
control. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control 
regulations 

AIRFIELD: on leash. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash 
regulations 

AIRFIELD: ROLA; no 
fencing. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
public safety in 
ROLA 

AIRFIELD:  ROLA only on 
western portion of airfield 
delineated at its eastern 
boundary by existing, 
easternmost n/s path.  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of public 
safety in ROLA 

AIRFIELD: ROLA; no fencing. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of public safety 
in ROLA 

 EAST AND 
CENTRAL 
BEACHES: voice 
control 

 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control 
regulations  

EAST AND 
CENTRAL 
BEACHES:  on 
leash  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash 
regulations 

EAST BEACH: no dogs 
with the exception of 
service dogs. 

CENTRAL BEACH: 
ROLA 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
public safety in 
ROLA 

EAST BEACH: no dogs with 
the exception of service dogs. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy with exception of 
service dogs 

CENTRAL BEACH: no dogs 
with the exception of service 
dogs 

EAST BEACH: on leash. 

CENTRAL BEACH: ROLA 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of public safety 
in ROLA  
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GGNRA Site  

Alternative A:  No 
Action (represents 

36CFR 2.15, 1979 Pet 
Policy, and 2008 

GOGA Compendium) 

Alternative B:  
NPS Leash 
Regulation 

(represents 36 CFR 
2.15 and revised 

GOGA Compendium) 
  

Alternative C: Emphasis 
on Multiple Use – 

balanced by county. 
 

Alternative D: Most Restrictive 
based on Resource 

Protection/Visitor Safety 

 
Alternative E: Most Dogwalking 

Access/Most Management 
Intensive (contains all elements 

of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Consensus) 

 
Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy with exception of 
service dogs 

• Site management using  
structures or buffers on 
beach to delineate areas.   
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GGNRA Site  

Alternative A:  No 
Action (represents 

36CFR 2.15, 1979 Pet 
Policy, and 2008 

GOGA Compendium) 

Alternative B:  
NPS Leash 
Regulation 

(represents 36 CFR 
2.15 and revised 

GOGA Compendium) 
  

Alternative C: Emphasis 
on Multiple Use – 

balanced by county. 
 

Alternative D: Most Restrictive 
based on Resource 

Protection/Visitor Safety 

 
Alternative E: Most Dogwalking 

Access/Most Management 
Intensive (contains all elements 

of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Consensus) 

 
 PARKING AND 

PICNIC AREAS: on 
leash. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash 
regulations 

On leash: 

• Parking and 
picnic areas. 

• grassy areas 
and paths in 
area between 
East Beach and 
Mason Street  

• multi-use trail 
along Mason 
Street. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash regulations  

On leash: 

• Parking and picnic 
areas  

• grassy areas and 
paths in area 
between East 
Beach and Mason 
Street  

• multi-use trail along 
Mason Street. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash regulations 

On leash: 

• Parking and picnic areas 
except - no dogs with 
the exception of service 
dogs in West Bluff picnic 
area. 

• grassy areas and paths in 
area between East Beach 
and Mason Street  

• multi-use trail along Mason 
Street. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations  

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy with exception of 
service dogs in W. Bluff 
picnic area 

 

On leash: 

• Parking and picnic areas. 

• grassy areas and paths in 
area between East Beach 
and Mason Street  

• multi-use trail along Mason 
Street. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations 

 MARSH AND 
DUNES: no dogs  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
“no dog” policy  

• Site 
management 
using signage 

MARSH, 
INCLUDING INLET 
WATERS - AND 
DUNES: no dogs  

Management Action: 

Enforcement of “no 
dog” policy  

• Site management 

MARSH, INCLUDING 
INLET WATERS - AND 
DUNES: no dogs  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no 
dog” policy  

• Site management 
using signage 

MARSH, INCLUDING INLET 
WATERS - AND DUNES: no 
dogs  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy 

• Site management using 

MARSH, INCLUDING INLET 
WATERS - AND DUNES: no 
dogs  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy 

• Site management using 
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GGNRA Site  

Alternative A:  No 
Action (represents 

36CFR 2.15, 1979 Pet 
Policy, and 2008 

GOGA Compendium) 

Alternative B:  
NPS Leash 
Regulation 

(represents 36 CFR 
2.15 and revised 

GOGA Compendium) 
  

Alternative C: Emphasis 
on Multiple Use – 

balanced by county. 
 

Alternative D: Most Restrictive 
based on Resource 

Protection/Visitor Safety 

 
Alternative E: Most Dogwalking 

Access/Most Management 
Intensive (contains all elements 

of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Consensus) 

 
prohibiting 
visitors 

using signage 
prohibiting visitors 

prohibiting visitors signage prohibiting visitors signage prohibiting visitors 

Ocean Beach 
Snowy Plover 
Protection 
Area (Stairwell 
#21 to Sloat 
Blvd.) 

 
 
Non-NPS Off 
Leash Options: 
City of SF – 
Golden Gate  
Park; 2 areas in 
central section of 
park. 

Voice control except 
for seasonal leash 
restriction. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control and 
seasonal leash 
restrictions 

On leash all year. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash 
regulations  
 
 

No dogs with the 
exception of service 
dogs on beach.  

Adjacent trail along 
Great Highway: on 
leash 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no 
dog” policy with 
exception of 
service dogs 

• Enforcement of 
leach regulations 
on trail adjacent to 
Great Highway.  

• Provide educational 
programs for 
visitors including 
park rules and 
regulations and 
information on 
sensitive wildlife 
and other protected 
resources. 

• Site management 
using structural 
barrier, buffer, 

No dogs with the exception of 
service dogs on beach.  

Adjacent trail along Great 
Highway: on leash 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy with exception of 
service dogs 

• Enforcement of leach 
regulations on trail 
adjacent to Great 
Highway.  

• Provide educational 
programs for visitors 
including park rules and 
regulations and 
information on sensitive 
wildlife and other protected 
resources. 

• Site management using 
structural barrier, buffer, 
and/or signage. 

On leash July 1 to May 15; 
ROLA thereafter (May 16 to 
June 30).   

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of seasonal 
leash restrictions 

• Site Management using 
signage to delineate 
sensitive areas. 
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GGNRA Site  

Alternative A:  No 
Action (represents 

36CFR 2.15, 1979 Pet 
Policy, and 2008 

GOGA Compendium) 

Alternative B:  
NPS Leash 
Regulation 

(represents 36 CFR 
2.15 and revised 

GOGA Compendium) 
  

Alternative C: Emphasis 
on Multiple Use – 

balanced by county. 
 

Alternative D: Most Restrictive 
based on Resource 

Protection/Visitor Safety 

 
Alternative E: Most Dogwalking 

Access/Most Management 
Intensive (contains all elements 

of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Consensus) 

 
and/or signage.  

      

Ocean Beach  
• North of 

Stairwell 
#21 

 
____________ 
• South of 

Sloat Blvd.  
 

Non-NPS Off 
Leash Options: 
City of SF – 
Golden Gate  
Park; 2 areas in 
central section of 
park. 

North of Stairwell 21: 
Voice control. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control 
regulations 

North of Stairwell 
21: On leash. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash 
regulations  

 

North of Stairwell 21: 
ROLA year round. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
public safety in 
ROLA 

North of Stairwell 21: On leash 
year round. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations  
 

North of Stairwell 21: ROLA year 
round. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of public safety 
in ROLA  

South of Sloat: 
Voice control. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control 
regulations 

South of Sloat: On 
leash 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash 
regulations  

 

South of Sloat: No dogs 
with the exception of 
service dogs. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no 
dog” policy with 
exception of 
service dogs 

South of Sloat: no dogs with 
the exception of service dogs.   

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy with exception of 
service dogs 

South of Sloat: on leash  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations  
 

Fort Funston  
(excluding 
areas closed 
by fence or 
signs) 
 

ENTIRE BEACH: 
Voice control. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control 
regulations 

ENTIRE BEACH: 
On leash except for 
seasonal (April 1 – 
August 15) closure 
of strip of beach at 
the foot of 
northernmost bluffs 
to protect Bank 

NORTH BEACH: No 
dogs with the exception 
of service dogs from 
beach access trail north 
to OB;  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no 

NORTH BEACH: No dogs with 
the exception of service dogs 
from beach access trail north 
to OB;  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy with exception of 

NORTH BEACH: On leash from 
beach access trail north to OB 
except for seasonal (April 1 – 
August 15) closure of strip of 
beach at the foot of 
northernmost bluffs to protect 
Bank Swallows 
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GGNRA Site  

Alternative A:  No 
Action (represents 

36CFR 2.15, 1979 Pet 
Policy, and 2008 

GOGA Compendium) 

Alternative B:  
NPS Leash 
Regulation 

(represents 36 CFR 
2.15 and revised 

GOGA Compendium) 
  

Alternative C: Emphasis 
on Multiple Use – 

balanced by county. 
 

Alternative D: Most Restrictive 
based on Resource 

Protection/Visitor Safety 

 
Alternative E: Most Dogwalking 

Access/Most Management 
Intensive (contains all elements 

of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Consensus) 

 
 

 

 

Swallows. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
seasonal leash 
restrictions. 

dog” policy with 
exception of 
service dogs  

SOUTH BEACH: ROLA 
from beach access trail 
to sand ladder at s. end 
of FOFU beach  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
public safety in 
ROLA   

service dogs  

SOUTH BEACH: On leash 
south from beach access trail 
to sand ladder at s. end of 
FOFU beach  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations  
 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of seasonal 
leash restrictions 

SOUTH BEACH: ROLA south 
from beach access trail to sand 
ladder at s. end of FOFU beach  

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of public safety 
in ROLA 

SOUTH OF MAIN 
PARKING LOT: 
Voice control. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control 
regulations 

SOUTH OF MAIN 
PARKING LOT: On 
leash on all trails not 
closed to dogs. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash 
regulations  
 

SOUTH OF MAIN 
PARKING LOT: on 
leash on sand ladder 
and Handicap Trail, all 
other areas, no dogs 
with the exception of 
service dogs. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash regulations 
on sand ladder and 
Handicap Trail 
 

• Enforcement of “no 
dog” policy with 
exception of 
service dogs in all 
other areas 

SOUTH OF MAIN PARKING 
LOT: Same as C 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations on sand ladder 
and Handicap Trail 
 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy with exception of 
service dogs in all other 
areas 

SOUTH OF MAIN PARKING 
LOT: Same as C 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations on sand ladder 
and Handicap Trail 
 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy with exception of 
service dogs in all other 
areas 
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GGNRA Site  

Alternative A:  No 
Action (represents 

36CFR 2.15, 1979 Pet 
Policy, and 2008 

GOGA Compendium) 

Alternative B:  
NPS Leash 
Regulation 

(represents 36 CFR 
2.15 and revised 

GOGA Compendium) 
  

Alternative C: Emphasis 
on Multiple Use – 

balanced by county. 
 

Alternative D: Most Restrictive 
based on Resource 

Protection/Visitor Safety 

 
Alternative E: Most Dogwalking 

Access/Most Management 
Intensive (contains all elements 

of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Consensus) 

 
NORTH OF MAIN 
PARKING LOT: 

 Voice control 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control 
regulations l 

NORTH OF MAIN 
PARKING LOT: 

 On leash. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash 
regulations  

 

NORTH OF MAIN 
PARKING LOT: 

• ROLA between 
(and not including) 
Chip Trail, Sunset 
Trail, and parking 
lot.  

• Habitat (no dog) 
corridor between 
John Muir Drive to 
a boundary just 
west of Equestrian 
trail.  

• On leash on all 
trails except 
Sunset, Battery 
Davis and 
Equestrian Trail 
which are closed to 
dogs, with the 
exception of 
service dogs. 

• No off trail 
dogwalking. 

• No dogs on cliff 
face. 

Rationale: 

• Provides dog and 
no dog experience. 

NORTH OF MAIN PARKING 
LOT: 

• Create a ROLA north of 
the water fountain in the 
disturbed areas, possibly 
with fencing.  

• All trails on leash except 
no dogs, with the 
exception of service dogs, 
on northern end of Coastal 
Trail (from where 
pavement ends to north 
end of site) and Equestrian 
trail. 

• Battery Davis – dogs on 
leash designated trails 
only; no visitor or dog off 
trail travel. 

• Habitat (no dog) corridor 
between John Muir Drive 
to west edge of Equestrian 
trail. 

• No dogs on cliff face. 

• No off trail dogwalking. 

Rationale: 

• Provides dog and no dog 
experience. 

• Provides safety for dogs 

NORTH OF MAIN PARKING 
LOT: 

Create N/S corridors for on 
leash, ROLA and no dog use:  

• Habitat (no dog) corridor 
between John Muir Drive to 
a boundary just west of 
Equestrian trail.  

• ROLA corridor between 
Chip Trail and western 
boundary of Habitat 
corridor. ROLA includes 
Chip Trail to junction with 
Sunset Trail. North of that 
point, the west boundary of 
the ROLA is just east of 
paved trail. ROLA ends 
where Coastal Trail is 
bounded by fenced areas 
on both sides.  

• On leash corridor between 
cliffs and western edge of 
Chip Trail, then on leash on 
trails to northern boundary 
of FOFU. 

• Battery Davis – dogs on 
leash on designated trails 
only; no visitor or dog off 
trail travel. 
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GGNRA Site  

Alternative A:  No 
Action (represents 

36CFR 2.15, 1979 Pet 
Policy, and 2008 

GOGA Compendium) 

Alternative B:  
NPS Leash 
Regulation 

(represents 36 CFR 
2.15 and revised 

GOGA Compendium) 
  

Alternative C: Emphasis 
on Multiple Use – 

balanced by county. 
 

Alternative D: Most Restrictive 
based on Resource 

Protection/Visitor Safety 

 
Alternative E: Most Dogwalking 

Access/Most Management 
Intensive (contains all elements 

of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Consensus) 

 
• Provides safety for 

dogs and owner re: 
cliff face. 

• Provides protection 
for restored areas 

• Provides protection 
for Battery Davis 

ADDITION: Barriers or 
fencing to separate 
uses and to separate 
ROLA from cliff edge. 

and owner re: cliff face. 

• Provides protection for 
restored areas 

• Provides protection for 
Battery Davis 

ADDITION: barriers or fencing 
to separate uses and to 
separate ROLA from cliff edge. 

 

 

• No dogs on cliff face. 

Rationale: 

• Provides maximum dog 
experience as well as no 
dog experience. 

• Provides safety for dogs 
and owner re: cliff face. 

• Provides protection for 
restored areas 

• Provides protection for 
Battery Davis 

ADDITION: barriers or fencing 
to separate uses and to 
separate ROLA from cliff edge. 

 

 ALL TRAILS: Voice 
control. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
voice control 
regulations 

ALL TRAILS: On 
leash. 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of 
leash 
regulations 

ALL TRAILS: On leash 
except Equestrian Trail, 
Sunset Trail and 
Battery Davis Trail 
which are closed to 
dogs, with the 
exception of service 
dogs,   

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no 
dog” policy on 
Equestrian Trail, 

ALL TRAILS: on leash except: 
Equestrian Trail which is 
closed to dogs with the 
exception of service dogs.   

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy on Equestrian Trail, 
with exception of service 
dogs. 

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations on all other 

ALL TRAILS: on leash except: 

• No dogs with the exception 
of service dogs on 
Equestrian trails 

• ROLA includes Chip Trail to 
junction with Sunset Trail 

Management Action: 

• Enforcement of “no dog” 
policy on Equestrian Trail, 
with exception of service 
dogs. 
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GGNRA Site  

Alternative A:  No 
Action (represents 

36CFR 2.15, 1979 Pet 
Policy, and 2008 

GOGA Compendium) 

Alternative B:  
NPS Leash 
Regulation 

(represents 36 CFR 
2.15 and revised 

GOGA Compendium) 
  

Alternative C: Emphasis 
on Multiple Use – 

balanced by county. 
 

Alternative D: Most Restrictive 
based on Resource 

Protection/Visitor Safety 

 
Alternative E: Most Dogwalking 

Access/Most Management 
Intensive (contains all elements 

of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Consensus) 

 
Sunset Trail, and 
Battery Davis Trail, 
with exception of 
service dogs. 

• Enforcement of 
leash regulations 
on all other trails.  

• Site management 
including fencing 
along any on leash 
trails going through 
habitat corridor. 

 

trails.  

• Site management using  
signage and fencing or 
other barriers to separate 
voice control areas from 
other users.  

• Enforcement of leash 
regulations on all other 
trails, with the exception of 
ROLA areas. 

• Site management using  
signage and fencing or other 
barriers to separate voice 
control areas from other 
users. 
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DATE:  July 20, 2007 
 
TO:  All Commercial Permit Holders 
 
FROM: Kallie Bechler-LaFleche, Senior Secretary 
 
RE:  Commercial Permit Badges 
 
 

MESSAGE 
 
Your approved Commercial Permit and badge are enclosed, and if applicable, badges 
for employees who have education certificates and approved  trail maps on file with our 
department.  The badge must be worn on the outside of your clothing, using the 
enclosed double-ended lanyard, whenever you are walking dogs on open space lands.   
 
As the Commercial Permit holder, you are responsible for informing our department 
about an employee’s termination within five (5) days of that date, and for immediately 
returning a terminated employee’s badge to the Open Space District.  Badges are NOT 
transferable among employees or companies.  Anyone found to be using someone 
else’s badge will be cited, and the company may be subject to permit cancellation.  All 
commercial walkers must wear the badge on the provided double ended blue lanyard.  
 
There will be a charge for badges for employees that are added to a commercial permit 
after the date the initial permit was approved.  The charge is $2.50 per employee.  In 
order for an employee to receive a Commercial Permit badge, he/she must have an 
Education Completion certificate on file with the Department of Parks and Open Space 
and must submit a map of his/her requested trail(s) for approval.   We cannot guarantee 
that all trail requests will be approved. 
 
The cost for a new employee, or for a replacement badge and/or lanyard is as follows: 
 

• Badge and lanyard $2.50 
• Badge    $1.00 
• Lanyard  $1.50 
 

 
If you have any questions, please feel free to telephone me at (415) 499-7809. 
 
Happy Trails! 
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Additional Points for RD/WASO Dog Management Briefing 
April 16, 2013 

 
Timeline  
 
Pet Policy 

- 1979 policy developed w/ field staff (district ranger) input – no environmental review.   
- Limited knowledge of resources in ‘79. 
- Park actively established policy after CAC recommends – brochures/letters document 
 

Result 
- 20-plus years of 1979 policy = entrenched user group.   
- Significant increase of visitation/ population since 79, inc. dog owners -  complicated the issue 

 
Park actions 

- 2002 ANPR began the long, deliberate process to solve this  
- DEIS/SEIS = 10 years of working with the public to find appropriate solution. 

 
 
Management Challenge 
  

- Many agree parks can be shared – but extremely polarized positions complicates   
- Lack of understanding/appreciation of NPS mandate  
- Determination that GGNRA = local recreational needs vs. strong enviro. position 

 
 
Why a Special Reg 

  
-  Workable/realistic solution in keeping with NPS policies/laws 
- Default to NPS leash reg (eliminating off leash)could result in Congressional solution –pushed 

by Congressional call-in days and other persistent contacts by dog walkers 
 
 
DEIS 
 
What it took 

- 6 years to public draft (2005 – 2011) 
- NEPA/Neg. Rulemaking concurrent to allow information sharing. 

 
Alts development 

- Sites addressed  by NegRule/NEPA determined by GOGA interdisciplinary team  
o considered historic use/management, protection of resources, desired conditions, 

visitor use patterns 
- No NR consensus – so park developed range of alts  
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o info from NegRule - filtered through NPS policy/laws and resource/visitor use info -  
helped shape alts  

o NPS sr. staff panel recommendations followed 
 Education 
 What to consider when proposing off leash areas 

- Essentially 21 implementation-level EISs.   
o Differences in site resources/uses = one size could not fit all. 

- Regular check ins with GMP to ensure consistency 
- Auto trigger in Compliance-based management to allow management changes over life of plan 

(20yr) - major source of contention – “poison pill” 
 
 
SEIS 
 

-  “Poison pill” removed –  application of trigger (75%) compliance could allow unacceptable 
impacts, given large variations in visitor numbers at diff. sites.  (20 dog walkers/day vs. 1600) 

- NR/CR monitoring added – monitoring results (of observed actions) to guide management 
responses.  (Refer to Michael if more detail needed here) 

o Monitoring plan to be developed and peer reviewed. 
- Non-peer removed studies removed or use limited (ex. “GGAudubon reports or protocol not 

peer reviewed.  Per conversation with Ray S., we will do a very general summary across all the 
reports sticking to factual information and not reporting conclusions.” 

 
 
Background Materials 
 

- LE tables document scope of issue  
- Tables comparing alternative elements   

o Action Alts - low # of off leash miles compared to current because off-leash on trails 
considered but dismissed – would create unavoidable deterrent to other users.   

- Pref. Alt  – some off leash allowed but in defined locations, away from sensitive resources and  
separated from other users by: 

o buffer zones,  barriers, clear signage, adjacent areas providing no-dog experience, or 
area-defining fencing (e.g. pole fencing). 
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U.S. Institute

LABOR COSTS
Senior Program 

Manager Senior Mediator Senior Mediator Co-Mediator Co-Mediator Support Staff Hours
Cost

Work Completed To Date

Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management
Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design

96,000.00$     

Tasks Still To Be Completed

PHASE 0 - Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management
0-6   Evaluate contractor performance to date 4 4 580.00$          
0-7   Project management 60 60 8,700.00$       

PHASE 0 LABOR SUBTOTAL 64 0 0 0 0 0 64 9,280.00$       

PHASE I - Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design
I-7    Follow-up on situation assessment with NPS and stakeholders 75 75 13,500.00$     

PHASE I LABOR SUBTOTAL 75 75 13,500.00$     

PHASE II - Develop Work Plan, Refine Process Design, Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking Process,
                   Convene Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, Conduct Collaboration Skills Workshop
II-1    Develop work plan, modify agreement and contract as required 4 4 8 1,300.00$       
II-2   Refine process design and consult with GGNRA on plan for negotiated rulemaking process 20 20 40 7,200.00$       
II-3   Convening activities for Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 16 16 16 48 7,904.00$       
II-4   Conduct collaboration skills workshop for Committee members 32 32 16 8 88 14,080.00$     

PHASE II LABOR SUBTOTAL 4 72 68 32 0 8 184 30,484.00$     

PHASE III - Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Negotiated Rulemaking Comm. Mtngs
III-1  Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) plenary meetings of Negotiated Rulemaking Comm.
   III-1.1  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #1    
        III-1.1a   Develop meeting agenda 2 2 4 720.00$          
        III-1.1b   Coordinate with presenters 2 2 4 720.00$          
        III-1.1c   Coordinate with logistical planners 4 4 208.00$          
        III-1.1d   Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 4 4 8 744.00$          
        III-1.1e   Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 4 4 8 1,440.00$       
        III-1.1f   Travel to meeting 2 2 2 2 8 1,256.00$       
        III-1.1g  Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 8 8 8 8 32 5,024.00$       
        III-1.1h  Debrief with NPS 2 2 4 720.00$          
        III-1.1i   Develop draft and final meeting summary 2 2 4 4 12 1,464.00$       
        III-1.1j   Follow up with Committee members 6 6 12 2,160.00$       

Plenary Meeting #1 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$     

   III-1.2  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #2
Plenary Meeting #2 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$     

   III-1.3  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #3
Plenary Meeting #3 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$     

   III-1.4  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #4
Plenary Meeting #4 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$     

   III-1.5  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #5
Plenary Meeting #5 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$     

   III-1.6  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #6
Plenary Meeting #6 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$     

III-2  Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) subcommittee meetings of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee
   III-2.1  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #1
        III.2.1a   Develop meeting agenda 2 2 360.00$          
        III.2.1b   Coordinate with presenters 2 4 6 896.00$          
        III.2.1c   Coordinate with logistical planners 4 4 208.00$          
        III.2.1d   Develop, compile and distribute pre-meeting materials 2 4 6 476.00$          
        III.2.1e   Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 2 2 360.00$          
        III.2.1f   Travel to meeting 2 2 4 628.00$          

Modification #1 to Task Order #4
"Golden Gate National Recreation Area Dog Management"

Revised Estimated Budget (02/25/05)

Contractor Task Subtotals
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        III.2.1g  Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 8 8 16 2,512.00$       
        III.2.1h  Debrief with NPS 2 2 360.00$          
        III.2.1i   Develop draft and final meeting summary 2 4 4 10 1,104.00$       
        III.2.1j   Follow-up with subcommittee members 4 4 720.00$          

Subcommittee Meeting #1 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$       

   III-2.2  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #2
Subcommittee Meeting #2 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$       

   III-2.3  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #3
Subcommittee Meeting #3 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$       

   III-2.4  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #4
Subcommittee Meeting #4 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$       

   III-2.5  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #5
Subcommittee Meeting #5 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$       

   III-2.6  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #6
Subcommittee Meeting #6 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$       

III-3   Mediation of Select Targeted Issues 8 24 24 56 9,800.00$       

III-4   Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations for Proposed Rule 16 15 31 5,580.00$       
PHASE III LABOR SUBTOTAL 8 352 207 228 60 144 999 147,860.00$   

PHASE IV - Coordinate Negotiated Rulemaking Process with NEPA Process and Facilitate Follow-Up with 
Committee (as needed)    
IV-1  Attend 2 public scoping meetings and 3 internal NPS NEPA planning meetings 26 16 8 50 8,632.00$       
     IV-1a  Travel to NEPA meetings 20 12 8 40 6,832.00$       

IV-2   Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 24 24 48 8,640.00$       
PHASE IV LABOR SUBTOTAL 70 52 16 138 24,104.00$     

PHASE V - Report Writing
V-1 Prepare draft and final report/documentation of negotiated rulemaking process  
    V-1a   Prepare draft report 8 8 32 4 52 7,376.00$       
    V-1b   Prepare final report 4 4 4 4 16 2,184.00$       

PHASE V LABOR SUBTOTAL 12 12 36 0 8 68 9,560.00$       

HOUR TOTALS PHASES 0, I, II, III, IV & V 76 581 339 312 60 160 1528

PROFESSIONAL RATES ($/HR) 145.00$                180.00$             180.00$          134.00$          134.00$          52.00$           
SUBTOTAL LABOR COSTS - PHASES 0, I, II, III, IV, & V 11,020.00$           104,580.00$      61,020.00$     41,808.00$     8,040.00$       8,320.00$      234,788.00$   
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DIRECT COSTS

Travel 1,500.00$             500.00$             2,000.00$       

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL 1,500.00$             500.00$             2,000.00$       

Miscellaneous Expenses; e.g., Conference Calls 200.00$                300.00$             500.00$          
Materials & Supplies 200.00$             200.00$          
Copying & Printing 200.00$             200.00$          

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL AND OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODC) 1,700.00$             1,200.00$          2,900.00$       

TOTAL LABOR, TRAVEL AND ODC 12,720.00$           105,780.00$      61,020.00$     41,808.00$     8,040.00$       8,320.00$      237,688.00$   

17,997.44$     

255,685.44$   

96,000.00$     

351,685.44$   REVISED ESTIMATE OF TOTAL COST FOR PROJECT

8% Institute Administrative Fee on Contractor Costs

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST FOR TASKS STILL TO BE COMPLETED

EXPENDITURES TO DATE
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Internal deliberative draft – not for public distribution 

• That is no longer the case, we can issue CUAs for new uses. Additionally the 
issuance of these CUAs will be systematic in any case.   

Q: By "systematic" do you mean there is a process, with guidelines, now in 
place? 

 
 
 

• Cost of the permit should not be a planning item, since it will be a condition of the 
permit, and subject to cost recovery rationale outside of this process, and will 
change through time.  The fees will be a flat rate per permit, and most likely we 
will only issue one permit per company and their will be only one price. This is 
how we manage other CUA programs to keep it simple.  

Q:  So how would a company that wants to have more than one dogwalker 
to use park areas at any time go forward - are there bus companies who 
have more than one coach operating in the park at any one time?  How are 
they handled? 

GGNRA006253



Committee membership chosen for following reasons: 
 

• Crux of the issue is between dog walking groups and environmental groups – thus 
those two areas need full representation 

• Need all voices from those affected groups at the table; if not made part of group, 
will not attend and could affect outsome from outside process 

• Representation of children is from well-recognized org with much prior 
involvement in dogwalking issue with the City of San Francisco.   

• Senior Action Network is umbrella org under which come a number of other rep 
organizations:  

o Senior Action Network (SAN) is a citywide federation of senior 
organizations organizing to improve the lives of San Francisco's seniors 
and all of our city's residents. We are an umbrella coalition of over 140 
member groups representing over 30,000 seniors. SAN has activists 
from every neighborhood, ethnicity, linguistic background, economic 
status and cultural identity that the diverse city of San Francisco 
represents. 

• If additional rep of seniors/children needed, could go back to those groups to 
bring in additional voices. 
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M  E  M  O  R  A N  D  U  M  
 

TO:  Chris Powell and Shirwin Smith, GGNRA 
FROM: Greg Bourne and Mike Harty, Center for Collaborative Policy 
RE:  Composition of Proposed GGNRA Reg-Neg Committee 
DATE:  March 25, 2005 
 
 
Based on interviewing more than 45 people from more than 25 organizations, the proposed membership of the 
GGNRA Negotiated Rulemaking Committee reflects the key dynamics of the conflict over dog management in the 
park.  The main points of contention on this issue are the impacts of off-leash dog walking on 1) the natural 
environment, and 2) other park users.  Broad balance among off-leash dog walkers, environmental advocates and 
other users is reflected in the make-up of the proposed Committee. 
 
“Numerical” balance is more important in a voting context, whereas “interest balance” is more important in the reg-
neg context. As long as each major interest group has a strong advocate who can clearly express the point of view 
of their constituency, the consensus-based negotiated rulemaking process ensures each point of view is adequately 
incorporated into any rule that might be forthcoming. The consensus principle also provides an effective veto to any 
interest group represented at the table who believes their concerns are not being addressed. Public meetings and 
other required opportunities for public review provide a backup to ensure the points of view of each major interest 
group have been accurately translated into new rules.  
 
The proposed Committee membership can be sorted into four interest groups: off-leash dog walking advocates; 
environmental advocates; other park users; and government.  The three non-governmental interest groups are 
generally equally balanced in the proposed Committee composition, with 7 off-leash dog walking advocates, 6 
environmental advocates and 6 representatives of park users. The park users have similar objectives; effective 
separation of any off-leash dogs from children, seniors, or people with disabilities, either by signs or physical 
barriers. Moreover, the assessment indicated that, on many issues, environmental groups and park users reinforce 
each others’ key positions, e.g., general opposition to unfettered off-leash activity.   
 
We understand concern has been expressed about potential under-representation of senior citizens on the 
Committee.  Initially, senior citizen groups showed little interest in this issue and this process.  The assessment 
team persisted in efforts to bring a “senior” perspective to the table.  We were able to engage the Executive Director 
of the Senior Action Network (SAN) in the issue and he is the designated representative.  SAN is a “citywide 
federation of senior organizations organizing to improve the lives of San Francisco's seniors and all of our city's 
residents.”  They represent a coalition of more than 140 organizations representing over 30,000 seniors.  By having 
SAN involved, with their political clout and visibility, the primary organization representing seniors in the San 
Francisco region is committed to the rulemaking effort. 
 
With the participation of the Coleman Advocates for Youth and Children, another highly effective organization 
representing the interests of children throughout the City, and with similar issues, SAN has a natural ally.  The 
Presidio Trust, which is the steward of many parks areas used by people of all ages, is sensitive to the issues of 
senior citizens.  Likewise, the San Francisco Department of Recreation and Parks has been instrumental in dealing 
with issues related to impacts on seniors, children and families in their deliberations concerning off-leash dogs in 
San Francisco parks.   
 
We would be glad to provide additional information concerning the composition of the proposed rulemaking 
committee as requested. 
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COMMITTEE JUSTIFICATION POINTS 
 

• interviewed more than 45 people from more than 25 organizations, the proposed membership 
of the Committee reflects the key dynamics of the conflict over dog management in the park 

 
• “interest balance” is more important than numerical balance in the reg-neg context.  
 
• 4 interest groups: off-leash dog walking advocates; environmental advocates; other park 

users; and government.  The three non-governmental interest groups are generally equally 
balanced in the proposed Committee composition, with 7 off-leash dog walking advocates, 6 
environmental advocates and 6 representatives of park users 

 
• The consensus principle provides an effective veto to any interest group represented at the 

table who believes their concerns are not being addressed 
 
• senior citizen groups initially showed little interest in this issue and this process.  The 

assessment team persisted in efforts to bring a “senior” perspective to the table and were able 
to engage the Executive Director of the Senior Action Network (SAN) in the issue and he is 
the designated representative.  SAN is a “citywide federation of senior organizations that 
represents a coalition of more than 140 organizations representing over 30,000 seniors 

 
• Our view is that the Federal Register notice and opportunity for comments and self-

nominations provides the right opportunity for modifications to occur 
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LABOR COSTS Senior Mediator Senior Mediator Co-Mediator Co-Mediator Support Staff Hours
Cost

Work Completed to Date 41,617.41$       

Tasks Still To Be Completed

PHASE I - Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design
I-7    Follow-up on situation assessment with NPS and stakeholders 55 55 9,900.00$         

PHASE I LABOR SUBTOTAL 55 9,900.00$         

PHASE II - Develop Work Plan, Refine Process Design, Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking Process,
                   Convene Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, Conduct Collaboration Skills Workshop
II-1    Develop work plan, modify agreement and contract as required 4 4 720.00$            
II-2   Refine process design and plan for negotiated rulemaking process 20 20 40 7,200.00$         
II-3   Convening of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 16 16 16 48 7,904.00$         
II-4   Develop collaborative problem solving skills workbook & conduct workshop with nominated members of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Comm. 32 32 16 8 88 14,080.00$       

PHASE II LABOR SUBTOTAL 72 68 32 0 8 180 29,904.00$       

PHASE III - Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Negotiated Rulemaking Comm. Mtngs
III-1  Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) plenary meetings of Negotiated Rulemaking Comm.
   III-1.1  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #1    
        III-1.1a   Develop meeting agenda 2 2 4 720.00$            
        III-1.1b   Coordinate with presenters 2 2 4 720.00$            
        III-1.1c   Coordinate with logistical planners 4 4 208.00$            
        III-1.1d   Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 4 4 8 744.00$            
        III-1.1e   Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 4 4 8 1,440.00$         
        III-1.1f   Travel to meeting 2 2 2 2 8 1,256.00$         
        III-1.1g  Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 8 8 8 8 32 5,024.00$         
        III-1.1h  Debrief with NPS 2 2 4 720.00$            
        III-1.1i   Develop draft and final meeting summary 2 2 4 4 12 1,464.00$         
        III-1.1j   Follow up with Committee members 6 6 12 2,160.00$         

Plenary Meeting #1 Subtotal 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$       

   III-1.2  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #2
Plenary Meeting #2 Subtotal 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$       

   III-1.3  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #3
Plenary Meeting #3 Subtotal 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$       

   III-1.4  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #4
Plenary Meeting #4 Subtotal 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$       

   III-1.5  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #5
Plenary Meeting #5 Subtotal 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$       

   III-1.6  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #6
Plenary Meeting #6 Subtotal 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$       

III-2  Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) subcommittee meetings of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee
   III-2.1  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #1
        III.2.1a   Develop meeting agenda 2 2 360.00$            
        III.2.1b   Coordinate with presenters 2 4 6 896.00$            
        III.2.1c   Coordinate with logistical planners 4 4 208.00$            
        III.2.1d   Develop, compile and distribute pre-meeting materials 2 4 6 476.00$            
        III.2.1e   Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 2 2 360.00$            
        III.2.1f   Travel to meeting 2 2 4 628.00$            
        III.2.1g  Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 8 8 16 2,512.00$         
        III.2.1h  Debrief with NPS 2 2 360.00$            
        III.2.1i   Develop draft and final meeting summary 2 4 4 10 1,104.00$         
        III.2.1j   Follow-up with subcommittee members 4 4 720.00$            

Subcommittee Meeting #1 Subtotal 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$         

   III-2.2  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #2
Subcommittee Meeting #2 Subtotal 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$         

Contract #1303, Mod 3
"Golden Gate National Recreation Area Dog Management"

Revised Estimated Budget (06/08/05)

Contractor Task Subtotals
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   III-2.3  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #3
Subcommittee Meeting #3 Subtotal 24 0 20 0 0 56 7,000.00$         

   III-2.4  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #4
Subcommittee Meeting #4 Subtotal 24 0 20 0 0 56 7,000.00$         

   III-2.5  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #5
Subcommittee Meeting #5 Subtotal 24 0 20 0 0 56 7,000.00$         

   III-2.6  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #6
Subcommittee Meeting #6 Subtotal 24 0 20 0 0 56 7,000.00$         

III-3   Mediation of Select Targeted Issues 24 24 48 8,640.00$         

III-4   Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations for Proposed Rule 16 15 5,580.00$         
PHASE III LABOR SUBTOTAL 352 207 228 60 96 960 144,204.00$     

PHASE IV - Report Writing
IV-1 Prepare draft and final report/documentation of negotiated rulemaking process  
    IV-1a   Prepare draft report 8 8 32 4 52 7,376.00$         
    IV-1b   Prepare final report 4 4 4 4 16 2,184.00$         

PHASE IV LABOR SUBTOTAL 12 12 36 0 8 68 9,560.00$         

PHASE V - Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during remaining 
NEPA/Rulemaking Process    
V-1   Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 24 24 48 8,640.00$         

V-2  Attend public meetings of NEPA Process 8 8 8 24 3,952.00$         
     V-2a  Travel to NEPA meetings 4 4 4 12 1,976.00$         

PHASE V LABOR SUBTOTAL 36 36 12 0 0 84 14,568.00$       

HOUR TOTALS PHASES I, II, III, IV & V 527 323 308 60 112 1292

PROFESSIONAL RATES ($/HR) 180.00$             180.00$          134.00$          134.00$          52.00$           
SUBTOTAL LABOR COSTS - PHASES I, II, III, IV, & V 94,860.00$        58,140.00$     41,272.00$     8,040.00$       5,824.00$      208,136.00$     
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DIRECT COSTS

Travel 400.00$             400.00$            

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL 400.00$             400.00$            

Miscellaneous Expenses; e.g., Conference Calls 300.00$             300.00$            
Materials & Supplies 200.00$             200.00$            
Copying & Printing 200.00$             200.00$            

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL AND OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODC) 1,100.00$          1,100.00$         

TOTAL LABOR, TRAVEL AND ODC 95,960.00$        58,140.00$     41,272.00$     8,040.00$       5,824.00$      209,236.00$     

82.50$              

209,318.50$     

41,621.63$       
TOTAL ESTIMATED CONTRACTOR COSTS 250,940.13$     

74,778.37$       
600.00$            

75,378.37$       

117,000.00$     

TOTAL FUNDS AUTHORIZED TO DATE

NEW TOTAL AUTHORIZED AMOUNT

7.5% Administrative Fee on CCPs' Other Direct Costs

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST FOR TASKS STILL TO BE COMPLETED

TOTAL NEW ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZED AMOUNT

ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZED AMOUNT FOR CONTRACTOR LABOR COSTS
ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZED AMOUNT FOR OTHER DIRECT COSTS

GGNRA006259



California State University, Contract #1303, Modification #3 

FINAL: 06/08/05  Page 1 of 8 

MODIFICATION #3 to 
CONTRACT 1303 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, SACRAMENTO 
 

 
Revised Scope of Work and Estimated Budget 
 
A. Work Completed To Date 
 
PHASE I – Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design 
I-1  Organizational Meeting and Review of Background Materials 
I-2 Develop Interview Protocol 
I-3 Identify and Contact Individuals to be Interviewed 
I-4  Conduct Confidential Interviews  
I-5 Prepare Assessment Report 
I-6  Meeting to Consider Outcomes of Assessment Process and Determine Next Steps 

 
B. Tasks To Be Completed 
 
PHASE I – Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design 

 
I-7 Follow-up on Situation Assessment with NPS and Stakeholders 

As required, Contractor will follow-up with NPS and with stakeholders to consider and 
determine next steps for proceeding with a Negotiated Rulemaking process. The 
Contractor will work with NPS to identify a list of preferred potential members, as well 
as alternates, for the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. The Contractor will assist NPS 
in contacting these individuals and securing their commitment to engage fully and 
constructively in the proposed Negotiated Rulemaking process. Where commitments are 
not secured, the team will consult with NPS regarding how to fill the resulting “gap” and 
will follow-up with other individuals as needed. The result of this effort will be a list of 
proposed members who have pre-accepted prior to NPS issuing a Federal Register notice 
of its intent to establish a Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. Per required FACA 
procedures, the Secretary of the Interior officially appoints the members of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
 
 

PHASE II – Develop Work Plan, Refine Process Design, Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking 
Process, Convene Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, Conduct Collaboration 
Skills Workshop 

 
II-1 Develop Work Plan, Modify Agreement and Contract as Required 

Based on the agreed upon approach to the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the Institute, 
in coordination with the Contractor will develop a corresponding Work Plan and Revised 
Estimated Budget for its implementation. The Work Plan will take into account any 
critical budget constraints and/or target completion dates as identified by NPS. If 
tradeoffs are required in terms of either the schedule or the budget, the Institute will assist 

GGNRA006260



California State University, Contract #1303, Modification #3 

FINAL: 06/08/05  Page 2 of 8 

NPS in making informed choices, so as to minimize impacts on the success of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking process. NPS and the Institute will reach concurrence on the 
adopted Work Plan and Revised Estimated Budget. Based on the adopted Work Plan, the 
Institute will make necessary modifications to this Agreement with NPS and the 
agreement with the Contractor. 

 
II-2 Refine Process Design and Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking Process 

Based on the results of the assessment, the Contractor, in consultation with NPS, will 
refine the specific design and plan the details for the Negotiated Rulemaking process, 
especially regarding integration with a concurrent NEPA analysis. 

 
II-3 Convening of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee  

The Contractor will communicate with the selected members and alternates of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee to inform them about the schedule, design, and 
proposed ground rules for the process. The Contractor, in consultation with NPS and the 
Institute as necessary, will address any concerns of selected Committee members about 
the proposed process. 

 
II-4 Develop Collaborative Problem Solving Skills Workbook and Conduct Workshop 

or Study Session with Nominated Members of the Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee 
In advance of the initial official meeting of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the 
Contractor will plan and conduct a workshop or study session on collaborative problem 
solving skills to help prepare Committee members for effective and constructive 
participation. As part of the workshop, the Contractor will develop a workbook on critical 
skills for successful collaborative problem solving that will be used as a reference in 
working with the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee throughout the process. 
 

 
PHASE III –  Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee Meetings; Mediate Specific Issues as Needed 
 
III-1 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Six (6) Plenary Meetings of Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractor will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) plenary meetings of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
III-1.1 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #1 

III-1.1a Develop meeting agenda 
III-1.1b Coordinate with presenters 
III-1.1c Coordinate with logistical planners 
III-1.1d Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 
III-1.1e Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 
III-1.1f Travel to meeting 
III-1.1g Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 
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III-1.1h Debrief with NPS 
III-1.1i Develop draft and final meeting summary 
III-1.1j Follow-up with Committee members 

 
III-1.2 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #2 
 
III-1.3 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #3 
 
III-1.4 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #4 
 
III-1.5 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #5 
 
III-1.6 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #6 
 

III-2 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Six (6) Subcommittee Meetings of 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractor will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) subcommittee meetings of 
the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
III-2.1 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #1 

III-2.1a Develop meeting agenda 
III-2.1b Coordinate with presenters 
III-2.1c Coordinate with logistical planners 
III-2.1d Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 
III-2.1e Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 
III-2.1f Travel to meeting 
III-2.1g Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 
III-2.1h Debrief with NPS 
III-2.1i Develop draft and final meeting summary 
III-2.1j Follow-up with subcommittee members 

 
III-2.2 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #2 
 
III-2.3 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #3 
 
III-2.4 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #4 
 
III-2.5 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #5 
 
III-2.6 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #6 
 

III-3 Mediation of Select Targeted Issues 
At the request of NPS and the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the Contractor may 
provide additional mediation assistance to help resolve specific targeted issues by 
meeting individually and/or with a subset of the Committee members. Any proposed 
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solutions developed through mediation would be brought back to the full Committee for 
consideration and endorsement. 

 
III-4 Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations for Proposed Rule 

By the established deadline for conclusion of the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the 
Contractor will develop on behalf of the Committee a draft comprehensive proposal that 
integrates all the areas of provisional agreement reached throughout the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process. If necessary, any remaining and unresolved areas of disagreement 
will also be acknowledged and explained. The Contractor will facilitate a last round of 
deliberations aimed at reaching the highest level of mutual agreement on a final set of 
recommendations that could be signed, endorsed and supported by all the Committee 
members and submitted to NPS. Final recommendations will be documented in the 
summary of the final formal plenary meeting of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
NPS will take the recommendations and translate them into draft rule language, which 
will be reviewed by the Committee before NPS formally issues the draft rule. 
 

 
PHASE IV – Facilitate Follow-Up Activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee During 

Remaining NEPA/Rulemaking Processes (as needed) 
 

IV-1 Facilitate Follow-Up Activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
As needed and requested by NPS, the Contractor will provide facilitation assistance to 
any follow-up activities of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during the remaining 
formal steps in the concurrent NEPA/Rulemaking process. 
 

IV-2 Attend Public Meetings of NEPA Process 
Contractor will attend public meetings of NEPA process, as appropriate and requested by 
NPS, to ensure smooth coordination with the Negotiated Rulemaking process. Provide 
updates on the Negotiated Rulemaking process to the meeting attendees. 
 
IV-2a Travel to NEPA meetings 
 
 

PHASE IV – Report Writing 
 

V-1 Prepare Draft and Final Report/Documentation of Negotiated Rulemaking Process 
The Contractor, in consultation with NPS, will prepare a draft report that 
comprehensively describes and documents the Negotiated Rulemaking process and the 
Committee’s recommendations to NPS. In the event that the Committee is unable to 
reach agreement on its recommendations to NPS, the Contractor will prepare a report that 
documents the process and identifies areas of the Committee’s agreement and 
disagreement. 
 
V-1a Prepare Draft Report 

The Contractor will prepare a draft report for review and comment by the U.S. 
Institute and NPS. 
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V-1b Prepare Final Report 

The Contractor will produce and submit a final report that is responsive to the 
comments and feedback of NPS. The final report of the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process will be made publicly available through the NPS and 
U.S. Institute websites. 

 
 
C. Assumptions 
 
Other tasks may be identified as this project progresses. Such tasks may substitute for the 
specific tasks outlined in this agreement, consistent with process design, convening, facilitation, 
mediation, project management, contract administration, and other associated neutral support 
services related to conducting the Negotiated Rulemaking process. If additional funding is 
required for services beyond the anticipated tasks and hours included in this Modified Scope of 
Work and Revised Estimated Budget, authorization for such funding increases shall be mutually 
agreed to and set forth in writing as a Modification to this agreement and signed by the 
signatories hereto. 
 
D. Project Deliverables 
 
The following deliverables are anticipated for the remaining Phases of this project: 

• Workbook on collaborative problem solving skills. 
• Draft and final summaries of all facilitated plenary meetings, subcommittee meetings, 

and associated planning conference calls. 
• Draft and final report to NPS of the Negotiated Rulemaking process on behalf of the 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
 
E. Project Milestones 
 
The following target Project Milestones and currently estimated dates for completion are 
anticipated for remaining Phases of the project: 

 
PHASE II 

• Develop Work Plan and modify agreement and contract – June 2005 
• Appoint Negotiated Rulemaking Committee members – September 2005 
• Conduct Collaborative Problem Solving Skills Workshop – October 2005 

 
PHASE III 

• Conduct initial plenary meeting of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee – October 
2006 

• Conduct Negotiated Rulemaking process – October 2005 thru August 2006 
 

PHASE IV 
• Provide follow-up facilitation assistance as needed  – November 2006 thru April 2007 
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PHASE V 
• Complete draft report on Negotiated Rulemaking process – April 2007 
• Submit final report on Negotiated Rulemaking process – June 2007 
 

 
F. Period of Performance 

 
The Period of Performance for the tasks outlined in this Modified Scope of Work shall be 
extended from the original start date of the Agreement through September 30, 2005, unless 
further extended or modified by mutual written agreement. 
 
G. Estimated Budget 
 
The Estimated Budget (see attached) to provide the new tasks described above in this Modified 
Scope of Work is $209,318.50. The Revised Estimated Budget for the entire project, including 
work completed to date, is a total of $250,940.13. 
 
H. Authorized Funding 
 
The original contract authorized the Contractor to expend $41,621.63. Modification #3 to the 
contract authorizes an additional $75,378.37, which includes $74,778.37 for Contractor Labor 
and $600.00 for Other Direct Costs. The new total amount authorized to the Contractor is 
$117,000. 
 
The U.S. Institute acknowledges that this amount will not be sufficient to complete all the Tasks 
outlined in this Scope of Work. It is anticipated that the additional authorized funds will be 
sufficient to complete Tasks through Phase III-1.2, or the second Plenary Meeting of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
 
It is anticipated that additional funds will be authorized, as required and available, through a 
Modification to this contract to complete all tasks. 
 
The Contractor may not exceed the authorized level of expenditure without the prior 
written approval of the U.S. Institute. Any work conducted beyond the authorized level of 
funding will not be reimbursed. 
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U.S. INSTITUTE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CONFLICT RESOLUTION 
CONTRACT TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
 
All confidential communications among the Contractor and process participants s while 
performing the tasks under this contract shall be protected by the provisions of the 
Confidentiality Policy of the U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution (USIECR) and 
the Administrative Dispute Resolution Act of 1996, which can be found at 
http://www.ecr.gov/a_confid_policy.htm. Contractor shall use his or her best professional 
judgment in considering whether it is appropriate and/or necessary to conduct any conversations 
in a confidential manner. As early as possible, the Contractor shall work with participating 
parties to establish clear and mutual expectations and agreements regarding the degree and 
limitations of confidentiality for their proceedings, consistent with state and local open meeting 
laws for the relevant jurisdictions. Contractor may consult the USIECR 's Program Manager to 
resolve confidentiality questions. 
 
EVALUATION 
 
Individuals involved in any project pursuant to this Agreement will be asked to participate in the 
Institute's evaluation program by completing a questionnaire about the project when appropriate 
(i.e., at the completion of assessment and mediation/facilitation processes) and by encouraging 
participants to fill out their questionnaires. In order not to overburden the participants or 
potentially affect response rates or accuracy, Contractor shall not supplement the USIECR’s 
evaluation either by administering a separate questionnaire or conducting oral debriefings 
without written permission from the USIECR. 
 
RIGHTS IN DATA 
 
FAR 52.227-14 Rights in Data – General is incorporated into this contract by reference. 
 
KEY PERSONNEL 
 
The personnel specified below are considered to be essential to the work being performed under 
this contract. Prior to substituting other personnel for any of the specified individuals, Contractor 
shall notify the USIECR Program Manager reasonably in advance and shall submit justification 
(including proposed substitutions) in sufficient detail to permit assessment of the impact on the 
project. Contractor may not make substitutions without the written consent of the USIECR. 
 

Greg Bourne, Project Administrative Lead and Senior Mediator ($180/hour) 
Mike Harty, Senior Mediator ($180/hour) 
Austin McInerny, Staff Mediator ($134/hour) 
Catherine McCracken, Associate Mediator ($134/hour) 
 

Hours may be shifted among project personnel for the purposes of efficiency and responsiveness 
at the Contractor’s discretion, so long as this can be accomplished without sacrificing the overall 
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quality and level of expertise devoted to the tasks. Prior approval from the U.S. Institute is 
required for any significant personnel changes or major re-allocation of hours among the 
Contractor’s project team. 
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This area is habitat for the threatened 
Western Snowy Plover.

Disturbance from humans and dogs 
can impact snowy plover survival.

Walk near the waterline to avoid 
areas used by plovers.

WILDLIFE  PROTECTION  ARE A

FOLLOW PARK REGULATIONS

 
- Do not feed, touch, tease, 

frighten or intentionally disturb 
wildlife. 36 CFR 2.2(a)(2)

- Remove all pet waste from the 
park immediately. 36 CFR 2.15(a)(5)

- Pets must be leashed 
all year except 
May 15 - July 1. 
36 CFR 1.5(a)(2)

GGNRA006268



DRAFT  
 

February 27, 2009 

UPDATE - Memo to the files re: commercial dog walking  – Dog Management EIS 

Initial park approach was to address the main impact of commercial dog walking, the large 
number of dogs walked by a single individual, by applying the same limit to all dog walkers (3 
dogs per person – with no more than 2 off leash when in a ROLA). The park would not issue 
permits for commercial dog walking in order to allow higher numbers of dogs per person. 

In response to SOL and RD input, the park revised approach to add permitted commercial dog 
walking to one alternative (Alternative E, which allows maximum dog walking access), but only 
allow commercial dog walking on leash and only in certain areas.  SOL response was: 

• Arbitrary to limit commercial to only certain areas, without rationale 
• Arbitrary to limit commercial to no off leash; not equal treatment to allow private 

owners off leash use, but not allow the “professionals” the same. 

In response, park revised alternatives to permit commercial dog walking, with up to 5 dogs per 
walker, in Alternatives B, C and E. In Alt B, all use would have to be on leash; in Alternatives C 
and E, commercials could use ROLAs, and would be allowed the same number off leash, 3, as 
private dog walkers in ROLAs.  Areas where commercials are allowed could be selected, based 
on anticipated levels of use or other appropriate justifications, given that commercial walkers 
would be bringing in more dogs than individuals.   

EQD response to revised option: 

• Allowing only commercial dog walkers to have a larger number of dogs elevates those 
users above the private dog walkers.  To be equitable, allow anyone who wants to walk 
more than 3 dogs – up to 5 or 6, whichever can be justified -  to apply for a permit 
(Special Use Permit appropriate mechanism). 

• Permit would require training certification (through local humane societies) to justify 
allowing larger numbers of dogs, in addition to all other normal permit requirements. 

 

ALTERNATE APPROACH per input from Aaron Roth: 

If a use is visitor service, we do have to issue a permit, but if use is not visitor-serving and is 
irregular and non-impactful, park not required to issue permit.   
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DRAFT  
 

Decision path: 

A. Determine if permit is required to achieve the management objective  
1. Management Objective = Control impacts 

a.   Two Options to meet objective 
1. Require special use permit for more than 3 

a. Anyone can walk 3 dogs without permit 
b. Permit required for any dog walker – commercial or 

private – with more than 3 dogs 
c. Permit requires training for handling large number of dogs 
d. Permit may restrict user to certain sites, or no off-leash, or 

total number of permits issued (permits initially to be 
issued for shorter term – “on a trial basis subject to 
revision”) 

2. No permit requirement 
a. Any dog walker, commercial or private, limited to 3 
b. No provision for anyone wanting to bring more dogs  

 
Suggested approach to alternatives – apply varying options across alternatives to provide range 
of approaches to address commercial dog walkers. 

 Allow anyone – private or commercial - with up to 3 dogs (Alt. B – Leash regulation) 
 Allow anyone – private or commercial - with up to 3 dogs, and allow walking more than 

3 (up to 6) with a permit. (Alts C – Multiple Use and E – Most dog walking access) 
 No commercial dog walkers and all others limited to 3 (Alt. D – Most Protective) 
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1.  Cover Slide 
 
PURPOSE OF BRIEFING 
 
• Review history of GOGA Dog Mgmt Planning 
• Describe SEIS Features and Timeline 
• Gain Concurrence on Proceeding with SEIS 
Release 
• Gain Concurrence on Compendium 
requirement for Commercial Dog Walking Permit 
 
 
2. GOGA Dog Mgt – A Tortured History 
 
1972 Park inherited long history of Off Leash Dog 
Walking  
 
1979 Advisory Commission Pet Policy adopted 
 
1999 Successful lawsuit by dog walkers over routine 
restoration project  
 
 2001 – Huge public outcry when park reverted to 
NPS leash regulation (2.15) on US Atty 
recommendation 
 
2002 Federal Panel recommendation to pursue 
special GOGA regulation.  PWR/WASO approval 
granted.  
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3. (cont’d) 
 
2004 Federal court enjoined park from enforcing 
NPS leash reg (2.15) without  rulemaking  
 
2006-2008  Negotiated Rulemaking Committee failed 
to achieve a consensus rule.  Agency rulemaking the 
only avenue left. 
 
2010 Draft Plan/EIS issued – 8000 comments 
 
2012 Region/WASO approval to prepare 
Supplemental 
 
2013 SEIS Ready for Release – decision pending 
 
 
4. Features of The Supplemental Plan 
 
• Adds Rancho Corral de Tierra 
• Considers new data 
• Replaces unpopular/easily challenged 
Compliance-Based Mgt Strategy 
• Some changes in uses at some sites 
 
 

5.  Four Action Alternatives, plus Preferred 
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• NPS Leash Reg – Alt B 
• Balance of Visitor Uses – Alt C 
• Most Environmentally Protective – Alt 
D 
• Most Dog Walking Access – Alt D 

 
 PREFERRED:  Hybrid of options (mostly 
Alt C), depending on site 
 

 
6. KEY ELEMENTS OF PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 
 
Voice Control dog walking allowed only in 7 limited, 
defined areas 

• Specific, enforceable guidelines 
• Does not preclude enforcement for other 
offenses – wildlife harassment, etc 

 
Limit Of Dogs Per Walker, including Commercial 
•  Maximum of 6 dogs  
• Permit required over 3 dogs 
• Consistent with public agency ‘best 
practices’ nationally, based on 
extensive research; has support of most 
dog walkers 

Formatted: Font: (Default) Times New Roman
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7. (cont’d) 
 
Monitoring-Based Management Strategy replaced 
Compliance-Based Strategy 
•  Documents compliance and impacts to resources, 
visitors, and staff 
• Primary responses including focused enforcement, 
outreach/education, buffer zones, time of use 
restrictions 
• Secondary responses include short or long term 
closures, buffer zones 
• Future closures likely exempt from 1.5(b) 
rulemaking  
 

 
8.  CRITERIA FOR ALL ALTERNATIVES  [DO 
WE NEED THIS- SUGGEST DELETING] 
 
Is use appropriate, without unacceptable 
impacts? 
 
Can area be safely opened with minimal 
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impact to natural and/or cultural resources? 
 
Will visitor and employee safety be 
maintained? 
 
Other considerations – e.g. dog walking 
cannot exclude other uses; no off-leash on 
trails 
 
 
9. Dog Management Plan/SEIS and 

Rulemaking Schedule 
 

2013  
Spring – SEIS released for 90-day public comment 
period  
Summer/Fall  – Review of public comment  
Late Fall – Prepare Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
(NPRM) 
 

2014 
Winter  – Publish NPRM 
Summer – Review of public comment 
Summer/Fall – Finalize FEIS 
 

2015 
Winter  – Publish Notice of Availability (NOA) of FEIS 
and Record of Decision 
March – Publish Final Rule 
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10. Consequences of Delayed Action 
 
 Loss of public credibility  
 
 Continuation of untenable status quo  
 
 Continued unsafe conditions for public and 
employees 
 
 Potential Congressional intervention 
 
Failure to capture shifting public sentiment toward 
greater restriction on off leash dog use 
 
Likely increased costs on top of already- substantial 
NPS investment 
 
11. Commercial Dog Walking [FOR PWR 
BRIEFING ONLY – PULL FROM WASO 
BRIEFING] 
 
City of SF Reg will allow up to 8 
dogs/commercial dog walker – July 2013 
 
Likely to drive commercial dog walkers to 
unregulated GOGA 
 
Park needs protective measure, pending 
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completion of the dog mgt plan process in 
2015 
 
GOGA proposed limits are well evaluated 
and consistent with national best practices 
 
Presidio Trust will follow SF lead if NPS does 
not act 
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Elected Official Briefings 

Gold Gate Dog Management Plan/ Draft EIS 

Federal 

  Senate 

    Feinstein  1/6 

    Boxer    1/6 

  House 

    Pelosi    1/11 

    Woolsey  1/7 

    Speier    2/4 

State 

    Leno    2/14 

    Yee (SF No SM)   

Huffman (Mrn)   

Amimiano (SF)   

Ma (SF/No SM)   

Hill (SM Co)  2/14   

County 

  Marin 

    Kinsey    2/10 

    McGlashan  2/24 (pending) 

  San Francisco 

    Mayor     

    Chu    1/7 

    Farrell    2/18 (pending) 

    Elsbernd  2/23 (pending) 

    Wiener   phone call –waiting 

    Mar    phone call – waiting 
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    Chiu    phone call – waiting 

San Mateo 

  Horsley   2/22 (pending)   
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Dog 
Management  
 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

April 11, 2011 GGNRA006280



Why a Dog Management Plan for GGNRA? 
 

•1972 -  GGNRA established. NPS-wide pet regulation required pets, 
where they were allowed, to be crated, caged or restrained  at all 
times.  
 
•1979 -  GGNRA Citizen’s Advisory Commission recommended 
specific areas in Marin and San Francisco for off- leash dog walking – 
the “1979 Pet Policy” followed by the park for 20 years. 
 

•Since 1979 –  
Growth of Bay Area population and number of dog walkers using 
GGNRA, combined with overall increased GGNRA visitation 
results in conflicts between user groups. 

 
Increased park knowledge of resources, particularly special 
status species , vulnerable to impact from dogs. 
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Dog Management Background/Timeline 
 

•2000 – litigation over closure of a small section of Fort Funston for natural 
resource management, restoration and safety brings NPS scrutiny to the 
1979 Pet Policy, which contravened the NPS-wide pet regulation.   
 
•2001/2002 – GGNRA returns to NPS-wide pet regulation while initiating dog 
management planning with Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking – 
calling for public comment on whether GGNRA should pursue a special 
regulation for dog walking. 
 

•2004 – GGNRA begins dog management planning with initial steps to 
establish Negotiated Rulemaking Committee and begin environmental 
analysis.   
 
•2005 – Federal Court affirms dismissal of off-leash citations on GGNRA 
lands,  noting that GGNRA must conduct a formal rulemaking to change dog 
management status from the 1979 Pet Policy. 
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Dog Management Background/Timeline - continued 
 
•2006-2007  

GGNRA Negotiated Rulemaking Committee for Dog Management, with 
representatives from multiple user groups, environmental organizations 
and the National Park Service, met from March 2006 to October 2007, 
but could not reach consensus on a special regulation for dog walking.  

 
The Committee did reach consensus on three elements:   
1. guiding principles for developing site specific options 
2. guidelines for commercial dog walking 
3. site-specific treatment for Oakwood Valley in Marin County.  

 
•2008-2010 – With input from the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the NPS 
developed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Dog Management 
(DEIS). The Committee’s three consensus agreements were incorporated into 
three of the six alternatives of the DEIS. 
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GGNRA Dog Management - Current Status  
 
A mix of regulations and policy  

• The1979 Pet Policy 
• The NPS federal pet regulation 
• The special federal regulation for seasonal protection of the 
Western Snowy Plover in GGNRA 
• The GGNRA Superintendent’s compendium. 

 
Compliance  
Park monitoring of the two plover protection areas has shown only a 
minor improvement in compliance with the seasonal leash restriction 
despite Law Enforcement patrols, signage and public education.  Low 
compliance partially attributable to public confusion over regulations. 
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DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement  
For Dog Management in GGNRA 

 

 21 park sites analyzed: 
• 8 in Marin 
• 9 in SF 
• 4 in San Mateo 
 
 Addresses only GGNRA-managed lands within the park boundary, 

including many of the most heavily visited areas of the park. 
 
 Range of alternatives: 
• A - No Action (includes 2005 Federal court opinion allowing voice-control dog 

walking in certain areas) 
• B – National Park Service-wide Pet Regulation 
• C - Emphasis on Multiple Use – Balanced by County 
• D - Most Protective of Resources/Visitor Safety 
• E - Most Dog Walking Access – Most Management Intensive 
• Preferred Alternative - selected from A– E, most often Alternative C 
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DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement  
For Dog Management in GGNRA 

 

Elements of the Preferred Alternative 
 

•Voice-control dog walking areas (Regulated Off –leash Areas = ROLAS) will 
have specific, enforceable guidelines . 
 

•ROLAs proposed in 7 locations – 2 in Marin; 5 in San Francisco 
 

•On-leash dog walking proposed in 20 locations – 7 in Marin; 9 in San 
Francisco; 4 in San Mateo.  
 
•New lands would prohibit dog walking but areas could be opened to on-leash 
dog walking by Superintendent’s compendium according to specific criteria. No 
ROLAs would be allowed. 
 
•All dog walkers, including commercial dog walkers, may have up to 3 dogs per 
person without a permit, and may apply for a permit for up to 6 dogs.  
  
•Permits would restrict use by time/area and would only be issued for 7 GGNRA 
areas. 
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DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement  
For Dog Management in GGNRA 

 

Elements of the Preferred Alternative 
 

Compliance-based Management  
 

• The new dog walking rule and other, existing regulations applicable to dog 
management would be regularly enforced by park law enforcement, and 
compliance would be monitored by park staff. 
 

• For areas with non-compliance,  park staff would initially respond with actions 
such as:  

increased enforcement 
education 
establishing buffer zones, time and use restrictions and permit restrictions  

 

• If, over a 12-month rolling average, compliance in a dog walking zone falls 
below 75%, management of that zone would be permanently changed to the 
next more restrictive level of dog management: 
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DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement  
For Dog Management in GGNRA 

 

Elements of the Preferred Alternative 
 

San Francisco ROLAs (Regulated Off-Leash Areas) 
Crissy Field  - Central Airfield 
Crissy Field - Central Beach 
Ocean Beach - North 
Fort Funston Beach - South 
Fort Funston upland 
 

San Francisco on-leash areas 
Fort Mason 
Crissy Field  
Fort Point trails 
Baker Beach and Coastal Trail to the Golden Gate 
Lands End 
Sutro Heights 
Ocean Beach trail 
Fort Funston 
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Dog Management DEIS and Rulemaking Schedule 
 

2011  
• January 14  to May 30, 2011 – 136 -day public comment period on draft 

Plan/DEIS 
• Summer – Incorporation of public comment on Plan/DEIS 
• Fall – Begin development of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 
 

2012 
• First quarter - Publish Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) for public 

comment 
• Spring - Incorporation of public comment on NPRM 
• Late Summer – Publish Notice of Availability of FEIS 
• End of the year – Publish Notice of Availability of Final Rule and Record of 

Decision on FEIS 
 

Late 2012/Early 2013 
• Final Rule published. 
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Comment Period Extended to May 30, 2011 
for 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 for Dog Management at GGNRA 

  
 

HOW TO COMMENT  
• Online at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/dogplan  

 
• By mail to Frank Dean,  

General Superintendent, Golden Gate National Recreation Area,  
Fort Mason, Building 201  

San Francisco, CA 94123-0022 
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To all Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Members: 
 
At the last Technical Subcommittee meeting, we stated that, in light of a number of 
recent events, we had reviewed the Committee Protocols and concluded that they have 
not been sufficient to provide necessary guidance for the most effective functioning of 
the Committee. Members of the Technical Subcommittee present at that meeting agreed, 
and suggested a need for stronger guidelines. 
 
As a result, we are herein presenting additional guidance for the remaining tenure of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee.  Starting immediately, we request that all Committee 
members, and the organizations they represent, work to resolve any issues within the 
Committee, and refrain from using actions or forums outside of the NR process (such as 
media contacts, websites, or involvement of other governmental bodies) to influence the 
NR process or any other GGNRA dogwalking issue, or to initiate personal attacks on 
Committee members. 
 
We hope that you will agree to continue to serve on the Committee in accordance with 
this additional condition, but if not, and you must withdraw, please contact us 
immediately. 
 
 
/s/  
Mai-Liis Bartling 
Deputy Superintendent 
 
Chris Powell 
Designated Federal Official 
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National Park Service  

Parameters and Scope of Negotiated Rulemaking Discussion 
 
 

Federal Panel Recommendation to the General Superintendent on Proposed Rulemaking 
for Pet Management at Golden Gate National Recreation Area, November 7, 2002 
“The panel concludes that off-leash dog walking in GGNRA may be appropriate in selected 
locations where resource impacts can be adequately mitigated and public safety incidents and 
public use conflicts can be appropriately managed.  The panel further recommends that the park 
pursue both rulemaking and comprehensive planning for pet management to address suitable 
locations and proper management strategies.” 
 

1. Areas not open for consideration for dogwalking  
 Alcatraz (protection of public safety on the island and contract ferry 

service, protection of nesting bird colonies) 
 Fort Point historic structure and pier (fishing pier, cultural resources) 
 China Beach (formerly a designated swimming beach)  
 Lobos Creek (protection of public drinking water supply) 
 Tennessee Valley (minimize disturbance to native wildlife) 
 Muir Woods (protection of endangered species habitat and the 

Redwood forest ecosystem) 
 The beach at Stinson Beach (designated swimming beach) 
 Kirby Cove (campground and picnic area) 
 Phleger Estate (access through county parks which do not allow dogs) 
 Muir Beach – Redwood Creek, tidal lagoon and sand dunes (protection 

of federally threatened steelhead, endangered coho salmon, native 
dune habitat, and water quality) 

 Fort Baker Pier (protection of public safety associated with railing 
construction and steep drop off, and to reduce conflicts with other 
users) 

 Rodeo Lagoon (protection of federally endangered tidewater goby 
endangered California brown pelican, sensitive water and shorebird 
habitat, and water quality,  protection of human health from unsafe 
water quality conditions, including the western shoreline of the 
lagoon) 

 Fort Funston fenced and/or signed areas closed to visitor access (for 
protection of visitor safety, erosion control, habitat restoration, and 
sensitive species including seasonal closure of beach within 50 ft. of 
cliff face to protect state endangered bank swallow during breeding 
season). 

 Trails in undeveloped areas for off-leash dogwalking (protection of 
wildlife, native plant species and threatened and endangered species) 

 Travel off established trails  
 All trails not currently designated for pets (is there an accompanying 

(Parks Conservancy map being done by Andrew Bly) 
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 Trails with threatened and endangered species, where potential 
impacts could not be mitigated, including, but not limited to, the 
Chapel Trail (Fort Baker), Notch Trail (Sweeney Ridge), and SCA 
Trail and Coastal Trail from Conzelman Road to McCullough Road 
(Marin Headlands). 

 Coastal Trail from Baker Beach to Golden Gate Bridge 
 Crissy Field tidal marsh, the Wildlife Protection Area and fenced dune 

areas (protection of sensitive wildlife and native plant communities in 
the tidal marsh and dune areas, protection of habitat for shorebirds and 
snowy plovers in the Wildlife Protection Area – per 1996 Crissy Field 
Plan Environmental Assessment) 

 
 
 

2. Areas open for discussion of dogwalking  
 

A. Dogwalking on-leash (where allowed) or no dogs 
1. Mori Point trails (protection of federally threatened California Red-

legged Frog and federally endangered San Francisco Garter Snake and 
their habitat). 

2. Sweeney Ridge trails (dogs are not allowed on Notch Trail to federally 
endangered Mission Blue Butterfly habitat). 

3. Milagra Ridge trails (protection of endangered Mission Blue Butterfly 
habitat) 

4. Ocean Beach Snowy Plover Management Area between Stairwell #21 
and Sloat Blvd. (protection of federally threatened Western Snowy 
Plover) 

5. Sutro Heights Park (formal landscaped area, heavily used for weddings 
and other events) 

6. Alta Avenue Trail from Donahue Gate (protection of public safety and 
native wildlife behavior by reducing interactions between dogs and 
coyotes. Protection of endangered Mission Blue Butterfly habitat). 

7. Fort Baker (dogs not permitted on fishing pier to prevent conflicts with 
other uses; dogs not permitted on Chapel Trail to protect endangered 
Mission Blue Butterfly.  

8. Other areas with threatened or endangered species, (on-leash 
dogwalking would be considered only if it can be demonstrated that 
any potential adverse impacts could be mitigated) 

9. Stinson Beach parking lots and picnic areas 
 

B. Dogwalking per voice control, on-leash or no dogs 
1. Ocean Beach (outside of Snowy Plover Management Area) north of 

Stairwell #21 and south of Sloat Blvd 
2. Baker Beach (discussion of how to divide for variety of uses) 
3. Lands End Trail 
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4. Crissy Field (excluding fenced tidal marsh and dune areas, and 
Wildlife Protection Area) 

5. Upper Fort Mason Great Meadow and Parade Ground 
6. Muir Beach (excluding tidal lagoon, Redwood Creek, wetland and 

dune habitat areas) 
7. Rodeo Beach (excluding Rodeo Lagoon, and habitat protection areas) 
8. Homestead Valley (Protection of federally-threatened northern spotted 

owl) 
9. Fort Funston (excluding fenced and/or signed areas closed for 

protection of endangered species, habitat restoration, erosion control 
and public safety) 

10. Oakwood Valley trails 
11. Pedro Point Headlands 
12. Cattle Hill 
13. Marin Trails previously open for on-leash use (per trail map of August 

8, 2003), including but not limited to, the Coastal Trail from 
McCullough Road to Muir Beach, Miwok Trail to Wolf Ridge to Hill 
88, Lagoon Trail, Miwok Trail from Tennessee Valley to Highway 
One, Alta Avenue (see #6 above), Drown Fire Road, Orchard and 
Pacheco Fire Roads, County View Road off the Miwok Trail, South 
Rodeo Beach Trail. 

 
Other Issues for Discussion: 

1. Commercial Dogwalkers—GGNRA will move to a system of incidental 
business permits: discussion can occur regarding the number of permits and 
permit conditions (including number of on-leash and off-leash dogs allowed 
by each permittee) 

2. Individual Dogwalkers-discussion can occur regarding possible limits on the 
number of dogs on-leash and off-leash 

3. Issues occurring in dogwalking areas: waste-removal provisions; perimeters,  
rules and regulations of use, etc. 

 
 
General Parameters: 

1. Dogs required on-leash in all picnic areas, campgrounds, parking lots, 
residential areas and park partner sites (to protect visitor safety).  

2. New NPS lands that come under future management of GGNRA will be 
automatically governed by CFR regulations and then evaluated for appropriate 
recreational uses, including dogwalking, and any approved dogwalking use 
will be consistent with the new special regulation for dogwalking in GGNRA 
(e.g. Pedro Point Headlands, Cattle Hill, Rancho Corral de Tierra). 

3. Dogwalking options may include restrictions on times of the year, days of the 
week, time of day, etc., to allow flexibility to accommodate other user groups. 

4. Dogwalking groups must be active partners in management of dogwalking in 
the park including disseminating accurate information to constituents 
regarding dog management regulations, etc. 
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Draft Summary of Homestead Valley Site Tour and Recommendation for 
Dog Mangement 

4/17/07 
 
Present:  
Shirwin Smith, Daphne Hatch, Bill Merkle, Marybeth McFarland, Chris Powell 
 
Characteristics of Homestead Valley: 

• Federally threatened Northern Spotted Owls nest in trees on lower slopes of 
parcel, 4-5 nests have been surveyed in the area 

• Native Plants and grasslands on ridge top  
•Native grasslands above near ridge  
• Coyotes and Mt. Lions use habitat 
 

Law Enforcement Issues: 
• Mostly local use—not a destination site 
• Don’t get many calls in the area 
• Not heavy use by commercial dogwalkers (there was a commercial dogwalker 

with dogs off-leash that day and he was throwing a ball into the native habitat 
and the dogs were chasing it) 

 
Recommendation: 

• There may be a possibility of dogs on leash on a trail corridor along the ridgetop 
a fire road as this is away from  the owl habitat (trail corridor/ Fire Road  runs 
between Panoramic Highway and the subdivision off Shoreline Highway Lattie 
Lane and is situated north of the Homestead Fire Road and south of the 
Homestead Trail) 

• Trail corridor for on-leash dogs should be fenced (post and cable fencing) to 
confine use 

• Off-leash use is not appropriate in this area due to native vegetation, which is 
mostly undisturbed away from the trail corridor, as well as use of site by coyotes. 

• Mill Valley has off-leash area close by to provide for activity 
• Work with Wildland Fire Crew to remove non-native removal vegetation along 

trail corridor and remove social trails 
• Dias Ridge Trail (State Parks property), which has a trailhead across Panoramic 

Highway,  does not allow dogs, and we do not want to create a destination area 
for dogwalking that will result in dogs on the Dias Ridge Trail (which is why 
dogwalking is limited to one on-leash trail corridor, which will have predominately 
local use) 

• There are trails in owl habitat in Homestead Valley, but the trailheads are on 
private property and have local use 

 
(cpowell 5/15/07) 
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NPS Interagency Agreement No F00010200028, Task Order No 4, Modification #1 

FINAL: 1/28/05  Page 1 of 7 

MODIFICATION #1 to 
TASK ORDER NO. 4 

UNDER INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT NO. F00010020028 
 

 
Revised Scope of Work and Estimated Budget 
 
A. Work Completed To Date 
 
PHASE 0 – Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management 
0-1  Determine Needs for Neutral Assistance and Define Appropriate Selection Criteria 
0-2  Issue Request for Quotations 
0-3  Review RFQ Submissions and Identify Set of Final Candidates 
0-4  Interview Final Candidates and Select Third Party Neutrals 
0-5  Establish Contract with Selected Third Party Neutrals 

 
PHASE I – Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design 
I-1  Organizational Meeting and Review of Background Materials 
I-2 Develop Interview Protocol 
8.I-3 Identify and Contact Individuals to be Interviewed 
I-4  Conduct Confidential Interviews  
10.I-5 Prepare Assessment Report 
I-6  Meeting to Consider Outcomes of Assessment Process and Determine Next Steps 

 
C.B. Tasks To Be Competed 
 
PHASE 0 – Project Management 

 
12.0-6  Evaluate Contractor Performance to Date 

If deemed appropriate, the Institute may contact stakeholders who participated in the 
assessment process and seek their feedback regarding any concerns they may have about 
the Contractor team continuing on to facilitate the Negotiated Rulemaking process. The 
Institute would also consult with NPS to jointly evaluate the performance to date of the 
Contractor and ensure there is concurrence to continue their involvement, as well as the 
Institute’s involvement in the subsequent phases of the project. 

 
0-7 Project Management 

Through its assigned Project Manager, the U.S. Institute will provide ongoing oversight, 
coordination, consultation, and project management in connection with contracted 
services in support of this project. The Project Manager will also be available to the 
parties to address any issues or concerns that may arise regarding the impartiality and/or 
performance of the Institute’s Contractor. In addition, the Project Manager will also be 
available for consultation to NPS and will be responsible for keeping the NPS project 
lead informed of the budget status throughout the project. 
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PHASE I – Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design 
 

I-7 Follow-up on Situation Assessment with NPS and Stakeholders 
As required, Contractor will follow-up with NPS and with stakeholders to consider and 
determine next steps for proceeding with a Negotiated Rulemaking process. The 
Contractor will work with NPS to identify a list of preferred potential members, as well 
as alternates, for the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. The Contractor will assist NPS 
in contacting these individuals and securing their commitment to engage fully and 
constructively in the proposed Negotiated Rulemaking process. Where commitments are 
not secured, the team will consult with NPS regarding how to fill the resulting “gap” and 
will follow-up with other individuals as needed. The result of this effort will be a list of 
proposed members who have pre-accepted beforeprior to NPS issuesing a Federal 
Register notice of its intent to establish a Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. Per 
required FACA procedures, the Secretary of the Interior officially appoints the members 
of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
 
 

PHASE II – Develop Work Plan, Refine Process Design, Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking 
Process, Convene Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, Conduct Collaboration 
Skills Workshop 

 
14.II-1 Develop Work Plan, Modify Agreement and Contract as Required 

Based on the agreed upon approach to the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the Institute, 
in coordination with the Contractor will develop a corresponding Work Plan and Revised 
Estimated Budget for its implementation. The Work Plan will take into account any 
critical budget constraints and/or target completion dates as identified by NPS. If 
tradeoffs are required in terms of either the schedule or the budget, the Institute will assist 
NPS in making informed choices, so as to minimize impacts on the success of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking process. NPS and the Institute will reach concurrence on the 
adopted Work Plan and Revised Estimated Budget. Based on the adopted Work Plan, the 
Institute will make necessary modifications to this Agreement with NPS and the 
agreement with the existing Contractor. 

 
13.II-2 Refine Process Design and Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking Process 

Based on the results of the assessment, the Contractor, in consultation with NPS, will 
refine the specific design and plan the details for the Negotiated Rulemaking process, 
especially regarding integration with a concurrent NEPA analysis. 

 
II-3 Convening of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee  

The Institute’s Contractor will communicate with the appointedselected members and 
alternates of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee to inform them about the schedule, 
design, and proposed ground rules for the process. The Contractor, in consultation with 
NPS and the Institute as necessary, will address any concerns of appointedselected 
Committee members about the proposed process. 
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II-4 Develop Collaborative Problem Solving Skills Workbook and Conduct Workshop 
with Nominated Members of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In advance of the initial official meeting of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the 
Contractor will plan and conduct a one-day workshop on collaborative problem solving 
skills to help prepare Committee members for effective and constructive participation. As 
part of the workshop, the Contractor will develop a workbook on critical skills for 
successful collaborative problem solving that will be used as a reference in working with 
the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee throughout the process. 
 

 
PHASE III –  Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee Meetings; Mediate Specific Issues as Needed 
 
III-1 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Six (6) Plenary Meetings of Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractor will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) plenary meetings of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
16.1III-1.1 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #1 

III-1.1a Develop meeting agenda 
III-1.1b Coordinate with presenters 
III-1.1c Coordinate with logistical planners 
III-1.1d Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 
III-1.1e Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 
III-1.1f Travel to meeting 
III-1.1g Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 
III-1.1h Debrief with NPS 
III-1.1i Develop draft and final meeting summary 
III-1.1j Follow-up with Committee members 

 
III-1.2 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #2 
 
III-1.3 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #3 
 
III-1.4 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #4 
 
III-1.5 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #5 
 
III-1.6 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #6 
 

III-2 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Six (6) Subcommittee Meetings of 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractor will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) subcommittee meetings of 
the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
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16.1III-2.1 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #1 

III-2.1a Develop meeting agenda 
III-2.1b Coordinate with presenters 
III-2.1c Coordinate with logistical planners 
III-2.1d Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 
III-2.1e Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 
III-2.1f Travel to meeting 
III-2.1g Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 
III-2.1h Debrief with NPS 
III-2.1i Develop draft and final meeting summary 
III-2.1j Follow-up with subcommittee members 

 
16.1III-2.2 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #2 
 
16.1III-2.3 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #3 
 
16.1III-2.4 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #4 
 
16.1III-2.5 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #5 
 
16.1III-2.6 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #6 
 

III-3 Mediation of Select Targeted Issues 
At the request of NPS and the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the Contractor may 
provide additional mediation assistance to help resolve specific targeted issues by 
meeting individually and/or with a subset of the Committee members. Any proposed 
solutions developed through mediation would be brought back to the full Committee for 
consideration and endorsement. 

 
III-4 Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations for Proposed Rule 

By the established deadline for conclusion of the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the 
Contractor will develop on behalf of the Committee a draft comprehensive proposal that 
integrates all the areas of provisional agreement reached throughout the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process. If necessary, any remaining and unresolved areas of disagreement 
will also be acknowledged and explained. The Contractor will facilitate a last round of 
deliberations aimed at reaching the highest level of mutual agreement on a final set of 
recommendations that could be signed, endorsed and supported by all the Committee 
members and submitted to NPS. Final recommendations will be documented in the 
summary of the final formal plenary meeting of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
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PHASE IV – Report Writing 
 
21.IV-1 Prepare Draft and Final Report/Documentation of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Process 

The Contractor, in consultation with NPS, will prepare a draft report that 
comprehensively describes and documents the Negotiated Rulemaking process and the 
Committee’s recommendations to NPS. In the event that the Committee is unable to 
reach agreement on its recommendations to NPS, the Contractor will prepare a report that 
documents the process and identifies areas of the Committee’s agreement and 
disagreement. 
 
21.1IV-1a Prepare Draft Report 

The Contractor will prepare a draft report for review and comment by NPS. 
 

IV-1b Prepare Final Report 
The Contractor will produce and submit a final report that is responsive to the 
comments and feedback of NPS. The final report of the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process will be made publicly available through the NPS and 
Institute websites. 

 
 
PHASE V – Facilitate Follow-Up Activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee During 

Remaining NEPA/Rulemaking Processes (as needed) 
 

V-1 Facilitate Follow-Up Activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
As needed and requested by NPS, the Contractor will provide facilitation assistance to 
any follow-up activities of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during the remaining 
formal steps in the concurrent NEPA/Rulemaking process. 
 

V-2 Attend 3-4 Public Meetings of NEPA Processon DEIS 
Attend public meetings of NEPA process, as appropriate and requested by NPS, to ensure 
smooth coordination with the Negotiated Rulemaking process. Provide updates on the 
Negotiated Rulemaking process to the meeting attendees. 
 
V-2a Travel to 3-4 NEPA meetings 
 
 

D.C. Assumptions 
 
Other tasks may be identified as this project progresses. Such tasks may substitute for the 
specific tasks outlined in this agreement, consistent with process design, convening, facilitation, 
mediation, project management, contract administration, and other associated neutral support 
services related to conducting the Negotiated Rulemaking process. If additional funding is 
required for services beyond the anticipated tasks and hours included in this Modified Scope of 
Work and Revised Estimated Budget, authorization for such funding increases shall be mutually 
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agreed to and set forth in writing as a Modification to this agreement and signed by the 
signatories hereto. 
 
E.D. Project Deliverables 
 
The following deliverables are anticipated for the remaining Phases of this project: 

• Workbook on collaborative problem solving skills. 
• Draft and final summaries of all facilitated plenary meetings, subcommittee meetings, 

and associated planning conference calls. 
• Draft and final report to NPS of the Negotiated Rulemaking process on behalf of the 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
 

F.E. Project Milestones 
 
The following target Project Milestones and currently estimated dates for completion are 
anticipated for remaining Phases of the project: 

 
PHASE II 

• Develop Work Plan and modify agreement and contract – February 2005 
• Appoint Negotiated Rulemaking Committee members – March 2005 
• Conduct Collaborative Problem Solving Skills Workshop – April 2005 

 
PHASE III 

• Conduct initial plenary meeting of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee – May 2005 
• Conduct Negotiated Rulemaking process – May thru December 2005 

 
PHASE IV 

• Complete draft report on Negotiated Rulemaking process – January 2006 
• Submit final report on Negotiated Rulemaking process – February 2006 
 

PHASE V 
• Provide follow-up facilitation assistance as needed  – January 2006 thru June 2007 
 

 
G.F. Period of Performance 

 
The Period of Performance for the tasks outlined in this Modified Scope of Work shall be 
extended from the original start date of the Agreement through September 30, 2007, unless 
further extended or modified by mutual written agreement. 
 
H.G. Estimated Budget 
 
The Revised Estimated Budget (see attached) to provide the services described above in this 
Modified Scope of Work, including work completed to date, is a total of $334,694.88 The U.S. 
Institute will provide NPS’s project manager with an updated budget status on a quarterly basis 
to track expenditures and assess the ongoing adequacy of the authorized funding amount. It is 
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anticipated that the estimated budget for this project, as currently outlined in this Scope of Work, 
would be expended by October 1, 2007. 

 
I.H. Funding Obligated 

 
NPS has already obligated $96,000 towards this project. With this Modification #1, NPS agrees 
to obligate an additional $250,000 to support the provision of neutral services for the remaining 
tasks outlined in this modified Scope of Work. This brings the total NPS obligation to $346,000. 
If required and mutually agreed to, additional funds may be obligated through an additional 
Modification to this Agreement signed by the authorized representatives of the parties. Any 
remaining funds at the conclusion of the project shall be de-obligated. 
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GGNRA Dog Management Plan/EIS 
Commercial Dogwalking  

draft 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Alternatives B, C, D, and E are the “action” alternatives.  Commercial dogwalking is 
proposed in Alternatives B, C and E.  Under Alternatives B and C, commercial 
dogwalking would be regulated under the same guidelines and regulations that apply to 
recreational dogwalkers, including the three dog maximum.  Because Alternative B does 
not allow for off-leash dogwalking, commercial dogwalking would be on-leash only. In 
addition, under Alternative C, if the ROLA certification program were triggered as part 
of an adaptive management strategy, commercial and recreational dogwalkers would be 
required to organize and manage the ROLA certification program. 
 
Alternative D would not allow commercial dogwalking, due to the emphasis on resource 
protection.   
 
Under Alternative E, commercial dogwalking would be a permitted use under the 
National Parks Omnibus Management Act of 1998 (NPOMA), which authorizes certain 
commercial uses to provide visitor services in national parks.  Commercial dogwalking 
would be permitted under a commercial use authorization, with visitor services being 
provided in part through education and training for visitors with dogs.  In addition, if the 
ROLA certification program were triggered as part of an adaptive management strategy, 
commercial dogwalkers would be required, as a condition of their permit, to provide the 
ROLA certification program training.  
 
 
COMMERCIAL DOGWALKING CONCEPTS FROM THE NEGOTIATED 
RULEMAKING COMMITTEE: 
 
The Negotiated Rulemaking Committee reviewed the following commercial dogwalking 
guidelines, and provided specific consensus recommendations on them to the NPS as 
noted.  This consensus advice, which included some Commercial Dogwalking Concepts 
listed below, has been incorporated into Alternatives B, C, and E. 
 
Commercial Dog Walking Concepts 

 
The Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Work Group considered a set of guidelines for 
commercial dog walking offered by ProDog through its representative Joe Hague. The 
Golden Gate Audubon Society took a principled position opposing commercial dog 
walking in GGNRA. One other member of the Work Group also expressed concern about 
the principle of commercial dog walking in GGNRA.   If, however, the decision is made 
to allow commercial dog walking in GGNRA, the following guidelines were proposed 
based on the ProDog proposal.  
 

1) Professional Dog walkers must carry a leash for each dog in their care. 
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2) Professional Dog walkers must pickup dog waste for all dogs in their care. 
3) Professional Dog walkers will be limited to six dogs. 
4) Professional Dog walkers will carry a liability insurance policy for $1 million.  

Proof of policy must be shown to acquire permit.   
5) Professional Dog walkers will pay a permit fee to use the GGNRA lands, 

(recommend $100 per dog walker, as they also must pay county permit fees).   
6) Professional Dog walkers will transport dogs in a safe well ventilated vehicle. 
7) Professional Dog walkers must have their dogs under control (see Dog 

Management Guideline #14 define “control”). 
8) Professional Dog walkers must abide by all rules regarding off leash dogs on 

GGNRA lands. 
9) Having more then the allowed number of dogs will result in a fine for every dog 

over the limit. Second offense will result in a doubling of the fine, per dog. Third 
offense will result in suspension of dog walkers’ permit for up to three months. 

 
Based on the discussion, consensus was reached on putting forward the commercial 
dogwalking proposal to be analyzed in the NEPA process, with the following conditions: 
 

• The NEPA analysis should address the question of whether to allow commercial 
dogwalking in the GGNRA. 

• Commercial dogwalking in any GGNRA area will be subject to an analysis of 
overall carrying capacity of that area. 

• NPS will evaluate the maximum number of dogs a commercial dogwalker may 
have at one time (Guideline #3), permit fees (Guideline #5), fines (Guideline #9), 
and how many dogs should be off-leash at any given time. 

• Delete Guideline #7.  (Note that Guideline 7 was deleted as redundant, because 
the control issue was covered under the Nine Guiding Principles agreed upon by 
the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee). 

• All other proposed guidelines will be as noted in the progress report from the 
Work Group (see Attachment B, #4). 

 
 
ALTERNATIVE A: 

• This alternative reflects the current NPS servicewide approach to dogwalking as 
reflected by 36 CFR 2.15, and the intervening lawsuit U.S. v. Barley, in which 
personal off-leash dogwalking was allowed to continue in those areas where it 
was deemed acceptable by the 1979 Pet Policy, until NPS could establish new 
rules under the Administrative Procedure Act’s notice and comment rulemaking 
requirements.  While the 1979 Pet Policy did not address commercial dogwalking, 
its allowance or prohibition has not been specifically addressed by the NPS at 
Golden Gate NRRA.  This alternative reflects the current, unregulated nature of 
commercial dogwalking.   

 
ALTERNATIVE B:   

• This alternative reflects the NPS servicewide approach to dogwalking as reflected 
in NPS policy and regulations, codified atby 36 CFR 2.15.  This is the approach 
as reflected by current servicewide NPS policy and regulations, but is not 
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currently enforced in GGNRA in those areas where the 1979 Pet Policy was in 
effect.  Under this alternative, commercial dogwalkers would fall under the same 
general guidelines as any other recreational user, including a maximum of three 
dogs per dogwalker.   

 
 

ALTERNATIVE C:   
• This alternative seeks to maximize the diversity of visitor uses and also includes 

the consensus agreements reached by the GGNRA Dog Management Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee.  Dogwalkers are recognized as one of many recreational 
groups within GGNRA.  A balance is sought to insure that all groups have 
adequate access, and that one use will not unduly infringe on other recreational 
uses.  Under this alternative, commercial dogwalkers would fall under the same 
general guidelines as any other recreational user, including a maximum of three 
dogs per dogwalker, and would be permitted to use both on and off leash areas.  
Because the ROLA certification program is triggered through adaptive 
management in this alternative, commercial dogwalkers would be required to 
obtain ROLA certification in a manner similar to any recreational user.  If the 
ROLA certification program is triggered through adaptive management, 
dogwalking groups (both recreational and commercial) would be responsible for 
organizing and managing the ROLA certification program.  If the program were 
not able to be organized and managed by dog groups, ROLA certification, as a 
first step in the adaptive management process, would be eliminated, with the next 
step being revocation to on-leash (in an originally off-leash) area, or revocation to 
no dogs (in an originally on-leash area).  This alternative places the responsibility 
for the ROLA certification program squarely on both commercial and recreational 
dog groups.  Failure to manage the ROLA certification program would eliminate 
an area as off-leash, or possibly on-leash.   

The Specific Elements piece is missing here (shows only under Alt E) 
 
ALTERNATIVE D: 

• This alternative seeks to exceed the requirements of basic federal resource 
protection laws and policies, such as the NPS Organic Act and Endangered 
Species Act.  This alternative errs on the side of caution by providing maximum 
protection to plant and animal species within the park, while still recognizing that 
GGNRA was established to provide recreational open space and that some 
impacts are inevitable.  This alternative would not allow commercial dogwalking, 
due to the emphasis on resource protection.  

 
 
ALTERNATIVE E:   

• This alternative seeks to maximize access to dogwalkers, while still being 
consistent with NPS laws and policies.  As a result, this alternative is the most 
management intensive.  This alternative also includes the consensus agreements 
reached by the GGNRA Dog Management Negotiated Rulemaking Committee.  
Commercial dogwalking will be allowed under this alternative in both on and off-
leash areas, however, it will be managed under a Commercial Use Authorization 
permit (CUA).  As a condition of the CUA permit, commercial dogwalkers will 
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provide education and outreach in the park related to dogwalking at GGNRA.  In 
addition, commercial dogwalkers would provide certification training as part of 
the ROLA certification program if it is instituted as part of the adaptive 
management strategy.  Alternative E is similar to Alternative C in that if the 
ROLA certification program is triggered through adaptive management, 
dogwalking groups (both recreational and commercial) would be responsible for 
organizing and managing the ROLA certification program under the auspices of 
the NPS.  If the program were not able to be organized and managed by dog 
groups, ROLA certification, as a first step in the adaptive management process, 
would be eliminated, with the next step being revocation to on-leash (in an 
originally off-leash) area, or revocation to no dogs (in an originally on-leash area).  
This alternative places the responsibility for the ROLA certification program 
squarely on both commercial and recreational dog groups.  Failure to manage the 
ROLA program would not result in revocation of a commercial dogwalking 
permit (CUA), but would eliminate an area as off-leash, or possibly on-leash.   

 
• Specific elements: 

o Educational and outreach activities will be provided by commercial 
dogwalkers, but coordinated by the NPS.  Failure to prov§ide educational 
services will results in permit revocation.  Examples include: 
 Provide classes at GGNRA sites on dogwalking etiquette in parks 

and open spaces 
 Provide information on dogwalking at special events in the park. 
 Act as a source of information on dogwalking areas within 

GGNRA. 
o Locations where allowed:  Areas of Ft. Funston, Ft. Mason, Ocean Beach, 

Crissy Field, Alta Ave., Rodeo Beach, and Baker Beach where on and off-
leash dogwalking is allowed per this alternative.    

o One permit will be issued per company, which may allow for multiple 
dogwalkers.  Each permit may have different terms and costs.  Permit 
terms are left to the discretion of the Business Division, pursuant to the 
overall terms and/or limits set forth in this alternative.  

o On or off leash dogwalking allowed, with 3 dog limit per permitted 
dogwalker.  

o If ROLA Certification program is put in place as an adaptive management 
step, must have current ROLA certification (refer to guidelines of ROLA 
program).   

o Caps on the number of commercial dogwalking permits issued will be 
determined based on whether or not there will be “minimal impact on park 
resources and values” (2006 NPS Management Policies).  This 
determination shall be made at the discretion of the NPS Business 
Management Division, pursuant to the guidance set forth in the 2006 NPS 
Management Policies  

o Use restrictions may be based on time of day and/or seasonal restrictions. 
o In addition to numerical caps, an adaptive management strategy will be 

used as follows: 
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 Monitor complaints, non-compliance, and impacts and report to 
park administration, Law Enforcement, Natural and Cultural 
Resources, and Business Management Divisions.  

 Where complaints, non-compliance, or impacts demonstrate that 
resources, visitor use or other commercial services are receiving 
more than a minimal impact per the CUA permit requirements, 
reduce number of commercial services permits provided at each 
location, either through immediate revocation (abuse of permit), or 
by not granting renewal. 

o Visible sign of a permit required or designated clothing. 
o Offenses:   

 All offenses may result in a ticket.  3rd offense in a calendar year 
results in inability to renew permit after two years.  4th offense in a 
calendar year results in immediate revocation.  The “local file,” a 
file representing number of violations per dogwalker and 
commercial dogwalking company, is referenced and updated after 
each violation, allowing LE to track, in real time, whether or not a 
CUA shall be revoked. (This would require the Business 
Management Division to check the LE database for each permit 
renewal). 

 The NPS Law Enforcement Division will work with the U.S. 
Attorney’s office and U.S. District Court to establish appropriate 
fines (bail schedule).  

 
 
 
 

Comment [MBE8]: Do we want offenses to 
match the ROLA program offenses – i.e. gone after 
one offense, but can try to renew after a year? 

Comment [ses9R8]: There may need to be two 
levels of offenses – one for on leash use and ROLAs 
prior to the implementation of a ROLA certification 
program.   
But once a ROLA certification program goes into 
effect, within a ROLA, seems like enforcement 
should be the same for all. 
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GGNRA Dog Management Plan/EIS 
Commercial Dogwalking  

Draft – September 29, 2008 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Alternatives B, C, D, and E are the “action” alternatives.  Commercial dogwalking is 
proposed in Alternatives B, C and E.  Under Alternatives B and C, commercial 
dogwalking would be regulated under the same guidelines and regulations that apply to 
recreational dogwalkers, including the three dog maximum.  Because Alternative B does 
not allow for off-leash dogwalking, commercial dogwalking would be on-leash only. In 
addition, under Alternative C, if the ROLA certification program were triggered as part 
of an adaptive management strategy, commercial and recreational dogwalkers would be 
required to organize and manage the ROLA certification program. 
 
Alternative D would not allow commercial dogwalking, due to the emphasis on resource 
protection.   
 
Under Alternative E, commercial dogwalking would be a permitted use under the 
National Parks Omnibus Management Act of 1998 (NPOMA), which authorizes certain 
commercial uses to provide visitor services in national parks.  Commercial dogwalking 
would be permitted under a commercial use authorization, with visitor services being 
provided in part through education and training for visitors with dogs.  In addition, if the 
ROLA certification program were triggered as part of an adaptive management strategy, 
commercial dogwalkers would be required, as a condition of their permit, to provide the 
ROLA certification program training.  
 
 
COMMERCIAL DOGWALKING CONCEPTS FROM THE NEGOTIATED 
RULEMAKING COMMITTEE: 
 
The Negotiated Rulemaking Committee reviewed the following commercial dogwalking 
guidelines, and provided specific consensus recommendations on them to the NPS as 
noted.  This consensus advice, which included some Commercial Dogwalking Concepts 
listed below, has been incorporated into Alternatives B, C, and E. 
 
Commercial Dog Walking Concepts 

 
The Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Work Group considered a set of guidelines for 
commercial dog walking offered by ProDog through its representative Joe Hague. The 
Golden Gate Audubon Society took a principled position opposing commercial dog 
walking in GGNRA. One other member of the Work Group also expressed concern about 
the principle of commercial dog walking in GGNRA.   If, however, the decision is made 
to allow commercial dog walking in GGNRA, the following guidelines were proposed 
based on the ProDog proposal.  
 

1) Professional Dog walkers must carry a leash for each dog in their care. 

GGNRA006309



 2 

2) Professional Dog walkers must pickup dog waste for all dogs in their care. 
3) Professional Dog walkers will be limited to six dogs. 
4) Professional Dog walkers will carry a liability insurance policy for $1 million.  

Proof of policy must be shown to acquire permit.   
5) Professional Dog walkers will pay a permit fee to use the GGNRA lands, 

(recommend $100 per dog walker, as they also must pay county permit fees).   
6) Professional Dog walkers will transport dogs in a safe well ventilated vehicle. 
7) Professional Dog walkers must have their dogs under control (see Dog 

Management Guideline #14 define “control”). 
8) Professional Dog walkers must abide by all rules regarding off leash dogs on 

GGNRA lands. 
9) Having more then the allowed number of dogs will result in a fine for every dog 

over the limit. Second offense will result in a doubling of the fine, per dog. Third 
offense will result in suspension of dog walkers’ permit for up to three months. 

 
Based on the discussion, consensus was reached on putting forward the commercial 
dogwalking proposal to be analyzed in the NEPA process, with the following conditions: 
 

• The NEPA analysis should address the question of whether to allow commercial 
dogwalking in the GGNRA. 

• Commercial dogwalking in any GGNRA area will be subject to an analysis of 
overall carrying capacity of that area. 

• NPS will evaluate the maximum number of dogs a commercial dogwalker may 
have at one time (Guideline #3), permit fees (Guideline #5), fines (Guideline #9), 
and how many dogs should be off-leash at any given time. 

• Delete Guideline #7.  (Note that Guideline 7 was deleted as redundant, because 
the control issue was covered under the Nine Guiding Principles agreed upon by 
the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee). 

• All other proposed guidelines will be as noted in the progress report from the 
Work Group (see Attachment B, #4). 

 
 
ALTERNATIVE A: 

• This alternative reflects the current NPS servicewide approach to dogwalking as 
reflected by 36 CFR 2.15, and the intervening lawsuit U.S. v. Barley, in which 
personal off-leash dogwalking was allowed to continue in those areas where it 
was deemed acceptable by the 1979 Pet Policy, until NPS could establish new 
rules under the Administrative Procedure Act’s notice and comment rulemaking 
requirements.  While the 1979 Pet Policy did not address commercial dogwalking, 
its allowance or prohibition has not been specifically addressed by the NPS at 
Golden Gate NRRA.  This alternative reflects the current, unregulated nature of 
commercial dogwalking.   

 
ALTERNATIVE B:   

• This alternative reflects the NPS servicewide approach to dogwalking as reflected 
in NPS policy and regulations, codified at 36 CFR 2.15.  This approach is not 
currently enforced in GGNRA in those areas where the 1979 Pet Policy was in 
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effect.  Under this alternative, commercial dogwalkers would fall under the same 
general guidelines as any other recreational user, including a maximum of three 
dogs per dogwalker.   

 
 

ALTERNATIVE C:   
• This alternative seeks to maximize the diversity of visitor uses and also includes 

the consensus agreements reached by the GGNRA Dog Management Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee.  Dogwalkers are recognized as one of many recreational 
groups within GGNRA.  A balance is sought to insure that all groups have 
adequate access, and that one use will not unduly infringe on other recreational 
uses.  Under this alternative, commercial dogwalkers would fall under the same 
general guidelines as any other recreational user, including a maximum of three 
dogs per dogwalker, and would be permitted to use both on and off leash areas.  
Because the ROLA certification program is triggered through adaptive 
management in this alternative, commercial dogwalkers would be required to 
obtain ROLA certification in a manner similar to any recreational user.  If the 
ROLA certification program is triggered through adaptive management, 
dogwalking groups (both recreational and commercial) would be responsible for 
organizing and managing the ROLA certification program.  If the program were 
not able to be organized and managed by dog groups, ROLA certification, as a 
first step in the adaptive management process, would be eliminated, with the next 
step being revocation to on-leash (in an originally off-leash) area, or revocation to 
no dogs (in an originally on-leash area).  This alternative places the responsibility 
for the ROLA certification program squarely on both commercial and recreational 
dog groups.  Failure to manage the ROLA certification program would eliminate 
an area as off-leash, or possibly on-leash.   

 
• Specific elements: 

o Educational and outreach activities will be provided by commercial 
dogwalkers, but coordinated by the NPS.  Failure to provide educational 
services will results in permit revocation.  Examples include: 
 Provide classes at GGNRA sites on dogwalking etiquette in parks 

and open spaces 
 Provide information on dogwalking at special events in the park. 
 Act as a source of information on dogwalking areas within 

GGNRA. 
o Locations where allowed:  Areas of Ft. Funston, Ft. Mason, Ocean Beach, 

Crissy Field, Alta Ave., Rodeo Beach, and Baker Beach where on and off-
leash dogwalking is allowed per this alternative.    

o One permit will be issued per company, which may allow for multiple 
dogwalkers.  Each permit may have different terms and costs.  Permit 
terms are left to the discretion of the Business Division, pursuant to the 
overall terms and/or limits set forth in this alternative.  

o On or off leash dogwalking allowed, with 3 dog limit per permitted 
dogwalker.  
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o If ROLA Certification program is put in place as an adaptive management 
step, must have current ROLA certification (refer to guidelines of ROLA 
program).   

o Caps on the number of commercial dogwalking permits issued will be 
determined based on whether or not there will be “minimal impact on park 
resources and values” (2006 NPS Management Policies).  This 
determination shall be made at the discretion of the NPS Business 
Management Division, pursuant to the guidance set forth in the 2006 NPS 
Management Policies  

o Use restrictions may be based on time of day and/or seasonal restrictions. 
o In addition to numerical caps, an adaptive management strategy will be 

used as follows: 
 Monitor complaints, non-compliance, and impacts and report to 

park administration, Law Enforcement, Natural and Cultural 
Resources, and Business Management Divisions.  

 Where complaints, non-compliance, or impacts demonstrate that 
resources, visitor use or other commercial services are receiving 
more than a minimal impact per the CUA permit requirements, 
reduce number of commercial services permits provided at each 
location, either through immediate revocation (abuse of permit), or 
by not granting renewal. 

o Visible sign of a permit required or designated clothing. 
o Offenses:   

 All offenses may result in a ticket.  3rd offense in a calendar year 
results in inability to renew permit after two years.  4th offense in a 
calendar year results in immediate revocation.  The “local file,” a 
file representing number of violations per dogwalker and 
commercial dogwalking company, is referenced and updated after 
each violation, allowing LE to track, in real time, whether or not a 
CUA shall be revoked. (This would require the Business 
Management Division to check the LE database for each permit 
renewal). 

 The NPS Law Enforcement Division will work with the U.S. 
Attorney’s office and U.S. District Court to establish appropriate 
fines (bail schedule).  

 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE D: 

• This alternative seeks to exceed the requirements of basic federal resource 
protection laws and policies, such as the NPS Organic Act and Endangered 
Species Act.  This alternative errs on the side of caution by providing maximum 
protection to plant and animal species within the park, while still recognizing that 
GGNRA was established to provide recreational open space and that some 
impacts are inevitable.  This alternative would not allow commercial dogwalking, 
due to the emphasis on resource protection.  
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ALTERNATIVE E:   
• This alternative seeks to maximize access to dogwalkers, while still being 

consistent with NPS laws and policies.  As a result, this alternative is the most 
management intensive.  This alternative also includes the consensus agreements 
reached by the GGNRA Dog Management Negotiated Rulemaking Committee.  
Commercial dogwalking will be allowed under this alternative in both on and off-
leash areas, however, it will be managed under a Commercial Use Authorization 
permit (CUA).  As a condition of the CUA permit, commercial dogwalkers will 
provide education and outreach in the park related to dogwalking at GGNRA.  In 
addition, commercial dogwalkers would provide certification training as part of 
the ROLA certification program if it is instituted as part of the adaptive 
management strategy.  Alternative E is similar to Alternative C in that if the 
ROLA certification program is triggered through adaptive management, 
dogwalking groups (both recreational and commercial) would be responsible for 
organizing and managing the ROLA certification program under the auspices of 
the NPS.  If the program were not able to be organized and managed by dog 
groups, ROLA certification, as a first step in the adaptive management process, 
would be eliminated, with the next step being revocation to on-leash (in an 
originally off-leash) area, or revocation to no dogs (in an originally on-leash area).  
This alternative places the responsibility for the ROLA certification program 
squarely on both commercial and recreational dog groups.  Failure to manage the 
ROLA program would not result in revocation of a commercial dogwalking 
permit (CUA), but would eliminate an area as off-leash, or possibly on-leash.   

 
• Specific elements: 

o Educational and outreach activities will be provided by commercial 
dogwalkers, but coordinated by the NPS.  Failure to provide educational 
services will results in permit revocation.  Examples include: 
 Provide classes at GGNRA sites on dogwalking etiquette in parks 

and open spaces 
 Provide information on dogwalking at special events in the park. 
 Act as a source of information on dogwalking areas within 

GGNRA. 
o Locations where allowed:  Areas of Ft. Funston, Ft. Mason, Ocean Beach, 

Crissy Field, Alta Ave., Rodeo Beach, and Baker Beach where on and off-
leash dogwalking is allowed per this alternative.    

o One permit will be issued per company, which may allow for multiple 
dogwalkers.  Each permit may have different terms and costs.  Permit 
terms are left to the discretion of the Business Division, pursuant to the 
overall terms and/or limits set forth in this alternative.  

o On or off leash dogwalking allowed, with 3 dog limit per permitted 
dogwalker.  

o If ROLA Certification program is put in place as an adaptive management 
step, must have current ROLA certification (refer to guidelines of ROLA 
program).   

o Caps on the number of commercial dogwalking permits issued will be 
determined based on whether or not there will be “minimal impact on park 
resources and values” (2006 NPS Management Policies).  This 
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determination shall be made at the discretion of the NPS Business 
Management Division, pursuant to the guidance set forth in the 2006 NPS 
Management Policies  

o Use restrictions may be based on time of day and/or seasonal restrictions. 
o In addition to numerical caps, an adaptive management strategy will be 

used as follows: 
 Monitor complaints, non-compliance, and impacts and report to 

park administration, Law Enforcement, Natural and Cultural 
Resources, and Business Management Divisions.  

 Where complaints, non-compliance, or impacts demonstrate that 
resources, visitor use or other commercial services are receiving 
more than a minimal impact per the CUA permit requirements, 
reduce number of commercial services permits provided at each 
location, either through immediate revocation (abuse of permit), or 
by not granting renewal. 

o Visible sign of a permit required or designated clothing. 
o Offenses:   

 All offenses may result in a ticket.  3rd offense in a calendar year 
results in inability to renew permit after two years.  4th offense in a 
calendar year results in immediate revocation.  The “local file,” a 
file representing number of violations per dogwalker and 
commercial dogwalking company, is referenced and updated after 
each violation, allowing LE to track, in real time, whether or not a 
CUA shall be revoked. (This would require the Business 
Management Division to check the LE database for each permit 
renewal). 

 The NPS Law Enforcement Division will work with the U.S. 
Attorney’s office and U.S. District Court to establish appropriate 
fines (bail schedule).  
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GOGA Dog Management Plan/EIS 
Commercial Dogwalking  

draft 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Alternatives C, D, and E are the “action” alternatives.  Commercial dogwalking may be 
addressed in any, or all of these three alternatives, consistent with the thematic approach 
contained within these alternatives.  Alternative B represents standard NPS policy on 
dogwalking as reflected by 36 CFR 2.15.  Because of litigation, GOGA is only enforcing 
36 CFR 2.15 in limited areas.  Therefore, under Alternative B commercial dogwalking is 
addressed through other administrative or planning actions, and/or on a case by case 
basis, but not as the result of a special plan/EIS and special regulation.  In addition, under 
Alternative B, commercial dogwalking could only be evaluated for on-leash, unless a 
special regulation was promulgated.  Alternatives C, D, and E reflect that many aspects 
of commercial dogwalking are being addressed by a special plan and regulation.   
 
An effort has been made to ensure that these approaches reflect a reasonable range.  If an 
approach has been left out that appears reasonable, please make a note of this so that it 
may be addressed.   
 
The dog management plan/EIS has the following draft objectives, which the alternatives 
must meet.  In considering the range of approaches to commercial dogwalking, please 
keep in mind that any approach must meet, to a large degree, these objectives: 
 

1. Establish criteria consistent with NPS Management policies to determine whether 
and/or where dogs restrained by voice control or leashes are acceptable and where 
no dogs are appropriate. 

2. Minimize conflicts related to dog use by providing a variety of safe, high quality, 
visitor use experiences, including areas where dogs are allowed. 

3. Maximize dog walker compliance with clear, enforceable parameters in order to 
improve park operations and use of staff resources in managing dog walking. 

4. Protect sensitive species and their habitat—including federal and state-listed, 
unique or rare species, from the detrimental effects associated with dog use.  

5. Ensure safe and healthy working environment for park staff. 
6. Protect native wildlife and their habitat from detrimental effects of dogs, 

including harassment or disturbance by dogs. 
7. Minimize degradation of soil and water resources by dog use. 
8. Build community support for the plan to maximize management of dogwalking 

use. 
9. Create and implement an enforceable commercial dog walking policy. 
10. Provide adaptability and flexibility so that information gathered from monitoring 

can be used in future decision making based on estimated outcomes, including in 
new park areas.  

11. Preserve opportunities for future natural and cultural resource restoration and 
enhancement. 

12. Increase public understanding of NPS policies. 
 

Comment [AR1]: We should delete references to 
a commercial services plan. In general we are not 
anticipating that GOGA will do a CSP in the coming 
years. The GMP, combined with other planning (like 
this one) , will formulate the framework for 
commercial services decision making.  
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APPROACHES TO MANAGING COMMERCIAL DOGWALKING 
 
In previous discussions with GGNRA staff, several potential elements for managing 
commercial dogwalking were identified.  These included the following: 
 

• Determine whether CUA or Special Use Permit is the most appropriate. 
(Discussions between GOGA Business Management and PWR Concessions 
Management have indicated that Commercial Use Authorizations are the most 
appropriate instrumentnote here that Aaron Roth decided that here we should go 
ahead and use a CUA, not a special use permit). 

• Number of permits issued Cap to permit numbers  (preferably through adaptive 
management)   

• Permits location specific (areas where commercial dogwalking is/is not allowed) 
o This could also change per alternative 

• On or off leash  
• Details of program in EIS vs. in Commercial Services PlanGMP or other Planning 

Documents vs. Administrative details such as permit conditions 
• Caps on # of dogs per dogwalker  
• Visible sign of permit 
• Range of  fees 
• Application of TAG program (training program for owners that wish to allow 

their dog off-leash in ROLA areas).   
 

 
Listed below are brief explanations of each action alternative, along with a proposed 
approach for commercial dogwalking under each alternative, incorporating the elements 
above as well as other ideas.  All areas need review by the Business Management 
Division.  In addition, those areas highlighted need specific feedback. 
 
ALTERNATIVE B:   

• This alternative reflects the NPS servicewide approach to dogwalking as reflected 
by 36 CFR 2.15.  Because this is the “normal” approach, this alternative proposes 
to defer commercial dogwalking to a parkwide Commercial Services Planother 
administrative or planning actions by the Park, with the recognition that in the 
interim commercial dogwalking would be treated similar to any other commercial 
use requesting a commercial services permit.  Consequently, there is no 
systematic approach to addressing commercial dogwalking, aside from the 
individual permit guidelines, or the guidelines contained in a programmatic 
Commercial Services Plan.  Because no commercial services permits have been 
issued at GOGA, the baseline of analysis for this alternative is no commercial 
dogwalking currently, with its potential allowance under a future Commercial 
Services Planadministrative and planning actions.  (Because we do not know what 
a future Commercial Services Plan would look like, this alternative will assume 
that it would resemble Alternatives C and D – which describe options both 
allowing and prohibiting commercial dogwalking.  Therefore, the impacts 
analysis will incorporate the analysis under Alternatives C and D for this 

Comment [ses2]: Aaron – Shirwin thought we 
were in the position that until an NPS Comm Use 
Auth. Policy was finalized, we couldn’t issue permits 
for any new uses. If so, we should state that. 

Comment [AR3]: That is no longer the case, we 
can issue CUAs for new uses.  
 
Additionally the issuance of these CUAs will be 
systematic in any case.  
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alternative).  Because Alternative B falls under 36 CFR 2.15, all commercial 
dogwalking would be on-leash, which therefore excludes Alternative E from the 
analysis here.   

 
 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE C:   

• This alternative seeks to maximize the diversity of visitor uses.  Dogwalkers are 
recognized as one of many recreational groups within GOGA.  A balance is 
sought to insure that all groups have adequate access, and that one use will not 
unduly infringe on other recreational uses.  This alternative also includes portions 
of the consensus agreements reached by the GOGA Dog Management Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee.  

• Elements: 
o Permit type:  commercial use permit 
o Cost of a permit:  ________? (as determined by Business Management 

Division)   
o Cost to administer the permit:  __________?  (as determined by Business 

Management Division) 
o Permit renewal:  annuallyevery two years 
o Permit system of renewal would be two staged. First, an evaluation of the 

application and operating plan agaist stated critera, and secondly, a lottery 
system if ties occur:  ____________ ? (lottery? as determined by Business 
Management Division) 

o Other CUA requirements, including insurance _______________,  (as 
determined by Business Management Division)  

o Locations where allowed:  Areas of Ft. Funston, Crissy Field, Alta Ave., 
and Baker Beach where on leash dogwalking is allowed per this 
alternative.    

o On leash only, with 5 dog limit per permitted dogwalker.   
o Caps on commercial dogwalkersing permits as follows: 

 Ft. Funston – 20 permits annually 
 Crissy Field – 20 permits annually 8 total permits.  
 Alta Avenue – 10 permits annually ??? 
 Baker Beach -  ???15 permits annually  
 Each permit will enable one dogwalker representative per company 

at one time within GGNR 
 In addition to numerical caps, an adaptive management strategy 

will be used as follows: 
1. Monitor complaints to park administration, LE and Business 

Management Division.  
2. Where complaints demonstrate that resources, visitor use or 

other commercial services are impacted, limit number of 
commercial services permits provided at each location. 

3. Monitor complaints to park administration, LE and Business 
Management Division. 

Comment [MBE4]: Aaron – would/could there 
be a range of fees – i.e. large companies pay more?  
Or, if we are under the assumption that 1 permit = 1 
dogwalker in the park at any one time (vs. 1 permit 
for a dogwalking company with potentially several 
dogwalkers), then maybe the fees should be a flat 
rate. 

Comment [AR5]: Cost of the permit should not 
be a planning item, since it will be a condition of the 
permit, and subject to cost recovery rationale outside 
of this process, and will change through time.  The 
fees will be a flat rate per permit, and most likely we 
will only issue one permit per company and their 
will be only one price. This is how we manage other 
CUA programs to keep it simple.  

Formatted: Font: Italic, Highlight

Comment [AR6]: I’m not sure about having 
insurance part of this process, it is more of a term of 
any permit 

Comment [ses7]: Shirwin asks:  would permits 
be per each dogwalking company, dogwalker or per 
site?  So if there were 3 companies each having 20 
dogwalkers that visit 3 or 4 of our sites, how many 
permits would that represent?    Michael responds:  I 
think permits should be issued per company, not per 
dogwalker, with a maximum of 3 permits going to 
any one company – maybe distributed by lottery.  
For enforceability you require each dogwalker to 
have the CUA permit on their person, which would 
mean that the overall caps still stay at the numbers 
listed to the left.   

Comment [AR8]: The method we thing will 
work: make permits specific to the location, as it is 
the only way to justify limits—So for instance, 
Chrissy Field might have 2 permits per 2 hour 
period;  4 periods per day, 8am-5pm weekends, 8 
permits total for Chrissy Field.  
 
An application with operating plan will be 
submitted. If it meets the minimum requirements, 
then a lottery system will be employed to select 
companies.  
 
Right now, we are thinking of the same process for 
tour bus companies, but at this time we do not limit 
them.  

Comment [MBE9]: Aaron – do you have a better 
way of limiting numbers?  We talked earlier about 
insurance as a natural limiting factor, but in reality 
there are some large dogwalking companies that 
could easily pay the insurance.   
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4.  If complaints rise to level of unacceptable indicate anyghing 
greater than minimal impacts on park resources and valuesas 
defined in NPS Management Policies, reduce or eliminate 
terminate commercial service permits for that location.   

o Visible sign of a permit required or designated clothing.   
o Offenses:  (all offenses may result in a ticket.  2nd offense results in 

inability to renew permit if an individual dogwalker.  2nd offense for a 
company with multiple dogwalkers results in losing one permit, upon 
fourth offense, the company may not apply for commercial dogwalking 
permits for a period of one year from the 4th offense.  (Assumption is that 
permits are limited to 3 per company).   (This would require the Business 
Management Division to check the LE database for each permit renewal). 

 
 
 
ALTERNATIVE D: 

• This alternative goes beyond the requirements of basic federal resource protection 
laws and policies, such as the NPS Organic Act and Endangered Species Act.  
This alternative utilizes, to some degree, the precautionary principle, and strives 
to err on the side of caution regarding impacts to species.  This alternative 
provides maximum protection to plant and animal species within the park, while 
recognizing that GOGA was established to provide recreational open space and 
that some impacts are inevitable.  Consequently, this alternative will not allow 
commercial dogwalking.   

 
ALTERNATIVE E:   

• This alternative seeks to maximize access to dogwalkers, while still being 
consistent with NPS laws and policies.  As a result of providing maximum access 
to dogwalkers while protecting park resources and values, this alternative is also 
the most management intensive.  This alternative also includes the consensus 
agreements reached by the GOGA Dog Management Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee. 

• Elements: 
o Permit type:  commercial use permit 
o Cost of a permit:  ________? (as determined by Business Management 

Division) 
o Cost to administer the permit:  __________?  (as determined by Business 

Management Division) 
o Permit renewal:  annually 
o Permit system of renewal:  ____________ ? (lottery? as determined by 

Business Management Division) 
o Other CUA requirements, including insurance _______________,  (as 

determined by Business Management Division) 
o Locations where allowed:  Areas of Ft. Mason, Ft. Funston, Ocean Beach, 

Crissy Field, Baker Beach and Alta Avenue where on and off-leash 
dogwalking is allowed per this alternative.  

Comment [MBE10]: Aaron:  one concern for us 
was whether “unacceptable impacts” as defined in 
NPS Mgmt. Policies 2006, Section 1.4.7.1, would be 
too general and vague.  We were wondering if you 
had any better criteria for revoking a commercial 
services authorization/permit?  If so, what is it?  If 
not, do you think unacceptable impacts would work 
here?  And, if neither would work, we may drop this 
section here as an adaptive management strategy 
(note that this is our main strategy in Alt. E – where 
we did not provide for a numerical cap (range of 
alternatives)).   Chris Powell asks:  how do you 
manage the bus companies?  Would that model work 
here? 

Comment [AR11]: With regards to the above, 
see Section 10.3.1. Under these criteria, CUAs must 
have MINIMAL impact. If anything other than 
MINIMAL occurs, then we cannot issue CUAs. 

Comment [MBE12]: Same question as above:  
Aaron – would/could there be a range of fees – i.e. 
large companies pay more?  Or, if we are under the 
assumption that 1 permit = 1 dogwalker in the park 
at any one time, then maybe the fees should be a flat 
rate. 
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o 5 dog limit per permitted dogwalker.  Off leash allowed, but only one dog 
at a time, in those areas where off-leash is already allowed under this 
alternative.  
 Where off-leash is allowed, this would require each dogwalker to 

obtain the TAG training permit.  Instead of a dog wearing the tag, 
the owner would have some sort of authorization on their person.  
TAG training would not be a prerequisite of obtaining a CUA, but 
it would be a requirement of any dogwalker allowing off-leash, 
and conceivably, would count towards the number of violations 
that go against a company upon renewal.   

o No initial caps on numbers of commercial dogwalkers.  Adaptive 
management strategy will be used as follows: 

1. Monitor complaints to park administration, LE and Business 
Management Division. 

2. Where complaints demonstrate that visitor use or other commercial 
services are impacted, limit number of commercial services 
permits provided at each location. 

3. Monitor complaints to park administration, LE and Business 
Management Division. 

4.  If complaints rise to level of unacceptable impacts, terminate 
commercial service permits for that location.   

o Visible sign of a permit  
o Offenses:  (all offenses may result in a ticket.  2nd offense results in 

inability to renew permit if an individual dogwalker.  2nd offense for a 
company with multiple dogwalkers results in losing one permit, upon 
fourth offense, the company may not apply for commercial dogwalking 
permits for a period of one year from the 4th offense.  (Assumption is that 
permits are limited to 3 per company).  (This would require the Business 
Management Division to check the LE database for each permit renewal). 

 
 
 
 

Comment [MBE13]: Aaron – same question as 
above:  one concern for us was whether 
“unacceptable impacts” as defined in NPS Mgmt. 
Policies 2006, Section 1.4.7.1, would be too general 
and vague.  We were wondering if you had any 
better criteria for revoking a commercial services 
authorization/permit?  If so, what is it?  If not, do 
you think unacceptable impacts would work here?  
And, if neither would work, we may drop this 
section here as an adaptive management strategy 
(note that this is our main strategy in Alt. E – where 
we did not provide for a numerical cap (range of 
alternatives).  Chris Powell asks:  how do you 
manage the bus companies?  Would that model work 
here? 
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GOGA Dog Management Plan/EIS 
Commercial Dogwalking  

draft 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Alternatives C, D, and E are the “action” alternatives.  Commercial dogwalking may be 
addressed in any, or all of these three alternatives, consistent with the thematic approach 
contained within these alternatives.  Alternative A represents the current approach to 
dogwalking, a combination of 36 CFR 2.15 and the 1979 Pet Policy, pursuant to the 
lawsuit U.S. v. Barley.  Alternative B represents standard NPS policy on dogwalking as 
reflected by 36 CFR 2.15.  Because of litigation, GOGA is only enforcing 36 CFR 2.15 in 
limited areas.  Therefore, under Alternative B commercial dogwalking is addressed 
through other administrative or planning actions, and/or on a case by case basis, but not 
as the result of a special plan/EIS and special regulation.  In addition, under Alternative 
B, commercial dogwalking could only be evaluated for on-leash, unless a special 
regulation was promulgated.  Alternatives C, D, and E reflect that many aspects of 
commercial dogwalking are being addressed by a special plan and regulation.   
 
An effort has been made to ensure that these approaches reflect a reasonable range.  If an 
approach has been left out that appears reasonable, please make a note of this so that it 
may be addressed.   
 
The dog management plan/EIS has the following draft objectives, which the alternatives 
must meet.  In considering the range of approaches to commercial dogwalking, please 
keep in mind that any approach must meet, to a large degree, these objectives: 
 

1. Establish criteria consistent with NPS Management policies to determine whether 
and/or where dogs restrained by voice control or leashes are acceptable and where 
no dogs are appropriate. 

2. Minimize conflicts related to dog use by providing a variety of safe, high quality, 
visitor use experiences, including areas where dogs are allowed. 

3. Maximize dog walker compliance with clear, enforceable parameters in order to 
improve park operations and use of staff resources in managing dog walking. 

4. Protect sensitive species and their habitat—including federal and state-listed, 
unique or rare species, from the detrimental effects associated with dog use.  

5. Ensure safe and healthy working environment for park staff. 
6. Protect native wildlife and their habitat from detrimental effects of dogs, 

including harassment or disturbance by dogs. 
7. Minimize degradation of soil and water resources by dog use. 
8. Build community support for the plan to maximize management of dogwalking 

use. 
9. Create and implement an enforceable commercial dog walking policy. 
10. Provide adaptability and flexibility so that information gathered from monitoring 

can be used in future decision making based on estimated outcomes, including in 
new park areas.  

11. Preserve opportunities for future natural and cultural resource restoration and 
enhancement. 

Comment [ses1]: This wouldn’t apply in B 
because we’d go through a notice and comment 
process to put 2.15 in place. 
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12. Increase public understanding of NPS policies. 
 
 
APPROACHES TO MANAGING COMMERCIAL DOGWALKING 
 
In previous discussions with GGNRA staff, several potential elements for managing 
commercial dogwalking were identified.  These included the following: 
 

• Determine whether CUA or Special Use Permit is the most appropriate. 
(Discussions between GOGA Business Management and PWR Concessions 
Management have indicated that Commercial Use Authorizations are the most 
appropriate instrument). 

• Number of permits issued (preferably through adaptive management)   
• Permits location specific (areas where commercial dogwalking is/is not allowed) 

o This could also change per alternative 
• On or off leash  
• Details of program in EIS vs. GMP or other Planning Documents vs. 

administrative details such as permit conditions 
• Limits on # of dogs per dogwalker  
• Visible sign of permit 
• Range of  fees 
• Application of TAG program (training program for owners that wish to allow 

their dog off-leash in ROLA areas).   
 
Additionally, the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee reviewed the following Commercial 
dogwalking guidelines, and provided specific recommendations on them to the NPS as 
noted: 
 
4.  Commercial Dog Walking Concepts 

 
The Work Group considered a set of guidelines for commercial dog walking offered by 
ProDog through its representative Joe Hague. The Golden Gate Audubon Society has 
taken a principled position opposing commercial dog walking in GGNRA. One other 
member of the Work Group also expressed concern about the principle of commercial 
dog walking in GGNRA.   If, however, the decision is made to allow commercial dog 
walking in GGNRA, the following guidelines were proposed based on the ProDog 
proposal.  
 

1) Professional Dog walkers must carry a leash for each dog in their care. 
2) Professional Dog walkers must pickup dog waste for all dogs in their care. 
3) Professional Dog walkers will be limited to six dogs. 
4) Professional Dog walkers will carry a liability insurance policy for $1 million.  

Proof of policy must be shown to acquire permit.   
5) Professional Dog walkers will pay a permit fee to use the GGNRA lands, 

(recommend $100 per dog walker, as they also must pay county permit fees).   
6) Professional Dog walkers will transport dogs in a safe well ventilated vehicle. 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
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7) Professional Dog walkers must have their dogs under control (see Dog 
Management Guideline #14 define “control”). 

8) Professional Dog walkers must abide by all rules regarding off leash dogs on 
GGNRA lands. 

9) Having more then the allowed number of dogs will result in a fine for every dog 
over the limit. Second offense will result in a doubling of the fine, per dog. Third 
offense will result in suspension of dog walkers’ permit for up to three months. 

 
Based on the discussion, consensus was reached on putting forward the commercial 
dogwalking proposal to be analyzed in the NEPA process, with the following conditions: 
 

• The NEPA analysis should address the question of whether to allow commercial 
dogwalking in the GGNRA. 

• Commercial dogwalking in any GGNRA area will be subject to an analysis of 
overall carrying capacity of that area. 

• NPS will evaluate the maximum number of dogs a commercial dogwalker may 
have at one time (Guideline #3), permit fees (Guideline #5), fines (Guideline #9), 
and how many dogs should be off-leash at any given time. 

• Delete guideline #7. 
• All other proposed guidelines will be as noted in the progress report from the 

Work Group (see Attachment B, #4). 
 
Listed below are brief explanations of each action alternative, along with a proposed 
approach for commercial dogwalking under each alternative, incorporating the 
elements above as well as other ideas.   
 
 
COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES: 
The 2006 NPS Management Policies set forth minimal requirements for Commercial Use 
Authorizations, as required by law.   
 
10.3 Commercial Use Authorizations 
Commercial use authorizations (CUAs), which are not considered as concession 
contracts, may be issued pursuant to section 418 of the National Park Service 
Concessions Management Improvement Act of 1998 (16 USC 5966). A commercial use 
authorization is a permit that authorizes suitable commercial services to park area visitors 
in limited circumstances as described in 10.3.1. A concession contract may be issued 
instead of the commercial use authorization when the Director determines that the 
services are necessary and appropriate, and/or provision of the services require certain 
protections such as legal, financial, and resource provisions that are more typical of a 
concession contract. A more detailed discussion of commercial use authorizations is 
included in Director’s Order #48B: Commercial Use Authorizations. 
10.3.1 General 
Commercial use authorizations may be issued only to authorize services that (1) are 
determined to be an appropriate use of the park; (2) will have minimal impact on park 
resources and values; and (3) are consistent with the purpose for which the unit was 
established, as well as all applicable management plans and park policies and regulations. 
10.3.2 Requirements 

Formatted: Font: Not Italic

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Comment [ses2]: Point of discussion. How does 
commercial dogwalking serve park visitors? This is 
putting dogs at the level of park visitors. 

GGNRA006322



Internal deliberative draft – not for public distribution  3.13.08  

 4 

By law, a commercial use authorization must provide for 
• payment of a reasonable fee, such fees to be used, at a minimum, to recover 
associated management and administrative costs; 
• provision of services in a manner consistent to the highest practicable degree 
with the preservation and conservation of park resources and values; and 
• limitation of liability of the federal government arising from the commercial use 
authorization. 

No park may issue commercial use authorizations in a quantity inconsistent with the 
preservation and proper management of park resources and values. Each park issuing 
commercial use authorizations will ensure that it contains provisions for the protection of 
visitors and the resources and values of the park. 
10.3.3 Limitations 
By law, commercial use authorizations may be issued only for 

• commercial operations with annual gross receipts of not more than $25,000 
resulting from services originating and provided solely within a unit of the 
national park system pursuant to such authorization; 
• the incidental use of resources of the unit by commercial operations that provide 
services originating and terminating outside of the boundaries of the park unit; or 
• such uses by organized children’s camps, outdoor clubs, nonprofit institutions 
(including backcountry use), and such other uses as the Secretary of the Interior 
deems appropriate. Nonprofit institutions will be required to obtain commercial 
use authorizations only when they generate taxable income from the authorized 
use. 

10.3.4 Construction Prohibition 
By law, under no circumstances will a commercial use authorization provide for or allow 
construction of any structure, fixture, or improvement on federally owned land within any 
unit of the national park system. 
10.3.5 Duration 
By law, the maximum term for any commercial use authorization is two years in length. 
No rights of renewal are associated with commercial use authorizations. 
10.3.6 Other Contracts 
Holding or seeking to obtain a commercial use authorization does not preclude a person, 
corporation, or other entity from submitting proposals for concessions contracts. 
 
ALTERNATIVE A: 

• This alternative reflects the current NPS servicewide approach to dogwalking as 
reflected by 36 CFR 2.15, and the intervening lawsuit U.S. v. Barley, in which 
off-leash dogwalking was allowed to continue in those areas where it was deemed 
acceptable by the 1979 Pet Policy, until NPS could establish new rules under the 
Administrative Procedure Act’s notice and comment rulemaking requirements.  
This alternative treats commercial dogwalking in a systematic manner similar to 
any other commercial use requesting a commercial services permit, with the 
exception that off-leash commercial dogwalking would be considered in those 
areas where off-leash dogwalking was allowed under the 1979 Pet Policy.  

 
ALTERNATIVE B:   

• This alternative reflects the NPS servicewide approach to dogwalking as reflected 
by 36 CFR 2.15.  Because this is the “normal” approach as reflected by 
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servicewide NPS policy and regulations, this alternative treats commercial 
dogwalking in a systematic manner similar to any other commercial use 
requesting a commercial services permit, subject to those areas where on-leash 
dogwalking is allowed under 36 C.F.R. 2.15.  

 
ALTERNATIVE C:   

• This alternative seeks to maximize the diversity of visitor uses.  Dogwalkers are 
recognized as one of many recreational groups within GOGA.  A balance is 
sought to insure that all groups have adequate access, and that one use will not 
unduly infringe on other recreational uses.  This alternative also includes portions 
of the consensus agreements reached by the GOGA Dog Management Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee.  This alternative treats commercial dogwalking in a 
systematic manner similar to any other commercial use requesting a commercial 
services permit, with the exception that off-leash commercial dogwalking will be 
treated pursuant to the caveats below. 

 
• Elements additional to those required by law: 

o Locations where allowed:  Areas of Ft. Funston, Crissy Field, Alta Ave., 
and Baker Beach where on leash dogwalking is allowed per this 
alternative.    

o One permit will be issued per company, which may allow for multiple 
dogwalkers.  Each permit may have different terms and costs.  This is up 
to the discretion of the Business Division, pursuant to the overall terms 
and/or limits set forth in this alternative.  

o On leash only, with 5 dog limit per permitted dogwalker.   
 (Note:  No TAG program in Alternative C). 

o Caps on commercial dogwalking permits will be determined based on 
impacts analysis for a range of numbers.  For example, each area will be 
analyzed for impacts from commercial dogwalking, and based on that 
number, an upper limit will be established pursuant to the 2006 NPS 
Management Policies criteria that allow CUA’s to be authorized only if 
there will be a “minimal impact on park resources and values.”  Question 
here:  do we also want, in addition to the range of numbers, a timing 
mechanism whereby commercial dogwalkers are only allowed at certain 
times of the day, based on their permit terms?  This is a common 
procedure for other CUAs, and does not necessarily rely on LE for 
enforcement.  Another option would be to have commercial dogwalkers 
wear vests to ID themselves, which would have to be a certain color based 
on the terms of their permit.   
 Ft. Funston – range _________ 
 Crissy Field – range _________ 
 Alta Avenue – range _________ 
 Baker Beach -  range _________ 
 
 In addition to numerical caps, an adaptive management strategy 

will be used as follows: 
1. Monitor complaints to park administration, LE and Business 

Management Division.  
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2. Where complaints demonstrate that resources, visitor use or 
other commercial services are receiving more than a minimal 
impact, reduce number of commercial services permits 
provided at each location, either through immediate revocation 
(abuse of permit), or by not granting renewal. 

o Visible sign of a permit required or designated clothing. 
o Offenses:   

 All offenses may result in a ticket.  3rd offense results in inability to 
renew permit after two years.  4th offense and the permit will be 
revoked immediately.  The “local file,” a file representing number 
of violations per dogwalker and commercial dogwalking company, 
is referenced and updated after each violation, allowing LE to 
track, in real time, whether or not a CUA shall be revoked. 
(Assumption is that permits are limited to 3 per company).   (This 
would require the Business Management Division to check the LE 
database for each permit renewal). 

 
ALTERNATIVE D: 

• This alternative goes beyond the requirements of basic federal resource protection 
laws and policies, such as the NPS Organic Act and Endangered Species Act.  
This alternative utilizes, to some degree, the precautionary principle, and strives 
to err on the side of caution regarding impacts to species.  This alternative 
provides maximum protection to plant and animal species within the park, while 
recognizing that GOGA was established to provide recreational open space and 
that some impacts are inevitable.  Consequently, this alternative will not allow 
commercial dogwalking.   

 
ALTERNATIVE E:   

• This alternative seeks to maximize access to dogwalkers, while still being 
consistent with NPS laws and policies.  As a result of providing maximum access 
to dogwalkers while protecting park resources and values, this alternative is also 
the most management intensive.  This alternative also includes the consensus 
agreements reached by the GOGA Dog Management Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee.  This alternative treats commercial dogwalking in a systematic 
manner similar to any other commercial use requesting a commercial services 
permit, with the exception that off-leash commercial dogwalking will be treated 
pursuant to the caveats below. 

 
• Elements additional to those required by law: 

o Locations where allowed:  Areas of Ft. Mason, Ft. Funston, Ocean Beach, 
Crissy Field, Baker Beach and Alta Avenue where on and off-leash 
dogwalking is allowed per this alternative.  

o One permit will be issued per company, which may allow for multiple 
dogwalkers.  Each permit may have different terms and costs.  This is up 
to the discretion of the Business Division, pursuant to the overall terms 
and/or limits set forth in this alternative.  
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o 4 dog limit per permitted dogwalker.  Off leash allowed, but only one dog 
at a time, in those areas where off-leash is already allowed under this 
alternative.  
 Where off-leash is allowed, this would require each dogwalker to 

obtain the TAG training permit.  Instead of a dog wearing the tag, 
the owner would have some sort of authorization on their person.  
TAG training would not be a prerequisite of obtaining a CUA, but 
it would be a requirement of any dogwalker allowing off-leash, 
and conceivably, would count towards the number of violations 
that go against a company upon renewal.   

o No initial caps on numbers of commercial dogwalkers.  In addition to 
numerical caps, an adaptive management strategy will be used as follows: 

1. Monitor complaints to park administration, LE and Business 
Management Division.  

2. Where complaints demonstrate that resources, visitor use or 
other commercial services are receiving more than a minimal 
impact, reduce number of commercial services permits 
provided at each location, either through immediate revocation 
(abuse of permit), or by not granting renewal. 

o Visible sign of a permit required or designated clothing. 
o Offenses:   

 All offenses may result in a ticket.  3rd offense results in inability to 
renew permit after two years.  4th offense and the permit will be 
revoked immediately.  The “local file,” a file representing number 
of violations per dogwalker and commercial dogwalking company, 
is referenced and updated after each violation, allowing LE to 
track, in real time, whether or not a CUA shall be revoked. 
(Assumption is that permits are limited to 3 per company).   (This 
would require the Business Management Division to check the LE 
database for each permit renewal). 
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________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Memorandum 
 
To:    GGNRA Dog Management Work Group 
 
From:   Facilitation Team 
 
Subject:  Characterization of Work Group Products 
 
Date:    October 9, 2007 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Attached are two documents for your review.  One document is a summary of the 
alternatives to the initial proposals developed by representatives of off-leash dog groups, 
as discussed during the two work group meetings.  The second document is a revised 
draft of Dog Management Guidelines.  That document attempts to consolidate the 
original list of Guidelines and incorporate concepts that have been discussed during the 
two work group sessions. 
 
It is also important to properly characterize the products from work group deliberations.  
In essence, the results of the work group should be characterized in the following 
manner: 
 

1) Consensus agreements reached (by the full Committee) on management 
principles, guidelines, and site-by-site dog management alternatives would 
represent the best approaches developed to date to address the myriad demands on 
the park and varying interests which must be accommodated in a balanced 
fashion; such agreements will be fully considered in the analysis of alternatives. 

2) At this timepoint, no one Committee member will be asked to fully finally 
endorse any agreement, pending results from the NEPA impact analysis process; 
yet nevertheless, there is value in reaching preliminary agreements as discussed 
below 

3) Consensus agreements reached (by the full Committee) will “be integrated into 
one or more alternatives in the EIS” and could “serve as the basis for the proposed 
regulation” pending the results of the NEPA processanalysis. [cite the source of 
this language](from NEPA public scoping brochure and Committee Charter) 

4) Reaching pPreliminary agreements that receive support across the spectrum of 
stakeholders Committee members will ensure that broadly supported approaches 
and potential solutions will beare fully analyzed in the NEPA process; in the 
absence of if no such agreements,  are reached then GGNRA will be left to design 
options that it believes best meets its mandates. 

5) Monitoring and adaptive management will be part of any agreements reached, as 
will public education and outreach 

6) Enforcement will be a critical consideration in the NEPA evaluation process 
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7) GGNRA leadership believes , and the Federal Panel concurred, that by virtue of 
GGNRA’s unique nature, historical use and past litigation, that thea GGNRA-
specific rule addressing dog management will have limited impact on setting 
precedent for other National Parks. The Federal Panel concurred with this view, 

8) Agreements reached by the Committee should fit National Park Service 
considerations for proposed rules: further compliance with the NPS mission, 
promote visitor safety and resource protection, and be clearly understandable and 
enforceable. The NPS recognizes that full compliance with rules regulating visitor 
conduct cannot be ensured, but that the vast majority of visitors obey park rules.  

 
These are the key issues to be incorporated into the characterization of the results from 
the Work Groupwork group discussions, as well as in any agreements ultimately reached 
by the GGNRA Dog Management Negotiated Rulemaking Committee.  
 
If you have any questions or comments about the contents of this memorandum, or the 
attachments, please contact Greg Bourne or Mike Harty at your earliest convenience.  
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Michael – some thoughts based on the call with Elaine. 
 

• Address precedent setting nature of the plan as it relates to off-leash (voice control) dog walking. 
 Describe why precedent OK. Per Elaine use buzzwords such as urban park, litigation, etc. 

o Concern about going too deep in the urban park area, as that is often used against us. 
o Point out that park actively established off-leash after recommendation of Advisory 

Commission.  Brochures printed, letters written etc. 
 

• Range of alternatives – why so many?  And how do these relate to the data?        
o Have info ready about how we addressed where to allow.   

 Starting with 79 areas and then looking at resources and other visitor use.   
 Note that many areas in 79 are the most heavily used in the park.  
 In natural areas pulling use out to perimeter and out of core habitat.   
 In more developed areas, looking for areas with lower resource value, and 

working to provide this use while allowing other uses – including no dog areas.   
 

• Address commercial dog walking and how relates to the City’s ordinance:  why different than the City, 
why go beyond what City is proposing?   This was a key question.    

o Develop a short answer and have additional info as attachment. 
 (short answer) Significant public input thru RegNeg, DEIS/consistency with other 

local land management agencies, including Marin County and potentially PT/ 
 

• Supplemental EIS - describe how it addresses public comment, and stress that it is in response to 
public comment. 

 
• Shorten to 7 slides max, remove graphs / tables, simplify (WASO version) 

 
• Any additional information (such as background on voice control, 

City ordinance, etc.) can be provided as attachments or handouts. 

GGNRA006329



NPS Interagency Agreement No F00010200028, Task Order No 4 

Final Draft:  12/17/03  Page 1 of 20 

TASK ORDER NO. 4 
UNDER INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT NO. F00010020028 

 
BETWEEN THE 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
AND THE 

U.S. INSTITUTE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CONLFICT RESOLUTION 
 

“Golden Gate National Recreation Area Dog Management” 
 
 
This Task Agreement No. 4 under existing Interagency Agreement No. F00010020028 provides 
for the following: 
 

1. Allocation of $30,000 from Account No. 2310-670, (from FY 2002 funds already 
obligated to this agreement) and $66,000 from FY 2004 funds from Account No. 2310-
00xx-422, (contingent on availability of appropriated funds), under Interagency 
Agreement No. F00010020028 for services to be provided under this Task Order as 
described in Phases I, II and III in the attached Scope of Work.  

 
 
All other terms and conditions not addressed in the attached Scope of Work remain 
unchanged from the original Interagency Agreement No. F00010020028. 
 
 
 
 
For NPS: 
 
 
 
________________________________________   _______________________ 
 
Jacob Hoogland Date 
Chief, Environmental Quality Division 
 
 
For the U.S. Institute: 
 
 
 
_________________________________________   ________________________ 
 
Kirk Emerson Date 
Director 
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TASK ORDER NO. 4 
UNDER INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT NO. F00010020028 

 
 

1. Scope of Services 
 
The U.S. Institute shall provide neutral services, including selection of third party 

neutrals, assessment, process design, convening, facilitation, mediation, meeting summaries, 
project reports, project management, and other associated support services related to conducting 
and documenting a multi-stakeholder process to resolve the dog management issue at Golden 
Gate National Recreation Area. (A more detailed Scope of Work is included as Attachment A.) 

 
2. Contractors 

 
The U.S. Institute will retain the services of non-employee environmental dispute 

resolution and consensus-building professionals on this project, as authorized by the Institute’s 
enabling legislation. It is agreed and acknowledged that the U.S. Institute has expertise in the 
selection of and contracting with environmental dispute resolution and consensus building 
professionals. The U.S. Institute and NPS will reach concurrence on the final selection of third 
party neutral contractors. For services provided by the U.S. Institute to this project through 
contracted non-employee neutral professionals, a Scope of Work for those contracted services 
and estimated costs shall be included as an Attachment to this Agreement. Contracts will 
generally have a stipulated “not-to-exceed” authorized amount of expenditure based on estimated 
budget requirements. Contracts may be amended to meet the evolving needs of the project, 
through a Contract Modification, as mutually determined and approved by the U.S. Institute and 
NPS. 

 
3. Rate of Reimbursement; Expenses  

  
Professional services provided directly by the Institute staff shall be charged at the rates 

provided in the attached rate sheet (Attachment B), which is effective through September 30, 
2004. The Institute will notify NPS in advance of any increases in fees. 

Time of U.S. Institute staff when in transit on active travel status associated with carrying 
out the tasks authorized by this agreement will be charged at 50% of regular hourly rates, unless 
that travel time (or a portion of that travel time) is spent working directly on project tasks, in 
which case full hourly rates will be charged. Travel and other expenses shall be reimbursed as 
specified in the attached Scope of Work and Budget for the project (Attachment A). 

If contractors are used, a Scope of Work for their services and their applicable rates shall 
be included as an Attachment to this Agreement. For contracted services, the Institute shall 
charge an 8% contract administration fee on the contractor’s labor and direct costs. 
 

4. Confidentiality 
  

The Institute and NPS agree that NPS shall have no right to any confidential information 
obtained or generated by the U.S. Institute or its contractors in connection with the services 
provided under this Agreement.  The Institute and its contracted neutrals shall maintain the 
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confidentiality of those communications made to them in confidence in accordance with the 
reasonable expectations of the stakeholders and to the extent permitted by law. 

If either NPS or the Institute receives a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, or 
other request for disclosure of information related to services provided under this Agreement, 
NPS or the Institute shall promptly notified the other prior to releasing any information. 

 
5. Impartiality of Institute 

 
NPS recognizes that the impartiality and neutrality of the U.S. Institute and its contractors 

are essential to the success of the consensus-building and issue resolution activities being 
provided under this agreement. NPS acknowledges that the U.S. Institute is not acting as its 
agent and will cooperate as needed to maintain the Institute’s impartiality. 

 
6. Notice to CEQ 

 
The U.S. Institute notifies the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) of 

any project in which it provides environmental conflict resolution services, as required by the 
Institute’s enabling legislation. When a project involves a discrete dispute between or among 
multiple federal agencies, the Institute will seek CEQ’s concurrence regarding the use of the 
Institute’s services. CEQ has agreed that the U.S. Institute’s notification can serve to fulfill the 
notification and concurrence requirement on behalf of federal agencies requesting the Institute’s 
assistance. 

 
7. Evaluation 

 
NPS agrees to cooperate in administering an evaluation of the project as part of the U.S. 

Institute’s program evaluation system.  The neutral and participants will be asked to respond to 
oral and/or written questions after the completion of the project; no confidential information will 
be sought. 

 
8. Term; Termination; Amendments 

 
The period of performance pursuant to this Task Agreement shall be from October 1, 

2003 through September 30, 2005, unless changed by mutual written agreement of the 
authorized representatives of the parties. Either party may terminate this Agreement by providing 
thirty (30) days written notice to the other. The U.S. Institute shall be reimbursed for all services 
provided through the termination date and for any obligations that were incurred prior to the 
notice of termination and that could not be canceled. Any funds not expended at the termination 
of this agreement shall be de-obligated. This Agreement may be modified only by a written 
amendment signed by the authorized representatives of the parties. 
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9. Funding Obligated 
 

With this Agreement, NPS agrees to obligate $96,000 in funds to support the provision of 
neutral services by the U.S. Institute and its contractors for Phases I, II and III of this project, 
including payment for authorized reimbursable direct costs. Additional funds may be obligated 
through a Modification to this Agreement. Any funds not expended in completing the tasks 
covered by this Agreement may be de-obligated.  
 

10. IPAC Billing and Collection 
 
The Institute shall process billings to NPS through GSA’s “IPAC” system.   For purposes 

of IPAC processing, billing information for NPS is: 
 
Agency Location Code:  14-10-0099  
Fund Account Symbol:  2310-670    
 
11. Notices 

 
All notices pursuant to this Agreement must be in writing and shall be deemed received 

upon delivery by email, facsimile transmission, or return receipt from the U.S. Postal Service. 
 
Notices to the U.S. Institute shall be addressed to: 
 

Michael Eng, Senior Program Manager 
U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution 
130 South Scott Avenue 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
PHONE: (520) 670-5299 
FAX: (520) 670-5530 
EMAIL: eng@ecr.gov 

 
Or, in case of payment questions, to: 

 
Phil Lemanski, Chief Financial Officer 
U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution 
130 South Scott Avenue 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
PHONE: (520) 670-5299 
FAX: (520) 670-5530 
EMAIL: lemanski@ecr.gov 
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Notices to NPS shall be addressed to: 
 
Jacob J. Hoogland 
Chief, Environmental Quality Division 
National Park Service  
1201 I Street NW 
Washington, D.C.  20005 
Email: jacob_hoogland@nps.gov 
Phone: (202) 513-7188 
Fax: (202) 371-1710 

 
Or, in the case of payment questions, to: 

 
Connie Gwynn 
National Park Service 
Accounting Operations Center 
P.O. Box 100000  
13461 Sunrise Valley Drive 
Herndon, VA   20171-3243 
Email: connie_gwynn@nps.gov 
Phone: (703) 487-9123 
Fax: (703) 487-9196 
 
 

All other terms and conditions not addressed in this Task Agreement No. 4 remain 
unchanged from the original Interagency Agreement No. F00010020028.
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Attachment A: Scope of Work and Estimated Budget 
 
A. Project Background 
 
36 CFR 2.15(a)(2) requires that all pets, where allowed in national park sites, are to be crated, 
caged or restrained at all times.  However, many dogwalkers in GGNRA do not comply with the 
regulations and walk with dogs off-leash. In 1979 the GGNRA Advisory Commission 
recommended a pet policy to park management establishing locations and criteria for “voice 
control” (meaning off leash) areas for dogs; a policy contrary to 36 CFR 2.15(a)(2).  The 
GGNRA Advisory Commission acknowledged publicly that the 1979 “voice control” policy was 
null and void on January 23, 2001.  
 
Several recent events underscore the need for revised dog management in GGNRA, including 
increased visitation to the park, dramatic increases in dog ownership in the San Francisco Bay 
area, litigation concerning the Fort Funston area of GGNRA, public concern about visitor and pet 
safety, management issues involving wildlife and vegetation protection, and the GGNRA 
Advisory Commission’s review of dog-walking issues. 
 
In January 2002, GGNRA published an Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) in 
the Federal Register seeking public response to options presented for dogwalking management in 
GGNRA- 8580 comments were received.  In August and September 2002, a panel of senior NPS 
officials was convened to review the extensive public comment, other technical information – 
including a telephone survey and a compilation of ANPR comments completed by Northern 
Arizona University - and pertinent NPS directives, policies and regulations.  The panel 
recommended that off-leash use in GGNRA may be appropriate in selected locations where park 
resources will not be impaired if the standards for appropriate use (as defined by NPS policies 
and regulations) can be met and if public safety incidents and public use conflicts can be 
appropriately managed.  The panel further recommended that the park pursue both rulemaking 
and comprehensive planning for pet management to address suitable locations and proper 
management strategies.  The GGNRA Superintendent concurred with the recommendations and 
forwarded them to the NPS Director, also suggesting that the process of negotiated rulemaking 
would give the greatest chance of achieving a successful conclusion to this management issue.  
 
The NPS Director agreed with the recommendation and directed the park to move forward with a 
negotiated rulemaking process. That decision was announced to the public at a press conference 
on October 21, 2003. 
 
B. General Description of Services 
 

The U.S. Institute shall procure and manage the provision of neutral services, including 
selection of third party neutrals, situation assessment, process design, convening, facilitation, 
mediation, meeting summaries, project reports, and other associated support services related to 
conducting and documenting a multi-stakeholder process to resolve the dog management issue at 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area. In addition, the Institute shall provide direct services 
related to process consultation with NPS and the consultant team, as well as project management 
and contractor oversight. 
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C. Tasks 
 
PHASE I – Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection 
 
1. Determine Needs for Neutral Assistance and Define Appropriate Selection Criteria 

The U.S. Institute will work with NPS to determine and establish the priority needs for 
neutral assistance associated with the anticipated assessment, process design, facilitation, and 
mediation requirements for this project. These needs will be translated into specific selection 
criteria, which will be incorporated into a Request for Quotations (RFQ) to be issued by the 
U.S. Institute. The U.S. Institute will also individually contact a limited number of 
stakeholder representatives, identified with assistance from NPS, to obtain their views 
regarding the proposed neutral selection criteria, and to solicit their recommendations for 
third party neutrals to be included on the RFQ distribution list. This task will be completed 
via phone calls and email. 

 
2. Issue Request for Quotations 

The U.S. Institute, in consultation with NPS, will develop an RFQ designed to recruit a pool 
of appropriately qualified, interested, and available teams of professional third party neutral 
practitioners. The Institute will ensure the concurrence of NPS on the final language of the 
RFQ. A distribution list for the RFQ notice will be developed using a statewide search of the 
Institute’s Roster of Environmental Conflict Resolution Professionals. The RFQ distribution 
list will also include any additional third party neutrals suggested by NPS or by the 
stakeholder representatives consulted under Task 1. The Institute will issue the RFQ via an 
email announcement and hold it open for a minimum of 15 working days. 
 

3. Review RFQ Submissions and Identify Set of Final Candidates 
The U.S. Institute will review all RFQ submissions and evaluate them based on how well 
their qualifications demonstrably meet the specific agreed upon neutral selection criteria. The 
Institute will propose a set of final candidate teams who best meet the selection criteria and 
ensure the concurrence of NPS regarding those candidates to be interviewed. 
 

4. Interview Final Candidates and Select Third Party Neutrals 
The U.S. Institute will extend invitations to the final candidate teams and facilitate interviews 
with NPS staff. A limited number of stakeholder representatives will also be invited to 
observe the interview process and be provided an opportunity to ask questions of the third 
party neutral candidates. Following completion of the interviews, the Institute will seek the 
individual perspectives of the stakeholder representatives regarding their assessment of the 
most appropriate team of third party neutrals. The Institute and NPS will reach concurrence 
on the final selection decision for the team of third party neutrals to assist with this project. 
 

4.1 Travel to Golden Gate NRA for interviews 
 
4.2 Facilitate interviews with final set of candidates 

 
4.3 Facilitate final selection of neutral team 
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5. Establish Contract with Selected Third Party Neutrals 

The U.S. Institute will negotiate a Scope of Work and establish a contract to partner with the 
selected team of third party neutrals. The Institute will ensure the concurrence of NPS on the 
language of the contractor’s Scope of Work, which, upon approval, will be made an 
Attachment to this Agreement. 
 

PHASE II – Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design 
 

6. Organizational Meeting and Review of Background Materials 
The selected third party neutrals will meet with NPS staff and the Institute’s project manager 
to go over the contractor’s Scope of Work together, establish mutual expectations regarding 
roles and responsibilities, review relevant background information regarding the various 
aspects of the dog management issue, and identify the legal and policy parameters for the 
stakeholder process. 

 
6.1 Travel to Organizational Meeting.  Neutral team members will travel to Golden 

Gate National Recreation Area in San Francisco to participate in an organizational 
meeting. 

 
6.2 Organizational Meeting.  The team will participate in an initial full-day 

organizational meeting with NPS staff and the Institute. The purpose of the meeting is 
to establish clear mutual understanding of: 

• purpose and need for the negotiated rulemaking effort; 
• roles and responsibilities of neutral team, the Institute and NPS; 
• processes for ongoing communication and coordination 
• substantive scope and focus of the negotiated rulemaking effort; 
• relative priority of key issues likely to emerge during process; 
• likely areas of conflict and controversy;  
• next steps and timeline for the effort overall, with particular emphasis on the 

assessment process (including specific goals of the assessment process). 
 
6.3 Documentation of results of the organizational meeting.  The neutral team will 

draft a summary of the results of the organizational meeting, including anticipated 
next steps and schedule of the process through Phase III, and provide it to NPS and 
the Institute.  Upon mutual agreement, this document will serve as a common 
reference point for effectively working together as the project proceeds. 

 
6.4 Review Background Information.  Neutral team members will review relevant 

information provided to them by NPS, and from other sources as appropriate and 
available.  

 
7. Develop Interview Protocol 

Working from information and understanding gained from Task 6 and continued consultation 
with NPS as needed, the neutral team will develop a letter of introduction and an interview 
protocol.  The design of the these documents is particularly important as they will serve as 
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the first point of interaction with potential participants in the negotiated rulemaking process, 
and for other interested parties whose opinion and sentiments towards the controversy may 
be important.  

 
7.1 Draft Interview Protocol.  The team will develop a draft interview protocol for 

review by the NPS and the Institute and revise it as appropriate.  The protocol will 
include:  1) an orientation to the origins, context, and purpose of the negotiated 
rulemaking effort, an introduction to the assessment process and the neutral team, 
NPS staff and Institute, and overview of the anticipated approach, and 2) a series of 
questions to solicit information from the perspective of each party regarding: 

• their interest in the topic – past and current involvement and role(s); 
• key issues of interest to them; 
• areas of controversy / issues in dispute; 
• views on existing knowledge and understanding of the issue, including degree 

and specific areas of uncertainty;  
• information and expertise needs for a well-informed negotiated rulemaking 

process; 
• feasibility of convening a successful negotiated rulemaking process; 
• thoughts on participants and representation in the negotiated rulemaking 

process; 
• consideration of different process design options; 
• potential interest, willingness and availability for participation; and 
• previous experience with collaborative processes. 

 
7.2 Prepare Letter of Introduction.  The neutral team will prepare a letter of 

introduction to potential interviewees for review by NPS and the Institute and revise 
as needed. The letter, to be sent by NPS, will provide an introduction and orientation 
to the context and purpose of the project and to the relevant NPS staff and members 
of the neutral team.  It will also alert potential interviewees that the neutral team will 
be contacting them in the near future. 

 
8. Identify and Contact Individuals to be Interviewed. The neutral team will work closely 

with NPS to identify key parties who are likely to have a strong interest in participating in the 
negotiated rulemaking process, including those who play key roles relevant to the 
controversy and those with important information or expertise needed to inform the 
discussion. Particular emphasis will also be on identifying those governmental and non-
governmental parties whose support and/or concurrence will be necessary to ensure 
successful implementation of any recommendations that emerge from the process.  Since 
parties may initially be identified as individuals, organizations, government agencies, or by 
potential roles, the neutral team may need to consult with groups and individuals to identify 
the most appropriate individuals to contact for the assessment process. 
 

8.1 Consult with NPS.  The neutral team will confer with NPS staff to identify a 
preliminary list of potential participants in the assessment. The outcome of this 
consultation should include agreement on the different categories of interested and 
affected stakeholders, the level of representation to be sought, any gaps that still need 

GGNRA006338



NPS Interagency Agreement No F00010200028, Task Order No 4 

Final Draft:  12/17/03  Page 10 of 20 

to be identified, ideal criteria for participants (including direct knowledge or role in 
the issue, ability to represent an organization or constituency, and communication 
and collaboration skills). 

 
8.2 Consult with Stakeholder Groups.  The neutral team will conduct preliminary 

inquiries with stakeholder groups as needed in order to identify the appropriate 
individuals to be contacted and interviewed for the assessment process and for 
potential participation in the negotiated rulemaking process. 

 
8.3 Establish and maintain project database.  The neutral team will establish a project 

contact database that will include all relevant contact information for those contacted, 
interviewed, and those ultimately chosen as process participants. 

 
9. Conduct Confidential Interviews  

The neutral team will conduct confidential individual and/or group interviews with the 
identified stakeholder representatives, as well as with NPS staff. The interviews will be used 
to gain an understanding of the most important issues and concerns of NPS and of the 
different stakeholder interest groups with respect todog management. In addition, the 
interviews will seek to identify possible common interests that could potentially serve as a 
foundation for crafting broadly supported solutions. The interviews will also explore the 
feasibility of convening a productive negotiated rulemaking process and the appropriateness 
of different design options. 

 
9.1 Schedule Interviews.  The neutral team will schedule interviews.  Scheduling will 

be accomplished by email and phone and will be conducted primarily by junior staff. 
 
9.2 Travel to interview sites.  It is anticipated the interviews will require three trips to 

San Francisco. 
 

9.3 Conduct Interviews.  The neutral team will conduct interviews with the initial list of 
up to 30 individuals (or more as agreed with NPS).  It is expected that the initial 
interviews will identify additional potential participants. A list of such names will be 
collected and shared with NPS to identify a second group of additional agreed upon 
interviewees. Two neutrals will attend up to five of the earlier interviews; then the 
team will divide up the remaining interviews between them. To the extent possible, 
interviews will be conducted in-person by the assessment team. Otherwise, 
interviews will be conducted by telephone. It is assumed that the interview process 
will take four to six weeks. 

 
10. Prepare Assessment Report 

The neutral team will prepare an Assessment Report that 1) summarizes the scope of relevant 
issues and concerns identified; 2) clarifies and neutrally describes the range of perspectives 
on these issues; 3) identifies areas of potential agreement and shared interests; 4) evaluates 
the feasibility of a productive negotiated rulemaking process, including a recommendation 
regarding whether or not to proceed and an assessment of conditions for success; and 5) 
proposes design options for moving ahead with a effort.  The Report will be drafted in a 
neutral tone with no attribution of comments to any individual interviewed. 
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10.1 Analysis of information from interviews.  The neutral team will meet to discuss 

and analyze the findings of the interviews, develop an outline for the Assessment 
Report, and assign drafting tasks. 

 
10.2 Meeting to review assessment findings and preliminary analysis.  The neutral 

team will meet for a half day with NPS staff to review and discuss the findings and 
preliminary analysis of the assessment interviews. 

 
10.3 Travel to meeting at Golden Gate NRA. 
 
10.4 Prepare Draft Assessment Report.  The neutral team will prepare a Draft 

Assessment Report.  
 

10.5 Present Draft Assessment Report.  The neutral team will prepare and conduct a 
presentation of the Draft Assessment Report to NPS and the Institute.  This will be 
accomplished by providing the draft electronically (or hard copy) to NPS and the 
Institute and conducting a conference call.  The result of this consultation will be 
agreement on revisions to the Draft Report. 

 
10.6 Revise Draft Assessment Report and distribute to interviewees for comment.  

The neutral team will revise the Draft Report as agreed in Task 10.5 and will 
circulate it to interviewees with an explanatory cover letter requesting comments or 
questions of clarification.  This will be accomplished electronically or by fax to the 
greatest extent possible. 

 
10.7 Revise and Submit Final Assessment Report.  The neutral team will revise the 

Assessment Report as appropriate based on feedback from interviewees, and in 
consultation with NPS and the Institute.  The final Assessment Report will be the 
independent work product of the neutral team, which will bear full responsibility for 
its content.  The final Assessment Report will be sent to all of those interviewed and 
will be provided to NPS and the Institute for posting on their websites. 

 
11. Meeting to Consider Outcomes of Assessment Process and Determine Next Steps 

The assessment team will meet with staff from NPS and the Institute to consider the 
outcomes of the assessment process and their implications for moving forward with a 
negotiated rulemaking process. This meeting, informed by the Assessment Report, will be 
the critical point from which NPS will decide whether to proceed with a negotiated 
rulemaking process and, if so, what form and approach it should take to be successful. Of 
particular importance will be whether there is broadly based stakeholder support for such an 
effort, as well as the degree of commitment of various key interest groups to participate in a 
good faith effort to work together to seek agreement on a feasible and implementable 
solution. Further, should the determination be in favor of proceeding, the form and process 
for doing so will be determined, drawing on proposed options in the Assessment Report and 
considering the applicability of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA).  If a decision 
is made to go forward, additional topics for discussion may include any outstanding 
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questions regarding representation, information needs, potential schedule, operational 
protocols for the stakeholder group, including decision-making models, potential 
subcommittee structure, etc.  It is anticipated that the neutral team will consult with those 
who participated in the assessment process in refining the process design for the negotiated 
rulemaking effort. 
 

11.1 Prepare for and travel to meeting at Golden Gate NRA. 
 
11.2 Participate in 1-day meeting. 

 
11.3 Summarize outcome of meeting.  The neutral team will provide a brief written 

summary of decisions made at the meeting, including next steps.   
 

12. Evaluate Performance of Third Party Neutrals 
If the NPS decides to move forward with a stakeholder process, the Institute may choose to 
contact stakeholders who participated in the assessment process and seek their feedback 
regarding any concerns they may have about the contracted third party neutrals facilitating 
and mediating the negotiated rulemaking process. The Institute would also meet with NPS 
staff to jointly evaluate the performance to date of the contracted third party neutrals and 
ensure there is concurrence to continue their involvement, as well as the Institute’s 
involvement in the subsequent phases of the project. 
 

PHASE III– Refine Process Design and Convening of Policy Dialogue (To Be Determined) 
 
13. Refine Process Design 

In the event that the decision is made to proceed, the neutral team will refine the proposed 
design of the process so that it accurately reflects and addresses the questions, concerns and 
decisions that emerged in the meeting described in Task 11.  The draft process design will be 
further informed through consultation with stakeholders. The refined process design will be 
submitted to NPS and the Institute for review and will be revised by agreement with them. It 
is anticipated that the refined process design will be presented to the process participants 
during an organizational session in advance of or at the first official meeting of the 
negotiated rulemaking process and that it will be further improved based on their feedback. 
 

13.1 Consult with stakeholders.  The neutral team will consult with stakeholders 
involved in the assessment process as they go about refining the proposed process 
design. The budget anticipates that these conversations will be conducted by phone. 

 
13.2 Draft refined process design.  The neutral team will draft a refined process design 

and submit it to NPS and the Institute for their consideration, and will revise it as 
appropriate upon consultation and mutual agreement. 
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14. Develop Work Plan; Modify Agreement and Contracts as Required 
Based on the agreed upon refined process design, the neutral team will coordinate with the 
Institute to develop a Work Plan and Budget for its implementation. The Work Plan will 
address the need for any additional facilitation assistance or level of effort that emerges as a 
result of revisions to the process design, including any special requirements dictated by 
FACA.  The Work Plan will also take into account any critical budget constraints and/or 
target completion dates as identified by NPS. If tradeoffs are required in terms of either the 
schedule or the budget, the Institute will assist NPS in making informed choices, so as to 
minimize impacts on the success of the negotiated rulemaking process. NPS and the Institute 
will reach concurrence on the adopted Work Plan and Estimated Budget. Based on the 
adopted Work Plan, the Institute will proceed with making any necessary modifications to 
this Agreement and/or other existing contracts with third party neutrals. 
 

14.1 Draft Work Plan and Budget. After appropriate consultation with the Institute and 
the NPS, the neutral team will develop a preliminary draft, which will be submitted 
to the Institute for review and comment. 

 
14.2 Revise Work Plan and Budget.  The neutral team will consult with the Institute and 

NPS regarding needed revisions to the Work Plan and Budget and revise it 
accordingly.   

 
15. Contact Potential Advisory Committee Members 

Drawing on the results of the assessment process, if a FACA Committee approach is 
pursued, the neutral team will work with NPS to identify its list of preferred potential 
participants for the dialogue. The neutral team will assist NPS in contacting these individuals 
and securing their commitment to engage fully and constructively in the proposed negotiated 
rulemaking process prior to NPS issuing a Federal Register notice of intent to establish a 
negotiated rulemaking committee. The result of this process will be a list of participants who 
have pre-accepted, however, the Secretary of the Interior make the final approval of 
committee members. If a non-FACA approach is pursued, the neutral team would select a 
group of stakeholder representatives, in consultation with NPS, who collectively could 
provide a balance of perspectives on the issues. 
 

15.1 Consult with NPS.  The neutral team will consult with NPS by phone and email 
regarding the list of preferred participant candidates and the process for contacting 
them. 

 
15.2 Contact potential participants.  The neutral team will contact identified candidates 

and seek their responses regarding willingness to participate. The neutral team will 
compile a list of those who are willing to commit and those who are not.  Where 
commitments are not secured, the team will consult with NPS regarding how to fill 
the resulting “gap” and will follow-up as needed. 

 
15.3 Prepare invitations.  The neutral team will assist NPS in preparing an official letter 

of invitation, appropriate to the formality of the process (e.g. FACA or not).  Contact 
information for all of the invitees will be provided as well. 
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15.4 Follow-up of invitations.  The neutral team will assist NPS, as needed, with any 

invitation follow-up tasks, such as preparing formal lists or other materials required 
for FACA, if necessary. 

 
 
PHASE IV –  Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Mediate (as necessary) and Document Advisory 

Committee Meetings (To Be Determined) 
 
16. Plan and Facilitate Plenary Meetings, Subcommittee Meetings, and Conference Calls 

In consultation with NPS staff, the neutral team will conduct planning and preparation 
activities for, and will travel to and facilitate, all plenary and sub-committee meetings and 
conference calls associated with the negotiated rulemaking process for which neutral 
assistance is required. Depending on the sub-committee structure that evolves, it is 
anticipated that each sub-committee would be assigned a lead facilitator from the team. It is 
assumed that three subcommittees will require facilitator support. For the purposes of this 
initial Scope of Work and Estimated Budget, it is estimated that up to five (5) two-day 
plenary meetings, twelve (12) one-day subcommittee meetings, and ten (10) two-hour 
conference calls will take place. 
 

16.1 Plan & facilitate each of five 2-day plenary meetings. 
16.1.1 Develop Meeting Agenda. 
16.1.2 Identify and coordinate with presenters.   
16.1.3 Coordinate with logistical planners. 
16.1.4 Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials.    
16.1.5 Final facilitator preparations (including preparation with NPS staff). 
16.1.6 Travel to plenary meeting site. 
16.1.7 Facilitate five 2-day plenary meeting. Neutral team members will facilitate 

the meetings, including note-taking, and coordination with those responsible 
for onsite logistical planning.    

 
16.2 Plan & facilitate each of twelve 1-day sub-committee meetings. 

16.2.1 Consult and coordinate with sub-committee members to schedule and plan 
meeting. 

16.2.2 Develop meeting agenda. 
16.2.3 Coordinate with logistics planners. 
16.2.4 Develop, compile and distribute pre-meeting materials. 
16.2.5 Final facilitator preparations. 
16.2.6 Travel to subcommittee meeting site. 
16.2.7 Facilitate twelve 1-day sub-committee meetings. 

 
16.3 Plan & facilitate ten 2-hour conference calls. 

16.3.1 Consult and coordinate with call participants. 
16.3.2 Develop conference call agenda. 
16.3.3 Coordinate with logistics planners making arrangements for conference call. 
16.3.4  Develop, compile and distribute pre-call materials. 
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16.3.5 Final facilitator preparations. 
16.3.6 Conduct ten 2-hour conference calls. 

 
17. Prepare Meeting Summaries 

The neutral team will prepare written draft and final summaries of plenary and sub-
committee meetings and conference calls. The summaries will focus on accurate and neutral 
documentation of topics discussed, important agreements, areas of disagreement, outstanding 
issues or questions raised, decisions, next steps and action items. The summaries should 
provide the neutrals with a vehicle for reflecting back to the group where they have been and 
the progress they are making, what topics need further attention, and where they agree or 
disagree, in language and format that is non-judgmental and without attribution to any one 
individual. In the case of sub-committees and conference calls involving only a subset of the 
dialogue group, the written summaries should provide a mechanism for sharing the substance 
of the discussions with the whole group. In the event that the group is operating as a FACA 
committee, the meeting summaries will meet the requirements for detailed minutes and a 
process for achieving certification of the summaries by the FACA chair will be implemented. 
 

17.1 Prepare Meeting Summaries for Plenary Meetings.  For each of the five plenary 
meetings, the neutral team will: 
17.1.1 Prepare Draft summary.  The neutral team will consult internally regarding 

the substance and outline of the meeting summary and one member will 
prepare a preliminary draft which will be shared internally and revised in 
consultation with NPS as needed. The resulting draft will be provided to the 
meeting participants for their review for accuracy and clarity.  Participants 
will be asked not to suggest revisions reflecting new ideas or comments on 
the subject matter. 

17.1.2 Prepare Final Summary.  The neutral team will revise the draft summary 
based on comments from the participants, incorporating comments at their 
discretion. Rationale for any decision to not include certain comments will be 
provided in a cover letter, which will accompany the final summary. The final 
meeting summary will be distributed to the participants. 

 
17.2 Prepare Meeting Summaries for Sub-committee meetings.  For each of the twelve 

sub-committee meetings, the neutral team will: 
17.2.1 Prepare Draft summary. 
17.2.2 Prepare Final Summary, incorporating comments as appropriate. 
 

17.3 Prepare Conference Call Summaries.  For each of the ten conference calls, the 
neutral team will: 
17.3.1 Prepare Draft summary. 
17.3.2 Prepare Final Summary, incorporating comments as appropriate. 

 

GGNRA006344



NPS Interagency Agreement No F00010200028, Task Order No 4 

Final Draft:  12/17/03  Page 16 of 20 

18. Conduct Follow-Up of Meetings 
 
The neutral team will conduct follow-up activities for meetings, as needed, such as:  
exploring tentative or apparent agreements, drafting proposals, seeking clarification of issues 
or perspectives, addressing any apparent anxiety or frustration on the part of any participants, 
and being available to respond to concerns or questions from participants. This task could 
also include formal or informal debrief discussions with NPS, the Institute, and with 
participants. Typical planning and preparation activities for subsequent meetings or calls are 
covered under Task 16.     

 
18.1 Follow-up of Plenary Meetings. 
 
18.2 Follow-up of Sub-committee Meetings. 

 
18.3 Follow-up of Conference Calls. 

 
19. Mediation of Select Targeted Issues 

At the request of NPS and the process participants, the neutral team may provide additional 
mediation assistance to help resolve specific targeted issues by meeting individually and/or 
with a subset of the process participants. Any proposed solutions developed through 
mediation would be brought back to the full group of participants for consideration and 
endorsement. 
 

20. Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations 
By the established deadline for conclusion of the negotiated rulemaking process, the 
facilitation team will develop on behalf of the participants a draft comprehensive proposal 
that attempts to integrate all the areas of provisional agreement reached during the negotiated 
rulemaking process. If necessary, any remaining areas of disagreement will also be 
acknowledged and explained. The team of third party neutrals will facilitate a last round of 
deliberations aimed at reaching the highest level of mutual agreement on a final set of 
recommendations that could be signed, endorsed, and supported by all the participants. 
 

 
PHASE V – Report Writing (To Be Determined) 
 
21. Prepare Draft and Final Reports of the Negotiated Rulemaking Process to NPS 

Drawing on the product from Task 20 above, the neutral team, in consultation with NPS, will 
prepare a draft report that comprehensively describes the efforts of the participants in the 
negotiated rulemaking process and documents recommendations to NPS that all dialogue 
participants endorse. In the event that participants are unable to reach agreement on the 
recommendations to include in the final report, the neutral team will prepare a report that 
documents the process and identifies areas of agreement and disagreement. 
 

21.1 Prepare Preliminary Draft Final Report.  The neutral team will prepare a first 
draft comprehensive report and distribute it to all participants for their comments and 
suggestions. 
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21.2 Prepare Revised Draft Final Report.  The neutral team will produce a revised draft 

report that attempts to respond to the comments and suggestions received from 
participants, with the goal of providing a report that all participants will be able to 
endorse. 

 
21.3 Prepare Final Report.  The neutral team will make any final agreed-to changes to 

the document before submitting it to NPS on behalf of the participants in the 
negotiated rulemaking process. If the facilitation team is unable to reach agreement 
among participants on the content of their final report, the facilitation team will 
prepare a report to NPS that is acceptable to the committee. Such a report may only 
document the process and identify areas of agreement and disagreement. The final 
report will be made publicly available through the NPS and Institute websites. 

 
ONGOING DURING PROJECT 
 
22. Project Management 

Through its assigned Project Manager, the U.S. Institute will provide ongoing oversight, 
coordination, consultation, and project management in connection with contracted neutral 
services in support of this project. The Project Manager will also be available to the parties to 
address any issues or concerns that may arise regarding the impartiality and/or performance 
of the Institute’s contractor team. In addition, the Project Manager will also be available for 
consultation to NPS staff and will be responsible for keeping the NPS project lead informed 
of the budget status throughout the project. 
 
 

D. Assumptions 
 
 Other tasks may be identified as this project progresses. Such tasks may substitute for the 
specific tasks outlined in this agreement, consistent with neutral selection, assessment, process 
design, convening, facilitation, mediation, project management, contract administration, and 
other associated neutral support services related to conducting a negotiated rulemaking process 
to address the dog management issue at Golden Gate National Recreation Area. If additional 
funding is required for services beyond the anticipated tasks and hours included in this Scope of 
Work, authorization for such funding increases shall be mutually agreed to and set forth in 
writing as a Modification to this agreement and signed by the signatories hereto. 
 
E. Project Deliverables 
 

The following deliverables are anticipated for this project: 
 
• Draft and final Situation Assessment Report. 
• Draft and final summaries of all facilitated plenary meetings, subcommittee meetings, 

and conference calls. 
• Draft and final report of the negotiated rulemaking process participants and final 

recommendations of the participants to NPS. 
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F. Project Milestones 
 

The following target Project Milestones and currently estimated dates for completion are 
anticipated for this project: 
 
• Establish Task Agreement and authorize initial Scope of Work – November 2003 

 
PHASE I 

• Develop and issue Request for Quotations – November 2003 
• Interview, select, and contract with third party neutrals – December 2003 

 
PHASE II 

• Conduct organizational meeting and complete initial background research – January 
2004 

• Develop assessment protocol – January 2004 
• Conduct interviews for situation assessment – February/March 2004 
• Distribute Draft Situation Assessment Report – April 2004 
• Issue Final Situation Assessment Report – April 2004 
• Determine negotiated rulemaking process design – April 2004 

 
PHASE III (to be determined) 

• Develop Work Plan and modify Scopes of Work – May 2004 
• Select proposed process participants – May/June 2004 

 
PHASE IV (to be determined) 

• Conduct meetings for negotiated rulemaking process – 
January/February/March/April/ and June 2005 

 
PHASE V (to be determined) 

• Distribute draft Final Report – April 2005 
• Release Final Report – July 2005 
 

 
G. Period of Performance 

 
The Period of Performance for the tasks outlined in this Scope of Work shall be from 

October 1, 2003 through September 30, 2005, unless extended by mutual written agreement. 
 
H. Estimated Budget 
 

The Estimated Budget (see attached) to provide the services described above in this 
Scope of Work is a total of $382,628.80 The U.S. Institute will provide NPS’s project manager 
with an updated budget status on a quarterly basis to track expenditures and assess the ongoing 
adequacy of the authorized funding amount. It is anticipated that the estimated budget for this 
project, as currently outlined in this Scope of Work, would be expended by September 30, 2005. 

GGNRA006347



NPS Interagency Agreement No F00010200028, Task Order No 4 

Final Draft:  12/17/03  Page 19 of 20 

 
I. Funding Obligated 

 
With this Agreement, the NPS agrees to obligate $96,000 to support the provision of 

neutral services for Phases I, II and III, as outlined in this Scope of Work.  If required and 
mutually agreed to, additional funds may be obligated through a written Modification to this 
Agreement signed by the authorized representatives of the parties. 
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Attachment B:  
 
 

U.S. INSTITUTE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CONFLICT RESOLUTION 
FEE SCHEDULE 

Revised as of July 1, 2003 
 
 
Hourly rates for U.S. Institute staff are as follows: 

• $190 for the Director 
• $145 for Program Managers 
• $100 for Program Associates 
• $85 for Program Assistants 
• $60 for Administrative Assistants 

 
 
NOTES: 
 

1. Rates include normal administrative overhead. 
 
2. Travel time by USIECR staff is charged at 50% of regular rates, unless travel time is 

spent working on a project related to this service agreement, in which case full hourly 
rates will be charged.  

 
3. A contract administration fee will be charged when contracts for external services are 

provided. This fee is 8% of the contractor’s labor, travel, and other direct costs. 
 
4. Fees are effective through September 30, 2004.   
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MODIFICATION #2 to 
TASK ORDER NO. 4 

UNDER INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT NO. F00010020028 
 

 
Revised Scope of Work and Estimated Budget 
 
The Revised Scope of Work and Estimated Budget incorporated into this Modification #2 
replaces the previous versions 
 
A.     Work Completed To Date (shaded) 
 
PHASE 0 – Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management 
0-1  Determine Needs for Neutral Assistance and Define Appropriate Selection Criteria 
0-2  Issue Request for Quotations 
0-3  Review RFQ Submissions and Identify Set of Final Candidates 
0-4 Interview Final Candidates and Select Third Party Neutrals 
0-5 Establish Contract with Selected Third Party Neutrals 
0-6 Evaluate Contractor Performance to Date 
0-7 Project Management 
 

 
PHASE I – Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design 
I-1  Organizational Meeting and Review of Background Materials 
I-2 Develop Interview Protocol 
I-3 Identify and Contact Individuals to be Interviewed 
I-4  Conduct Confidential Interviews  
I-5 Prepare Assessment Report 
I-6  Meeting to Consider Outcomes of Assessment Process and Determine Next Steps 
 
 
I-7 Follow-up on Situation Assessment with NPS and Stakeholders 
As required, facilitation team will follow-up with NPS and with stakeholders to consider and 
determine next steps for proceeding with a Negotiated Rulemaking process. The facilitation team 
will work with NPS to identify a list of preferred potential members, as well as alternates, for the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. The facilitation team will assist NPS in contacting these 
individuals and securing their commitment to engage fully and constructively in the proposed 
Negotiated Rulemaking process. Where commitments are not secured, the facilitation team will 
consult with NPS regarding how to fill the resulting “gap” and will follow-up with other 
individuals as needed. The result of this effort will be a list of proposed members who have pre-
accepted before NPS issues a Federal Register notice of its intent to establish a Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee. Per required FACA procedures, the Secretary of the Interior officially 
appoints the members of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
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PHASE II – Develop Work Plan, Refine Process Design, Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking 
Process, Convene Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, Conduct Collaboration 
Skills Workshop 

 
II-1 Develop Work Plan, Modify Agreement and Contract as Required 

Based on the agreed upon approach to the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the Institute, 
in coordination with the Contractor will develop a corresponding Work Plan and Revised 
Estimated Budget for its implementation. The Work Plan will take into account any 
critical budget constraints and/or target completion dates as identified by NPS. If 
tradeoffs are required in terms of either the schedule or the budget, the Institute will assist 
NPS in making informed choices, so as to minimize impacts on the success of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking process. NPS and the Institute will reach concurrence on the 
adopted Work Plan and Revised Estimated Budget. Based on the adopted Work Plan, the 
Institute will make necessary modifications to this Agreement with NPS and the 
agreement with the existing Contractor. 
 

 
II-2 Convening of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee  

The Institute’s Contractor will communicate with the appointed members and alternates 
of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee to inform them about the schedule, design, and 
proposed ground rules for the process. The Contractor, in consultation with NPS and the 
Institute as necessary, will address any concerns of appointed Committee members about 
the proposed process. 

 
II-3 Provide Collaborative Problem Solving Skills Workbook and Conduct Workshop 

with Nominated Members of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In advance of the initial official meeting of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the 
Contractor will plan and conduct a workshop or study session on collaborative problem 
solving skills to help prepare Committee members for effective and constructive 
participation.  Prior to the workshop, the Contractor will supply a copy of “Getting to 
Yes” to each prospective Committee member and alternate.   

 
PHASE III –  Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee Meetings; Mediate Specific Issues as Needed 
 
III-1 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Six (6) Plenary Meetings of Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractors will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) plenary meetings of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
III-1.1 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #1 

III-1.1a Develop meeting agenda at least two weeks prior to meeting date. 
III-1.1b Coordinate with presenters, including presenters of NEPA/Internal 

Scoping overview 
III-1.1c Coordinate with logistical planners 
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III-1.1d Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 
III-1.1e Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 
III-1.1f Travel to meeting 
III-1.1g Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 
III-1.1h Debrief with NPS 
III-1.1i Develop draft and final meeting summary within two weeks 

following the meeting 
III-1.1j Follow-up with Committee members 

 
 

B. Tasks To Be Competed 
 
PHASE 0 – Project Management 
 
0-7 Project Management 

Through its assigned Project Manager, the U.S. Institute will provide ongoing oversight, 
coordination, consultation, and project management in connection with contracted 
services in support of this project. The Project Manager will also be available to the 
parties to address any issues or concerns that may arise regarding the impartiality and/or 
performance of the Institute’s Contractors. In addition, the Project Manager will also be 
available for consultation to NPS and will be responsible for keeping the NPS project 
lead informed of the budget status throughout the project. 

 
PHASE III –  Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee Meetings; Mediate Specific Issues as Needed 
 

III-1.2 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #2 
 
III-1.3 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #3 
 
III-1.4 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #4 
 
III-1.5 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #5 
 
III-1.6 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #6 
 

III-2 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Six (6) Subcommittee Meetings of 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractors will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) subcommittee meetings of 
the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
III-2.1 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #1 

III-2.1a Develop meeting agenda 
III-2.1b Coordinate with presenters 
III-2.1c Coordinate with logistical planners 
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III-2.1d Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 
III-2.1e Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 
III-2.1f Travel to meeting 
III-2.1g Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 
III-2.1h Debrief with NPS 
III-2.1i Develop draft and final meeting summary 
III-2.1j Follow-up with subcommittee members 

 
III-2.2 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #2 
 
III-2.3 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #3 
 
III-2.4 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #4 
 
III-2.5 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #5 
 
III-2.6 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #6 
 

III-3 Mediation of Select Targeted Issues 
At the request of NPS and the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the facilitation team 
may provide additional mediation assistance to help resolve specific targeted issues by 
meeting individually and/or with a subset of the Committee members. Any proposed 
solutions developed through mediation would be brought back to the full Committee for 
consideration and endorsement. 

 
III-4 Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations for Proposed Rule 

By the established deadline for conclusion of the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the 
facilitation team will develop on behalf of the Committee a draft comprehensive proposal 
that integrates all the areas of provisional agreement reached throughout the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process. If necessary, any remaining and unresolved areas of disagreement 
will also be acknowledged and explained. The facilitation team will facilitate a last round 
of deliberations aimed at reaching the highest level of mutual agreement on a final set of 
recommendations that could be signed, endorsed and supported by all the Committee 
members and submitted to NPS. Final recommendations will be documented in the 
summary of the final formal plenary meeting of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
 

PHASE IV –Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during 
remaining NEPA/Rulemaking process  

. 
IV-1 Attend Public Meetings of NEPA Process 

Members of the facilitation team will attend two public NEPA scoping meetings and 
three internal NPS NEPA planning meetings, as appropriate and requested by NPS, to 
ensure smooth coordination with the Negotiated Rulemaking process and provide updates 
on the Negotiated Rulemaking process to the meeting attendees. 
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IV-1a Travel to NEPA meetings 
 
IV-2 Facilitate Follow-Up Activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 

As needed and requested by NPS, the facilitation team will provide facilitation assistance 
to any follow-up activities of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during the 
remaining formal steps in the concurrent NEPA/Rulemaking process following 
conclusion of the Negotiated Rulemaking process. 
 

PHASE V– Report Writing 
 
V-1 Prepare Draft and Final Report/Documentation of Negotiated Rulemaking Process 

The facilitation team, in consultation with NPS, will prepare a draft report that 
comprehensively describes and documents the Negotiated Rulemaking process and the 
Committee’s recommendations to NPS. In the event that the Committee is unable to 
reach agreement on its recommendations to NPS, the facilitation team will prepare a 
report that documents the process and identifies areas of the Committee’s agreement and 
disagreement. 
 
V-1a Prepare Draft Report 

The facilitation team will prepare a draft report for review and comment by 
NPS. 
 

V-1b Prepare Final Report 
The facilitation team will produce and submit a final report that is responsive 
to the comments and feedback of NPS. The final report of the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process will be made publicly available through the NPS and 
Institute websites. 

 
C. Assumptions 
 
Other tasks may be identified as this project progresses. Such tasks may substitute for the 
specific tasks outlined in this agreement, consistent with process design, convening, facilitation, 
mediation, project management, contract administration, and other associated neutral support 
services related to conducting the Negotiated Rulemaking process. If additional funding is 
required for services beyond the anticipated tasks and hours included in this Modified Scope of 
Work and Revised Estimated Budget, authorization for such funding increases shall be mutually 
agreed to and set forth in writing as a Modification to this agreement and signed by the 
signatories hereto. 
 
D.       Adoption of “Basic Principles for Environmental Conflict Resolution and 

Collaborative Problem Solving” 
 
The U.S. Institute, its contractor teams and NPS agree to adopt the “Basic Principles for 
Environmental Conflict Resolution and Collaborative Problem Solving” (Attachment C) to serve 
as guidance in implementing the proposed Negotiated Rulemaking process. 
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E.    Project Deliverables 
 
The following deliverables are anticipated for the remaining Phases of this project: 
 

• Draft and final summaries of all facilitated plenary meetings  subcommittee meetings  
• Final recommendations/agreements from the negotiation process 
• Draft and final report to NPS of the Negotiated Rulemaking process on behalf of the 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
• Contractor shall provide the Institute with brief monthly progress reports on 

project status with budget implications of any unanticipated tasks 
 

F.     Project Milestones 
 
The following target Project Milestones and currently estimated dates for completion are 
anticipated for remaining Phases of the project: 

 
PHASE II 

• Develop Work Plan and modify agreement and contract –February 2006 
• Negotiated Rulemaking Committee members appointed – February 2006 
• Conduct Collaborative Problem Solving Skills Workshop – March 2006 

 
PHASE III 

• Conduct initial plenary meeting of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee – March 2006 
• Conduct Negotiated Rulemaking process – March through December 2006 

 
PHASE IV 

• Provide follow-up facilitation assistance as needed – March 2006 through April 2007 
 

PHASE V 
• Complete draft report on Negotiated Rulemaking process – April 2007 
• Submit final report on Negotiated Rulemaking process – June 2007 
 

G.     Period of Performance 
 

The Period of Performance for the tasks outlined in this Modified Scope of Work shall be 
extended from the original start date of the Agreement through September 30, 2007, unless 
further extended or modified by mutual written agreement. 
 
H.     Estimated Budget 
 
The Revised Estimated Budget (see attached) to provide the services described above in this 
Modified Scope of Work, including work completed to date, is a total of $384,856.52. The U.S. 
Institute will provide NPS’s project manager with an updated budget status on a quarterly basis 
to track expenditures and assess the ongoing adequacy of the authorized funding amount. It is 
anticipated that the estimated budget for this project, as currently outlined in this Scope of Work, 
would be expended by October 1, 2007. 
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I.     Funding Obligated 

 
NPS has already obligated $179,700.00 towards this project. With this Modification #2, NPS 
agrees to obligate an additional $176,300 support the provision of neutral services for the tasks 
from Phase 0 through Phase III as outlined in this Scope of Work. 
 
This Modification #2 brings the total NPS obligation to $356,000. It is understood that this 
obligation is $28,856.52 less than the Revised Estimated Budget required to complete all the 
currently anticipated project tasks. If required and mutually agreed to, additional funds may be 
obligated through an additional Modification to this Agreement signed by the authorized 
representatives of the parties. Any remaining funds at the conclusion of the project shall be de-
obligated. 
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Attachment A 
 

USIECR Fee Schedule 
 

Hourly rates for USIECR staff are as follows: 
 

• $190 for the Director 
• $145 for Program Managers 
• $100 for Program Associates 
• $85 for Program Assistants 
• $60 for Administrative Assistants 

 
 
NOTES: 
 
1. Rates include normal administrative overhead. 
 
2. Travel time by USIECR staff is charged at 50% of regular rates.  If travel time is spent 

working on a project related to this interagency agreement, full hourly rates will be 
charged. 

 
3. A contract administration fee will be charged when contracts for external services are 

provided.  This fee is 8% of the contract amount, including contractors’ labor, travel and 
other direct costs. 
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Attachment B 
 

INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
 
1. General. 
 

This Interagency Agreement form, the Description of Services and/or Scope of Work, Fee Schedule and other attached documents constitute 
an Interagency Agreement between the Requesting Agency (“Agency”) listed in Block 4 and the Performing Agency, U.S. Institute for 
Environmental Conflict Resolution (“USIECR”).  This agreement is in effect when signed by both parties. 
 

2.   Services Provided. 
 

USIECR shall provide case consultation, convening/assessment, mediator selection, contract administration, and/or mediation services to the 
parties involved in the subject dispute.  Examples of these services are detailed in the Description of Services provided in Attachment A.  
Project specific services may be requested by the Agency and will be attached to this agreement as a Scope of Work.   

 
3. Legislative Authority. 
 

This interagency agreement is governed by the Environmental Policy and Conflict Resolution Act of 1998 (20 U.S.C. § 5601 et seq., Public 
Law 105-156) and the Economy Act of 1932 (31 U.S.C. § 1535).  This agreement is also governed by the Federal Procurement Act (41 
U.S.C. 423), ethics and prohibited practices Executive Order 12674, the Privacy Act, and the Freedom of Information Act.  Both parties 
agree to comply with all authorities cited in this agreement. 

 
4. Financing. 
 

USIECR will submit invoices for services to the Agency on a monthly basis.  Charges for services will be paid by the Agency based on 
actual professional fees, and reimbursement of travel and other direct costs.  USIECR will charge an 8% administrative fee on total costs for 
all contracts issued.  (See Attachment B)   

 
5. Contract Management and Administration. 
 

USIECR may use the services of non-employee dispute resolution professionals on the subject dispute, as authorized by  USIECR’s enabling 
legislation.  It is agreed and acknowledged that USIECR has expertise in the selection of and contracting with dispute resolution 
professionals, and that contractors will be used where appropriate and as agreed to in advance by the Agency.  Where contracted services are 
involved, a general description of those services and projected costs shall be included in the Scope of Work for the project to the extent 
available at the time this Agreement is executed and/or reflected in a mutually agreed upon modified Scope of Work if necessary. 
 

6. Project Management. 
 

USIECR will manage the project on behalf of the requesting agency.  USIECR project management duties will include soliciting conflict 
resolution capabilities and price quotations, issuing contracts for neutral services, financial and legal oversight, modifications to contracts, 
formal acceptance of services, and certifying invoices for payment. 

 
7. Case Evaluation 
 

Individuals involved in any project pursuant to this Agreement will be asked to participate in USIECR's evaluation program by responding to 
written questionnaires at the conclusion of the project (or at other specified times).  The Agency will cooperate with USIECR in conducting 
evaluations of any project pursuant to this Agreement.  No confidential information will be sought as part of the evaluation. 

 
8. Notice to CEQ 
 

The President’s Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) shall be notified of any conflict resolution project undertaken by USIECR, as 
required by USIECR’s enabling legislation.  When a dispute involves more than one federal agency, USIECR will seek CEQ’s concurrence 
regarding the use of USIECR’s services. 

 
9. Confidentiality; FOIA Exemption 

 
The Agency and USIECR agree that all conflict resolution proceedings conducted pursuant to this agreement shall be governed by the 
confidentiality provisions of the Administrative Dispute Resolution Act of 1996 ("ADRA"), which provides generally that neither a party nor 
a neutral shall disclose confidential communications made for the purposes of a dispute resolution proceeding (5 U.S.C. §574), and that such 
communications are exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. §574(j) (“FOIA”). Involvement of a neutral in 
the dispute resolution process is required for confidentiality protection. Communications from the neutral to any or all of the parties, and 
communications from a party to the neutral, are protected under ADRA and from FOIA requests. 
 

10. Impartiality of USIECR 
 

Agency recognizes that the impartiality and neutrality of USIECR are essential to the success of environmental conflict resolution activities 
being provided under this agreement.  Agency acknowledges that USIECR is not acting as its agent and will cooperate as needed to maintain 
USIECR’s impartiality. 
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11. Modifications. 
 
Any changes in the terms of this agreement, modification of the Scope of Work, changes in the term of this agreement or the budget, etc. 
must be made in writing and agreed to by both the requesting and performing agencies. 

 
12. Cancellation. 
 

This agreement is subject to cancellation, by written memo, by either party with the understanding that USIECR shall be reimbursed for costs 
of all completed and partially completed work as of the effective date of cancellation.  After final accounting, the remaining balance in the 
project account will be returned to the Agency. 

 
13.  Project Completion and Closeout. 
 

When all deliverables related to the Scope of Work have been accepted by the Agency, USIECR will conduct a final accounting of project 
costs.  The Agency account will be closed and any remaining funds will be de-obligated or returned to the Agency. 
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Attachment C 
 

Basic Principles for Agency Engagement in 
Environmental Conflict Resolution and Collaborative Problem Solving 

 
 

Informed  Confirm willingness and availability of appropriate agency 
Commitment   leadership and staff at all levels to commit to principles of  
  engagement; ensure commitment to participate in good faith 
  with open mindset to new perspectives 
 
Balanced, Voluntary  Ensure balanced inclusion of affected/concerned interests; all 
Representation  parties should be willing and able to participate and select 

  their own representatives 
 
Group Autonomy Engage with all participants in developing and governing 

process; including choice of consensus-based decision rules; seek 
assistance as needed from impartial facilitator/mediator selected by 
and accountable to all parties 

 
Informed Process  Seek agreement on how to share, test and apply relevant 

  information (scientific, cultural, technical, etc.) among participants; 
ensure relevant information is accessible and understandable by all 
participants 

 
Accountability  Participate in the process directly, fully, and in good faith; be 

 accountable to all participants, as well as agency representatives and 
the public 

 
Openness Ensure all participants and public are fully informed in a timely 

manner of the purpose and objectives of process; communicate agency 
authorities, requirements and constraints; uphold confidentiality rules 
and agreements as required for particular proceedings 

 
Timeliness   Ensure timely decisions and outcomes 
 
Implementation Ensure decisions are implementable consistent with federal law and 

policy; parties should commit to identify roles and responsibilities 
necessary to implement agreement; parties should agree in advance on 
the consequences of a party being unable to provide necessary 
resources or implement agreement; ensure parties will take steps to 
implement and obtain resources necessary to agreement 

 
 
* Attachment to a Memorandum on Environmental Conflict Resolution issued jointly by the Office of 
Management and Budget and the Council on Environmental Quality on 11/28/05. 
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MODIFICATION #3 to 
TASK ORDER NO. 4 

UNDER INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT NO. F00010020028 
 

 
Revised Scope of Work and Estimated Budget 
 
The Revised Scope of Work and Estimated Budget incorporated into this Modification #3 
replaces the previous versions. 
 
A.     Work Completed To Date (shaded) 
 
PHASE 0 – Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management 
0-1  Determine Needs for Neutral Assistance and Define Appropriate Selection Criteria 
0-2  Issue Request for Quotations 
0-3  Review RFQ Submissions and Identify Set of Final Candidates 
0-4 Interview Final Candidates and Select Third Party Neutrals 
0-5 Establish Contract with Selected Third Party Neutrals 
0-6 Evaluate Contractor Performance to Date 
0-7 Project Management 
 

 
PHASE I – Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design; Evaluate Contractor 

Performance To Date 
I-1  Organizational Meeting and Review of Background Materials 
I-2 Develop Interview Protocol 
I-3 Identify and Contact Individuals to be Interviewed 
I-4  Conduct Confidential Interviews  
I-5 Prepare Assessment Report 
I-6  Meeting to Consider Outcomes of Assessment Process and Determine Next Steps 
 
 
I-7 Follow-up on Situation Assessment with NPS and Stakeholders 
As required, facilitation team will follow-up with NPS and with stakeholders to consider and 
determine next steps for proceeding with a Negotiated Rulemaking process. The facilitation team 
will work with NPS to identify a list of preferred potential members, as well as alternates, for the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. The facilitation team will assist NPS in contacting these 
individuals and securing their commitment to engage fully and constructively in the proposed 
Negotiated Rulemaking process. Where commitments are not secured, the facilitation team will 
consult with NPS regarding how to fill the resulting “gap” and will follow-up with other 
individuals as needed. The result of this effort will be a list of proposed members who have pre-
accepted before NPS issues a Federal Register notice of its intent to establish a Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee. Per required FACA procedures, the Secretary of the Interior officially 
appoints the members of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
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PHASE II – Develop Work Plan, Refine Process Design, Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking 
Process, Convene Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, Conduct Collaboration 
Skills Workshop 

 
II-1 Develop Work Plan, Modify Agreement and Contract as Required 

Based on the agreed upon approach to the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the Institute, 
in coordination with the Contractor will develop a corresponding Work Plan and Revised 
Estimated Budget for its implementation. The Work Plan will take into account any 
critical budget constraints and/or target completion dates as identified by NPS. If 
tradeoffs are required in terms of either the schedule or the budget, the Institute will assist 
NPS in making informed choices, so as to minimize impacts on the success of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking process. NPS and the Institute will reach concurrence on the 
adopted Work Plan and Revised Estimated Budget. Based on the adopted Work Plan, the 
Institute will make necessary modifications to this Agreement with NPS and the 
agreement with the existing Contractor. 
 

II-2 Convening of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee  
The Institute’s Contractor will communicate with the appointed members and alternates 
of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee to inform them about the schedule, design, and 
proposed ground rules for the process. The Contractor, in consultation with NPS and the 
Institute as necessary, will address any concerns of appointed Committee members about 
the proposed process. 

 
II-3 Provide Collaborative Problem Solving Skills Workbook and Conduct Workshop 

with Nominated Members of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In advance of the initial official meeting of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the 
Contractor will plan and conduct a workshop or study session on collaborative problem 
solving skills to help prepare Committee members for effective and constructive 
participation.  Prior to the workshop, the Contractor will supply a copy of “Getting to 
Yes” to each prospective Committee member and alternate.   

 
 
PHASE III –  Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee Meetings; Mediate Specific Issues as Needed 
 
III-1 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Seven (7) Plenary Meetings of 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractors will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up seven (7) plenary meetings of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
III-1.1 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #1 

III-1.1a Develop meeting agenda at least two weeks prior to meeting date. 
III-1.1b Coordinate with presenters, including presenters of NEPA/Internal 

Scoping overview 
III-1.1c Coordinate with logistical planners 
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III-1.1d Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 
III-1.1e Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 
III-1.1f Travel to meeting 
III-1.1g Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 
III-1.1h Debrief with NPS 
III-1.1i Develop draft and final meeting summary within two weeks 

following the meeting 
III-1.1j Follow-up with Committee members 

 
III-1.2 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #2 
 
III-1.3 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #3 
 
III-1.4 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #4 
 
III-1.5 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #5 
 

III-2 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Eight (8) Subcommittee Meetings of 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractors will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up eight (8) subcommittee meetings 
of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
III-2.1 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #1 

III-2.1a Develop meeting agenda 
III-2.1b Coordinate with presenters 
III-2.1c Coordinate with logistical planners 
III-2.1d Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 
III-2.1e Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 
III-2.1f Travel to meeting 
III-2.1g Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 
III-2.1h Debrief with NPS 
III-2.1i Develop draft and final meeting summary 
III-2.1j Follow-up with subcommittee members 

 
III-2.2 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #2 
 
III-2.3 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #3 
 
III-2.4 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #4 
 

 
III-3 Mediation of Select Targeted Issues (through January 2007) 

At the request of NPS and the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the facilitation team 
may provide additional mediation assistance to help resolve specific targeted issues by 
meeting individually and/or with a subset of the Committee members. Any proposed 
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solutions developed through mediation would be brought back to the full Committee for 
consideration and endorsement. 

 
 
PHASE IV –Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during 

remaining NEPA/Rulemaking process  
 
IV-1 Attend Public Meetings of NEPA Process 

Members of the facilitation team will attend two public NEPA scoping meetings and 
three internal NPS NEPA planning meetings, as appropriate and requested by NPS, to 
ensure smooth coordination with the Negotiated Rulemaking process and provide updates 
on the Negotiated Rulemaking process to the meeting attendees. 
 
IV-1a Travel to NEPA meetings 

 
B. Tasks To Be Completed 
 
PHASE 0 – Project Management 
 
0-7 Project Management (February 2007 through Completion of Project) 

Through its assigned Project Manager, the U.S. Institute will provide ongoing oversight, 
coordination, consultation, and project management in connection with contracted 
services in support of this project. The Project Manager will also be available to the 
parties to address any issues or concerns that may arise regarding the impartiality and/or 
performance of the Institute’s Contractors. In addition, the Project Manager will also be 
available for consultation to NPS and will be responsible for keeping the NPS project 
lead informed of the budget status throughout the project. 

 
PHASE III –  Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Seven (7) Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee Meetings; Mediate Specific Issues as Needed 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractors will conduct planning and 
preparation activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up seven (7) 
plenary meetings of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
III-1.6 Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up 6th plenary meeting of 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
 
III-1.7 Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up 7th plenary meeting of 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
 

III-2 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Eight (8) Subcommittee Meetings of 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractors will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up eight (8) subcommittee meetings 
of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
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III-2.5 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up 5th subcommittee meeting of 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 

 
III-2.6 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up 6th subcommittee meeting of 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
 
III-2.7 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up 7th subcommittee meeting of 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
 
III-2.8 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up 8th subcommittee meeting of 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
 

III-3 Mediation of Select Targeted Issues (February 2007 through September 2007) 
At the request of NPS and the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the facilitation team 
may provide additional mediation assistance to help resolve specific targeted issues by 
meeting individually and/or with a subset of the Committee members. Any proposed 
solutions developed through mediation would be brought back to the full Committee for 
consideration and endorsement. 

 
III-4 Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations for Proposed Rule 

By the established deadline for conclusion of the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the 
facilitation team will develop on behalf of the Committee a draft comprehensive proposal 
that integrates all the areas of provisional agreement reached throughout the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process. If necessary, any remaining and unresolved areas of disagreement 
will also be acknowledged and explained. The facilitation team will facilitate a last round 
of deliberations aimed at reaching the highest level of mutual agreement on a final set of 
recommendations that could be signed, endorsed and supported by all the Committee 
members and submitted to NPS. Final recommendations will be documented in the 
summary of the final formal plenary meeting of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
 

III-5 Plan, Facilitate and Follow-Up Three (3), Half-Day Stakeholder Caucus Meetings 
The Contractors will plan, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up three, half-day 
meetings with stakeholder caucus groups to assist them in develop viable proposals for 
consideration by the full committee.   

 
PHASE IV –Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during 

remaining NEPA/Rulemaking process  
 
IV-2 Facilitate Follow-Up Activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 

As needed and requested by NPS, the facilitation team will provide facilitation assistance 
to any follow-up activities of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during the 
remaining formal steps in the concurrent NEPA/Rulemaking process following 
conclusion of the Negotiated Rulemaking process. 
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PHASE V– Report Writing 
 
V-1 Prepare Draft and Final Report/Documentation of Negotiated Rulemaking Process 

The facilitation team, in consultation with NPS, will prepare a draft report that 
comprehensively describes and documents the Negotiated Rulemaking process and the 
Committee’s recommendations to NPS. In the event that the Committee is unable to 
reach agreement on its recommendations to NPS, the facilitation team will prepare a 
report that documents the process and identifies areas of the Committee’s agreement and 
disagreement. 
 
V-1.1 Prepare Draft Report 

The facilitation team will prepare a draft report for review and comment by 
NPS. 
 

V-1.2 Prepare Final Report 
The facilitation team will produce and submit a final report that is responsive 
to the comments and feedback of NPS. The final report of the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process will be made publicly available through the NPS and 
Institute websites. 

 
C. Assumptions 
 
Other tasks may be identified as this project progresses. Such tasks may substitute for the 
specific tasks outlined in this agreement, consistent with process design, convening, facilitation, 
mediation, project management, contract administration, and other associated neutral support 
services related to conducting the Negotiated Rulemaking process. If additional funding is 
required for services beyond the anticipated tasks and hours included in this Modified Scope of 
Work and Revised Estimated Budget, authorization for such funding increases shall be mutually 
agreed to and set forth in writing as a Modification to this agreement and signed by the 
signatories hereto. 
 
D.       Adoption of “Basic Principles for Environmental Conflict Resolution and 

Collaborative Problem Solving” 
 
The U.S. Institute, its contractor teams and NPS agree to adopt the “Basic Principles for 
Environmental Conflict Resolution and Collaborative Problem Solving” (Attachment C) to serve 
as guidance in implementing the proposed Negotiated Rulemaking process. 
 
E.    Project Deliverables 
 
The following deliverables are anticipated for the remaining Phases of this project: 
 

• Draft and final summaries of all facilitated plenary meetings  subcommittee meetings  
• Final recommendations/agreements from the negotiation process 
• Draft and final report to NPS of the Negotiated Rulemaking process on behalf of the 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
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• Contractor shall provide the Institute with brief monthly progress reports on 
project status with budget implications of any unanticipated tasks 

 
F.     Project Milestones 
 
The following target Project Milestones and currently estimated dates for completion are 
anticipated for remaining Phases of the project: 

 
PHASE II 

• Develop Work Plan and modify agreement and contract –February 2006 
• Negotiated Rulemaking Committee members appointed – February 2006 
• Conduct Collaborative Problem Solving Skills Workshop – September 2006 

 
PHASE III 

• Conduct initial plenary meeting of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee – March 2006 
• Conduct Negotiated Rulemaking process – March 2006 through September 2007 

 
PHASE IV 

• Provide follow-up facilitation assistance as needed – March 2006 through September 
2007 

 
PHASE V 

• Complete draft report on Negotiated Rulemaking process – September 2007 
• Submit final report on Negotiated Rulemaking process – September 2007 
 

G.     Period of Performance 
 

The Period of Performance for the tasks outlined in this Modified Scope of Work shall be 
extended from the original start date of the Agreement through September 30, 2007, unless 
further extended or modified by mutual written agreement. 
 
H.     Estimated Budget 
 
The Revised Estimated Budget (see attached) to provide the services described above in this 
Modified Scope of Work, including work completed to date, is a total of $476,000.00 The U.S. 
Institute will provide NPS’s project manager with an updated budget status on a quarterly basis 
to track expenditures and assess the ongoing adequacy of the authorized funding amount. It is 
anticipated that the estimated budget for this project, as currently outlined in this Scope of Work, 
would be expended by October 1, 2007. 

 
I.     Funding Obligated 

 
NPS has already obligated $356,000.00 towards this project. With this Modification #3, NPS 
agrees to obligate an additional $120,000.00 to support the provision of neutral services to 
complete this Scope of Work. 
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This Modification #3 brings the total NPS obligation to $476,000.00. If required and mutually 
agreed to, additional funds may be obligated through an additional Modification to this 
Agreement signed by the authorized representatives of the parties. Any remaining funds at the 
conclusion of the project may be de-obligated or re-allocated to other NPS projects by mutual 
agreement. 
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Attachment A 
 

USIECR Fee Schedule 
 

Hourly rates for USIECR staff are as follows: 
 

• $190 for the Director 
• $145 for Program Managers 
• $100 for Program Associates 
• $85 for Program Assistants 
• $60 for Administrative Assistants 

 
 
NOTES: 
 
1. Rates include normal administrative overhead. 
 
2. Travel time by USIECR staff is charged at 50% of regular rates.  If travel time is spent 

working on a project related to this interagency agreement, full hourly rates will be 
charged. 

 
3. A contract administration fee will be charged when contracts for external services are 

provided.  This fee is 8% of the contract amount, including contractors’ labor, travel and 
other direct costs. 

 

GGNRA006369



NPS Interagency Agreement No F00010200028, Task Order No 4, Modification #3 

FINAL Modification #3: 3-02-07  Page 10 of 12 

Attachment B 
 

INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
 
1. General. 
 

This Interagency Agreement form, the Description of Services and/or Scope of Work, Fee Schedule and other attached documents constitute 
an Interagency Agreement between the Requesting Agency (“Agency”) listed in Block 4 and the Performing Agency, U.S. Institute for 
Environmental Conflict Resolution (“USIECR”).  This agreement is in effect when signed by both parties. 
 

2.   Services Provided. 
 

USIECR shall provide case consultation, convening/assessment, mediator selection, contract administration, and/or mediation services to the 
parties involved in the subject dispute.  Examples of these services are detailed in the Description of Services provided in Attachment A.  
Project specific services may be requested by the Agency and will be attached to this agreement as a Scope of Work.   

 
3. Legislative Authority. 
 

This interagency agreement is governed by the Environmental Policy and Conflict Resolution Act of 1998 (20 U.S.C. § 5601 et seq., Public 
Law 105-156) and the Economy Act of 1932 (31 U.S.C. § 1535).  This agreement is also governed by the Federal Procurement Act (41 
U.S.C. 423), ethics and prohibited practices Executive Order 12674, the Privacy Act, and the Freedom of Information Act.  Both parties 
agree to comply with all authorities cited in this agreement. 

 
4. Financing. 
 

USIECR will submit invoices for services to the Agency on a monthly basis.  Charges for services will be paid by the Agency based on 
actual professional fees, and reimbursement of travel and other direct costs.  USIECR will charge an 8% administrative fee on total costs for 
all contracts issued.  (See Attachment B)   

 
5. Contract Management and Administration. 
 

USIECR may use the services of non-employee dispute resolution professionals on the subject dispute, as authorized by  USIECR’s enabling 
legislation.  It is agreed and acknowledged that USIECR has expertise in the selection of and contracting with dispute resolution 
professionals, and that contractors will be used where appropriate and as agreed to in advance by the Agency.  Where contracted services are 
involved, a general description of those services and projected costs shall be included in the Scope of Work for the project to the extent 
available at the time this Agreement is executed and/or reflected in a mutually agreed upon modified Scope of Work if necessary. 
 

6. Project Management. 
 

USIECR will manage the project on behalf of the requesting agency.  USIECR project management duties will include soliciting conflict 
resolution capabilities and price quotations, issuing contracts for neutral services, financial and legal oversight, modifications to contracts, 
formal acceptance of services, and certifying invoices for payment. 

 
7. Case Evaluation 
 

Individuals involved in any project pursuant to this Agreement will be asked to participate in USIECR's evaluation program by responding to 
written questionnaires at the conclusion of the project (or at other specified times).  The Agency will cooperate with USIECR in conducting 
evaluations of any project pursuant to this Agreement.  No confidential information will be sought as part of the evaluation. 

 
8. Notice to CEQ 
 

The President’s Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) shall be notified of any conflict resolution project undertaken by USIECR, as 
required by USIECR’s enabling legislation.  When a dispute involves more than one federal agency, USIECR will seek CEQ’s concurrence 
regarding the use of USIECR’s services. 

 
9. Confidentiality; FOIA Exemption 

 
The Agency and USIECR agree that all conflict resolution proceedings conducted pursuant to this agreement shall be governed by the 
confidentiality provisions of the Administrative Dispute Resolution Act of 1996 ("ADRA"), which provides generally that neither a party nor 
a neutral shall disclose confidential communications made for the purposes of a dispute resolution proceeding (5 U.S.C. §574), and that such 
communications are exempt from disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. §574(j) (“FOIA”). Involvement of a neutral in 
the dispute resolution process is required for confidentiality protection. Communications from the neutral to any or all of the parties, and 
communications from a party to the neutral, are protected under ADRA and from FOIA requests. 
 

10. Impartiality of USIECR 
 

Agency recognizes that the impartiality and neutrality of USIECR are essential to the success of environmental conflict resolution activities 
being provided under this agreement.  Agency acknowledges that USIECR is not acting as its agent and will cooperate as needed to maintain 
USIECR’s impartiality. 
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11. Modifications. 
 
Any changes in the terms of this agreement, modification of the Scope of Work, changes in the term of this agreement or the budget, etc. 
must be made in writing and agreed to by both the requesting and performing agencies. 

 
12. Cancellation. 
 

This agreement is subject to cancellation, by written memo, by either party with the understanding that USIECR shall be reimbursed for costs 
of all completed and partially completed work as of the effective date of cancellation.  After final accounting, the remaining balance in the 
project account will be returned to the Agency. 

 
13.  Project Completion and Closeout. 
 

When all deliverables related to the Scope of Work have been accepted by the Agency, USIECR will conduct a final accounting of project 
costs.  The Agency account will be closed and any remaining funds will be de-obligated or returned to the Agency. 
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Attachment C 
 

Basic Principles for Agency Engagement in 
Environmental Conflict Resolution and Collaborative Problem Solving 

 
 

Informed  Confirm willingness and availability of appropriate agency 
Commitment   leadership and staff at all levels to commit to principles of  
  engagement; ensure commitment to participate in good faith 
  with open mindset to new perspectives 
 
Balanced, Voluntary  Ensure balanced inclusion of affected/concerned interests; all 
Representation  parties should be willing and able to participate and select 

  their own representatives 
 
Group Autonomy Engage with all participants in developing and governing 

process; including choice of consensus-based decision rules; seek 
assistance as needed from impartial facilitator/mediator selected by 
and accountable to all parties 

 
Informed Process  Seek agreement on how to share, test and apply relevant 

  information (scientific, cultural, technical, etc.) among participants; 
ensure relevant information is accessible and understandable by all 
participants 

 
Accountability  Participate in the process directly, fully, and in good faith; be 

 accountable to all participants, as well as agency representatives and 
the public 

 
Openness Ensure all participants and public are fully informed in a timely 

manner of the purpose and objectives of process; communicate agency 
authorities, requirements and constraints; uphold confidentiality rules 
and agreements as required for particular proceedings 

 
Timeliness   Ensure timely decisions and outcomes 
 
Implementation Ensure decisions are implementable consistent with federal law and 

policy; parties should commit to identify roles and responsibilities 
necessary to implement agreement; parties should agree in advance on 
the consequences of a party being unable to provide necessary 
resources or implement agreement; ensure parties will take steps to 
implement and obtain resources necessary to agreement 

 
 
* Attachment to a Memorandum on Environmental Conflict Resolution issued jointly by the Office of 
Management and Budget and the Council on Environmental Quality on 11/28/05. 
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MODIFICATION #1 to 
TASK ORDER NO. 4 

UNDER INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT NO. F00010020028 
 

 
Revised Scope of Work and Estimated Budget 
 
A. Work Completed To Date 
 
PHASE 0 – Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management 
0-1  Determine Needs for Neutral Assistance and Define Appropriate Selection Criteria 
0-2  Issue Request for Quotations 
0-3  Review RFQ Submissions and Identify Set of Final Candidates 
0-4  Interview Final Candidates and Select Third Party Neutrals 
0-5  Establish Contract with Selected Third Party Neutrals 

 
PHASE I – Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design 
I-1  Organizational Meeting and Review of Background Materials 
I-2 Develop Interview Protocol 
I-3 Identify and Contact Individuals to be Interviewed 
I-4  Conduct Confidential Interviews  
I-5 Prepare Assessment Report 
I-6  Meeting to Consider Outcomes of Assessment Process and Determine Next Steps 

 
B. Tasks To Be Competed 
 
PHASE 0 – Project Management 

 
0-6  Evaluate Contractor Performance to Date 

If deemed appropriate, the Institute may contact stakeholders who participated in the 
assessment process and seek their feedback regarding any concerns they may have about 
the Contractor team continuing on to facilitate the Negotiated Rulemaking process. The 
Institute would also consult with NPS to jointly evaluate the performance to date of the 
Contractor and ensure there is concurrence to continue their involvement, as well as the 
Institute’s involvement in the subsequent phases of the project. 

 
0-7 Project Management 

Through its assigned Project Manager, the U.S. Institute will provide ongoing oversight, 
coordination, consultation, and project management in connection with contracted 
services in support of this project. The Project Manager will also be available to the 
parties to address any issues or concerns that may arise regarding the impartiality and/or 
performance of the Institute’s Contractor. In addition, the Project Manager will also be 
available for consultation to NPS and will be responsible for keeping the NPS project 
lead informed of the budget status throughout the project. 
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PHASE I – Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design 
 

I-7 Follow-up on Situation Assessment with NPS and Stakeholders 
As required, Contractor will follow-up with NPS and with stakeholders to consider and 
determine next steps for proceeding with a Negotiated Rulemaking process. The 
Contractor will work with NPS to identify a list of preferred potential members, as well 
as alternates, for the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. The Contractor will assist NPS 
in contacting these individuals and securing their commitment to engage fully and 
constructively in the proposed Negotiated Rulemaking process. Where commitments are 
not secured, the contractor will consult with NPS regarding how to fill the resulting “gap” 
and will follow-up with other individuals as needed. The result of this effort will be a list 
of proposed members who have pre-accepted before NPS issues a Federal Register notice 
of its intent to establish a Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. Per required FACA 
procedures, the Secretary of the Interior officially appoints the members of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
 
 

PHASE II – Develop Work Plan, Refine Process Design, Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking 
Process, Convene Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, Conduct Collaboration 
Skills Workshop 

 
II-1 Develop Work Plan, Modify Agreement and Contract as Required 

Based on the agreed upon approach to the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the Institute, 
in coordination with the Contractor will develop a corresponding Work Plan and Revised 
Estimated Budget for its implementation. The Work Plan will take into account any 
critical budget constraints and/or target completion dates as identified by NPS. If 
tradeoffs are required in terms of either the schedule or the budget, the Institute will assist 
NPS in making informed choices, so as to minimize impacts on the success of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking process. NPS and the Institute will reach concurrence on the 
adopted Work Plan and Revised Estimated Budget. Based on the adopted Work Plan, the 
Institute will make necessary modifications to this Agreement with NPS and the 
agreement with the existing Contractor. 

 
II-2 Refine Process Design and Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking Process 

Based on the results of the assessment, the Contractor, in consultation with NPS, will 
refine the specific design and plan the details for the Negotiated Rulemaking process, 
especially regarding integration with a concurrent NEPA analysis. 

 
II-3 Convening of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee  

The Institute’s Contractor will communicate with the appointed members and alternates 
of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee to inform them about the schedule, design, and 
proposed ground rules for the process. The Contractor, in consultation with NPS and the 
Institute as necessary, will address any concerns of appointed Committee members about 
the proposed process. 
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II-4 Develop Collaborative Problem Solving Skills Workbook and Conduct Workshop 
with Nominated Members of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In advance of the initial official meeting of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the 
Contractor will plan and conduct a one-day workshop on collaborative problem solving 
skills to help prepare Committee members for effective and constructive participation. As 
part of the workshop, the Contractor will develop a 20 to 30-page workbook on the 
Negotiated Rulemaking process and on critical skills for successful collaborative problem 
solving that will be used as a reference in working with the Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee throughout the process. The workbook will become the property of the NPS 
for use in other collaborative problem solving processes. 
 

 
PHASE III –  Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee Meetings; Mediate Specific Issues as Needed 
 
III-1 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Six (6) Plenary Meetings of Negotiated 

Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractor will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) plenary meetings of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
III-1.1 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #1 

III-1.1a Develop meeting agenda at least two weeks prior to meeting date. 
III-1.1b Coordinate with presenters, including presenters of NEPA/Internal 

Scoping overview 
III-1.1c Coordinate with logistical planners 
III-1.1d Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 
III-1.1e Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 
III-1.1f Travel to meeting 
III-1.1g Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 
III-1.1h Debrief with NPS 
III-1.1i Develop draft and final meeting summary within two weeks 

following the meeting 
III-1.1j Follow-up with Committee members 

 
III-1.2 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #2 
 
III-1.3 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #3 
 
III-1.4 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #4 
 
III-1.5 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #5 
 
III-1.6 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #6 
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III-2 Plan, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Six (6) Subcommittee Meetings of 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 
In close coordination with NPS, the Contractor will conduct planning and preparation 
activities, travel to, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) subcommittee meetings of 
the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 

 
III-2.1 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #1 

III-2.1a Develop meeting agenda 
III-2.1b Coordinate with presenters 
III-2.1c Coordinate with logistical planners 
III-2.1d Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 
III-2.1e Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 
III-2.1f Travel to meeting 
III-2.1g Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 
III-2.1h Debrief with NPS 
III-2.1i Develop draft and final meeting summary 
III-2.1j Follow-up with subcommittee members 

 
III-2.2 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #2 
 
III-2.3 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #3 
 
III-2.4 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #4 
 
III-2.5 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #5 
 
III-2.6 Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #6 
 

III-3 Mediation of Select Targeted Issues 
At the request of NPS and the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the Contractor may 
provide additional mediation assistance to help resolve specific targeted issues by 
meeting individually and/or with a subset of the Committee members. Any proposed 
solutions developed through mediation would be brought back to the full Committee for 
consideration and endorsement. 

 
III-4 Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations for Proposed Rule 

By the established deadline for conclusion of the Negotiated Rulemaking process, the 
Contractor will develop on behalf of the Committee a draft comprehensive proposal that 
integrates all the areas of provisional agreement reached throughout the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process. If necessary, any remaining and unresolved areas of disagreement 
will also be acknowledged and explained. The Contractor will facilitate a last round of 
deliberations aimed at reaching the highest level of mutual agreement on a final set of 
recommendations that could be signed, endorsed and supported by all the Committee 
members and submitted to NPS. Final recommendations will be documented in the 
summary of the final formal plenary meeting of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
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PHASE IV – Coordination of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee with NEPA Process and 

Follow-Up Facilitation (as needed) 
. 

IV-1 Attend Meetings of NEPA Process 
Contractor shall attend two public NEPA scoping meetings and three internal NPS NEPA 
planning meetings, as appropriate and requested by NPS, to ensure smooth coordination 
with the Negotiated Rulemaking process. Provide updates on the Negotiated Rulemaking 
process to the meeting attendees. 
 
IV-1a Travel to NEPA meetings 

 
IV-2 Facilitate Follow-Up Activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 

As needed and requested by NPS, the Contractor will provide facilitation assistance to 
any follow-up activities of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during the remaining 
formal steps in the concurrent NEPA/Rulemaking process following conclusion of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking process. 
 

PHASE V– Report Writing 
 
V-1 Prepare Draft and Final Report/Documentation of Negotiated Rulemaking Process 

The Contractor, in consultation with NPS, will prepare a draft report that 
comprehensively describes and documents the Negotiated Rulemaking process and the 
Committee’s recommendations to NPS. In the event that the Committee is unable to 
reach agreement on its recommendations to NPS, the Contractor will prepare a report that 
documents the process and identifies areas of the Committee’s agreement and 
disagreement. 
 
V-1a Prepare Draft Report 

The Contractor will prepare a draft report for review and comment by NPS. 
 

V-1b Prepare Final Report 
The Contractor will produce and submit a final report that is responsive to the 
comments and feedback of NPS. The final report of the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process will be made publicly available through the NPS and 
Institute websites. 

 
C. Assumptions 
 
Other tasks may be identified as this project progresses. Such tasks may substitute for the 
specific tasks outlined in this agreement, consistent with process design, convening, facilitation, 
mediation, project management, contract administration, and other associated neutral support 
services related to conducting the Negotiated Rulemaking process. If additional funding is 
required for services beyond the anticipated tasks and hours included in this Modified Scope of 
Work and Revised Estimated Budget, authorization for such funding increases shall be mutually 
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agreed to and set forth in writing as a Modification to this agreement and signed by the 
signatories hereto. 
 
D. Project Deliverables 
 
The following deliverables are anticipated for the remaining Phases of this project: 

• Workbook on collaborative problem solving skills. 
• Draft and final summaries of all facilitated plenary meetings, subcommittee meetings, 

and associated planning conference calls. 
• Draft and final report to NPS of the Negotiated Rulemaking process on behalf of the 

Negotiated Rulemaking Committee. 
 

E. Project Milestones 
 
The following target Project Milestones and currently estimated dates for completion are 
anticipated for remaining Phases of the project: 

 
PHASE II 

• Develop Work Plan and modify agreement and contract – February 2005 
• Appoint Negotiated Rulemaking Committee members – June 2005 
• Conduct Collaborative Problem Solving Skills Workshop – July 2005 

 
PHASE III 

• Conduct initial plenary meeting of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee – July 2005 
• Conduct Negotiated Rulemaking process – July thru February 2006 

 
PHASE IV 

• Complete draft report on Negotiated Rulemaking process – March 2006 
• Submit final report on Negotiated Rulemaking process – April 2006 
 

PHASE V 
• Provide follow-up facilitation assistance as needed  – April 2006 thru June 2007 
 

 
F. Period of Performance 

 
The Period of Performance for the tasks outlined in this Modified Scope of Work shall be 
extended from the original start date of the Agreement through September 30, 2007, unless 
further extended or modified by mutual written agreement. 
 
G. Estimated Budget 
 
The Revised Estimated Budget (see attached) to provide the services described above in this 
Modified Scope of Work, including work completed to date, is a total of $351,685.44. The U.S. 
Institute will provide NPS’s project manager with an updated budget status on a quarterly basis 
to track expenditures and assess the ongoing adequacy of the authorized funding amount. It is 
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anticipated that the estimated budget for this project, as currently outlined in this Scope of Work, 
would be expended by October 1, 2007. 

 
H. Funding Obligated 

 
NPS has already obligated $96,000 towards this project. With this Modification #1, NPS agrees 
to obligate an additional $83,700 to support the provision of neutral services for the tasks from 
Phase 0 through Phase III-1.2 as outlined in this Scope of Work. NPS further agrees to obligate 
an additional $176,300 in FY06 to support the provision of neutral services to complete the 
remaining tasks outlined in this Scope of Work.  
 
This brings the total NPS obligation to $356,000. If required and mutually agreed to, 
additional funds may be obligated through an additional Modification to this Agreement signed 
by the authorized representatives of the parties. Any remaining funds at the conclusion of the 
project shall be de-obligated. 
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U.S. Institute

LABOR COSTS
Senior Program 

Manager Senior Mediator Senior Mediator Co-Mediator Co-Mediator Support Staff Hours
Cost

Work Completed Through January 2006

Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management
Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design
Evaluate contractor performance to date
Follow-up on situation assessment with NPS and stakeholders

TOTAL WORK COMPLETED THROUGH JANUARY 2006 27,129.35$            134,484.61$       161,613.96$      

Tasks To Be Completed

PHASE 0 - Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management
0-7   Project management 48 48 6,960.00$          

PHASE 0 LABOR SUBTOTAL 48 48 6,960.00$          

PHASE II - Develop Work Plan, Refine Process Design, Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking Process,
                   Convene Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, Conduct Collaboration Skills Workshop
II-1    Develop work plan, modify agreement and contract as required 4 4 8 1,440.00$          
II-3   Convening activities for Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 16 16 16 48 7,904.00$          
II-4   Conduct collaboration skills workshop for Committee members 32 32 16 8 88 14,080.00$        

PHASE II LABOR SUBTOTAL 52 52 32 0 8 144 23,424.00$        

PHASE III - Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Negotiated Rulemaking Comm. Mtngs
III-1  Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) plenary meetings of Negotiated Rulemaking Comm.
   III-1.1  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #1    
        III-1.1a   Develop meeting agenda 2 2 4 720.00$             
        III-1.1b   Coordinate with presenters 2 2 4 720.00$             
        III-1.1c   Coordinate with logistical planners 4 4 208.00$             
        III-1.1d   Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 4 4 8 744.00$             
        III-1.1e   Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 4 4 8 1,440.00$          
        III-1.1f   Travel to meeting 2 2 2 0 6 988.00$             
        III-1.1g  Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 8 8 8 0 24 3,952.00$          
        III-1.1h  Debrief with NPS 2 2 4 720.00$             
        III-1.1i   Develop draft and final meeting summary 2 2 4 4 12 1,464.00$          
        III-1.1j   Follow up with Committee members 6 6 12 2,160.00$          

Plenary Meeting #1 Subtotal 28 28 18 0 12 86 13,116.00$        

   III-1.2  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #2 28 28 18 0 12 86 13,116.00$        

   III-1.3  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #3 28 28 18 0 12 86 13,116.00$        

   III-1.4  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #4 28 28 18 0 12 86 13,116.00$        

   III-1.5  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #5 28 28 18 0 12 86 13,116.00$        

   III-1.6  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #6 28 28 18 0 12 86 13,116.00$        

"Golden Gate National Recreation Area Dog Management"

Revised Estimated Budget (05-11-06)

Center for Collaborative Policy & Harty Conflict Consulting and Mediation Task Subtotals

Modification #2 to Task Order #4
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III-2  Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) subcommittee meetings of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee
   III-2.1  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #1
        III.2.1a   Develop meeting agenda 2 2 360.00$             
        III.2.1b   Coordinate with presenters 2 4 6 896.00$             
        III.2.1c   Coordinate with logistical planners 4 4 208.00$             
        III.2.1d   Develop, compile and distribute pre-meeting materials 2 4 6 476.00$             
        III.2.1e   Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 2 2 360.00$             
        III.2.1f   Travel to meeting 2 2 4 628.00$             
        III.2.1g  Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 8 8 16 2,512.00$          
        III.2.1h  Debrief with NPS 2 2 360.00$             
        III.2.1i   Develop draft and final meeting summary 2 4 4 10 1,104.00$          
        III.2.1j   Follow-up with subcommittee members 4 4 720.00$             

Subcommittee Meeting #1 Subtotal 24 20 12 56 7,624.00$          

   III-2.2  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #2 24 20 12 56 7,624.00$          

   III-2.3  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #3 24 20 12 56 7,624.00$          

   III-2.4  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #4 24 20 12 56 7,624.00$          

   III-2.5  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #5 24 20 12 56 7,624.00$          

   III-2.6  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #6 24 20 12 56 7,624.00$          

III-3   Mediation of Select Targeted Issues 8 24 24 56 9,800.00$          

III-4   Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations for Proposed Rule 16 16 32 5,760.00$          

PHASE III LABOR SUBTOTAL 8 280 280 228 0 144 940 140,000.00$      

PHASE IV - Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during remaining 
NEPA/Rulemaking Process    
IV-1  Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 24 24 0 48 8,640.00$          
IV-2   Attend public meetings of NEPA Process 8 8 8 24 3,952.00$          
     IV-2a  Travel to NEPA meetings 4 4 4 12 1,976.00$          

PHASE IV LABOR SUBTOTAL 36 36 12 84 14,568.00$        

PHASE V - Report Writing
V-1 Prepare draft and final report/documentation of negotiated rulemaking process  
    V-1a   Prepare draft report 4 8 8 32 4 56 7,956.00$          
    V-1b   Prepare final report 4 4 4 4 4 20 2,764.00$          

PHASE V LABOR SUBTOTAL 8 12 12 36 0 8 76 10,720.00$        

Contingency 60 60 8,040.00$          

HOUR TOTALS PHASES 0, I, II, III, IV & V 64 380 380 308 60 160 1352

PROFESSIONAL RATES ($/HR) 145.00$                 180.00$              180.00$           134.00$           134.00$           52.00$            
SUBTOTAL LABOR COSTS - PHASES 0, I, II, III, IV, & V 9,280.00$              68,400.00$         68,400.00$      41,272.00$      8,040.00$        8,320.00$       203,712.00$      
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DIRECT COSTS

Travel 1,600.00$              400.00$              400.00$           2,400.00$          

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL 1,600.00$              400.00$              400.00$           2,400.00$          

Miscellaneous Expenses; e.g., Conference Calls 300.00$              300.00$           600.00$             
Materials & Supplies 200.00$              200.00$           400.00$             
Copying & Printing 200.00$              200.00$           400.00$             

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL AND OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODC) 1,600.00$              1,100.00$           1,100.00$        3,800.00$          

TOTAL LABOR, TRAVEL AND ODC PHASES 0, I, II, III, IV, & V 10,880.00$            69,500.00$         69,500.00$      41,272.00$      8,040.00$        8,320.00$       207,512.00$      

15,730.56$        
52.50$               

223,242.56$      

161,613.96$      

384,856.52$      

179,700.00$      

205,156.52$      

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST FOR TASKS STILL TO BE COMPLETED

NPS Funding To Date

ADDITIONAL FUNDING NEEDED TO COMPLETE THE PROJECT

EXPENDITURES TO DATE

REVISED ESTIMATE OF TOTAL COST FOR PROJECT

8% Institute Administrative Fee on Contractor Costs
7.5% CCP Administrative Fee on Other Direct Expenses
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National Park Service  

Parameters and Scope of Negotiated Rulemaking Discussion 
 
 

Federal Panel Recommendation to the General Superintendent on Proposed Rulemaking 
for Pet Management at Golden Gate National Recreation Area, November 7, 2002 
“The panel concludes that off-leash dog walking in GGNRA may be appropriate in selected 
locations where resource impacts can be adequately mitigated and public safety incidents and 
public use conflicts can be appropriately managed.  The panel further recommends that the park 
pursue both rulemaking and comprehensive planning for pet management to address suitable 
locations and proper management strategies.” 
 

1. Areas not open for consideration for dogwalking  
 Alcatraz (contract ferry service , protection of public safety and issues 

on the island and contract ferry service, protection of nesting bird 
colonies on the island) 

 Fort Point historic structure and pier (fishing pier, cultural resources) 
 China Beach (formerly a designated swimming beach)  
 Lobos Creek (protection of public drinking water supply) 
 Tennessee Valley (minimize reduced disturbance to native wildlife for 

wildlife) 
 Muir Woods (protection of highly sensitive natural 

resourcesendangered species habitat (federally threatened northern 
spotted owl and steelhead, and federally endangered coho salmon) and 
the Rredwood forest ecosystem sensitive to damage) 

 The beach at Stinson Beach (designated swimming beach) 
 Kirby Cove (campground and picnic area) 
 Phleger Estate (access through county parks, which do not allow dogs) 
 Muir Beach – Redwood Creek, tidal Big Lagoonlagoon and sand 

dunes (protection of dune habitats, federally threatened steelhead trout, 
endangered coho salmon,; native dune habitat, and protection from 
potential water quality problemswater quality) 

 Fort Baker Pier (protection of public safety associated with railing 
construction and steep drop off, issues associated withand to reduce 
conflicts with other users fishing, railing construction and steep drop 
off) 

 Rodeo Lagoon (protection of federally federally endangered tidewater 
goby breeding habitat, federally endangered California brown pelican, 
wide range of birdssensitive water and shorebird habitat, and water 
qualityprotection,.  Protection of human health from unsafe water 
quality conditions from water quality problems) 

Redwood Creek (protection of sensitive plant species in dune habitats, 
federally threatened steelhead trout, endangered coho salmon; safety 
issues due to water quality) 

Comment [DH1]: NOTE: THE ORIGINAL 
STATEMENT WAS NOT TRUE.  IT WAS 
FORMERLY A DESIGNATED SWIMMING 
BEACH. 
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 Fort Funston fenced and/or signed areas closed to visitor and pet 
access (for protection ofat Fort Funston visitor safety, erosion control, 
habitat restoration, and sensitive species  including seasonal closure of 
beach within 50 ft. of cliff face to protect state endangered bank 
swallow during breeding season).(safety and endangered species 
habitat) 

 Trails in undeveloped areas (protection of native wildlife, native and 
plant species and threatened and endangered species habitat) 

 Travel off established trails as designated in Superintendent’s 
Compendium (endangered species, and sensitive habitat, erosion 
control and visitor use management) 

 Crissy Field tTidal mMarsh, the and Wildlife Protection Area and 
fenced dune areas (protection of sensitive wildlife and native plant 
species,communties birds and marine mammals in the tidal marsh and 
dune areas, protection of habitat for shorebirds and federally 
threatened snowy plovers in the Wildlife Protection Area – per 1996 
Crissy Field Plan Environmental Assessment) 

 
 
 

2. Areas open for discussion of dogwalking  
 

A. Dogwalking on-leash (where allowed) or no dogs) 
1. Trails at Mori Point trails (protection of federally threatened California 

Rred- legged Fffrog and federally endangered San Francisco Ggarter 
Ssnake and their habitat). 

2. Most trails at Sweeney Ridge trails (dogs are not allowed on Notch 
Trail due to protect federally endangered Mission Bblue Bbutterfly 
habitat). 

3. Trails at Milagra Ridge trails (protection of endangered Mission Bblue 
Bbutterfly habitat) 

4. Ocean Beach Snowy Plover Management Area between Stairwell #21 
and Sloat Blvd. (protection of federally threatened Western Snowy 
Plover) 

4.5.Sutro Heights Park (formal landscaped area, heavily used for weddings 
and other events) 

5.6.Alta Avenue Trail (protection of public safety and native wildlife 
behavior issues associated withby reducing interactions with between 
dogs and coyotes., adjacent Protection of federally endangered 
Mission Blue Butterfly habitat). 

7. Fort Baker (no dogs not permitted on fishing pier to prevent conflicts 
with other uses;  dogs not permitted onand Chapel Trail to protect 
federally endangered Mission Bblue Bbutterfly;.  

6. Other areas with threatened or endangered species or habitat, (on-leash 
dogwalking would be considered only if it can be demonstrated that 
any potential adverse impacts could be mitigated) no dogs off 

Comment [DH2]: Pets are not permitted off 
established trails anywhere.  The deleted text 
referred to visitor (not pet) travel off established 
trails.  
SES - NO REFERENCE TO PETS HAVING TO 
STAY ON TRAILS IN CFR OR COMPENDIUM. S 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Comment [DH3]: SEE ABOVE COMMENT 
ABOUT NO DOGS OFF ESTABLISHED TRAILS.  
SEEMS CONFUSING TO REPEAT HERE. 
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designated trails and near Batteries Cavallo and Yates due to Mission 
Blue Butterfly habitat). 

8.  
7.Areas with threatened and endangered species only if it is demonstrated 
that adverse effects or impacts are minimal and could be mitigated.  
 

 
B. Dogwalking per voice control, on-leash or no dogs 

1. Ocean Beach (outside of Snowy Plover Management Area) north of 
Stairwell #21 and south of Sloat Blvd(dogs required on-leash in plover 
area between Stairwell #21 and Sloat Blvd). 

2. Baker Beach (discussion of how to divide for variety of uses) 
3. Lands End Trail 
4. Crissy Field (excluding fenced tidal marsh andfenced dune areas, 

wetlands and W.LWildlife.  Protection Area) 
5. Upper Fort Mason Great Meadow and Parade Ground 
6. Muir Beach (excluding Tidal Lagoontidal lagoon, Redwood Creek, 

and wetland and dune habitat areas) 
7. Rodeo Beach (excluding Rodeo Lagoon, Creek and fenced habitat 

protection areas) 
8. Homestead Valley—NOTE THAT WE HAVE FOUND SPOTTED 

OWLS IN THIS AREA BEFORE, AND HAVE A PAIR IN THE 
AREA THIS YEAR.  SUGGEST (on-leash only in federally 
threatened northern spotted owl habitat). 

9. Fort Funston (excluding fenced and/or signed areas closed for 
protection of state endangered bank swallowendangered species, 
habitat restoration, erosion control and public safetyclosure areas and; 
seasonal closure 50-feet from base of cliffs where dogs are allowed 
on-leash) 

10. Trails at Oakwood Valley trails 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Other Issues for Discussion: 

1. Commercial Dogwalkers—GGNRA will move to a system of incidental 
business permits: discussion can occur regarding the number of permits and 
permit conditions (including number of on-leash and off-leash dogs allowed 
by each permittee) 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Formatted: Indent: Left:  1"

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Comment [DH4]: Should we delete fenced areas 
as there are not any yet??? Or should we cover 
ourselves for future changes? 
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2. Individual Dogwalkers-discussion can occur regarding possible limits on the 
number of dogs on-leash and off-leash 

3. Issues occurring in dogwalking areas: waste-removal provisions; perimeters, 
lighting, rules and regulations of use, etc. 

 
 
General Parameters: 

1. Dogs required on-leash in all picnic areas, campgrounds, parking lots, 
residential areas and park partner sites (due to safety issuesto protect visitor 
safety).  

2. New NPS lands that come under future management of GGNRA will be 
automatically governed by CFR regulations and then evaluated for appropriate 
recreational uses, including dogwalking, and any approved dogwalking use 
will be consistent with the new special regulation for dogwalking in GGNRA 
(e.g.i.e., Pedro Point Headlands, Cattle Hill, Rancho Corral de Tierra). 

3. Dogwalking groups must be active partners in management of dogwalking in 
the park. 

4. All stakeholders must agree to disseminate correct information to constituents 
regarding regulations, etc. 

5. Dogwalking options may include restrictions on days of the week, time of 
day, etc., to allow flexibility to accommodate other user groups. 

 
(3.165.06) 
(5.3.06) 
 

 

Comment [DH5]: Why do we have lighting in 
here?  Seems inappropriate with respect to dark night 
skies! 
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GGNRA DOG MANAGEMENT PLAN  
ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 
 
PURPOSE 
 
Adaptive Management is a tool developed to address uncertainties associated with 
proposed actions.  The intent is to protect resources while allowing an accepted practice 
where it does not cause unacceptable impacts to park resources.  The purpose of the 
Adaptive Management Strategies is to identify resources where exact impacts are 
unknown, difficult to assess accurately, or where the condition on the ground is fluid and 
requires changing management strategies, to identify the desired condition for these 
resources, to describe potential monitoring techniques, and to change management 
strategies to meet desired conditions for specific resources as necessary.   
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PROBLEM STATEMENT AND DESIRED CONDITIONS 
 
Resource/Location Problem Statement  Desired Condition 
Snowy Plovers at 
Chrissy Field and Ocean 
Beach 

Dogs off leash, and dogs on leash with walkers intruding into 
areas used by wintering and non-breeding Western Snowy 
Plovers cause disturbance to resting and feeding Western 
Snowy Plovers by chasing or otherwise causing birds to flee.  
The repeated energy loss can result in birds of poor physical 
condition which affects ability to survive and breed.  
Localities of concern are primarily at Crissy Field and Ocean 
Beach Units of GGNRA but other sand beaches and dune 
areas of GGNRA could have disturbance issues on occasion.   

Western Snowy plovers protection areas 
would provide suitable habitat for non-
breeding birds from May 16 to June 30 
every year.  This type of disturbance would 
be minimized in identified protection areas. 
 

Bank Swallows at Fort 
Funston 

Dogs off leash intruding into areas used by nesting Bank 
Swallow cause disturbance by chasing or otherwise causing 
birds to flee away from their nesting colony, interrupting 
feeding of young, etc.  There is a second source of 
disturbance from visitors trying to climb the sand cliffs from 
the beach.  The repeated energy loss affects ability to 
successfully rear young, and compromises the health of 
adults resulting in the inability to breed successfully.  Health 
and condition would also impact the entire colony’s ability to 
migrate to their winter range. 

Disturbance of bank swallows caused by 
dogs and visitors at the sand cliffs at Fort 
Funston, and other areas important for bank 
swallows should they be identified, would 
be kept to minimal levels to protect the bank 
swallow colony. 

Mission Blue 
Butterfly/Coastal Shrub 
Habitat at Fort Funston 

Dogs off leash, and dogs on leash with walkers intruding into 
areas of intact coastal shrub habitat, in areas off designated 
trails.  Off trail activity degrades and fragments the habitat, 
trampling plants and denuding vegetated areas. 

Off trail areas would be protected from 
human activity to allow the coastal shrub 
habitat to flourish and to protect habitat for 
Mission blue butterfly. 

Visitor Experience at 
park units with visitor 
use conflicts 

Conflicts between dogs walked off leash and other visitors 
can be particularly intense along the beach areas of the park, 
as this area attracts large numbers of visitors, both with and 
without dogs, on weekends and during the summer or on 
warm days. Because the GGNRA manages much of the 

GGNRA provides a range of natural, 
historic, and developed settings and is able 
to accommodate a large variety of visitor 
experiences.  Visitors would be able to 
enjoy their experience at GGNRA without 
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publicly accessible San Francisco Bay and ocean coastal 
lands in the region, park personnel have stated that the 
increased numbers of visitors and resulting conflicts among 
them are of great concern.  
 
Walkers, hikers, joggers, bikers, horseback riders, wildlife 
watchers, and those seeking a quiet and natural experience 
are all potentially disturbed by running, barking dogs—
particularly by those that chase or harass people or wildlife. 
Dogs can also indirectly affect visitors by leaving waste on 
beaches, on trails, or near the park’s aquatic resources. 
Although signs indicate that owners are responsible for 
removing pet waste, this rule is not always followed.  Dog 
waste can have an adverse impact on visitors, resources, and 
the safety of park staff tasked with cleaning up after 
irresponsible owners. 
 

being negatively affected by the activity of 
other visitors’ dogs. 

Public Health and Safety 
at San Francisco area 
park units 

Injuries to visitors from dogs jumping on them, chasing 
them, or harassing them, or biting them are a serious concern 
as are injuries to rangers who rescue dogs or dog owners. In 
the year 2000, for example, 15 dogs and two dog owners 
were rescued from the cliffs at Fort Funston (NPS 2001c). 
Two ranger injuries were reported in the course of these 
rescues. If dogs had been leashed, these rescues would not 
have been needed.  
 
Visitors have reported being jumped on and knocked down 
by unrestrained dogs. Park police have received reports from 
visitors of dogs knocking down visitors resulting in physical 
injury (scrapes, broken ankle, etc).  The park has had 
complaints from people who are so frightened of off-leash 

Visitors to GGNRA and park staff would 
have a safe experience and not experience 
bodily injury as a result of an encounter 
with dogs.   
 
The health of visitors and staff would not be 
affected by dog feces in park areas. 
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dogs that they avoid visiting the park entirely or visit only 
when least likely to encounter dogs. Even dogs on leashes 
can be frightening to some people, such as joggers or other 
dog walkers, when dogs bark or strain at the leash. 
 
With the number of dogs in the park, dog feces left behind is 
an unpleasant experience and a potential health hazard. 
 

Cultural Resources at 
Fort Funston 

Need to determine with park if we should monitor 
earthworks at Ft Funston 
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Criteria to Evaluate Data 
 
To assess the data collected, criteria would need to be developed for each resource.  
These criteria must be objective, based in law or regulation where possible, and easily 
evaluated.  From the criteria thresholds would be developed that would trigger 
management actions.  Below are some examples of laws that would be used to develop 
criteria to assess impacts of the preferred alternative on resources.  The intent is develop 
criteria that match the intent of the law, regulation or policy. 
 

1. Endangered Species Act – the snowy plover is protected under the ESA.  The 
ESA has clearly defined actions that are considered violations of the Act.  
Harassment and harm of protected species is not permitted under ESA.  
Monitoring could be conducted to assess if plovers were harassed or harmed as a 
result of the preferred alternative. 

2. National Historic Preservation Act – requires that resources listed on or eligible 
for listing on the National Register not be adversely affected by proposed actions.  
Earthen works at many of the units are identified cultural resources.  Monitoring 
of the earthworks would identify erosion or damage. 

3. NPS Organic Act – requires that resources be maintained unimpaired for the 
enjoyment of future generations. 

4. NPS Management Policies – The NPS Management Policies provide guidance for 
all resources, including visitor experience and public safety, and protection of 
resources, all of which could be suitable for development of criteria.  An 
overarching criteria would be avoiding unacceptable impacts, which if violated 
could lead to impairment.   Another criteria is the requirement that NPS provide 
the same protection to state and locally protected species as that afforded to 
federally protected species, where practical.  Monitoring could be conducted to 
assess if bank swallows were harassed or harmed as a result of the preferred 
alternative. 

5. GGNRA Mission – the mission of the park is to “preserve for public use and 
enjoyment certain areas …possessing outstanding natural, historic, scenic, and 
recreational values, and in order to provide for the maintenance of needed 
recreational open space necessary to urban environment and planning”.   

 
 
MONITORING 
 
Monitoring is intended to test the success and efficacy of management actions 
implemented by the Dog Management Plan.  Monitoring would be targeted to assess the 
effects of the preferred alternative on the specific resources identified above, to assess if 
desired conditions are maintained under the preferred alternative.  The specific objectives 
of monitoring are to  
 

1. reduce the uncertainty of current conditions by gathering additional data where 
data are lacking 

Comment [MBE1]: The criteria will lead to 
thresholds, yet to be developed.  
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2. develop and refine protocols for collecting data that are cost effective, efficient, 
and explicitly linked to management actions 

3. develop thresholds/criteria for data evaluation that will facilitate the adaptive 
management process 

 
Monitoring Protocols and Activities 
 
Detailed monitoring protocols would be developed to ensure accurate, valid data.  
Monitoring would begin as soon as a monitoring protocol is developed.  The park will 
create a two-person roving monitoring team that would monitor each ROLA site on a 
rotating basis, evaluating and documenting lack of compliance as described below.  In 
addition, that team will evaluate and include complaints made by the public and citations 
as part of the monitoring data that could lead to a management change per the adaptive 
management strategy.   
 
Below are potential monitoring activities that could be used to assess impacts of dogs on 
park natural resources, visitor experience, and public health and safety.  Monitoring 
activities for visitor experience and health and safety are combined as most provide 
insight to impacts to each:  
 
Western Snowy Plover/Bank Swallow 
• Dog harassment of wildlife per ESA and ROLA definition:   

o Observations of dogs that intentionally or unintentionally annoy, pursue, hunt, 
harass, harm, wound, chase, attack, capture, or kill wildlife.  

o Citations resulting from disturbance or harassment of wildlife should be 
reported for monitoring purposes.   

Visitor Experience/Public Safety and Health 
• Dogs in noncompliance with the special regulation for off-leash dogwalking, 36 

CFR 2.15, or the Superintendent’s Compendium, in those areas subject to 
adaptive management. 

• Dog Excrement: Incidents of dog-owners failing to remove excrement or general 
observations of excrement left in the park should be monitored and reported.  
Monitoring could be carried out as observations by park staff and a record of 
visitor complaints. 

• Dogs that: 

o annoy, harass, or attack people, livestock, or other leashed or unleashed 
dogs,  

o enter leash-required or dog-prohibited areas, and/or 
o dig, destroy vegetation, or enter fenced or closed areas. 

 

Coastal Shrub Habitat/ Mission Blue Butterfly 
• Vegetation monitoring:  Coastal shrub habitat vegetation should be monitored in 

park areas where dogs are allowed (on-leash and off-leash) and compared to 
control vegetation sites that are known to be rarely visited or closed to visitors.  

Comment [MBE2]: NOTE TO PARK STAFF:  
THESE WILL BE GENERATED IN GREATER 
DETAIL AFTER THE RD BRIEFING.   
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Monitoring of vegetation would focus on destruction or deterioration of plants 
and habitat, especially inside protected areas. 

 
 

 
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 
 
If monitoring revealed that the desired condition for a resource was not being met, a 
responsive management action would be initiated.  Management actions could determine 
that the violation was caused by natural variation and that the desired condition needed to 
be adjusted, or a new criterion selected to better reflect desired conditions.  Actions to 
manage or limit impacts from dogs in GGNRA would be implemented when the desired 
condition was not met due to impacts associated with dogs in GGNRA.  Management 
could include the following (this list is subject to revision): 

1. Enforcement of regulations (e.g., patrols, notifications, citations) 
2. Education (e.g., information signs and exhibits, interpretive programs, visitor 

center exhibits, brochures and fliers, public meetings, meetings with user groups) 
3. Site management (e.g., barriers, area closure, redirection of visitors with dogs to 

suitable sites) 
4. Regulation (increase the level of restriction for dog use in the area) 

 
Management actions would comply with the requirements of NEPA, NHPA and other 
applicable legislation. 
 
Table 2, Potential Management Actions by Alternative, presents ideas for consideration. 
Management Actions are presented as “IF” “THEN” statements.  IF monitoring indicates 
an unacceptable condition (to be determined using criteria identified above and others), 
THEN NPS would consider a proposed action and monitoring would continue to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the new action.  IF conditions persist or worsen, THEN further 
action, often more protective or restrictive, would be evaluated and implemented if 
deemed necessary.   
 
Because the alternatives under evaluation could cause the implementation of new rules, 
education and enforcement are important first steps for nearly all adaptive management 
actions.  If through education and enforcement, the unacceptable condition can be 
corrected, more restrictive action can be avoided.  If education and enforcement are not 
sufficient to protect the resource, then NPS would need to evaluate more protective 
actions.   
 
The IF/THEN statements in Table 2 are preliminary.  More management options will be 
added as the Adaptive Management Plan is developed. 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 
Snowy Plovers at Crissy 
Field and Ocean Beach  

No dogs with the exception of service dogs IF non-service dogs are present, 
 
THEN need to increase education and 
enforcement. 

No dogs with the exception of service dogs from July 1 to 
May 15 (plover overwintering season). On leash May 16 
through June 30. 

 

IF flushing rate of plovers due to presence 
of dogs between May 16 & June 30 is 
unacceptable, 
 
THEN need to 1) determine cause (on-leash 
or off-leash dogs – existing monitoring data 
should answer); 2) develop response. 

 
1. IF on-leash dogs are too close to 

plovers, THEN 1) increase 
education and enforcement to keep 
dogs at least 30 feet from birds, 
monitor results. 

2. IF flushing rate of plovers due to on-
leash dogs persists, THEN consider 
closing area to dogs year round 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 

Bank Swallows at Fort 
Funston 

ENTIRE BEACH: On leash except for seasonal (April 1 – 
August 15) closure of strip of beach at the foot of 
northernmost bluffs to protect Bank Swallows. 

 

IF dogs on leash cause unacceptable rate of 
flushing; THEN increase education and 
enforcement. 
 
IF flushing rate remains unacceptable, 
evaluate impact of flushing on community 
and consider closing beach to dogs. 
 
IF dogs are present during closure period 
THEN, increase education and enforcement. 

NORTH BEACH: No dogs with the exception of service 
dogs from beach access trail north to OB;  

SOUTH BEACH: ROLA from beach access trail to sand 
ladder at s. end of FOFU beach 

IF dogs are observed entering North Beach 
from South Beach, THEN increase 
education and enforcement on South Beach. 
 
IF dogs off leash cause flushing rate of bank 
swallows on North Beach at unacceptable 
levels, THEN evaluate need to alter rule on 
South Beach. 
 
Step down approach: 

1. Increase education & enforcement.  
IF not adequate THEN: 

2. Convert South Beach to on-leash 
and monitor impacts to North Beach 
Bank Swallows.  IF not adequate, 
THEN, 

3. Consider closure of South Beach. 

Comment [MBE3]: NOTE FOR PARK STAFF - 
WHAT CONSTITUTES “UNACCEPTABLE” 
WILL BE DETERMINED AFTER THE RD 
BRIEFING 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 

 NORTH BEACH: No dogs with the exception of service 
dogs from beach access trail north to OB;  

SOUTH BEACH: On leash south from beach access trail to 
sand ladder at s. end of FOFU beach 

IF dogs are observed entering North Beach 
from South Beach, THEN increase 
education and enforcement on South Beach. 
 
IF dogs on-leash cause flushing rate of bank 
swallows on North Beach at unacceptable 
levels, THEN evaluate need to alter rule on 
South Beach. 
 
Step down approach: 

1. Increase education & enforcement.  
IF not adequate THEN: 

2. Consider closure of South Beach. 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 

 NORTH BEACH: On leash from beach access trail north to 
OB except for seasonal (April 1 – August 15) closure of strip 
of beach at the foot of northernmost bluffs to protect Bank 
Swallows 

SOUTH BEACH: ROLA south from beach access trail to 
sand ladder at s. end of FOFU beach 

IF dogs on leash cause unacceptable rate of 
flushing on North Beach; THEN increase 
education and enforcement. 
 
IF flushing rate from on-leash dogs on 
North Beach remains unacceptable, evaluate 
impact of flushing on community and 
consider closing beach. 
 
IF dogs are present during closure period 
THEN, increase education and enforcement. 
 
IF dogs-off leash cause flushing rate of 
bank swallows on North Beach at 
unacceptable levels, THEN evaluate need to 
alter rule on South Beach. 
 
Step down approach: 

1. Increase education & enforcement.  
IF not adequate THEN: 

2. Convert South Beach to on-leash 
and monitor impacts to North Beach 
Bank Swallows.  IF not adequate, 
THEN: 

3. Consider closure of South Beach. 
 
NOTE – Potential closure of either beach 
needs to consider action on other beach 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 
Mission Blue 
Butterfly/Coastal Shrub 
Habitat at Fort Funston 

TBD TBD 

Visitor Experience at 
San Francisco area park 
units 

Various Within a park area: 
 
IF undesirable interactions between dogs 
and other visitors reaches problem level, 
THEN increase education and enforcement. 
 
IF undesirable interactions between dogs 
and other visitors reaches unacceptable 
level, THEN evaluate need to alter dog rule. 

Public Health and Safety 
at San Francisco area 
park units 

 IF visitor safety incidents from dogs reach 
problem level, THEN increase education 
and enforcement. 
 
IF visitor safety incidents from dogs reach 
problem level, THEN change dog rule to 
next level of restriction (if a ROLA, convert 
to on-leash, if on-leash, convert to closed). 

Cultural Resources at 
Fort Funston 

Dogs are not permitted on earthworks. IF degradation of earthworks caused by 
dogs is observed, THEN increase education 
and enforcement. 
 
IF degradation of earthworks caused by 
dogs persists for defined period of time, 
THEN consider options for preventing dog 
access to earthworks: 

1) barriers 
2) more restrictive dog rules. 
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GGNRA DOG MANAGEMENT PLAN  
ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 
 
PURPOSE 
 
Adaptive Management is a tool developed to address uncertainties associated with 
proposed actions.  The intent is to protect resources while allowing an accepted practice 
where it does not cause unacceptable impacts to park resources.  The purpose of the 
Adaptive Management Strategies is to identify resources where exact impacts are 
unknown, difficult to assess accurately, or where the condition on the ground is fluid and 
requires changing management strategies, to identify the desired condition for these 
resources, to describe potential monitoring techniques, and to change management 
strategies to meet desired conditions for specific resources as necessary.   
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PROBLEM STATEMENT AND DESIRED CONDITIONS 
 
Resource/Location Problem Statement  Desired Condition 
Snowy Plovers at Crissy 
Field and Ocean Beach 

Dogs off leash, and dogs on leash with walkers intruding into 
areas used by wintering and non-breeding Western Snowy 
Plovers cause disturbance to resting and feeding Western 
Snowy Plovers by chasing or otherwise causing birds to flee.  
The repeated energy loss can result in birds of poor physical 
condition which affects ability to survive and breed.  
Localities of concern are primarily at Crissy Field and Ocean 
Beach Units of GGNRA but other sand beaches and dune 
areas of GGNRA could have disturbance issues on occasion.   

Western Snowy plovers protection areas 
would provide suitable habitat for non-
breeding birds from May 16 to June 30 
every year.  This type of disturbance would 
be minimized in identified protection areas. 
 

Bank Swallows at Fort 
Funston 

Dogs off leash intruding into areas used by nesting Bank 
Swallow cause disturbance by chasing or otherwise causing 
birds to flee away from their nesting colony, interrupting 
feeding of young, etc.  There is a second source of 
disturbance from visitors trying to climb the sand cliffs from 
the beach.  The repeated energy loss affects ability to 
successfully rear young, and compromises the health of 
adults resulting in the inability to breed successfully.  Health 
and condition would also impact the entire colony’s ability to 
migrate to their winter range. 

Disturbance of bank swallows caused by 
dogs and visitors at the sand cliffs at Fort 
Funston, and other areas important for bank 
swallows should they be identified, would 
be kept to minimal levels to protect the bank 
swallow colony. 

Mission Blue 
Butterfly/Coastal Shrub 
Habitat at Fort Funston 

Dogs off leash, and dogs on leash with walkers intruding into 
areas of intact coastal shrub habitat with the species’ host 
plant, along trail edges and in areas off designated trails.  Off 
trail activity Activity along trails and off trails in these areas 
degrades and fragments the habitat, trampling host plants and 
denuding vegetated areas. 

Off trail areasAreas of host plants would be 
protected from human activity to allow the 
coastal shrub habitat to flourish and to 
protect habitat for Mission blue butterfly. 

Visitor Experience at 
park units with visitor 
use conflicts 

Conflicts between dogs walked off leash and other visitors 
can be particularly intense along the beach areas of the park, 
as this area attracts large numbers of visitors , both with and 

GGNRA provides a range of natural, 
historic, and developed settings and is able 
to accommodate a large variety of visitor 

Comment [ses1]: Should we also be addressing 
shorebirds?   

Comment [ses2]: Changed seasonal restriction 
to all year round. 
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without dogs, on weekends and during the summer or on 
warm days. Because the GGNRA manages much of the 
publicly accessible San Francisco Bay and ocean coastal 
lands in the region, park personnel have stated that the 
increased numbers of visitors and resulting conflicts among 
them are of great concern.  
 
Walkers, hikers, joggers, bikers, windsurfers, kiteboarders, 
horseback riders, wildlife watchers, and those seeking a quiet 
and natural experience are all potentially disturbed by 
running, barking large numbers of off leash dogs—
particularly by those that chase or harass people or wildlife. 
Dogs can also indirectly affect visitors by leaving waste on 
beaches, on trails, or near the park’s aquatic resources. 
Although signs indicate that owners are responsible for 
removing pet waste, this rule is not always followed.  Dog 
waste can have an adverse impact on visitors, resources, and 
the safety of park staff tasked with cleaning up after 
irresponsible owners. 
 

experiences.  Visitors would be able to 
enjoy their experience at GGNRA without 
being negatively affected by the activity of 
other visitors’ dogs. 

Public Health and Safety 
at San Francisco area 
park units 

Injuries to visitors from dogs jumping on them, chasing 
them, or harassing them, or biting them are a serious concern 
as are injuries to rangers who rescue dogs or dog owners. In 
the year 2000, for example, 15 dogs and two dog owners 
were rescued from the cliffs at Fort Funston (NPS 2001c). 
Two ranger injuries were reported in the course of these 
rescues. If dogs had been leashed, these rescues would not 
have been needed.  
 
Visitors have reported being jumped on and knocked down 
by unrestrained dogs. Park police have The park has received 

Visitors to GGNRA and park staff would 
have a safe experience and not experience 
bodily injury as a result of an encounter 
with dogs.   
 
The health of visitors and staff would not be 
affected by dog feces in park areas. 

Comment [ses3]: We need updated stats here. 
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reports from visitors of dogs knocking down visitors 
resulting in physical injury (scrapes, broken ankle, etc).  
Visitors can be negatively impacted by unwanted approaches 
by off leash dogs and by dog feces left in park areas. The 
park has had complaints from people who are so frightened 
of off-leash dogs that they avoid visiting the park entirely or 
visit only when least likely to encounter dogs. Even dogs on 
leashes can be frightening to some people, such as joggers or 
other dog walkers, when dogs bark or strain at the leash. 
 
With the number of dogs in the park, dog feces left behind 
can is create an unpleasant experience and , a potential health 
hazard and a noticeable odor.. 
 

Cultural Resources at 
Fort Funston 

Need to determine with park if we should monitor 
earthworks at Ft Funston 
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Criteria to Evaluate Data 
 
To assess the data collected, criteria would need to be developed for each resource.  
These criteria must be objective, based in law or regulation where possible, and easily 
evaluated.  From the criteria, thresholds would be developed that would trigger 
management actions.  Below are some examples of laws that would be used to develop 
criteria to assess impacts of the preferred alternative on resources.  The intent is to 
develop criteria that match the intent of the law, regulation or policy. 
 

1. Endangered Species Act – the snowy plover is protected under the ESA.  The 
ESA has clearly defined actions that are considered violations of the Act.  
Harassment and harm of protected species is not permitted under ESA.  
Monitoring could be conducted to assess if plovers were harassed or harmed as a 
result of the preferred alternative. 

2. National Historic Preservation Act – requires that resources listed on or eligible 
for listing on the National Register not be adversely affected by proposed actions.  
Earthen works at many of the units are identified cultural resources.  Monitoring 
of the earthworks would identify erosion or damage. 

3. NPS Organic Act – requires that resources be maintained unimpaired for the 
enjoyment of future generations. 

4. NPS Management Policies – The NPS Management Policies provide guidance for 
all resources, including visitor experience and public safety, and protection of 
resources, all of which could be suitable for development of criteria.  An 
overarching criteria would be avoiding unacceptable impacts, which if violated 
could lead to impairment.   Another criteria is the requirement that NPS provide 
the same protection to state and locally protected species as that afforded to 
federally protected species, where practical.  Monitoring could be conducted to 
assess if bank swallows were harassed or harmed as a result of the preferred 
alternative. 

5. GGNRA Mission – the mission of the park is to “preserve for public use and 
enjoyment certain areas …possessing outstanding natural, historic, scenic, and 
recreational values, and in order to provide for the maintenance of needed 
recreational open space necessary to urban environment and planning”.   

 
 
MONITORING 
 
Monitoring is intended to test the success and efficacy of management actions 
implemented by the Dog Management Plan.  Monitoring would be targeted to assess the 
effects of the preferred alternative on the specific resources identified above, to assess if 
desired conditions are maintained under the preferred alternative.  The specific objectives 
of monitoring are to  
 

1. reduce the uncertainty of current conditions by gathering additional data where 
data are lacking 

Comment [MBE4]: The criteria will lead to 
thresholds, yet to be developed.  

Comment [ses5]: Is this the correct description, 
or should we say the final Dog Management Plan 
or..? 
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2. develop and refine protocols for collecting data that are cost effective, efficient, 
and explicitly linked to management actions 

3. develop thresholds/criteria for data evaluation that will facilitate the adaptive 
management processactions. 

 
Monitoring Protocols and Activities 
 
Detailed monitoring protocols would be developed to ensure accurate, valid data.  
Monitoring would begin as soon as a monitoring protocol is developed.  The park will 
create a two-person roving monitoring team that would monitor each ROLA site on a 
rotating basis, evaluating and documenting lack of compliance as described below.  In 
addition, that team will evaluate and include complaints made by the public and citations 
as part of the monitoring data that could lead to a management change per the adaptive 
management strategy.   
 
Below are potential monitoring activities that could be used to assess impacts of dogs on 
park natural resources, visitor experience, and public health and safety.  Monitoring 
activities for visitor experience and health and safety are combined as most provide 
insight to impacts to each:  
 
Western Snowy Plover/Bank Swallow 
• Dog harassment of wildlife per ESA and ROLA definition:   

o Observations of dogs that intentionally or unintentionally annoy, pursue, hunt, 
harass, harm, wound, chase, attack, capture, or kill wildlife.  

o Citations and warnings resulting from disturbance or harassment of wildlife 
should be reportedwill be reported in the Local File for monitoring purposes.   

Visitor Experience/Public Safety and Health 
• Dogs in noncompliance with the special regulation for off-leash dogwalking, 36 

CFR 2.15, or the Superintendent’s Compendium, in those areas subject to 
adaptive management. 

• Dog Excrement: Incidents of dog-owners failing to remove excrement or general 
observations of excrement left in the park should be monitored and reported.  
Monitoring could be carried out as observations by park staff and a record of 
visitor complaints. 

• Dogs that: 

o annoy, harass, or attack people, livestock, or other leashed or unleashed 
dogs,  

o enter leash-required or dog-prohibited areas, and/or 
o dig, destroy vegetation, or enter fenced or closed areas. 

 

Coastal Shrub Habitat/ Mission Blue Butterfly 
• Vegetation monitoring:  Coastal shrub habitat vegetation should be monitored in 

park areas where dogs are allowed (on-leash and off-leash) and compared to 
control vegetation sites that are known to be rarely visited or closed to visitors.  

Comment [MBE6]: NOTE TO PARK STAFF:  
THESE WILL BE GENERATED IN GREATER 
DETAIL AFTER THE RD BRIEFING.   

Comment [ses7]: Is this detail from the park? 

Comment [ses8]: Will we have two dog regs in 
play in the park after a special reg in place?   
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Monitoring of vegetation would focus on destruction or deterioration of plants 
and habitat, especially inside protected areas. 

 
 

 
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 
 
If monitoring revealed that the desired condition for a resource was not being met, a 
responsive management action would be initiated.  Management actions could determine 
that the violation was caused by natural variation and that the desired condition needed to 
be adjusted, or a new criterion selected to better reflect desired conditions.  Actions to 
manage or limit impacts from dogs in GGNRA would be implemented when the desired 
condition was not met due to impacts associated with dogs in GGNRA.  Management 
could include the following (this list is subject to revision): 

1. Increased eEnforcement of regulations (e.g., patrols, notifications, citations) 
2. Increased eEducation (e.g., information signs and exhibits, interpretive programs, 

visitor center exhibits, brochures and fliers, public meetings, meetings with user 
groups) 

3. Site management (e.g., barriers, area closure, redirection of visitors with dogs to 
suitable sites) 

4. Regulation (increase the level of restriction for dog use in the area) 
 
Management actions would comply with the requirements of NEPA, NHPA and other 
applicable legislation. 
 
Table 2, Potential Management Actions by Alternative, presents ideas for consideration. 
Management Actions are presented as “IF” “THEN” statements.  IF monitoring indicates 
an unacceptable condition (to be determined using criteria identified above and others), 
THEN NPS would consider a proposed action and monitoring would continue to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the new action.  IF conditions persist or worsen, THEN further 
action, often more protective or restrictive, would be evaluated and implemented if 
deemed necessary.   
 
Because the alternatives under evaluation could cause the implementation of new rules, 
education and enforcement are important first steps for nearly all adaptive management 
actions.  If through education and enforcement, the unacceptable condition can be 
corrected, more restrictive action can be avoided.  If education and enforcement are not 
sufficient to protect the resource, then NPS would need to evaluate more protective 
actions.   
 
The IF/THEN statements in Table 2 are preliminary.  More management options will be 
added as the Adaptive Management Plan is developed. 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 
Snowy Plovers at Crissy 
Field and Ocean Beach  

No dogs with the exception of service dogs IF non-service dogs are present, 
 
THEN need to increase education and 
enforcement. 

No dogs with the exception of service dogs from July 1 to 
May 15 (plover overwintering season). On leash May 16 
through June 30. 

 

IF flushing rate of plovers due to presence 
of dogs between May 16 & June 30 is 
unacceptableoff leash dogs are present, 
 
THEN need to increase education and 
enforcement  need to 1) determine cause 
(on-leash or off-leash dogs – existing 
monitoring data should answer); 2) develop 
response. 

 
1.IF on-leash dogs are too close to 

plovers, THEN 1) increase 
education and enforcement to keep 
dogs at least 30 feet from birds, 
monitor results. 

2.IF flushing rate of plovers due to on-
leash dogs persists, THEN consider 
closing area to dogs year round 

 

Comment [ses9]: Remove throughout as we did 
in matrix 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 

Bank Swallows at Fort 
Funston 

ENTIRE BEACH: On leash except for seasonal (April 1 – 
August 15) closure of strip of beach at the foot of 
northernmost bluffs to protect Bank Swallows. 

 

IF dogs on leash cause unacceptable rate of 
flushing; THEN increase education and 
enforcement. 
 
IF flushing rate remains unacceptable, 
evaluate impact of flushing on community 
and consider closing beach to dogs. 
 
IF dogs are present during closure period 
THEN, increase education and enforcement. 

NORTH BEACH: No dogs with the exception of service 
dogs from beach access trail north to OB;  

SOUTH BEACH: ROLA from beach access trail to sand 
ladder at s. end of FOFU beach 

IF dogs are observed entering North Beach 
from South Beach, THEN increase 
education and enforcement on South Beach. 
 
IF dogs off leash cause flushing rate of bank 
swallows on North Beach at unacceptable 
levels, THEN evaluate need to alter rule on 
South Beach. 
 
Step down approach: 

1. Increase education & enforcement.  
IF not adequate THEN: 

2. Convert South Beach to on-leash 
and monitor impacts to North Beach 
Bank Swallows.  IF not adequate, 
THEN, 

3. Consider closure of South Beach. 

Comment [MBE10]: NOTE FOR PARK STAFF 
- WHAT CONSTITUTES “UNACCEPTABLE” 
WILL BE DETERMINED AFTER THE RD 
BRIEFING 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 

 NORTH BEACH: No dogs with the exception of service 
dogs from beach access trail north to OB;  

SOUTH BEACH: On leash south from beach access trail to 
sand ladder at s. end of FOFU beach 

IF dogs are observed entering North Beach 
from South Beach, THEN increase 
education and enforcement on South Beach. 
 
IF dogs on-leash cause flushing rate of bank 
swallows on North Beach at unacceptable 
levels, THEN evaluate need to alter rule on 
South Beach. 
 
Step down approach: 

1. Increase education & enforcement.  
IF not adequate THEN: 

2. Consider closure of South Beach. 
 

GGNRA006409



 

11 of 13 

 
Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 

 NORTH BEACH: On leash from beach access trail north to 
OB except for seasonal (April 1 – August 15) closure of strip 
of beach at the foot of northernmost bluffs to protect Bank 
Swallows 

SOUTH BEACH: ROLA south from beach access trail to 
sand ladder at s. end of FOFU beach 

IF dogs on leash cause unacceptable rate of 
flushing on North Beach; THEN increase 
education and enforcement. 
 
IF flushing rate from on-leash dogs on 
North Beach remains unacceptable, evaluate 
impact of flushing on community and 
consider closing beach. 
 
IF dogs are present during closure period 
THEN, increase education and enforcement. 
 
IF dogs-off leash cause flushing rate of 
bank swallows on North Beach at 
unacceptable levels, THEN evaluate need to 
alter rule on South Beach. 
 
Step down approach: 

1. Increase education & enforcement.  
IF not adequate THEN: 

2. Convert South Beach to on-leash 
and monitor impacts to North Beach 
Bank Swallows.  IF not adequate, 
THEN: 

3. Consider closure of South Beach. 
 
NOTE – Potential closure of either beach 
needs to consider action on other beach 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 
Mission Blue 
Butterfly/Coastal Shrub 
Habitat at Fort Funston 

TBD TBD 

Visitor Experience at 
San Francisco area park 
units 

Various Within a park area: 
 
IF undesirable interactions between dogs 
and other visitors reaches problem level, 
THEN increase education and enforcement. 
 
IF undesirable interactions between dogs 
and other visitors reaches unacceptable 
level, THEN change dog rule to next level 
of restriction (if a ROLA, convert to on-
leash, if on-leash, convert to 
closed).evaluate need to alter dog rule. 

Public Health and Safety 
at San Francisco area 
park units 

 IF visitor safety incidents from dogs reach 
problem level, THEN increase education 
and enforcement. 
 
IF visitor safety incidents from dogs reach 
problem level, THEN change dog rule to 
next level of restriction (if a ROLA, convert 
to on-leash, if on-leash, convert to closed). 

Cultural Resources at 
Fort Funston 

Dogs are not permitted on earthworks. IF degradation of earthworks caused by 
dogs is observed, THEN increase education 
and enforcement. 
 
IF degradation of earthworks caused by 
dogs persists for defined period of time, 
THEN consider options for preventing dog 

Comment [ses11]: Why only SF areas and not 
Marin? 

Comment [ses12]:  
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access to earthworks: 
1) barriers 
2) more restrictive dog rules. 
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GGNRA DOG MANAGEMENT PLAN  
ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 

PRELIMINARY DRAFT 
 
PURPOSE 
 
Adaptive Management is a tool developed to address uncertainties associated with 
proposed actions.  The intent is to protect resources while allowing an accepted practice 
where it does not cause unacceptable impacts to park resources.  The purpose of the 
Adaptive Management Strategies is to identify resources where exact impacts are 
unknown, difficult to assess accurately, or where the condition on the ground is fluid and 
requires changing management strategies, to identify the desired condition for these 
resources, to describe potential monitoring techniques, and to change management 
strategies to meet desired conditions for specific resources as necessary.   
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PROBLEM STATEMENT AND DESIRED CONDITIONS 
 
Resource/Location Problem Statement  Desired Condition 
Snowy Plovers at Crissy 
Field and Ocean Beach 

Dogs off leash, and dogs on leash with walkers intruding into 
areas used by wintering and non-breeding Western Snowy 
Plovers cause disturbance to resting and feeding Western 
Snowy Plovers by chasing or otherwise causing birds to flee.  
The repeated energy loss can result in birds of poor physical 
condition which affects ability to survive and breed.  
Localities of concern are primarily at Crissy Field and Ocean 
Beach Units of GGNRA but other sand beaches and dune 
areas of GGNRA could have disturbance issues on occasion.   

Western Snowy plovers protection areas 
would provide suitable habitat for non-
breeding birds from May 16 to June 30 
every year.  This type of disturbance would 
be minimized in identified protection areas. 
 

Bank Swallows at Fort 
Funston 

Dogs off leash intruding into areas used by nesting Bank 
Swallow cause disturbance by chasing or otherwise causing 
birds to flee away from their nesting colony, interrupting 
feeding of young, etc.  There is a second source of 
disturbance from visitors trying to climb the sand cliffs from 
the beach.  The repeated energy loss affects ability to 
successfully rear young, and compromises the health of 
adults resulting in the inability to breed successfully.  Health 
and condition would also impact the entire colony’s ability to 
migrate to their winter range. 

Disturbance of bank swallows caused by 
dogs and visitors at the sand cliffs at Fort 
Funston, and other areas important for bank 
swallows should they be identified, would 
be kept to minimal levels to protect the bank 
swallow colony. 

Mission Blue 
Butterfly/Coastal Shrub 
Habitat at Fort Funston 

Dogs off leash, and dogs on leash with walkers intruding into 
areas of intact coastal shrub habitat with the species’ host 
plant, along trail edges and in areas off designated trails.  Off 
trail activity Activity along trails and off trails in these areas 
degrades and fragments the habitat, trampling host plants and 
denuding vegetated areas. 

Off trail areasAreas of host plants would be 
protected from human activity to allow the 
coastal shrub habitat to flourish and to 
protect habitat for Mission blue butterfly. 

Visitor Experience at 
park units with visitor 
use conflicts 

Conflicts between dogs walked off leash and other visitors 
can be particularly intense along the beach areas of the park, 
as this area attracts large numbers of visitors , both with and 

GGNRA provides a range of natural, 
historic, and developed settings and is able 
to accommodate a large variety of visitor 

Comment [ses1]: Should we also be addressing 
shorebirds?   

Comment [ses2]: Changed seasonal restriction 
to all year round. 

Comment [MBE3]: We can address shorebirds, 
but remember that the AMS strategy is only looking 
to address a couple indicator species.  Won’t have 
the time or money to monitor for all of them. 

Comment [MBE4]: Not sure by what you mean 
by the “species’ host plant” 
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without dogs, on weekends and during the summer or on 
warm days. Because the GGNRA manages much of the 
publicly accessible San Francisco Bay and ocean coastal 
lands in the region, park personnel have stated that the 
increased numbers of visitors and resulting conflicts among 
them are of great concern.  
 
Walkers, hikers, joggers, bikers, windsurfers, kiteboarders, 
horseback riders, wildlife watchers, and those seeking a quiet 
and natural experience are all potentially disturbed by 
running, barking large numbers of off leash dogs—
particularly by those that chase or harass people or wildlife. 
Dogs can also indirectly affect visitors by leaving waste on 
beaches, on trails, or near the park’s aquatic resources. 
Although signs indicate that owners are responsible for 
removing pet waste, this rule is not always followed.  Dog 
waste can have an adverse impact on visitors, resources, and 
the safety of park staff tasked with cleaning up after 
irresponsible owners. 
 

experiences.  Visitors would be able to 
enjoy their experience at GGNRA without 
being negatively affected by the activity of 
other visitors’ dogs. 

Public Health and Safety 
at San Francisco area 
park units 

Injuries to visitors from dogs jumping on them, chasing 
them, or harassing them, or biting them are a serious concern 
as are injuries to rangers who rescue dogs or dog owners. In 
the year 2000, for example, 15 dogs and two dog owners 
were rescued from the cliffs at Fort Funston (NPS 2001c). 
Two ranger injuries were reported in the course of these 
rescues. If dogs had been leashed, these rescues would not 
have been needed.  
 
Visitors have reported being jumped on and knocked down 
by unrestrained dogs. Park police have The park has received 

Visitors to GGNRA and park staff would 
have a safe experience and not experience 
bodily injury as a result of an encounter 
with dogs.   
 
The health of visitors and staff would not be 
affected by dog feces in park areas. 

Comment [ses5]: We need updated stats here. 
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reports from visitors of dogs knocking down visitors 
resulting in physical injury (scrapes, broken ankle, etc).  
Visitors can be negatively impacted by unwanted approaches 
by off leash dogs and by dog feces left in park areas. The 
park has had complaints from people who are so frightened 
of off-leash dogs that they avoid visiting the park entirely or 
visit only when least likely to encounter dogs. Even dogs on 
leashes can be frightening to some people, such as joggers or 
other dog walkers, when dogs bark or strain at the leash. 
 
With the number of dogs in the park, dog feces left behind 
can is create an unpleasant experience and , a potential health 
hazard and a noticeable odor.. 
 

Cultural Resources at 
Fort Funston 

Need to determine with park if we should monitor 
earthworks at Ft Funston 
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Criteria to Evaluate Data 
 
To assess the data collected, criteria would need to be developed for each resource.  
These criteria must be objective, based in law or regulation where possible, and easily 
evaluated.  From the criteria, thresholds would be developed that would trigger 
management actions.  Below are some examples of laws that would be used to develop 
criteria to assess impacts of the preferred alternative on resources.  The intent is to 
develop criteria that match the intent of the law, regulation or policy. 
 

1. Endangered Species Act – the snowy plover is protected under the ESA.  The 
ESA has clearly defined actions that are considered violations of the Act.  
Harassment and harm of protected species is not permitted under ESA.  
Monitoring could be conducted to assess if plovers were harassed or harmed as a 
result of the preferred alternative. 

2. National Historic Preservation Act – requires that resources listed on or eligible 
for listing on the National Register not be adversely affected by proposed actions.  
Earthen works at many of the units are identified cultural resources.  Monitoring 
of the earthworks would identify erosion or damage. 

3. NPS Organic Act – requires that resources be maintained unimpaired for the 
enjoyment of future generations. 

4. NPS Management Policies – The NPS Management Policies provide guidance for 
all resources, including visitor experience and public safety, and protection of 
resources, all of which could be suitable for development of criteria.  An 
overarching criteria would be avoiding unacceptable impacts, which if violated 
could lead to impairment.   Another criteria is the requirement that NPS provide 
the same protection to state and locally protected species as that afforded to 
federally protected species, where practical.  Monitoring could be conducted to 
assess if bank swallows were harassed or harmed as a result of the preferred 
alternative. 

5. GGNRA Mission – the mission of the park is to “preserve for public use and 
enjoyment certain areas …possessing outstanding natural, historic, scenic, and 
recreational values, and in order to provide for the maintenance of needed 
recreational open space necessary to urban environment and planning”.   

 
 
MONITORING 
 
Monitoring is intended to test the success and efficacy of management actions 
implemented by the Dog Management Plan.  Monitoring would be targeted to assess the 
effects of the preferred alternative on the specific resources identified above, to assess if 
desired conditions are maintained under the preferred alternative.  The specific objectives 
of monitoring are to  
 

1. reduce the uncertainty of current conditions by gathering additional data where 
data are lacking 

Comment [MBE6]: The criteria will lead to 
thresholds, yet to be developed.  

Comment [ses7]: Is this the correct description, 
or should we say the final Dog Management Plan 
or..? 

Comment [MBE8]: For now it should probably 
be preferred alternative. 
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2. develop and refine protocols for collecting data that are cost effective, efficient, 
and explicitly linked to management actions 

3. develop thresholds/criteria for data evaluation that will facilitate the adaptive 
management processactions. 

 
Monitoring Protocols and Activities 
 
Detailed monitoring protocols would be developed to ensure accurate, valid data.  
Monitoring would begin as soon as a monitoring protocol is developed.  The park will 
create a two-person roving monitoring team that would monitor each ROLA site on a 
rotating basis, evaluating and documenting lack of compliance as described below.  In 
addition, that team will evaluate and include complaints made by the public and citations 
as part of the monitoring data that could lead to a management change per the adaptive 
management strategy.   
 
Below are potential monitoring activities that could be used to assess impacts of dogs on 
park natural resources, visitor experience, and public health and safety.  Monitoring 
activities for visitor experience and health and safety are combined as most provide 
insight to impacts to each:  
 
Western Snowy Plover/Bank Swallow 
• Dog harassment of wildlife per ESA and ROLA definition:   

o Observations of dogs that intentionally or unintentionally annoy, pursue, hunt, 
harass, harm, wound, chase, attack, capture, or kill wildlife.  

o Citations and warnings resulting from disturbance or harassment of wildlife 
should be reportedwill be reported in the Local File for monitoring purposes.   

Visitor Experience/Public Safety and Health 
• Dogs in noncompliance with the special regulation for off-leash dogwalking, 36 

CFR 2.15, or the Superintendent’s Compendium, in those areas subject to 
adaptive management. 

• Dog Excrement: Incidents of dog-owners failing to remove excrement or general 
observations of excrement left in the park should be monitored and reported.  
Monitoring could be carried out as observations by park staff and a record of 
visitor complaints. 

• Dogs that: 

o annoy, harass, or attack people, livestock, or other leashed or unleashed 
dogs,  

o enter leash-required or dog-prohibited areas, and/or 
o dig, destroy vegetation, or enter fenced or closed areas. 

 

Coastal Shrub Habitat/ Mission Blue Butterfly 
• Vegetation monitoring:  Coastal shrub habitat vegetation should be monitored in 

park areas where dogs are allowed (on-leash and off-leash) and compared to 
control vegetation sites that are known to be rarely visited or closed to visitors.  

Comment [MBE9]: NOTE TO PARK STAFF:  
THESE WILL BE GENERATED IN GREATER 
DETAIL AFTER THE RD BRIEFING.   

Comment [ses10]: Is this detail from the park? 

Comment [MBE11]: Yes. 

Comment [ses12]: Will we have two dog regs in 
play in the park after a special reg in place?   

Comment [MBE13]: Yes. 
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Monitoring of vegetation would focus on destruction or deterioration of plants 
and habitat, especially inside protected areas. 

 
 

 
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 
 
If monitoring revealed that the desired condition for a resource was not being met, a 
responsive management action would be initiated.  Management actions could determine 
that the violation was caused by natural variation and that the desired condition needed to 
be adjusted, or a new criterion selected to better reflect desired conditions.  Actions to 
manage or limit impacts from dogs in GGNRA would be implemented when the desired 
condition was not met due to impacts associated with dogs in GGNRA.  Management 
could include the following (this list is subject to revision): 

1. Increased eEnforcement of regulations (e.g., patrols, notifications, citations) 
2. Increased eEducation (e.g., information signs and exhibits, interpretive programs, 

visitor center exhibits, brochures and fliers, public meetings, meetings with user 
groups) 

3. Site management (e.g., barriers, area closure, redirection of visitors with dogs to 
suitable sites) 

4. Regulation (increase the level of restriction for dog use in the area) 
 
Management actions would comply with the requirements of NEPA, NHPA and other 
applicable legislation. 
 
Table 2, Potential Management Actions by Alternative, presents ideas for consideration. 
Management Actions are presented as “IF” “THEN” statements.  IF monitoring indicates 
an unacceptable condition (to be determined using criteria identified above and others), 
THEN NPS would consider a proposed action and monitoring would continue to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the new action.  IF conditions persist or worsen, THEN further 
action, often more protective or restrictive, would be evaluated and implemented if 
deemed necessary.   
 
Because the alternatives under evaluation could cause the implementation of new rules, 
education and enforcement are important first steps for nearly all adaptive management 
actions.  If through education and enforcement, the unacceptable condition can be 
corrected, more restrictive action can be avoided.  If education and enforcement are not 
sufficient to protect the resource, then NPS would need to evaluate more protective 
actions.   
 
The IF/THEN statements in Table 2 are preliminary.  More management options will be 
added as the Adaptive Management Plan is developed. 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 
Snowy Plovers at Crissy 
Field and Ocean Beach  

No dogs with the exception of service dogs IF non-service dogs are present, 
 
THEN need to increase education and 
enforcement. 

No dogs with the exception of service dogs from July 1 to 
May 15 (plover overwintering season). On leash May 16 
through June 30. 

 

IF flushing rate of plovers due to presence 
of dogs between May 16 & June 30 is 
unacceptableoff leash dogs are present, 
 
THEN need to increase education and 
enforcement  need to 1) determine cause 
(on-leash or off-leash dogs – existing 
monitoring data should answer); 2) develop 
response. 

 
1.IF on-leash dogs are too close to 

plovers, THEN 1) increase 
education and enforcement to keep 
dogs at least 30 feet from birds, 
monitor results. 

2.IF flushing rate of plovers due to on-
leash dogs persists, THEN consider 
closing area to dogs year round 

 

Comment [ses14]: Remove throughout as we 
did in matrix 

Comment [MBE15]: We should talk about this. 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 

Bank Swallows at Fort 
Funston 

ENTIRE BEACH: On leash except for seasonal (April 1 – 
August 15) closure of strip of beach at the foot of 
northernmost bluffs to protect Bank Swallows. 

 

IF dogs on leash cause unacceptable rate of 
flushing; THEN increase education and 
enforcement. 
 
IF flushing rate remains unacceptable, 
evaluate impact of flushing on community 
and consider closing beach to dogs. 
 
IF dogs are present during closure period 
THEN, increase education and enforcement. 

NORTH BEACH: No dogs with the exception of service 
dogs from beach access trail north to OB;  

SOUTH BEACH: ROLA from beach access trail to sand 
ladder at s. end of FOFU beach 

IF dogs are observed entering North Beach 
from South Beach, THEN increase 
education and enforcement on South Beach. 
 
IF dogs off leash cause flushing rate of bank 
swallows on North Beach at unacceptable 
levels, THEN evaluate need to alter rule on 
South Beach. 
 
Step down approach: 

1. Increase education & enforcement.  
IF not adequate THEN: 

2. Convert South Beach to on-leash 
and monitor impacts to North Beach 
Bank Swallows.  IF not adequate, 
THEN, 

3. Consider closure of South Beach. 

Comment [MBE16]: NOTE FOR PARK STAFF 
- WHAT CONSTITUTES “UNACCEPTABLE” 
WILL BE DETERMINED AFTER THE RD 
BRIEFING 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 

 NORTH BEACH: No dogs with the exception of service 
dogs from beach access trail north to OB;  

SOUTH BEACH: On leash south from beach access trail to 
sand ladder at s. end of FOFU beach 

IF dogs are observed entering North Beach 
from South Beach, THEN increase 
education and enforcement on South Beach. 
 
IF dogs on-leash cause flushing rate of bank 
swallows on North Beach at unacceptable 
levels, THEN evaluate need to alter rule on 
South Beach. 
 
Step down approach: 

1. Increase education & enforcement.  
IF not adequate THEN: 

2. Consider closure of South Beach. 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 

 NORTH BEACH: On leash from beach access trail north to 
OB except for seasonal (April 1 – August 15) closure of strip 
of beach at the foot of northernmost bluffs to protect Bank 
Swallows 

SOUTH BEACH: ROLA south from beach access trail to 
sand ladder at s. end of FOFU beach 

IF dogs on leash cause unacceptable rate of 
flushing on North Beach; THEN increase 
education and enforcement. 
 
IF flushing rate from on-leash dogs on 
North Beach remains unacceptable, evaluate 
impact of flushing on community and 
consider closing beach. 
 
IF dogs are present during closure period 
THEN, increase education and enforcement. 
 
IF dogs-off leash cause flushing rate of 
bank swallows on North Beach at 
unacceptable levels, THEN evaluate need to 
alter rule on South Beach. 
 
Step down approach: 

1. Increase education & enforcement.  
IF not adequate THEN: 

2. Convert South Beach to on-leash 
and monitor impacts to North Beach 
Bank Swallows.  IF not adequate, 
THEN: 

3. Consider closure of South Beach. 
 
NOTE – Potential closure of either beach 
needs to consider action on other beach 
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Resource/Location Alternatives Management Options 
Mission Blue 
Butterfly/Coastal Shrub 
Habitat at Fort Funston 

TBD TBD 

Visitor Experience at 
San Francisco area park 
units 

Various Within a park area: 
 
IF undesirable interactions between dogs 
and other visitors reaches problem level, 
THEN increase education and enforcement. 
 
IF undesirable interactions between dogs 
and other visitors reaches unacceptable 
level, THEN change dog rule to next level 
of restriction (if a ROLA, convert to on-
leash, if on-leash, convert to 
closed).evaluate need to alter dog rule. 

Public Health and Safety 
at San Francisco area 
park units 

 IF visitor safety incidents from dogs reach 
problem level, THEN increase education 
and enforcement. 
 
IF visitor safety incidents from dogs reach 
problem level, THEN change dog rule to 
next level of restriction (if a ROLA, convert 
to on-leash, if on-leash, convert to closed). 

Cultural Resources at 
Fort Funston 

Dogs are not permitted on earthworks. IF degradation of earthworks caused by 
dogs is observed, THEN increase education 
and enforcement. 
 
IF degradation of earthworks caused by 
dogs persists for defined period of time, 
THEN consider options for preventing dog 

Comment [ses17]: Why only SF areas and not 
Marin? 

Comment [MBE18]: I don’t know that we have 
ID’d whether it would be a strategy for all sites, or 
just a couple of the high use ones. 

Comment [ses19]:  
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access to earthworks: 
1) barriers 
2) more restrictive dog rules. 
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For Intro Section: 
Adaptive management strategies have been created to protect the mission of 
the park.  ensure that the purpose, need, and objectives of the dog 
management plan are successfully achieved. Adaptive management strategies 
have been developed for on-leash areas, ROLAs, and adjacent areas and trails.  
These strategies evaluate the failure to comply with 36 CFR 2.15(a)(5) (pet 
disposal), 36 CFR 2.31(a)(3) (vandalizing dog management signs and fencing), 
36 CFR 2.34 (a)(1) (hazardous conditions), and the new  dog rule36 CFR Part 7 
special regulation on dog management at GGNRA.  Examples of violations would 
include dog bites or physical injuries or dog-related fighting,; hazardous 
conditions including pet rescue, unwanted harassing or aggressive behavior,; 
and destruction of property related to dog management, and failure to comply 
with pet excrement disposal conditions.  Based on monitoring, when adverse 
impact levels increase to moderate due to park visitors not complying with 
the new dog management rules, adaptive management strategies would be 
triggered to reduce the impacts back to minor or negligible.  Adaptive 
management strategies would be implemented in two steps.  When impacts 
increase to short-term and moderate, step 1 would be implemented, whichthis 
would focus onincludes focused enforcement of regulations and education.  If 
impacts would increase to long-term and moderate, step 2 would be 
implemented, which would flip an area to the next greater restriction to dogs 
(ROLA to on-leash, and on-leash to no dogs).include no longer allowing dog 
walking in on leash areas and requiring dog walking on leash within the 
ROLAs.   
 
For Conclusion: 
The impacts summarized above for Alternatives B through E assume compliance 
with proposed regulations.  If noncompliance occurs, these impacts could be 
elevated to a short-term or long-term, moderate, adverse impact.  If this 
occurs, adaptive management strategies would be implemented to reduce the 
impacts back to a minor level.   
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Draft Adaptive Management Strategy – GGNRA dog management plan/EIS  
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The goal of this adaptive management strategy is to maintain long-term impacts at or below minor.  Short-term moderate impacts will 
trigger management action for Step 1.  Long-term moderate impacts will trigger management action for Step 2.  Initial standards and 
indicators are based on available data.  As new data become available from monitoring, the standards and indicators may be refined to 
reflect the findings of the new data.  The adaptive management strategy will initially last four years.   
 
A component of the adaptive management strategies will be to document and report on the program.  NPS will prepare annual reports 
documenting monitoring data collected and proposed implementation of remedies based on data, if applicable. 

 
 

STRATEGY 1 NATURAL RESOURCES 
  

Assigned 
Zone What does it evaluate? 

 

Examples from DEIS of 
short and long-term 

moderate impacts for veg, 
wildlife, and species of 

special status, and 
examples of minor impacts 

as a point of comparison 

Indicators and Standards Remedy (management strategies) 
Personnel/ 

Approach to enforce 
remedy 

On-leash 
areas and 
ROLAs 
and 
adjacent 
areas. 

Citable disturbances to 
wildlife under 36 CFR 
2.1(a)(1)(ii), 2.2(a) and 
2.15(a)(5). 
 
2.1 (a)(1)(ii) Possessing, 
injuring, destroying, digging, 
removing, defacing from its 
natural state plants or parts 
thereof. 
 
2.2(a):  The following are 
prohibited: 
 

1.  The taking of wildlife, 
except by authorized 

In development now STANDARD:  AMS kicks in to bring impacts 
back to minor if impacts rise to moderate. 
 
INDICATORS FOR FEDERALLY LISTED 
SPECIES WILL DERIVE FROM THE 
BIOLOGICAL OPINION. 
 
OTHER NATURAL RESOURCES WILL 
HAVE DIFFERENT TRIGGERS (will use 
indicator species where possible) 
 
The Step 1 trigger would be a failure to 
achieve a XX% reduction (below short-term 
moderate) when compared to baseline in the 
average number of violations observed per 
hour over a X-month period. 

Step 1:  
Where impacts rise to short-term 
moderate, Step 1 will be implemented. 

 
Focused enforcement of regulations and 
education (e.g., additional information 
and regulatory signs and exhibits, 
brochures and fliers, public meetings, 
meetings with user groups, time/use 
restrictions, SUP restrictions). 
 
Step 2 
Where impacts rise to long-term 
moderate, Step 2 will be implemented 
 
On-leash areas would go to no dogs, 

1. Park staff 
monitoring. 

2. LE incident 
reports. 

 
Adaptive 
Management 
Strategies:  Begins 30 
days after signing of 
the ROD. 
 
Personnel for 
monitoring:  5.5 FTE. 
 
Personnel for focused 
enforcement and LE 
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hunting and trapping 
activities conducted in 
accordance with 
paragraph (b) of this 
section. 

2. The feeding, touching, 
teasing, frightening or 
intentional disturbing of 
wildlife nesting, breeding 
or other activities. 

3. Possessing unlawfully 
taken wildlife or portions 
thereof. 

 
2.15(a)(5):  Failing to comply 
with pet excrement disposal 
conditions which may be 
established by the 
superintendent. 
 
NEW 36 CFR PART 7 
SPECIAL REGULATION 
(NEW DOG RULE) 

 

 
If after implementation of Step 1 remedies, 
there is a failure to achieve a XX% reduction 
(below long-term moderate) when compared 
to baseline in the average number of violations 
observed per hour over a X-month period, Step 
2 remedies would be implemented.  NOTE 
THAT AMS % REDUCTION WILL LEVEL 
OFF AFTER 4 YEARS, AT WHICH POINT 
WILL HAVE MAINTENANCE AT THE 
MINOR IMPACT LEVEL. 
 
STEP 2 WOULD NOT BE IMPLEMENTED 
FOR A PRE-DETERMINED PERIOD OF 
TIME AFTER INITIAL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW RULE, 
LIKELY ONE YEAR. 
 

Monitoring strategy would be completed 
by park staff.   

Staff would monitor violations of CFR 
regulations including the new dog rule.  
Monitoring data will be reported as the 
number of violations observed per hour 
of monitoring effort. 
 
LE incidents reports would prioritize 
areas monitored.  Park staff and LE 
would share data obtained from 
monitoring and incident reports.   
 

Short term:  After the first year of collecting 
baseline data is complete, a six-month period 
of education and enforcement will occur to 
implement the proposed action, during which 
time short-term impacts to all natural resources 
will occur, regardless of the alternative chosen. 
Therefore, short-term impacts are common to 
all natural resources for each of the Action 
Alternatives (B through E), and are described 
as those impacts occurring during 
implementation of the plan/EIS, which may be 
up to six months. 

 
Long term: Impacts to natural resources will be 
long-term and are described as those persisting 
for the life of the plan/EIS (the next 20 years). 
 
Moderate impact threshold for wildlife:  
Impacts on native species, their habitats, 

ROLA would go to on-leash areas. 
 

violation/incidents 
records management:  
7 FTE  
 
Personnel for focused 
education:  2.5 FTE 
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or the natural processes sustaining them would 
be detectable and could be outside the natural 
range of variability. Frequent responses to 
disturbance from dogs by some individuals 
could be expected, with some negative impacts 
on feeding, migration, overwintering, 
reproduction, resting, or other factors that may 
affect wildlife at the park. However, sufficient 
habitat in the park would remain functional to 
support wildlife at GGNRA. 

 
 

Moderate impact threshold for Special Status 
Species: Impacts would result in measurable 
and/or consequential changes to individuals of 
a species or its habitat; however, the impact 
would remain relatively localized. The 
reproductive success of individuals of a 
species would be affected, but the species 
itself would not be permanently lost. Adverse 
impacts may include frequent disturbance or 
avoidance of certain areas, injury, or mortality 
of individuals, but the long-term viability of 
the species would be maintained. Essential 
features of critical habitat may be impacted. 
For federally listed species, this impact 
intensity would equate to a determination of 
“may affect, likely to adversely affect.”   
 
 
Moderate impact threshold for vegetation:  
Effects would be measurable and perceptible 
over a larger area, and would affect the overall 
integrity of a plant community, including 
changes to plant structure and abundance as 
well as distribution, quality, and quantity of 
the habitat.  Inclusion of an adaptive 
management strategy in park policies could be 
required to allow changes in local management 
practices at the site that could protect 
vegetative resources. 
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STRATEGY 2 HEALTH, SAFETY AND VISITOR EXPERIENCE 

 

Assigned 
Zone What does it evaluate? 

 

Examples from DEIS of short 
and long-term moderate 

impacts for health, safety, and 
visitor experience, and examples 

of minor impacts as a point of 
comparison 

Indicators and Standards Remedy (management strategies)1 Personnel/ Approach 
to enforce remedy 

On-leash 
areas and 
ROLAs, 
adjacent 
areas and 
trails 

2.15(a)(5):  Failing to 
comply with pet excrement 
disposal conditions which 
may be established by the 
superintendent. 
 
2.31(a)(3) – stealing, 
vandalizing or destroying 
property or real property, 
including dog management 
signs, fencing or other dog 
management property. 
 
CFR 2.34(a)(1) hazardous 
conditions. 

Examples of above CFR 
violations for which data 
will be collected include: 

1. Dog bites or 
physical injuries or 
dog-related fighting. 

 
2. Hazardous 
conditions including 
pet rescue, unwanted, 
harassing or 
aggressive behavior. 

 
3.  Destruction of 
property related to 
dog management 
(signs, etc) and 
failure to comply 
with pet excrement 
disposal conditions. 

 

In development now STANDARD:  AMS kicks in to bring impacts back to minor if the 
threshold reaches moderate.    
 
INDICATORS WILL BE DIFFERENT FOR BITES, INJURIES 
AND DOG-RELATED FIGHTING THAN FOR OTHER 
PARAMETERS 
 
The Step 1 indicator would be a failure to achieve a XX% 
reduction (below short-term moderate) when compared to the 
year’s previous baseline data in the average number of violations 
observed per hour over a X-month period. NOTE THAT AMS % 
REDUCTION WILL LEVEL OFF AFTER 4 YEARS, AT 
WHICH POINT WILL HAVE MAINTENANCE AT THE 
MINOR IMPACT LEVEL. 
 
If after implementation of Step 1 remedies, there is a failure to 
achieve a XX% reduction (below long-term moderate) when 
compared to baseline in the average number of violations 
observed per hour over a X-month period, Step 2 remedies would 
be implemented.   
 
STEP 2 WOULD NOT BE IMPLEMENTED FOR A PRE-
DETERMINED PERIOD OF TIME AFTER INITIAL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW RULE, LIKELY ONE 
YEAR. 
 
LE incident reports would supply adaptive management data for 
bites, injury and dog-related fighting; pet rescues; and destruction 
of property related to dog management (signs, etc).   
 
Monitoring by park staff would document data for hazardous 
conditions); compliance with the new dog rule; and, failure to 
comply with pet excrement disposal conditions.  LE data may 
provide supporting documentation.  This effort will be integrated 
with the Natural Resources monitoring effort identified in Strategy 
1. 

 
Monitoring data will be reported as the number of violations 
observed per hour of monitoring effort.   

Step 1 
Where impacts rise to short-term 
moderate, Step 1 will be implemented. 

 
Focused enforcement of regulations and 
education (e.g., additional information 
and regulatory signs and exhibits, 
brochures and fliers, public meetings, 
meetings with user groups, time/use 
restrictions, SUP restrictions). 
 
Step 2 
Where impacts rise to long-term 
moderate, Step 2 will be implemented 
 
On-leash areas would go to no dogs, 
ROLA would go to on-leash areas. 
 

1. LE incidents for dog 
bites, physical 
injury or dog-
related fighting. 

 
2. Park staff 

monitoring. 
 
Adaptive Management 
Strategies:  Begins 30 
days after signing of the 
ROD. 
 
Personnel needs – 
accounted for under 
Natural Resources 
Strategy.  
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NEW 36 CFR PART 7 
SPECIAL REGULATION 
(NEW DOG RULE) 

 

 
Moderate impact threshold for health and safety: 

Effects would be readily apparent and they would result in 
substantial, noticeable effects to human health and safety (both 
park visitors and park employees) on a local scale.   Revision of 
park policies could be required to ensure human health and safety. 

 
Moderate impact threshold for visitor use and experience: 

A few critical characteristics of the existing visitor experience 
would increase or decrease. The number of visitors engaging in a 
specific use would be altered resulting in a noticeable change in 
visitor satisfaction. Other park areas would remain available for 
similar visitor uses and experiences; however, some visitors 
participating in that use or experience might be required to pursue 
their choice in other available local or regional areas; or some 
individuals participating in that use or experience in other local or 
regional areas could return to or begin using the park due to the 
improved visitor experience. 
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Draft Adaptive Management Strategy – GGNRA dog management plan/EIS  
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The goal of this adaptive management strategy is to maintain long-term impacts at or below minor.  Short-term moderate impacts will 
trigger management action for Step 1.  Long-term moderate impacts will trigger management action for Step 2.  Initial standards and 
indicators are based on available data.  As new data become available from monitoring, the standards and indicators may be refined to 
reflect the findings of the new data.  The adaptive management strategy will initially last four years.   
 
A component of the adaptive management strategies will be to document and report on the program.  NPS will prepare annual reports 
documenting monitoring data collected and proposed implementation of remedies based on data, if applicable. 

 
 

STRATEGY 1 NATURAL RESOURCES 
  

Assigned 
Zone What does it evaluate? 

 

Examples from DEIS of 
short and long-term 

moderate impacts for veg, 
wildlife, and species of 

special status, and 
examples of minor impacts 

as a point of comparison 

Indicators and Standards Remedy (management strategies) 
Personnel/ 

Approach to enforce 
remedy 

On-leash 
areas and 
ROLAs 
and 
adjacent 
areas. 

Citable disturbances to 
wildlife under 36 CFR 
2.1(a)(1)(ii), 2.2(a) and 
2.15(a)(5). 
 
2.1 (a)(1)(ii) Possessing, 
injuring, destroying, digging, 
removing, defacing from its 
natural state plants or parts 
thereof. 
 
2.2(a):  The following are 
prohibited: 
 

1.  The taking of wildlife, 
except by authorized 

In development now STANDARD:  AMS kicks in to bring impacts 
back to minor if impacts rise to moderate. 
 
INDICATORS FOR FEDERALLY LISTED 
SPECIES WILL DERIVE FROM THE 
BIOLOGICAL OPINION. 
 
OTHER NATURAL RESOURCES WILL 
HAVE DIFFERENT TRIGGERS (will use 
indicator species where possible) 
 
The Step 1 trigger would be a failure to 
achieve a XX% reduction (below short-term 
moderate) when compared to baseline in the 
average number of violations observed per 
hour over a X-month period. 

Step 1:  
Where impacts rise to short-term 
moderate, Step 1 will be implemented. 

 
Focused enforcement of regulations and 
education (e.g., additional information 
and regulatory signs and exhibits, 
brochures and fliers, public meetings, 
meetings with user groups, time/use 
restrictions, SUP restrictions). 
 
Step 2 
Where impacts rise to long-term 
moderate, Step 2 will be implemented 
 
On-leash areas would go to no dogs, 

1. Park staff 
monitoring. 

2. LE incident 
reports. 

 
Adaptive 
Management 
Strategies:  Begins 30 
days after signing of 
the ROD. 
 
Personnel for 
monitoring:  5.5 FTE. 
 
Personnel for focused 
enforcement and LE 
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hunting and trapping 
activities conducted in 
accordance with 
paragraph (b) of this 
section. 

2. The feeding, touching, 
teasing, frightening or 
intentional disturbing of 
wildlife nesting, breeding 
or other activities. 

3. Possessing unlawfully 
taken wildlife or portions 
thereof. 

 
2.15(a)(5):  Failing to comply 
with pet excrement disposal 
conditions which may be 
established by the 
superintendent. 
 
NEW 36 CFR PART 7 
SPECIAL REGULATION 
(NEW DOG RULE) 

 

 
If after implementation of Step 1 remedies, 
there is a failure to achieve a XX% reduction 
(below long-term moderate) when compared 
to baseline in the average number of violations 
observed per hour over a X-month period, Step 
2 remedies would be implemented.  NOTE 
THAT AMS % REDUCTION WILL LEVEL 
OFF AFTER 4 YEARS, AT WHICH POINT 
WILL HAVE MAINTENANCE AT THE 
MINOR IMPACT LEVEL. 
 
STEP 2 WOULD NOT BE IMPLEMENTED 
FOR A PRE-DETERMINED PERIOD OF 
TIME AFTER INITIAL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW RULE, 
LIKELY ONE YEAR. 
 

Monitoring strategy would be completed 
by park staff.   

Staff would monitor violations of CFR 
regulations including the new dog rule.  
Monitoring data will be reported as the 
number of violations observed per hour 
of monitoring effort. 
 
LE incidents reports would prioritize 
areas monitored.  Park staff and LE 
would share data obtained from 
monitoring and incident reports.   
 

Short term:  After the first year of collecting 
baseline data is complete, a six-month period 
of education and enforcement will occur to 
implement the proposed action, during which 
time short-term impacts to all natural resources 
will occur, regardless of the alternative chosen. 
Therefore, short-term impacts are common to 
all natural resources for each of the Action 
Alternatives (B through E), and are described 
as those impacts occurring during 
implementation of the plan/EIS, which may be 
up to six months. 

 
Long term: Impacts to natural resources will be 
long-term and are described as those persisting 
for the life of the plan/EIS (the next 20 years). 
 
Moderate impact threshold for wildlife:  
Impacts on native species, their habitats, 

ROLA would go to on-leash areas. 
 

violation/incidents 
records management:  
7 FTE  
 
Personnel for focused 
education:  2.5 FTE 
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or the natural processes sustaining them would 
be detectable and could be outside the natural 
range of variability. Frequent responses to 
disturbance from dogs by some individuals 
could be expected, with some negative impacts 
on feeding, migration, overwintering, 
reproduction, resting, or other factors that may 
affect wildlife at the park. However, sufficient 
habitat in the park would remain functional to 
support wildlife at GGNRA. 

 
 

Moderate impact threshold for Special Status 
Species: Impacts would result in measurable 
and/or consequential changes to individuals of 
a species or its habitat; however, the impact 
would remain relatively localized. The 
reproductive success of individuals of a 
species would be affected, but the species 
itself would not be permanently lost. Adverse 
impacts may include frequent disturbance or 
avoidance of certain areas, injury, or mortality 
of individuals, but the long-term viability of 
the species would be maintained. Essential 
features of critical habitat may be impacted. 
For federally listed species, this impact 
intensity would equate to a determination of 
“may affect, likely to adversely affect.”   
 
 
Moderate impact threshold for vegetation:  
Effects would be measurable and perceptible 
over a larger area, and would affect the overall 
integrity of a plant community, including 
changes to plant structure and abundance as 
well as distribution, quality, and quantity of 
the habitat.  Inclusion of an adaptive 
management strategy in park policies could be 
required to allow changes in local management 
practices at the site that could protect 
vegetative resources. 
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STRATEGY 2 HEALTH, SAFETY AND VISITOR EXPERIENCE 

 

Assigned 
Zone What does it evaluate? 

 

Examples from DEIS of short 
and long-term moderate 

impacts for health, safety, and 
visitor experience, and examples 

of minor impacts as a point of 
comparison 

Indicators and Standards Remedy (management strategies)1 Personnel/ Approach 
to enforce remedy 

On-leash 
areas and 
ROLAs, 
adjacent 
areas and 
trails 

2.15(a)(5):  Failing to 
comply with pet excrement 
disposal conditions which 
may be established by the 
superintendent. 
 
2.31(a)(3) – stealing, 
vandalizing or destroying 
property or real property, 
including dog management 
signs, fencing or other dog 
management property. 
 
CFR 2.34(a)(1) hazardous 
conditions. 

Examples of above CFR 
violations for which data 
will be collected include: 

1. Dog bites or 
physical injuries or 
dog-related fighting. 

 
2. Hazardous 
conditions including 
pet rescue, unwanted, 
harassing or 
aggressive behavior. 

 
3.  Destruction of 
property related to 
dog management 
(signs, etc) and 
failure to comply 
with pet excrement 
disposal conditions. 

 

In development now STANDARD:  AMS kicks in to bring impacts back to minor if the 
threshold reaches moderate.    
 
INDICATORS WILL BE DIFFERENT FOR BITES, INJURIES 
AND DOG-RELATED FIGHTING THAN FOR OTHER 
PARAMETERS 
 
The Step 1 indicator would be a failure to achieve a XX% 
reduction (below short-term moderate) when compared to the 
year’s previous baseline data in the average number of violations 
observed per hour over a X-month period. NOTE THAT AMS % 
REDUCTION WILL LEVEL OFF AFTER 4 YEARS, AT 
WHICH POINT WILL HAVE MAINTENANCE AT THE 
MINOR IMPACT LEVEL. 
 
If after implementation of Step 1 remedies, there is a failure to 
achieve a XX% reduction (below long-term moderate) when 
compared to baseline in the average number of violations 
observed per hour over a X-month period, Step 2 remedies would 
be implemented.   
 
STEP 2 WOULD NOT BE IMPLEMENTED FOR A PRE-
DETERMINED PERIOD OF TIME AFTER INITIAL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NEW RULE, LIKELY ONE 
YEAR. 
 
LE incident reports would supply adaptive management data for 
bites, injury and dog-related fighting; pet rescues; and destruction 
of property related to dog management (signs, etc).   
 
Monitoring by park staff would document data for hazardous 
conditions); compliance with the new dog rule; and, failure to 
comply with pet excrement disposal conditions.  LE data may 
provide supporting documentation.  This effort will be integrated 
with the Natural Resources monitoring effort identified in Strategy 
1. 

 
Monitoring data will be reported as the number of violations 
observed per hour of monitoring effort.   

Step 1 
Where impacts rise to short-term 
moderate, Step 1 will be implemented. 

 
Focused enforcement of regulations and 
education (e.g., additional information 
and regulatory signs and exhibits, 
brochures and fliers, public meetings, 
meetings with user groups, time/use 
restrictions, SUP restrictions). 
 
Step 2 
Where impacts rise to long-term 
moderate, Step 2 will be implemented 
 
On-leash areas would go to no dogs, 
ROLA would go to on-leash areas. 
 

1. LE incidents for dog 
bites, physical 
injury or dog-
related fighting. 

 
2. Park staff 

monitoring. 
 
Adaptive Management 
Strategies:  Begins 30 
days after signing of the 
ROD. 
 
Personnel needs – 
accounted for under 
Natural Resources 
Strategy.  
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NEW 36 CFR PART 7 
SPECIAL REGULATION 
(NEW DOG RULE) 

 

 
Moderate impact threshold for health and safety: 

Effects would be readily apparent and they would result in 
substantial, noticeable effects to human health and safety (both 
park visitors and park employees) on a local scale.   Revision of 
park policies could be required to ensure human health and safety. 

 
Moderate impact threshold for visitor use and experience: 

A few critical characteristics of the existing visitor experience 
would increase or decrease. The number of visitors engaging in a 
specific use would be altered resulting in a noticeable change in 
visitor satisfaction. Other park areas would remain available for 
similar visitor uses and experiences; however, some visitors 
participating in that use or experience might be required to pursue 
their choice in other available local or regional areas; or some 
individuals participating in that use or experience in other local or 
regional areas could return to or begin using the park due to the 
improved visitor experience. 
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Proposed GGNRA Dog Management Guidelines 
(Linked to the Reg Neg Committee’s Adopted Guiding Principles) 

 
 

The GGNRA Reg Neg Committee adopted nine Guiding Principles for dog management at its 
April 5, 2007 meeting.  From Committee and Technical Subcommittee discussions, a set of Dog 
Management Guidelines was then compiled by the facilitation team to assist in identifying how 
these Principles could be “operationalized.”  The proposed Guidelines were discussed by the 
Technical Subcommittee.  Subsequently a work group of the Subcommittee has been discussing 
proposals for dog management at specific GGNRA sites. 
 
Based on those discussions, and in the spirit of integrating the discussions of Dog Management 
Guidelines with site-by-site proposals, the revised list of Guidelines is proposed for consideration.  
These 17 Guidelines appear to offer some potential for agreement.  The intent is for this to 
contribute to a comprehensive proposal containing preliminary agreements on both Dog 
Management Guidelines and site-specific proposals for adoption by the full Committee. 
 
Please review these proposed Dog Management Guidelines prior to the next scheduled work 
group session on October 19th at 2 p.m. with the objective of reaching preliminary agreements. If 
you have questions or comments, please contact Greg Bourne or Mike Harty. 

 
 

Proposed Dog Management Guidelines 
 

Guiding Principles 

All GGNRA visitors should have clear notice about the potential for 
interactions with a dog at all GGNRA locations where dogs are 
permitted.  

 

1, 5, 8 

Dog management policies should support the reasonable expectation 
of personal safety for all GGNRA visitors. 

 

1, 5, 8 

Dog guardians have a responsibility to prevent unwelcome (non-
consensual) interactions between their dog(s) and people, other dogs, 
horses and wildlife at all areas within GGNRA.   

 

1, 2, 3, 5, 8 

Dog guardians have a responsibility to ensure their dog(s) does not 
create negative impacts on GGNRA resources such as plants, 
wildlife, animals and waters. 

 

1, 2, 3, 4 

All GGNRA dog use areas shall have well-maintained signage that 
clearly describes conditions of use by dogs and guardians, located to 
maximize visitor education and awareness.  

 

1, 5, 8 

GGNRA dog rules and regulations shall be followed by dog 
guardians; dog guardians should be made aware that otherwise they 
shall be subject to enforcement actions. 

 

1, 2, 3, 5, 8 

An area designated for off-leash dog activity within GGNRA will be 
called a Regulated Off-Leash Area (ROLA). 
 

1, 4, 5, 8 
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ROLAs are the only areas within GGNRA where off-leash dogs are 
allowed, and dog guardians are responsible for ensuring that their 
off-leash dogs remain within ROLA boundaries. 

 

1, 2, 3, 5, 8 

ROLA boundaries shall be clearly and effectively delineated to 
achieve visitor safety, provide notice regarding appropriate uses, 
protect natural resources, and provide a range of visitor experiences.  
A variety of delineation measures shall be considered, including 
fencing, vegetation, other natural or man-made barriers (e.g., bluffs, 
sea walls), buffers or some combination of the above. 

 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8 

Dog guardians must have a valid local jurisdictional license(s) 
(includes rabies vaccination) to visit GGNRA dog use areas, and 
each dog must wear a collar exhibiting their registration/vaccination 
tag. 

 

1 

Dog guardians must have a leash for each dog in their care, 
complying with NPS regulations that currently stipulate a maximum 
length of six feet. 

 

1, 2, 3, 5, 8 

Dogs must be leashed at all times in parking lots and designated 
picnic areas. 

 

1, 5, 8 

Dog guardians must at all times be in possession of bags to clean up 
dog waste and ensure that their dog’s waste is picked-up and 
disposed of at designated locations.  

 

1, 4, 5 

Dogs in a ROLA are to be kept under control at all times. Dogs are 
considered under control when they are within direct eyesight of the 
owner/handler and when they have the ability to immediately 
respond to their owner/handler.  

 

1, 5, 8 

Visitors must have reasonable notice of the boundaries of a ROLA 
and what they should expect within those boundaries. Notice shall 
include signs at ROLA access points, in transition zones, and in 
conjunction with fencing or other physical barriers. 
 

1, 5, 8 

Dog guardians wishing to utilize ROLAs must participate in a tag 
program confirming their understanding of the locations and 
conditions under which dogs may be allowed off-leash, the natural 
resources of GGNRA and other relevant information. 

 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 

In the event of a live stranded marine mammal's presence in a 
ROLA, e.g., on a beach, all dogs must be immediately leashed (if not 
already on leash) within 100 yards of the marine mammal.  This will 
stay in effect until the marine mammal is no longer present on the 
beach.  (The presence of a dead marine mammal on a ROLA does 
not require that dogs be leashed.)  Additional signage to educate the 
public should be utilized. 

1, 2, 3 
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Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee for Dog Management 
at Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) 

 
Guiding Principles for Design and Evaluation of Options 
Final version as adopted at April 5, 2007 Committee Meeting 

 
 
 
Preamble:  The following principles are intended to assist the Committee in evaluating 
“starting points” and related proposals for dog management within GGNRA, consistent 
with National Park Service statutes and policies, including the Organic Act, GGNRA 
enabling legislation, and current management plans. 
 
 
Guiding Principle 1:  Minimize conflicts with other visitors and park staff. 
 
 
Guiding Principle 2:  Protect sensitive species and their habitat.  Sensitive species means 
federal-listed, state-listed, unique or rare species. 
 
 
Guiding Principle 3:  Protect native wildlife and their habitat. 
 
 
Guiding Principle 4:  Minimize soil/water resources degradation. 
 
 
Guiding Principle 5:  Ensure consistency with National Park Service visitor experience 
definition. 
 
 
Guiding Principle 6:  Continue recreational use including special events. 
 
 
Guiding Principle 7:  Avoid obstructions/barriers to wildlife, except where the purpose of 
barriers would be protective of wildlife. 
 
 
Guiding Principle 8:  Ensure public safety/visitor protection.   
 
 
Guiding Principle 9:  Consider historic and social use values. 

 
 

GGNRA006439



Version – April 11, 2006 

 1 

GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA (GGNRA) 
Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee for Dog Management 

 
Proposed Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Protocols 

 
 

GGNRA is proceeding with formal rulemaking to develop a proposed rule that 
may alter the application of the existing dog walking regulation, 36 CFR §2.15 
(a)(2), at GGNRA through a new special regulation that will govern dog 
management within its boundaries.  As part of rulemaking, and as a reflection of 
its stated “commitment to include the public meaningfully” in developing a dog 
management rule, the U.S. Department of Interior has created a Negotiated 
Rulemaking Advisory Committee (Committee).  In a “Dear Participant” letter 
dated May 10, 2004, GGNRA General Superintendent Brian O’Neill suggested a 
Committee would “work with GGNRA to investigate a regulation to allow off-leash 
dog walking in certain areas . . . where resources and visitor safety would not be 
impacted.”   
 
Creation of a Committee is guided primarily by two federal acts, the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Act and the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  These Acts state the 
intent for a Committee to work by consensus, and to open discussion with a goal 
of reaching unanimous agreement, if possible, among all interests represented 
on the committee to the extent possible.  With that goal in mind it is essential that 
Committee members and alternates commit to a set of working principles and 
operating protocols. The working principles for a GGNRA Committee are set out 
below, followed by a set of specific operating protocols. 
 
Working Principles 
 
In pursing the goal of reaching consensus on a proposed dog management rule 
for GGNRA the Committee members and alternates commit to work together, 
adhering to the following principles: 
 

• Use the Committee to build good working relationships among 
representatives of various interest groups that shall last beyond the life of 
the Committee 

 
• Be good listeners to the concerns of others, even a lone voice, and work 

cooperatively to satisfy the concerns of all involved 
 

• Be honest, transparent, and specific about concerns or interests, thereby 
creating opportunity for joint, interest-based problem solving 

 
• Acknowledge that the process of listening to all voices and working 

towards consensus is essential for successful, durable and implementable 
outcomes 
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• Commit to participate in good faith, and to expend the time necessary to 

meaningfully participate in and contribute to the process 
 

• Recognize that while people come to the table with different interests, 
values and perspectives, acceptable outcomes are still possible using 
objective criteria and analysis 

 
• Be prepared to set aside past differences and adversarial approaches and 

work constructively with other Committee members 
 
• If not in agreement with a proposed solution, outcome or recommendation, 

present an alternative that reflects and incorporates, to the extent 
possible, the various interests that have been expressed. 

 
Operating Protocols for the Committee  
 

1. Membership  
 

a. Committee Members.  Pursuant to FACA, the Secretary of the 
Interior has appointed Committee members and alternates.  
Members consist of representatives of various organizations, 
including environmental groups, off-leash dog proponents, youth 
and elderly advocates, other park users [local government 
deleted] and other stakeholders. 

 
b. Alternates.  Alternates will represent Committee members and/or 

their constituencies at times when the member is unable to 
participate in Committee deliberations.  If the Alternate represents a 
different organization from the Committee member, he or she will 
sit at the negotiation table to ensure the perspective of that 
organization is adequately represented. 

 
During Committee meetings, Alternates sit at the table with 
Committee Members 
 
During Committee meetings, Alternates (regardless of 
organizational affiliation) will communicate their views through the 
Committee Member (if present) 

 
c. The DOI Secretary, in considering appointment decisions for the 

Committee, used a wide range of advice including: 
• Recommendations from the GGNRA and Regional NPS 

Office 
• Recommendations from the conveners 
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• Self-nominations from those who believe their interest(s) 
were not adequately represented on the Committee by 
others 

 
d. Criteria considered in selecting individuals to be appointed 

included: 
• Willingness and ability to work with other stakeholders in 

achieving consensus  
• Contribution to balance among stakeholders and interest 

groups represented 
• Commitment to participate actively in the process  
• Ability to resolve issues through collaborative deliberations 

and consensus  
• Willingness to act in good faith consistent with the working 

principles 
 

     e. Constituents’ Interests.  Committee members will attempt to 
represent the interests and concerns of their organizations and 
related constituents as accurately and thoroughly as possible, and 
work to ensure that any agreement developed by the Committee is 
acceptable to their organization. 

 
    d. Dismissal from Committee.  While not anticipated, if a Committee 

member or alternate, or Subcommittee member (if applicable), 
chooses to disregard the agreed upon Committee protocols or good 
faith standards, or has excessive absences from meetings (see 
below), GGNRA shall evaluate whether continued participation on 
the Committee is appropriate, and as necessary, dismiss the 
participant.  If such a situation arises, GGNRA will bring the 
issue before the Committee for explanation and discussion (as 
appropriate) prior to dismissal. 

 
The NPS shall provide a written explanation to the Committee of 
reasons for dismissal of any Committee Member or Alternate 

 
2.  Meetings 
 

a. FACA.  The Committee is a FACA Committee and as such will 
follow FACA requirements at all times including, but not limited to, 
public notice, meeting records, and openness to the public. 

 
b. Attendance at Meetings.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to participate in all scheduled meetings or 
activities.  If a member is not able to attend a given meeting, his or 
her designated alternate shall participate in the member’s absence 
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whenever possible.  Excessive absence may lead to dismissal 
from the Committee. 

 
c. Agendas.  Agendas will be developed jointly by the Committee, with 

a draft distributed to Committee members in advance of each 
meeting. 

 
d. Meeting Materials.  To the extent possible, all Meeting Materials will 

be distributed to Committee Members and Alternates prior to 
Committee meetings to provide an opportunity to prepare for 
meetings 

 
d.e. Meeting Summaries.  A written summary of each meeting 

will be drafted by the facilitation team, distributed to Committee 
members for review, adopted by the Committee and then made 
available to the public within one week of adoption by the 
Committee. 

 
The Draft Meeting Summary will be provided to Committee 
Members and Alternative no later than two weeks after each 
meeting. 
 
The Draft Meeting Summary will be posted on the GGNRA Website 
as “Draft” upon distribution to the Committee.  The “Final” version 
will then be posted after adoption by the Committee. 
 
Detailed meeting records should be provided that are easily 
accessible to the public in a timely manner, including consideration 
of video and audio taping. 

 
e.f. Caucus.  Committee members can call for a “caucus break” at any 

time to allow for discussions away from the table.  The Committee 
will determine how much time will be allocated for the caucus 
break.  

 
f.g. Meeting Attendees and Comment.  Non-member meeting 

attendees may comment during Committee meetings at times and 
in a manner designated by the Committee.  Written comments 
may be provided at any time during the rulemaking process 
and will be attached to Committee meeting summaries for 
documentation purposes.  A public comment period(s) will 
also be provided during or after each Committee meeting as 
determined by the Committee (based on the agenda).  Up to 
two minutes will be allocated to each person wishing to 
provide public comment at Committee meetings (for each 
public comment period), depending on available time and the 
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number of people wishing to comment. All comments should be 
directly related to topics on the meeting agenda. 

 
If oral public comments are allowed, limit time to fifteen minutes. 

 
3.  Subcommittees 
 

a. Establishment.  Subcommittees, and their membership, may be 
established at any time by the Committee to focus on and develop 
preliminary proposals concerning particular issues or sets of issues.  
The Committee may provide in its charge to a Subcommittee 
whatever level of guidance regarding focus and process it deems 
necessary. 

 
b. Committee Members.   Committee members, or their alternate, 

should actively participate on Subcommittees to the extent 
possible.   

 
c. Subcommittee Participation.   Participation in Subcommittees is 

open to anyone with interest in, and knowledge about, the issues a 
Subcommittee is considering, with the agreement of the 
Committee.  Subcommittee members must agree to participate in 
good faith and contribute constructively to the efforts of that 
Subcommittee, and abide by the same working principles as the 
Committee. 

 
d. Balanced Representation.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to assure that a balance of interests is represented 
on each Subcommittee.  In particular, efforts will be made to 
include local government representatives on appropriate 
Subcommittees. 

 
e. Process.  Subcommittee meetings will be conducted in accordance 

with any ground rules established by the Committee, consistent 
with FACA and the Negotiated Rulemaking Act.  The 
Subcommittees will be convened with the assistance of the 
facilitation team. 

 
f. Subcommittee Products.  Subcommittees are not authorized to 

make decisions for the Committee; their sole role is to gather 
information, develop options, make recommendations (if requested) 
and report back to the Committee. 
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4.  Decision Making 
 

a. Commitment to Seeking Inclusive Solutions.  Committee members 
agree to strive for as broad, inclusive and informed a consensus as 
possible when making decisions, particularly with respect to final 
recommendations.  Such decisions will be sought through effective 
meeting facilitation and active, open, constructive participation by 
Committee members. 

 
b. Consensus.  The Committee shall operate consistent with 

consensus-seeking principles:   
• With respect to adoption of these protocols, consensus will be 
achieved when all Committee members can support or accept the 
same version of the protocols, even if that version might not be 
their first choice. 
• With respect to other Committee decision making, consensus 
will be defined as broad support for a decision or outcome across 
the spectrum of interest groups represented on the Committee.  
 
A distinction should be made between consensus and general 
agreement.  The later should be used, with general agreement 
meaning greater than two-thirds support. 
 
Consensus should be defined as 100 percent support. 
 
A distinction should be made between agreements on final rule 
language and interim decisions to move the process forward, and 
consensus should potentially be defined differently for these 
different types of decisions. 
 
[Possible alternative language] b. Consensus.  The Committee 
shall operate consistent with consensus-seeking principles (rather 
than voting), as follows: 
• Consensus is both a process and an outcome. Consensus is a 
flexible concept that must be adapted to each context and desired 
outcome, and a rigid rule of unanimity for all decisions will not 
provide this flexibility. The Committee is committed to decision 
processes that address as many significant interests as possible, 
regardless of the nature of the decision; 
• The Committee’s primary task is to recommend to the GGNRA a 
proposed rule for dog management. For this ultimate decision, 
consensus shall mean either support for or acceptance of (meaning 
agreement not to oppose) a final recommendation to the GGNRA 
by all Committee members; 
• With respect to  decision making on other substantive matters 
related to developing a proposed rule for adoption by the 
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Committee, consensus shall mean, at a minimum, broad support 
for each such interim decision or outcome across the spectrum of 
interest groups represented on the Committee; 
• With respect to decision making on matters that relate primarily to 
Committee operation and administration, including, but not limited 
to, agendas and schedules, consensus shall mean, at a minimum, 
broad support for each such interim decision or outcome across the 
spectrum of interest groups represented on the Committee 
• With respect to adoption of these protocols, consensus shall 
mean that all Committee members can support or accept the same 
version of the protocols, even if that version might not be their first 
choice. 
 

 
c. Absence [Lack] of Consensus. In cases where consensus is not 

achieved despite good faith efforts, the facilitators shall make 
recommendations to the Committee about: 1) working further to 
reach consensus through appointed workgroups, or some other 
designated means; 2) transmitting to GGNRA individual member 
views or majority/minority views; or 3) tabling the issue, depending 
on the nature of and context for the decision. With respect to the 
Committee’s primary task, the absence of consensus on any aspect 
of the proposed rule, or the rule in its entirety, will not constrain 
GGNRA from proceeding with rulemaking or considering the results 
of the Committee’s work as part of rulemaking. 

 
5.  Safeguards 
 

a. Good Faith.  Committee members agree to participate in good faith 
at all times.  Subcommittee participants also are required expected 
to participate in good faith.  In critiquing an idea or proposal 
individuals shall make an attempt to provide a constructive 
alternative that meets other stakeholders’ needs.  If that is not 
possible, then the individual shall attempt to clarify his/her concerns 
related to that idea or proposal.  Attachment 1 defines “Good Faith” 
in greater detail pertaining to the GGNRA negotiated rulemaking 
process.  These guidelines will be re-visited quarterly. 

 
b. Right to Withdraw.  Committee members may withdraw at any time, 

for any reason, without prejudice to themselves or the organizations 
they represent.  Committee members agree to provide a written 
explanation if they withdraw from the process.  If a committee 
member withdraws, their alternate, if available, will replace him or 
her. 
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c. Open Dialogue.  Committee members should be able to express 
themselves without fear of retaliatory action by others.  This 
includes showing respect for the views of others, refraining from 
personal attacks and clarifying views not fully understood.  

 
6.  Communications and Information 
 

a. Sharing Information.  Committee members agree to share all 
relevant information with other Committee members.  This includes 
assisting the Committee to identify relevant information and making 
a good faith effort to provide such information in a timely manner. 

 
b. Outside Activities.  Participation on the Committee does not restrict 

pursuit of other activities related to the intended objectives of the 
rulemaking.  However, it is expected that Committee members will 
be forthcoming with other Committee members if such activities are 
undertaken.  

 
c. Public Record.  Information provided to the Committee will become 

part of the public record.  If a Committee member is interested in 
obtaining information from GGNRA on issues relevant to the 
negotiated rulemaking process, that request will be brought to 
GGNRA and the Committee for action before any Freedom of 
Information Act requests or similar initiatives are taken. 

 
7.  Media/Press  
 

a. Statements to the Press.  Committee members shall not initiate 
should refrain from initiating communication with the press during 
the course of the negotiated rulemaking process (individually or 
through their respective organizations).  If contacted by the media, 
Committee members agree not to characterize other members’ 
viewpoints in statements to the media or to utilize the media as a 
means of unilaterally influencing Committee deliberations.  The 
exception to initiating contact is if the Committee jointly decides to 
communicate with the media through a press release or similar 
means.  

 
8.  Schedule 
 

a. Scheduling Meetings.  Committee and Subcommittee meetings will 
be scheduled by the Committee and Subcommittees, respectively, 
with the assistance of the facilitation team.   

 
b.  Duration of the Process.  The Negotiated Rulemaking process will 

operate in concert with the NEPA process necessary to support any 
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GGNRA rulemaking.  As these schedules are finalized they will be 
made available to the Committee.  The Charter for the Rulemaking 
Committee is in place for two years. 

 
Roles and Responsibilities 
 

1. GGNRA: GGNRA is the sponsor of the Negotiated Rulemaking Process 
and has ultimate responsibility to ensure that the applicable regulations 
(Negotiated Rulemaking Act, Federal Advisory Committee Act) are 
appropriately interpreted and applied.  At the same time, GGNRA is a 
member of the Committee and will be treated in a similar fashion as all 
other Committee members with respect to meeting protocols, input on 
agendas, etc.  GGNRA also appoints a Designated Federal Officer who 
has oversight of the FACA Committee and responsibilities to ensure the 
Committee adheres to FACA regulations. 

 
2. Committee Members: Committee members represent a wide range of 

interests and perspectives concerning dog management in GGNRA and 
are tasked with working together to find solutions, as possible, which meet 
the various interests of stakeholders, consistent with applicable National 
Park Service guidelines and policies; Committee members agree to work 
together in good faith and abide by agreed upon meeting protocols. 

 
3. Committee Alternates: Committee alternates have the same 

responsibilities as Committee members.  If the alternate represents the 
same organization as the Committee member, only one person from that 
organization will be at the negotiation table during Committee meetings.  If 
from different organizations, both the Committee member and alternate 
will have a place at the table to ensure the perspectives of both 
organizations are adequately conveyed. 

 
 This should mirror 1.b. 
 
4. Facilitators: The facilitators are responsible for working with the 

Committee members and alternates to establish agendas, facilitate 
Committee meetings (and Subcommittee meetings if Subcommittees are 
formed), help the Committee identify interests, areas of agreement and 
areas of disagreement where additional attention is required to resolve 
outstanding issues, and generally assist the Committee reach its intended 
objectives of building consensus on dog management solutions in the 
GGNRA.  The facilitators are also responsible for working with the 
sponsoring agency (GGNRA) to ensure all applicable regulatory 
guidelines are followed and provide input as requested on how to resolve 
critical issues facing the Committee.  
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Attachment 1 
GGNRA Dog Management Negotiation Rulemaking 

 
Good Faith Participation Standards: January 2005 

 
Suggestion: Delete this Attachment from the Protocols 
 
Note: The purpose of these proposed standards is to establish a clear set of guidelines for 
evaluating good faith participation consistent with the Negotiated Rulemaking Act.   
Participation in the Committee is voluntary and denotes an agreement to adhere to the 
principles. GGNRA expects all Committee members to honor their spirit as well as their 
wording.  These standards will be used as a tool to convene the NR Committee on a 
forward-looking basis.  GGNRA intends to re-visit the standards with Committee 
members after three months to gather input on their continued value to the NR process. 
 
Negotiated Rulemaking (“NR”) is a consensus-driven alternative to traditional federal 
agency rulemaking.  GGNRA has made the choice to pursue this alternative in order to 
create an opportunity for key stakeholders to be involved in the process of developing a 
dog management rule for certain areas of the GGNRA.  In particular, NR creates a forum 
for direct discussion of interests and joint development of potential solutions that is not 
available in agency rulemaking.  GGNRA is committed to NR as long as key conditions 
for negotiating a proposed rule exist.  If not, GGNRA intends to begin pursuing 
traditional agency rulemaking. 
 
A commitment to good faith participation is central to NR and the goal of seeking 
consensus among diverse perspectives.  The Negotiated Rulemaking Act identifies the 
willingness to “negotiate in good faith to reach a consensus” as a criterion for Committee 
membership.  Applications for membership on a NR committee require a written 
commitment to participate in good faith.  The Act does not define good faith, however, 
ultimately leaving that to the convening agency.    
  
All proposed members of the GGNRA Dog Management NR Committee have, in the 
past, expressed a commitment to participating in good faith.  Recent events have raised 
questions about this commitment in the minds of proposed Committee members and 
GGNRA staff alike.  The following are the standards GGNRA will use to evaluate each 
Committee member’s commitment to good faith.  The criteria will be reviewed by 
GGNRA three months after convening the first NR session, and input about potential 
modifications or the continued need for the criteria will be solicited from Committee 
members. In addition to regular review of the standards at three-month intervals, 
GGNRA will work with the Committee to address any issues related to the standards that 
appears to require timely action. These standards are different from the operating 
protocols to be adopted by the Committee at its first meeting, although some overlap is 
likely (e.g., approaches to interacting with the media).  
 
These criteria are intended primarily to apply to matters within the scope of the NR, i.e., 
dog management within GGNRA.  While these standards do not apply to other settings in 
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which prospective Committee members might interact (e.g., other rulemaking processes, 
the San Francisco Dog Advisory Committee), GGNRA believes it is important that 
Committee members consider how interactions in those settings affect the likelihood of 
success of the NR process. 
 
Good faith criteria include: 
 

1. A commitment to giving the NR process a reasonable chance to address the 
longstanding and complex issues involving dog management in the GGNRA . 
Participants agree that the NR process will serve as the primary vehicle for 
discussion of matters within the scope of the NR during the period of participation 
as a Committee member.     

 
2. A commitment to civility in NR proceedings, including the Committee and any 

Subcommittees that may be created to support the Committee’s work.  This 
includes supporting the civil and constructive expression of the diverse values, 
perspectives, and opinions within the Committee’s membership, consistent with 
the NR goal of building consensus. 

 
3. A commitment to an open and objective process for developing potential 

solutions.  This includes openness to suggested approaches or ideas that do not 
meet the initial preferences of individuals or organizations participating on the 
Committee, and the use of objective criteria as the basis for evaluating proposed 
solutions (to the extent possible).  Openness does not imply acceptance of or 
agreement with the substance of proposed approaches or ideas but denotes a 
willingness to listen to different approaches. 

 
4. A commitment to refrain from communications or other actions, whether direct or 

indirect, which could fairly be considered as harassing or attacking another 
Committee member or their organization/agency.   

 
5. A commitment to supporting the NR process in public communications during the 

period of participation as a Committee member.  This criterion encompasses use 
of the Internet and World Wide Web, whether direct or indirect, as well as 
communication with the media.  All Committee members are responsible for the 
content of their respective organizational web pages under this criterion. 

 
6. A commitment to forego initiation of or participation in any adversarial 

proceeding within the scope of the NR, whether legal or administrative, during the 
period of participation as a Committee member.  This commitment does not 
preclude the right to pursue such action once participation has ended. 

 
7. Committee members, alternates and Subcommittee members commit to ensuring 

statements made in Committee meetings, Subcommittee meetings, and in 
public communications outside Committee meetings, regarding all issues relevant 
to this Negotiated Rulemaking, are truthful and accurate. 
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It is understood that the agreement of each Committee member to these standards shall be 
consistent with any professional ethical obligations. Proposed or appointed Committee 
members who cannot commit to or who do not follow these criteria for good faith 
participation understand that they are subject to removal from the Committee by 
GGNRA.  These standards can be fairly applied only after all prospective Committee 
members have had a chance to review them and provide a written confirmation of their 
commitment (no later than January 4, 2006).  During this interim period GGNRA expects 
proposed Committee members to abide by the “spirit” of the proposed standards and will 
evaluate any issues that arise on a case-by-case basis.  The basis for GGNRA actions that 
result from applying these standards, including removal from the Committee, will be 
explained to all Committee members by GGNRA. 
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Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee for Dog Management at 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) 

 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Protocols 

 
GGNRA is proceeding with formal rulemaking to develop a proposed rule that 
may alter the application of the existing dog walking regulation, 36 CFR §2.15 
(a)(2), at GGNRA through a new special regulation that will govern dog 
management within its boundaries.  As part of rulemaking, and as a reflection of 
its stated “commitment to include the public meaningfully” in developing a dog 
management rule, the U.S. Department of Interior has created a Negotiated 
Rulemaking Advisory Committee (Committee).  In a “Dear Participant” letter 
dated May 10, 2004, GGNRA General Superintendent Brian O’Neill suggested a 
Committee would “work with GGNRA to investigate a regulation to allow off-leash 
dog walking in certain areas . . . where resources and visitor safety would not be 
impacted.”   
 
Creation of a Committee is guided primarily by two federal acts, the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Act and the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  These Acts state the 
intent for a Committee to work by consensus, and to open discussion with a goal 
of reaching unanimous agreement, if possible, among all interests represented 
on the committee to the extent possible.  With that goal in mind it is essential that 
Committee members and alternates commit to a set of working principles and 
operating protocols. The working principles for a GGNRA Committee are set out 
below, followed by a set of specific operating protocols. 
 
Working Principles 
 
In pursing the goal of reaching consensus on a proposed dog management rule 
for GGNRA the Committee members and alternates commit to work together, 
adhering to the following principles: 
 

• Use the Committee to build good working relationships among 
representatives of various interest groups that shall last beyond the life of 
the Committee 

 
• Be good listeners to the concerns of others, even a lone voice, and work 

cooperatively to satisfy the concerns of all involved 
 

• Be honest, transparent, and specific about concerns or interests, thereby 
creating opportunity for joint, interest-based problem solving 

 
• Acknowledge that the process of listening to all voices and working 

towards consensus is essential for successful, durable and implementable 
outcomes 

 
• Commit to participate in good faith, and to expend the time necessary to 

meaningfully participate in and contribute to the process 
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• Recognize that while people come to the table with different interests, 

values and perspectives, acceptable outcomes are still possible using 
objective criteria and analysis 

 
• Be prepared to set aside past differences and adversarial approaches and 

work constructively with other Committee members 
 
• If not in agreement with a proposed solution, outcome or recommendation, 

present an alternative that reflects and incorporates, to the extent 
possible, the various interests that have been expressed. 

 
 
Operating Protocols for the Committee 
 

1. Membership  
 

a. Committee Members.  Pursuant to FACA, the Secretary of the 
Interior has appointed Committee members and alternates.  
Members consist of representatives of various organizations, 
including environmental groups, off-leash dog proponents, youth 
and elderly advocates, other park users and other stakeholders. 
Committee members will be the primary voice for interests they 
represent in Committee discussions. 

 
b. Alternates.  Alternates will represent Committee members and/or 

their interests at times when the member is unable to participate in 
Committee deliberations.  Alternates will sit at the table with 
Committee members during meetings. Members will be the 
spokesperson for each member-alternate team during Committee 
discussions, with these exceptions: (1) the member and alternate 
may switch roles, and (2) the discussion lead for a team may ask 
that additional perspectives from the team be part of the discussion 
in order to promote a greater understanding of the issues within the 
Committee.    
 

c. The DOI Secretary, in considering appointment decisions for the 
Committee, used a wide range of advice including: 

• Recommendations from the GGNRA and Regional NPS 
Office 

• Recommendations from the conveners 
• Self-nominations from those who believe their interest(s) 

were not adequately represented on the Committee by 
others 
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d. Criteria considered in selecting individuals to be appointed 
included: 

• Willingness and ability to work with other stakeholders in 
achieving consensus  

• Contribution to balance among stakeholders and interest 
groups represented 

• Commitment to participate actively in the process  
• Ability to resolve issues through collaborative deliberations 

and consensus  
• Willingness to act in good faith consistent with the working 

principles 
 

e. Constituents’ Interests.  Committee members will attempt to 
represent the interests and concerns of their organizations and 
related constituents as accurately and thoroughly as possible, and 
work to ensure that any agreement developed by the Committee is 
acceptable to their organization. 

 
f. Dismissal from Committee. While not anticipated, if a Committee 

member or alternate, or a Subcommittee member, acts in a manner 
inconsistent with the agreed upon Committee protocols or good 
faith standards (Appendix 1), GGNRA shall evaluate whether 
continued participation on the Committee is appropriate and may 
dismiss that person. If such a situation arises, GGNRA will bring the 
issue before the Committee for appropriate explanation and 
discussion prior to any dismissal. The NPS will provide a written 
explanation to the Committee of the reasons for dismissal of any 
Committee member or alternative, or Subcommittee member. 

 
2.  Meetings 
 

a. FACA.  The Committee is a FACA Committee and as such will 
follow FACA requirements at all times including, but not limited to, 
public notice, meeting records, and openness to the public. 

 
b. Attendance at Meetings.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to participate in all scheduled meetings or 
activities.  If a member is not able to attend a given meeting, his or 
her designated alternate shall participate in the member’s absence 
whenever possible.  Excessive absence may lead to dismissal from 
the Committee.  

 
c. Agendas.  Agendas will be developed jointly by the Committee, with 

a draft distributed to Committee members in advance of each 
meeting. 
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d. Meeting Materials.  To the extent possible, all Meeting Materials will 
be distributed to Committee members and alternates prior to 
Committee meetings to provide an adequate opportunity to prepare 
for meetings. 

 
e. Meeting Summaries.  A draft summary of each meeting will be 

prepared by the facilitation team, and adopted by the Committee at 
its next meeting.  The Draft Meeting Summary will be provided to 
Committee members and alternates within two weeks after each 
meeting, or as soon thereafter as possible, to allow adequate time 
for review. The Committee’s approved meeting summaries will be 
the basis of documentation of the Committee’s work, discussions, 
and recommendations.  Once approved by the Committee, meeting 
summaries will be made available to the public on the National Park 
Service website. 

 
f. Caucus.  Committee members can call for a “caucus break” at any 

time to allow for discussions away from the table.  The Committee 
will determine how much time will be allocated for the caucus 
break.  

 
g. Meeting Attendees and Comment.  Non-member meeting 

attendees may comment during Committee meetings at times and 
in a manner designated by the Committee. Written comments may 
be provided at any time during the negotiated rulemaking process 
and will be attached to Committee meeting summaries for 
documentation purposes.  A public comment period(s) of up to 20 
minutes will also be provided during or after each Committee 
meeting as determined by the Committee (based on the agenda).  
Up to two minutes will be allocated to any person wishing to provide 
public comment at Committee meetings (for each public comment 
period), depending on available time and the number of people 
wishing to comment.  Time for providing public comment may not 
be shared or transferred.  All comments must be directly related to 
topics on the meeting agenda.  

 
3.  Subcommittees 
 

a. Establishment.  Subcommittees, and their membership, may be 
established at any time by the Committee to focus on and develop 
preliminary proposals concerning particular issues or sets of issues.  
The Committee may provide in its charge to a Subcommittee 
whatever level of guidance regarding focus and process it deems 
necessary. 

 
b. Committee Members.   Committee members, or their alternates, 

should actively participate on Subcommittees to the extent 
possible.   
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c. Subcommittee Participation.   Participation in Subcommittees is 
open to anyone with interest in, and knowledge about, the issues a 
Subcommittee is considering, with the agreement of the 
Committee.  Subcommittee members must agree to participate in 
good faith and contribute constructively to the efforts of that 
Subcommittee, and abide by the same protocols and good faith 
criteria as the Committee. 

 
d. Balanced Representation.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to assure that a balance of interests is represented 
on each Subcommittee.  In particular, efforts will be made to 
include local government representatives on appropriate 
Subcommittees. 

 
e. Process.  Subcommittee meetings will be conducted in accordance 

with any ground rules established by the Committee, consistent 
with FACA and the Negotiated Rulemaking Act.  The 
Subcommittees will be convened with the assistance of the 
facilitation team. 

 
f. Subcommittee Products.  Subcommittees are not authorized to 

make decisions for the Committee; their sole role is to gather 
information, develop options, make recommendations (if requested) 
and report back to the Committee. 

 
4.  Decision Making 

 
a. Commitment to Seek Inclusive Solutions.  Committee members 
 agree to strive for as broad, inclusive and informed a consensus as 
 possible when making decisions, particularly with respect to final 
 recommendations.  Such decisions will be sought through effective 
 meeting facilitation and active, open, constructive participation by 
 Committee members. 
 
b. Consensus.  The Committee shall operate consistent with 
 consensus-seeking principles (rather than voting), as follows: 
 

• Consensus is both a process and an outcome. Consensus 
is a flexible concept that must be adapted to each context 
and desired outcome, and a rigid rule of unanimity for all 
decisions will not provide this flexibility. The Committee is 
committed to decision processes that address as many 
significant interests as possible, regardless of the nature of 
the decision; 

• The Committee’s primary task is to recommend to the 
GGNRA a proposed rule for dog management. For this 
decision and other substantive decisions related to 
developing a proposed rule, consensus shall mean either 
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support for or acceptance of (meaning agreement not to 
oppose) a final recommendation to the GGNRA by all 
Committee members; 

• With respect to the Committee’s report to the NPS on its 
deliberations (see “Report of Committee” below), 
consensus shall mean that all Committee members can 
support or accept a single version of the report; 

• With respect to decision making on matters that relate 
primarily to Committee operation and administration, 
including, but not limited to, agendas and schedules, 
consensus shall mean, at a minimum, broad support for 
each such interim decision or outcome across the 
spectrum of interest groups represented on the Committee; 

• With respect to adoption of these protocols, consensus 
shall mean that all Committee members can support or 
accept the same version of the protocols, even if that 
version might not be their first choice. 

 
c. Absence of Consensus. In cases where consensus is not achieved 
 despite good faith efforts, the facilitators shall make 
 recommendations to the Committee about: 1) working further to 
 reach consensus through appointed workgroups, or some other 
 designated means; 2) transmitting to GGNRA individual member 
 views or majority/minority views; or 3) tabling the issue, depending 
 on the nature of and context for the decision. With respect to the 
 Committee’s primary task, the absence of consensus on any aspect 
 of the proposed rule, or the rule in its entirety, will not constrain 
 GGNRA from proceeding with rulemaking or considering the results 
 of the Committee’s work as part of rulemaking. 
 
d. Report of Committee.  The Committee shall transmit a report to 
 the National Park Service that reflects the outcome of its 
 deliberations on a proposed rule. If the Committee reaches 
 consensus on a proposed rule, the report will present the 
 proposed rule. If the Committee does not reach consensus on 
 a proposed rule, the report will describe the extent of agreements 
 reached by the Committee, and also points of disagreement and 
 the interests that could not be integrated sufficiently to reach 
 consensus.  The Committee may include in a report any other 
 information, recommendations, or materials that the Committee 
 considers appropriate. 
 

5.  Safeguards 
 

a. Good Faith.  Committee members agree to participate in good faith 
at all times.  Subcommittee participants also are required to 
participate in good faith.  In critiquing an idea or proposal 
individuals shall make an attempt to provide a constructive 
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alternative that meets other stakeholders’ needs.  If that is not 
possible, then the individual shall attempt to clarify his/her concerns 
related to that idea or proposal.  Attachment 1 defines “Good Faith” 
in greater detail pertaining to the GGNRA negotiated rulemaking 
process.  These guidelines will be re-visited quarterly. 

 
b. Right to Withdraw.  Committee members may withdraw at any time, 

for any reason, without prejudice to themselves or the organizations 
they represent.  Committee members agree to provide a written 
explanation if they withdraw from the process.  If a committee 
member withdraws, their alternate, if available, will replace him or 
her. 

 
c. Open Dialogue.  Committee members should be able to express 

themselves without fear of retaliatory action by others.  This 
includes showing respect for the views of others, refraining from 
personal attacks and clarifying views not fully understood.  

 
6.  Communications and Information 
 

a. Sharing Information.  Committee members agree to share all 
relevant information with other Committee members.  This includes 
assisting the Committee to identify relevant information and making 
a good faith effort to provide such information in a timely manner. 

 
b. Outside Activities.  Participation on the Committee does not restrict 

pursuit of other activities related to the intended objectives of the 
rulemaking.  However, it is expected that Committee members will 
be forthcoming with other Committee members if such activities are 
undertaken.  

 
c. Public Record.  Information provided to the Committee will become 

part of the public record.  If a Committee member is interested in 
obtaining information from GGNRA on issues relevant to the 
negotiated rulemaking process, that request will be brought to 
GGNRA and the Committee for action before any Freedom of 
Information Act requests or similar initiatives are taken. 

 
7.  Media  
 

a. Statements to the Media.  Committee members and alternates 
recognize that the content and manner of public statements may 
affect the ability of the Committee to work together constructively 
and/or reach consensus.  In communications with the media, 
Committee members and alternates: 

• will speak for themselves and not others unless authorized 
to do so; 
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• will not characterize other members’ and alternates’ 
viewpoints; 

• will not attribute comments or motives to other members or 
alternates; and 

• will not utilize the media as a means of unilaterally 
influencing Committee deliberations; and 

• will not speak on behalf of the Committee unless explicitly 
authorized by the Committee to do so.  

 
8.  Schedule 
 

a. Scheduling Meetings.  Committee and Subcommittee meetings will 
be scheduled by the Committee and Subcommittees, respectively, 
with the assistance of the facilitation team.   

 
b.   Duration of the Process.  The Negotiated Rulemaking process will 

operate in concert with the NEPA process necessary to support any 
GGNRA rulemaking.  As these schedules are finalized they will be 
made available to the Committee.  The Charter for the Rulemaking 
Committee is in place for two years. 
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Roles and Responsibilities 
 

1. GGNRA: GGNRA is the sponsor of the Negotiated Rulemaking Process 
and has ultimate responsibility to ensure that the applicable regulations 
(Negotiated Rulemaking Act, Federal Advisory Committee Act) are 
appropriately interpreted and applied.  At the same time, GGNRA is a 
member of the Committee and will be treated in a similar fashion as all 
other Committee members with respect to meeting protocols, input on 
agendas, etc.  GGNRA also appoints a Designated Federal Officer who 
has oversight of the FACA Committee and responsibilities to ensure the 
Committee adheres to FACA regulations. 

 
2. Committee Members: Committee members represent a wide range of 

interests and perspectives concerning dog management in GGNRA and 
are tasked with working together to find solutions, as possible, which meet 
the various interests of stakeholders, consistent with applicable National 
Park Service guidelines and policies. Committee members agree to work 
together in good faith and abide by these protocols. 

 
3. Committee Alternates: The roles and responsibilities of alternates are 

similar to those of Committee members, and vary mainly when both are 
able to attend Committee meetings. See Section 1.b above. Alternates 
also agree to work together in good faith and abide by these protocols. 

 
4. Facilitators: The facilitators are responsible for working with the 

Committee members and alternates to establish agendas, facilitate 
Committee meetings (and Subcommittee meetings if Subcommittees are 
formed), help the Committee identify interests, areas of agreement and 
areas of disagreement where additional attention is required to resolve 
outstanding issues, and generally assist the Committee reach its intended 
objectives of building consensus on dog management solutions in the 
GGNRA.  The facilitators are also responsible for working with the 
sponsoring agency (GGNRA) to ensure all applicable regulatory 
guidelines are followed and provide input as requested on how to resolve 
critical issues facing the Committee.  
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Attachment 1 
GGNRA Dog Management Negotiation Rulemaking 

 
Good Faith Participation Standards: January 2006 

(Discussed and revised April 18, 2006) 
 
Note: The purpose of these proposed standards is to establish a clear set of guidelines for 
evaluating good faith participation consistent with the Negotiated Rulemaking Act.   
Participation in the Committee is voluntary and denotes an agreement to adhere to the 
principles. GGNRA expects all Committee members to honor their spirit as well as their 
wording.  These standards will be used as a tool to convene the NR Committee on a 
forward-looking basis.  GGNRA intends to re-visit the standards with Committee 
members after three months to gather input on their continued value to the NR process. 
 
Negotiated Rulemaking (“NR”) is a consensus-driven alternative to traditional federal 
agency rulemaking.  GGNRA has made the choice to pursue this alternative in order to 
create an opportunity for key stakeholders to be involved in the process of developing a 
dog management rule for certain areas of the GGNRA.  In particular, NR creates a forum 
for direct discussion of interests and joint development of potential solutions that is not 
available in agency rulemaking.  GGNRA is committed to NR as long as key conditions 
for negotiating a proposed rule exist.  If not, GGNRA intends to begin pursuing 
traditional agency rulemaking. 
 
A commitment to good faith participation is central to NR and the goal of seeking 
consensus among diverse perspectives.  The Negotiated Rulemaking Act identifies the 
willingness to “negotiate in good faith to reach a consensus” as a criterion for Committee 
membership.  Applications for membership on a NR committee require a written 
commitment to participate in good faith.  The Act does not define good faith, however, 
ultimately leaving that to the convening agency.    
  
All proposed members of the GGNRA Dog Management NR Committee have, in the 
past, expressed a commitment to participating in good faith.  Recent events have raised 
questions about this commitment in the minds of proposed Committee members and 
GGNRA staff alike.  The following are the standards GGNRA will use to evaluate each 
Committee member’s commitment to good faith.  The criteria will be reviewed by 
GGNRA three months after convening the first NR session, and input about potential 
modifications or the continued need for the criteria will be solicited from Committee 
members. In addition to regular review of the standards at three-month intervals, 
GGNRA will work with the Committee to address any issues related to the standards that 
appears to require timely action. These standards are different from the operating 
protocols to be adopted by the Committee at its first meeting, although some overlap is 
likely (e.g., approaches to interacting with the media).  
 
These criteria are intended primarily to apply to matters within the scope of the NR, i.e., 
dog management within GGNRA.  While these standards do not apply to other settings in 
which prospective Committee members might interact (e.g., other rulemaking processes, 
the San Francisco Dog Advisory Committee), GGNRA believes it is important that 
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Committee members consider how interactions in those settings affect the likelihood of 
success of the NR process.  Good faith criteria include: 
 

1. A commitment to giving the NR process a reasonable chance to address the 
longstanding and complex issues involving dog management in the GGNRA . 
Participants agree that the NR process will serve as the primary vehicle for 
discussion of matters within the scope of the NR during the period of participation 
as a Committee member.     

 
2. A commitment to civility in NR proceedings, including the Committee and any 

Subcommittees that may be created to support the Committee’s work.  This 
includes supporting the civil and constructive expression of the diverse values, 
perspectives, and opinions within the Committee’s membership, consistent with 
the NR goal of building consensus. 

 
3. A commitment to an open and objective process for developing potential 

solutions.  This includes openness to suggested approaches or ideas that do not 
meet the initial preferences of individuals or organizations participating on the 
Committee, and the use of objective criteria as the basis for evaluating proposed 
solutions (to the extent possible).  Openness does not imply acceptance of or 
agreement with the substance of proposed approaches or ideas but denotes a 
willingness to listen to different approaches. 

 
4. A commitment to refrain from communications or other actions, whether direct or 

indirect, which could fairly be considered as harassing or attacking another 
Committee member or their organization/agency.   

 
5. A commitment to supporting the NR process in public communications during the 

period of participation as a Committee member.  This criterion encompasses use 
of the Internet and World Wide Web, whether direct or indirect, as well as 
communication with the media.  All Committee members are responsible for the 
content of their respective organizational web pages under this criterion. 

 
6. Committee members, alternates and Subcommittee members commit to ensuring 

statements made in Committee meetings, Subcommittee meetings, and in 
public communications outside Committee meetings, regarding all issues relevant 
to this Negotiated Rulemaking, are accurate. 

 
It is understood that the agreement of each Committee member to these standards shall be 
consistent with any professional ethical obligations. Proposed or appointed Committee 
members who cannot commit to or who do not follow these criteria for good faith 
participation understand that they are subject to removal from the Committee by 
GGNRA.  These standards can be fairly applied only after all prospective Committee 
members have had a chance to review them and provide a written confirmation of their 
commitment (no later than January 4, 2006).  During this interim period GGNRA expects 
proposed Committee members to abide by the “spirit” of the proposed standards and will 
evaluate any issues that arise on a case-by-case basis.  The basis for GGNRA actions that 
result from applying these standards, including removal from the Committee, will be 
explained to all Committee members by GGNRA. 
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Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee for Dog Management at 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) 

 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Protocols 

Revised March 5, 2007 
  
In Attachment 1: Good Faith Participation Standards, the Committee agreed that 
Protocols and Standards would be revisited  after three months to gather input on their 
continued value to the NR process and the. The Technical Subcommittee also specifically 
asked that the Protocols be strengthened at their meeting on February 17, 2007, due to 
the interference of outside events,including media contacts and website 
informationcontent. In response,the NPS is proposing the following changes to the 
protocols, the new protocols are proposed by NPS  

 
GGNRA is proceeding with formal rulemaking to develop a proposed rule that 
may alter the application of the existing dog walking regulation, 36 CFR §2.15 
(a)(2), at GGNRA through a new special regulation that will govern dog 
management within its boundaries.  As part of rulemaking, and as a reflection of 
its stated “commitment to include the public meaningfully” in developing a dog 
management rule, the U.S. Department of Interior has created a Negotiated 
Rulemaking Advisory Committee (Committee).  In a “Dear Participant” letter 
dated May 10, 2004, GGNRA General Superintendent Brian O’Neill suggested a 
Committee would “work with GGNRA to investigate a regulation to allow off-leash 
dog walking in certain areas . . . where resources and visitor safety would not be 
impacted.”   
 
Creation of a Committee is guided primarily by two federal acts, the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Act and the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  These Acts state the 
intent for a Committee to work by consensus, and to open discussion with a goal 
of reaching unanimous agreement, if possible, among all interests represented 
on the committee to the extent possible.  With that goal in mind it is essential that 
Committee members and alternates commit to a set of working principles and 
operating protocols. The working principles for a GGNRA Committee are set out 
below, followed by a set of specific operating protocols. 
 
Working Principles 
 
In pursing the goal of reaching consensus on a proposed dog management rule 
for GGNRA the Committee members and alternates commit to work together, 
adhering to the following principles: 
 

• Use the Committee to build good working relationships among 
representatives of various interest groups that shall last beyond the life of 
the Committee 

 
• Be good listeners to the concerns of others, even a lone voice, and work 

cooperatively to satisfy the concerns of all involved 
 

Comment [ses1]: Chris, I think this should not 
be in the Protocol document, but rather  in an email 
or cover document letter to the  Committee. 
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• Be honest, transparent, and specific about concerns or interests, thereby 
creating opportunity for joint, interest-based problem solving 

 
• Acknowledge that the process of listening to all voices and working 

towards consensus is essential for successful, durable and implementable 
outcomes 

 
• Commit to participate in good faith, and to expend the time necessary to 

meaningfully participate in and contribute to the process 
 

• Recognize that while people come to the table with different interests, 
values and perspectives, acceptable outcomes are still possible using 
objective criteria and analysis 

 
• Be prepared to set aside past differences and adversarial approaches and 

work constructively with other Committee members 
 
• If not in agreement with a proposed solution, outcome or recommendation, 

present an alternative that reflects and incorporates, to the extent 
possible, the various interests that have been expressed. 

 
 
Operating Protocols for the Committee 
 

1. Membership  
 

a. Committee Members.  Pursuant to FACA, the Secretary of the 
Interior has appointed Committee members and alternates.  
Members consist of representatives of various organizations, 
including environmental groups, off-leash dog proponents, youth 
and elderly advocates, other park users and other stakeholders. 
Committee members will be the primary voice for interests they 
represent in Committee discussions. 

 
b. Alternates.  Alternates will represent Committee members and/or 

their interests at times when the member is unable to participate in 
Committee deliberations.  Alternates will sit at the table with 
Committee members during meetings. Members will be the 
spokesperson for each member-alternate team during Committee 
discussions, with these exceptions: (1) the member and alternate 
may switch roles, and (2) the discussion lead for a team may ask 
that additional perspectives from the team be part of the discussion 
in order to promote a greater understanding of the issues within the 
Committee.    
 

c. The DOI Secretary, in considering appointment decisions for the 
Committee, used a wide range of advice including: 
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• Recommendations from the GGNRA and Regional NPS 
Office 

• Recommendations from the conveners 
• Self-nominations from those who believe their interest(s) 

were not adequately represented on the Committee by 
others 

 
 

d. Criteria considered in selecting individuals to be appointed 
included: 

• Willingness and ability to work with other stakeholders in 
achieving consensus  

• Contribution to balance among stakeholders and interest 
groups represented 

• Commitment to participate actively in the process  
• Ability to resolve issues through collaborative deliberations 

and consensus  through outside actions, such as media 
contacts, websites, and actions of other governmental 
bodies (referring to Commission hearing). 

• Willingness to act in good faith consistent with the working 
principles 

 
e. Constituents’ Interests.  Committee members will attempt to 

represent the interests and concerns of their organizations and 
related constituents as accurately and thoroughly as possible, and 
work to ensure that any agreement developed by the Committee is 
acceptable to their organization. 

 
f. Dismissal from Committee. While not anticipated, if a Committee 

member or alternate, or a Subcommittee member, acts in a manner 
inconsistent with the agreed- upon Committee protocols or good 
faith standards (Appendix 1), GGNRA shall evaluate whether 
continued participation on the Committee is appropriate and may 
dismiss that person. If such a situation arises, GGNRA will bring the 
issue before the Committee for appropriate explanation and 
discussion prior to any dismissal. The NPS will provide a written 
explanation to the Committee of the reasons for dismissal of any 
Committee member or alternative, or Subcommittee member. 

 
2.  Meetings 
 

a. FACA.  The Committee is a FACA Committee and as such will 
follow FACA requirements at all times including, but not limited to, 
public notice, meeting records, and openness to the public. 

 
b. Attendance at Meetings.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to participate in all scheduled meetings or 
activities.  If a member is not able to attend a given meeting, his or 

Comment [ses2]: Moved  your addition to this 
to a new section on Pg 7, under “Safeguards” 

GGNRA006465



FINAL DRAFT REVISED VERSION  March 5, 2007 
Reflects revisions made and approved at May 15, 2006 Committee Meeting 

4 

her designated alternate shall participate in the member’s absence 
whenever possible.  Excessive absence may lead to dismissal from 
the Committee.  

 
c. Agendas.  Agendas will be developed jointly by the Committee, with 

a draft distributed to Committee members in advance of each 
meeting. 

 
d. Meeting Materials.  To the extent possible, all Meeting Materials will 

be distributed to Committee members and alternates prior to 
Committee meetings to provide an adequate opportunity to prepare 
for meetings. 

 
e. Meeting Summaries.  A draft summary of each meeting will be 

prepared by the facilitation team, and adopted by the Committee at 
its next meeting.  The Draft Meeting Summary will be provided to 
Committee members and alternates within two weeks after each 
meeting, or as soon thereafter as possible, to allow adequate time 
for review. The Committee’s approved meeting summaries will be 
the basis of documentation of the Committee’s work, discussions, 
and recommendations.  Once approved by the Committee, meeting 
summaries will be made available to the public on the National Park 
Service website. 

 
f. Caucus.  Committee members can call for a “caucus break” at any 

time to allow for discussions away from the table.  The Committee 
will determine how much time will be allocated for the caucus 
break.  

 
g. Meeting Attendees and Comment.  Non-member meeting 

attendees may comment during Committee meetings at times and 
in a manner designated by the Committee. Written comments may 
be provided at any time during the negotiated rulemaking process 
and will be attached to Committee meeting summaries for 
documentation purposes.  A public comment period(s) of up to 20 
minutes will also be provided during or after each Committee 
meeting as determined by the Committee (based on the agenda).  
Up to two minutes will be allocated to any person wishing to provide 
public comment at Committee meetings (for each public comment 
period), depending on available time and the number of people 
wishing to comment.  Time for providing public comment may not 
be shared or transferred.  All comments must be directly related to 
topics on the meeting agenda.  

 
3.  Subcommittees 
 

a. Establishment.  Subcommittees, and their membership, may be 
established at any time by the Committee to focus on and develop 
preliminary proposals concerning particular issues or sets of issues.  
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The Committee may provide in its charge to a Subcommittee 
whatever level of guidance regarding focus and process it deems 
necessary. 

 
b. Committee Members.   Committee members, or their alternates, 

should actively participate on Subcommittees to the extent 
possible.   

 
c. Subcommittee Participation.   Participation in Subcommittees is 

open to anyone with interest in, and knowledge about, the issues a 
Subcommittee is considering, with the agreement of the 
Committee.  Subcommittee members must agree to participate in 
good faith and contribute constructively to the efforts of that 
Subcommittee, and abide by the same protocols and good faith 
criteria as the Committee. 

 
d. Balanced Representation.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to assure that a balance of interests is represented 
on each Subcommittee.  In particular, efforts will be made to 
include local government representatives on appropriate 
Subcommittees. 

 
e. Process.  Subcommittee meetings will be conducted in accordance 

with any ground rules established by the Committee, consistent 
with FACA and the Negotiated Rulemaking Act.  The 
Subcommittees will be convened with the assistance of the 
facilitation team. 

 
f. Subcommittee Products.  Subcommittees are not authorized to 

make decisions for the Committee; their sole role is to gather 
information, develop options, make recommendations (if requested) 
and report back to the Committee. 

 
4.  Decision Making 

 
a. Commitment to Seek Inclusive Solutions.  Committee members 
 agree to strive for as broad, inclusive and informed a consensus as 
 possible when making decisions, particularly with respect to final 
 recommendations.  Such decisions will be sought through effective 
 meeting facilitation and active, open, constructive participation by 
 Committee members. 
 
b. Consensus.  The Committee shall operate consistent with 
 consensus-seeking principles (rather than voting), as follows: 
 

• Consensus is both a process and an outcome. Consensus 
is a flexible concept that must be adapted to each context 
and desired outcome, and a rigid rule of unanimity for all 
decisions will not provide this flexibility. The Committee is 
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committed to decision processes that address as many 
significant interests as possible, regardless of the nature of 
the decision; 

• The Committee’s primary task is to recommend to the 
GGNRA a proposed rule for dog management. For this 
decision and other substantive decisions related to 
developing a proposed rule, consensus shall mean either 
support for or acceptance of (meaning agreement not to 
oppose) a final recommendation to the GGNRA by all 
Committee members; 

• With respect to the Committee’s report to the NPS on its 
deliberations (see “Report of Committee” below), 
consensus shall mean that all Committee members can 
support or accept a single version of the report; 

• With respect to decision making on matters that relate 
primarily to Committee operation and administration, 
including, but not limited to, agendas and schedules, 
consensus shall mean, at a minimum, broad support for 
each such interim decision or outcome across the 
spectrum of interest groups represented on the Committee; 

• With respect to adoption of these protocols, consensus 
shall mean that all Committee members can support or 
accept the same version of the protocols, even if that 
version might not be their first choice. 

 
c. Absence of Consensus. In cases where consensus is not achieved 
 despite good faith efforts, the facilitators shall make 
 recommendations to the Committee about: 1) working further to 
 reach consensus through appointed workgroups, or some other 
 designated means; 2) transmitting to GGNRA individual member 
 views or majority/minority views; or 3) tabling the issue, depending 
 on the nature of and context for the decision. With respect to the 
 Committee’s primary task, the absence of consensus on any aspect 
 of the proposed rule, or the rule in its entirety, will not constrain 
 GGNRA from proceeding with rulemaking or considering the results 
 of the Committee’s work as part of rulemaking. 
 
d. Report of Committee.  The Committee shall transmit a report to 
 the National Park Service that reflects the outcome of its 
 deliberations on a proposed rule. If the Committee reaches 
 consensus on a proposed rule, the report will present the 
 proposed rule. If the Committee does not reach consensus on 
 a proposed rule, the report will describe the extent of agreements 
 reached by the Committee, and also points of disagreement and 
 the interests that could not be integrated sufficiently to reach 
 consensus.  The Committee may include in a report any other 
 information, recommendations, or materials that the Committee 
 considers appropriate. 
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5.  Safeguards 
 

a. Good Faith.  Committee members are required, as a condition of 
acceptance of their appointment by the Interior Secretary and their 
written acceptance of the Good Faith Participation Standards 
(Attachment 1),gree to participate in good faith at all times.  
Subcommittee participants also are required to participate in good 
faith.  In critiquing an idea or proposal individuals shall make an 
attempt to provide a constructive alternative that meets other 
stakeholders’ needs.  If that is not possible, then the individual shall 
attempt to clarify his/her concerns related to that idea or proposal.  
Attachment 1 defines “Good Faith” in greater detail pertaining to the 
GGNRA negotiated rulemaking process.  These guidelines will be 
re-visited quarterly. 

 
b. Right to Withdraw.  Committee members may withdraw at any time, 

for any reason, without prejudice to themselves or the organizations 
they represent.  Committee members agree to provide a written 
explanation if they withdraw from the process.  If a committee 
member withdraws, their alternate, if available, will replace him or 
her. 

 
c. Open Dialogue.  Committee members should be able to express 

themselves without fear of retaliatory action by others during the 
meetings or in outside activities thereafter.  This includes showing 
respect for the views of others, refraining from personal attacks and 
clarifying views not fully understood.  

 
d.  Resolution of Issues. Committee members should work to resolve  

any issues within the Committee, and refrain from using actions or 
forums outside of the NR process (such as media contacts, 
websites, or involvement of other governmental bodies) to influence 
the NR process or to initiate personal attacks on Committee 
members. 

 
 

6.  Communications and Information 
 

a. Sharing Information.  Committee members agree to share all 
relevant information with other Committee members.  This includes 
assisting the Committee to identify relevant information and making 
a good faith effort to provide such information in a timely manner. 

 
b. Outside Activities.  Participation on the Committee does not restrict 

pursuit of other activities related to the intended objectives of the 
rulemaking.  However, Members and the organizations they 
represent, will refrain from outside activities or use of forums 
outside the NR process to negatively comment associated with on 
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any dogwalking issue at GGNRA while they are serving as 
representatives on the Committee.  it is expected that Committee 
members will be forthcoming with other Committee members if 
such activities are undertaken. during the duration of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee’s deliberations. 

 
c. Public Record.  Information provided to the Committee will become 

part of the public record.  If a Committee member is interested in 
obtaining information from GGNRA on issues relevant to the 
negotiated rulemaking process, that request will be brought to 
GGNRA and the Committee for action before any Freedom of 
Information Act requests or similar initiatives are taken. 

 
7.  Media  
 

a. Statements to the Media.  Committee members and alternates 
recognize that the content and manner of public statements may 
affect the ability of the Committee to work together constructively 
and/or reach consensus.  In communications with the media, 
Committee members and alternatesTherefore,  members will 
refrain from discussing dogwalking issues related to the work of the 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee with the media while they are 
serving as representatives on the Committee.: 

•will speak for themselves and not others unless authorized to 
do so; 

•will not characterize other members’ and alternates’ 
viewpoints; 

•will not attribute comments or motives to other members or 
alternates; and 

•will not utilize the media as a means of unilaterally influencing 
Committee deliberations; and 

• will not speak on behalf of the Committee unless explicitly 
authorized by the Committee to do so.  

 
8.  Schedule 
 

a. Scheduling Meetings.  Committee and Subcommittee meetings will 
be scheduled by the Committee and Subcommittees, respectively, 
with the assistance of the facilitation team.   

 
b.   Duration of the Process.  The Negotiated Rulemaking process will 

operate in concert with the NEPA process necessary to support any 
GGNRA rulemaking.  As these schedules are finalized they will be 
made available to the Committee.  The Charter for the Rulemaking 
Committee is in place for Roles and Responsibilities 

 
1. GGNRA: GGNRA is the sponsor of the Negotiated Rulemaking Process 

and has ultimate responsibility to ensure that the applicable regulations 

GGNRA006470



FINAL DRAFT REVISED VERSION  March 5, 2007 
Reflects revisions made and approved at May 15, 2006 Committee Meeting 

9 

(Negotiated Rulemaking Act, Federal Advisory Committee Act) are 
appropriately interpreted and applied.  At the same time, GGNRA is a 
member of the Committee and will be treated in a similar fashion as all 
other Committee members with respect to meeting protocols, input on 
agendas, etc.  GGNRA also appoints a Designated Federal Officer who 
has oversight of the FACA Committee and responsibilities to ensure the 
Committee adheres to FACA regulations. 

 
2. Committee Members: Committee members represent a wide range of 

interests and perspectives concerning dog management in GGNRA and 
are tasked with working together to find solutions, as possible, which meet 
the various interests of stakeholders, consistent with applicable National 
Park Service guidelines and policies. Committee members agree to work 
together in good faith and abide by these protocols. 

 
3. Committee Alternates: The roles and responsibilities of alternates are 

similar to those of Committee members, and vary mainly when both are 
able to attend Committee meetings. See Section 1.b above. Alternates 
also agree to work together in good faith and abide by these protocols. 

 
4. Facilitators: The facilitators are responsible for working with the 

Committee members and alternates to establish agendas, facilitate 
Committee meetings (and Subcommittee meetings if Subcommittees are 
formed), help the Committee identify interests, areas of agreement and 
areas of disagreement where additional attention is required to resolve 
outstanding issues, and generally assist the Committee reach its intended 
objectives of building consensus on dog management solutions in the 
GGNRA.  The facilitators are also responsible for working with the 
sponsoring agency (GGNRA) to ensure all applicable regulatory 
guidelines are followed and provide input as requested on how to resolve 
critical issues facing the Committee.  
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Attachment 1 
GGNRA Dog Management Negotiation Rulemaking 

 
Good Faith Participation Standards: January 2006 

(Discussed and revised April 18, 2006) 
 
Note: The purpose of these proposed standards is to establish a clear set of guidelines for 
evaluating good faith participation consistent with the Negotiated Rulemaking Act.   
Participation in the Committee is voluntary and denotes an agreement to adhere to the 
principles. GGNRA expects all Committee members to honor their spirit as well as their 
wording.  These standards will be used as a tool to convene the NR Committee on a 
forward-looking basis.  GGNRA intends to re-visit the standards with Committee 
members after three months to gather input on their continued value to the NR process. 
 
Negotiated Rulemaking (“NR”) is a consensus-driven alternative to traditional federal 
agency rulemaking.  GGNRA has made the choice to pursue this alternative in order to 
create an opportunity for key stakeholders to be involved in the process of developing a 
dog management rule for certain areas of the GGNRA.  In particular, NR creates a forum 
for direct discussion of interests and joint development of potential solutions that is not 
available in agency rulemaking.  GGNRA is committed to NR as long as key conditions 
for negotiating a proposed rule exist.  If not, GGNRA intends to begin pursuing 
traditional agency rulemaking. 
 
A commitment to good faith participation is central to NR and the goal of seeking 
consensus among diverse perspectives.  The Negotiated Rulemaking Act identifies the 
willingness to “negotiate in good faith to reach a consensus” as a criterion for Committee 
membership.  Applications for membership on a NR committee require a written 
commitment to participate in good faith.  The Act does not define good faith, however, 
ultimately leaving that to the convening agency.   
  
All proposed members of the GGNRA Dog Management NR Committee have, in the 
past, expressed a commitment to participating in good faith.  Recent events have raised 
questions about this commitment in the minds of proposed Committee members and 
GGNRA staff alike.  The following are the standards GGNRA will use to evaluate each 
Committee member’s commitment to good faith.  The criteria will be reviewed by 
GGNRA three months after convening the first NR session, and input about potential 
modifications or the continued need for the criteria will be solicited from Committee 
members. In addition to regular review of the standards at three-month intervals, 
GGNRA will work with the Committee to address any issues related to the standards that 
appears to require timely action. These standards are different from the operating 
protocols to be adopted by the Committee at its first meeting, although some overlap is 
likely (e.g., approaches to interacting with the media).  
 
 
These criteria are intended primarily to apply to matters within the scope of the NR, i.e., 
dog management within GGNRA.  While these standards do not apply to other settings in 
which prospective Committee members might interact (e.g., other rulemaking processes, 
the San Francisco Dog Advisory Committee), GGNRA believes it is important that 

Comment [ses3]: I would leave this in and refer 
to it in the cover memo as I mentioned at the top of 
the Protocols– a reminder that it was made clear 
form the beginning that the Protocols could be 
revised.  The reason to leave alone is that this 
document shows history of how committee was 
chosen and what was understood (supposedly) by all 
from the beginning. 

Comment [ses4]: This point is better made in 
the protocols.  Leave this document as it was agreed 
to, except for any small edits, but maybe not even 
those.  This is the basis of the protocols.  All we 
should be changing is the protocols, and this, in the 
preamble, allows that. 

Comment [ses5]: Again, I would leave in and 
refer to it as basis for protocol change. 
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Committee members consider how interactions in those settings affect the likelihood of 
success of the NR process.  Good faith criteria include: 
 

1. A commitment to giving the NR process a reasonable chance to address the 
longstanding and complex issues involving dog management in the GGNRA . 
Participants agree that the NR process will serve as the primary vehicle for 
discussion of matters within the scope of the NR during the period of participation 
as a Committee member.     

 
2. A commitment to civility in NR proceedings, including the Committee and any 

Subcommittees that may be created to support the Committee’s work.  This 
includes supporting the civil and constructive expression of the diverse values, 
perspectives, and opinions within the Committee’s membership, consistent with 
the NR goal of building consensus. 

 
3. A commitment to an open and objective process for developing potential 

solutions.  This includes openness to suggested approaches or ideas that do not 
meet the initial preferences of individuals or organizations participating on the 
Committee, and the use of objective criteria as the basis for evaluating proposed 
solutions (to the extent possible).  Openness does not imply acceptance of or 
agreement with the substance of proposed approaches or ideas but denotes a 
willingness to listen to different approaches. 

 
4. A commitment to refrain from communications or other actions, whether direct or 

indirect, which could fairly be considered as harassing or attacking another 
Committee member or their organization/agency.   

 
5. A commitment to supporting the NR process in public communications during the 

period of participation as a Committee member.  This criterion encompasses use 
of the Internet and World Wide Web, whether direct or indirect, as well as 
communication with the media.  All Committee members are responsible for the 
content of their respective organizational web pages under this criterion. 

 
6. Committee members, alternates and Subcommittee members commit to ensuring 

statements made in Committee meetings, Subcommittee meetings, and in 
public communications outside Committee meetings, regarding all issues relevant 
to this Negotiated Rulemaking, are accurate. 

 
It is understood that the agreement of each Committee member to these standards shall be 
consistent with any professional ethical obligations. Proposed or appointed Committee 
members who cannot commit to or who do not follow these criteria for good faith 
participation understand that they are subject to removal from the Committee by 
GGNRA.  These standards can be fairly applied only after all prospective Committee 
members have had a chance to review them and provide a written confirmation of their 
commitment (no later than January 4, 2006).  During this interim period GGNRA expects 
proposed Committee members to abide by the “spirit” of the proposed standards and will 
evaluate any issues that arise on a case-by-case basis.  The basis for GGNRA actions that 
result from applying these standards, including removal from the Committee, will be 
explained to all Committee members by GGNRA. 

Comment [ses6]: Again, I would leave all this 
alone as a basis document, and change only the 
protocols themselves. 
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Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee for Dog Management at 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) 

 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Protocols 

 (can you put an introductory few sentences that GGNRA is updating these 
protocols:   
 
The Committee agreed that Protocols and Standards would be revisited  after three 
months to gather input on their continued value to the NR process and the Technical 
Subcommittee asked that they be strengthened at their meeting on 2/17/07.  Due to the 
interference of outside events, media contacts and website information, the new protocols 
are proposed by NPS.   

 
GGNRA is proceeding with formal rulemaking to develop a proposed rule that 
may alter the application of the existing dog walking regulation, 36 CFR §2.15 
(a)(2), at GGNRA through a new special regulation that will govern dog 
management within its boundaries.  As part of rulemaking, and as a reflection of 
its stated “commitment to include the public meaningfully” in developing a dog 
management rule, the U.S. Department of Interior has created a Negotiated 
Rulemaking Advisory Committee (Committee).  In a “Dear Participant” letter 
dated May 10, 2004, GGNRA General Superintendent Brian O’Neill suggested a 
Committee would “work with GGNRA to investigate a regulation to allow off-leash 
dog walking in certain areas . . . where resources and visitor safety would not be 
impacted.”   
 
Creation of a Committee is guided primarily by two federal acts, the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Act and the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  These Acts state the 
intent for a Committee to work by consensus, and to open discussion with a goal 
of reaching unanimous agreement, if possible, among all interests represented 
on the committee to the extent possible.  With that goal in mind it is essential that 
Committee members and alternates commit to a set of working principles and 
operating protocols. The working principles for a GGNRA Committee are set out 
below, followed by a set of specific operating protocols. 
 
Working Principles 
 
In pursing the goal of reaching consensus on a proposed dog management rule 
for GGNRA the Committee members and alternates commit to work together, 
adhering to the following principles: 
 

• Use the Committee to build good working relationships among 
representatives of various interest groups that shall last beyond the life of 
the Committee 

 
• Be good listeners to the concerns of others, even a lone voice, and work 

cooperatively to satisfy the concerns of all involved 
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• Be honest, transparent, and specific about concerns or interests, thereby 
creating opportunity for joint, interest-based problem solving 

 
• Acknowledge that the process of listening to all voices and working 

towards consensus is essential for successful, durable and implementable 
outcomes 

 
• Commit to participate in good faith, and to expend the time necessary to 

meaningfully participate in and contribute to the process 
 

• Recognize that while people come to the table with different interests, 
values and perspectives, acceptable outcomes are still possible using 
objective criteria and analysis 

 
• Be prepared to set aside past differences and adversarial approaches and 

work constructively with other Committee members 
 
• If not in agreement with a proposed solution, outcome or recommendation, 

present an alternative that reflects and incorporates, to the extent 
possible, the various interests that have been expressed. 

 
 
Operating Protocols for the Committee 
 

1. Membership  
 

a. Committee Members.  Pursuant to FACA, the Secretary of the 
Interior has appointed Committee members and alternates.  
Members consist of representatives of various organizations, 
including environmental groups, off-leash dog proponents, youth 
and elderly advocates, other park users and other stakeholders. 
Committee members will be the primary voice for interests they 
represent in Committee discussions. 

 
b. Alternates.  Alternates will represent Committee members and/or 

their interests at times when the member is unable to participate in 
Committee deliberations.  Alternates will sit at the table with 
Committee members during meetings. Members will be the 
spokesperson for each member-alternate team during Committee 
discussions, with these exceptions: (1) the member and alternate 
may switch roles, and (2) the discussion lead for a team may ask 
that additional perspectives from the team be part of the discussion 
in order to promote a greater understanding of the issues within the 
Committee.    
 

c. The DOI Secretary, in considering appointment decisions for the 
Committee, used a wide range of advice including: 
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• Recommendations from the GGNRA and Regional NPS 
Office 

• Recommendations from the conveners 
• Self-nominations from those who believe their interest(s) 

were not adequately represented on the Committee by 
others 

 
 
 

d. Criteria considered in selecting individuals to be appointed 
included: 

• Willingness and ability to work with other stakeholders in 
achieving consensus  

• Contribution to balance among stakeholders and interest 
groups represented 

• Commitment to participate actively in the process  
• Ability to resolve issues through collaborative deliberations 

and consensus (and not through outside actions, such as 
media contacts, websites, and actions of other 
governmental bodies (referring to Commission hearing). 

• Willingness to act in good faith consistent with the working 
principles 

 
e. Constituents’ Interests.  Committee members will attempt to 

represent the interests and concerns of their organizations and 
related constituents as accurately and thoroughly as possible, and 
work to ensure that any agreement developed by the Committee is 
acceptable to their organization. 

 
f.Dismissal from Committee. While not anticipated, if a Committee 

member or alternate, or a Subcommittee member, acts in a manner 
inconsistent with the agreed upon Committee protocols or good 
faith standards (Appendix 1), GGNRA shall evaluate whether 
continued participation on the Committee is appropriate and may 
dismiss that person. If such a situation arises, GGNRA will bring the 
issue before the Committee for informational purposes. for 
appropriate explanation and discussion prior to any dismissal. The 
NPS will provide a written explanation to the Committee of the 
reasons for dismissal of any Committee member or alternative, or 
Subcommittee member. 

g.f.  
2.  Meetings 
 

a. FACA.  The Committee is a FACA Committee and as such will 
follow FACA requirements at all times including, but not limited to, 
public notice, meeting records, and openness to the public. 
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b. Attendance at Meetings.  Committee members agree to make a 
good faith effort to participate in all scheduled meetings or 
activities.  If a member is not able to attend a given meeting, his or 
her designated alternate shall participate in the member’s absence 
whenever possible.  Excessive absence may lead to dismissal from 
the Committee.  

 
c. Agendas.  Agendas will be developed jointly by the Committee, with 

a draft distributed to Committee members in advance of each 
meeting. 

 
 
d. Meeting Materials.  To the extent possible, all Meeting Materials will 

be distributed to Committee members and alternates prior to 
Committee meetings to provide an adequate opportunity to prepare 
for meetings. 

 
e. Meeting Summaries.  A draft summary of each meeting will be 

prepared by the facilitation team, and adopted by the Committee at 
its next meeting.  The Draft Meeting Summary will be provided to 
Committee members and alternates within two weeks after each 
meeting, or as soon thereafter as possible, to allow adequate time 
for review. The Committee’s approved meeting summaries will be 
the basis of documentation of the Committee’s work, discussions, 
and recommendations.  Once approved by the Committee, meeting 
summaries will be made available to the public on the National Park 
Service website. 

 
f. Caucus.  Committee members can call for a “caucus break” at any 

time to allow for discussions away from the table.  The Committee 
will determine how much time will be allocated for the caucus 
break.  

 
g. Meeting Attendees and Comment.  Non-member meeting 

attendees may comment during Committee meetings at times and 
in a manner designated by the Committee. Written comments may 
be provided at any time during the negotiated rulemaking process 
and will be attached to Committee meeting summaries for 
documentation purposes.  A public comment period(s) of up to 20 
minutes will also be provided during or after each Committee 
meeting as determined by the Committee (based on the agenda).  
Up to two minutes will be allocated to any person wishing to provide 
public comment at Committee meetings (for each public comment 
period), depending on available time and the number of people 
wishing to comment.  Time for providing public comment may not 
be shared or transferred.  All comments must be directly related to 
topics on the meeting agenda.  

 
3.  Subcommittees 
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a. Establishment.  Subcommittees, and their membership, may be 

established at any time by the Committee to focus on and develop 
preliminary proposals concerning particular issues or sets of issues.  
The Committee may provide in its charge to a Subcommittee 
whatever level of guidance regarding focus and process it deems 
necessary. 

 
b. Committee Members.   Committee members, or their alternates, 

should actively participate on Subcommittees to the extent 
possible.   

 
c. Subcommittee Participation.   Participation in Subcommittees is 

open to anyone with interest in, and knowledge about, the issues a 
Subcommittee is considering, with the agreement of the 
Committee.  Subcommittee members must agree to participate in 
good faith and contribute constructively to the efforts of that 
Subcommittee, and abide by the same protocols and good faith 
criteria as the Committee. 

 
d. Balanced Representation.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to assure that a balance of interests is represented 
on each Subcommittee.  In particular, efforts will be made to 
include local government representatives on appropriate 
Subcommittees. 

 
e. Process.  Subcommittee meetings will be conducted in accordance 

with any ground rules established by the Committee, consistent 
with FACA and the Negotiated Rulemaking Act.  The 
Subcommittees will be convened with the assistance of the 
facilitation team. 

 
f. Subcommittee Products.  Subcommittees are not authorized to 

make decisions for the Committee; their sole role is to gather 
information, develop options, make recommendations (if requested) 
and report back to the Committee. 

 
4.  Decision Making 

 
a. Commitment to Seek Inclusive Solutions.  Committee members 
 agree to strive for as broad, inclusive and informed a consensus as 
 possible when making decisions, particularly with respect to final 
 recommendations.  Such decisions will be sought through effective 
 meeting facilitation and active, open, constructive participation by 
 Committee members. 
 
b. Consensus.  The Committee shall operate consistent with 
 consensus-seeking principles (rather than voting), as follows: 
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• Consensus is both a process and an outcome. Consensus 
is a flexible concept that must be adapted to each context 
and desired outcome, and a rigid rule of unanimity for all 
decisions will not provide this flexibility. The Committee is 
committed to decision processes that address as many 
significant interests as possible, regardless of the nature of 
the decision; 

• The Committee’s primary task is to recommend to the 
GGNRA a proposed rule for dog management. For this 
decision and other substantive decisions related to 
developing a proposed rule, consensus shall mean either 
support for or acceptance of (meaning agreement not to 
oppose) a final recommendation to the GGNRA by all 
Committee members; 

• With respect to the Committee’s report to the NPS on its 
deliberations (see “Report of Committee” below), 
consensus shall mean that all Committee members can 
support or accept a single version of the report; 

• With respect to decision making on matters that relate 
primarily to Committee operation and administration, 
including, but not limited to, agendas and schedules, 
consensus shall mean, at a minimum, broad support for 
each such interim decision or outcome across the 
spectrum of interest groups represented on the Committee; 

• With respect to adoption of these protocols, consensus 
shall mean that all Committee members can support or 
accept the same version of the protocols, even if that 
version might not be their first choice. 

 
c. Absence of Consensus. In cases where consensus is not achieved 
 despite good faith efforts, the facilitators shall make 
 recommendations to the Committee about: 1) working further to 
 reach consensus through appointed workgroups, or some other 
 designated means; 2) transmitting to GGNRA individual member 
 views or majority/minority views; or 3) tabling the issue, depending 
 on the nature of and context for the decision. With respect to the 
 Committee’s primary task, the absence of consensus on any aspect 
 of the proposed rule, or the rule in its entirety, will not constrain 
 GGNRA from proceeding with rulemaking or considering the results 
 of the Committee’s work as part of rulemaking. 
 
d. Report of Committee.  The Committee shall transmit a report to 
 the National Park Service that reflects the outcome of its 
 deliberations on a proposed rule. If the Committee reaches 
 consensus on a proposed rule, the report will present the 
 proposed rule. If the Committee does not reach consensus on 
 a proposed rule, the report will describe the extent of agreements 
 reached by the Committee, and also points of disagreement and 
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 the interests that could not be integrated sufficiently to reach 
 consensus.  The Committee may include in a report any other 
 information, recommendations, or materials that the Committee 
 considers appropriate. 
 

5.  Safeguards 
 

a. Good Faith.  Committee members are required, as a condition of 
acceptance of their appointment by the Interior Secretary,gree to 
participate in good faith at all times.  Subcommittee participants 
also are required to participate in good faith.  In critiquing an idea or 
proposal individuals shall make an attempt to provide a constructive 
alternative that meets other stakeholders’ needs.  If that is not 
possible, then the individual shall attempt to clarify his/her concerns 
related to that idea or proposal.  Attachment 1 defines “Good Faith” 
in greater detail pertaining to the GGNRA negotiated rulemaking 
process.  These guidelines will be re-visited quarterly. 

 
b. Right to Withdraw.  Committee members may withdraw at any time, 

for any reason, without prejudice to themselves or the organizations 
they represent.  Committee members agree to provide a written 
explanation if they withdraw from the process.  If a committee 
member withdraws, their alternate, if available, will replace him or 
her. 

 
c. Open Dialogue.  Committee members should be able to express 

themselves without fear of retaliatory action by others.  This 
includes showing respect for the views of others, refraining from 
personal attacks and clarifying views not fully understood.  

 
6.  Communications and Information 
 

a. Sharing Information.  Committee members agree to share all 
relevant information with other Committee members.  This includes 
assisting the Committee to identify relevant information and making 
a good faith effort to provide such information in a timely manner. 

 
b. Outside Activities.  Participation on the Committee does not restrict 

pursuit of other activities related to the intended objectives of the 
rulemaking.  However, Members will refrain from outside activities 
associated with any dogwalking issue at GGNRA while they are 
serving as reprensentatives on the Committee.  it is expected that 
Committee members will be forthcoming with other Committee 
members if such activities are undertaken.  

 
c. Public Record.  Information provided to the Committee will become 

part of the public record.  If a Committee member is interested in 
obtaining information from GGNRA on issues relevant to the 
negotiated rulemaking process, that request will be brought to 
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GGNRA and the Committee for action before any Freedom of 
Information Act requests or similar initiatives are taken. 

 
7.  Media  
 

a. Statements to the Media.  Committee members and alternates 
recognize that the content and manner of public statements may 
affect the ability of the Committee to work together constructively 
and/or reach consensus.  In communications with the media, 
Committee members and alternatesTherefore,  members will 
refrain from discussing dogwalking issues with the media while they 
are serving as representatives on the Committee.: 

•will speak for themselves and not others unless authorized to 
do so; 

•will not characterize other members’ and alternates’ 
viewpoints; 

•will not attribute comments or motives to other members or 
alternates; and 

•will not utilize the media as a means of unilaterally influencing 
Committee deliberations; and 

• will not speak on behalf of the Committee unless explicitly 
authorized by the Committee to do so.  

 
8.  Schedule 
 

a. Scheduling Meetings.  Committee and Subcommittee meetings will 
be scheduled by the Committee and Subcommittees, respectively, 
with the assistance of the facilitation team.   

 
b.   Duration of the Process.  The Negotiated Rulemaking process will 

operate in concert with the NEPA process necessary to support any 
GGNRA rulemaking.  As these schedules are finalized they will be 
made available to the Committee.  The Charter for the Rulemaking 
Committee is in place for two years. 
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Roles and Responsibilities 
 

1. GGNRA: GGNRA is the sponsor of the Negotiated Rulemaking Process 
and has ultimate responsibility to ensure that the applicable regulations 
(Negotiated Rulemaking Act, Federal Advisory Committee Act) are 
appropriately interpreted and applied.  At the same time, GGNRA is a 
member of the Committee and will be treated in a similar fashion as all 
other Committee members with respect to meeting protocols, input on 
agendas, etc.  GGNRA also appoints a Designated Federal Officer who 
has oversight of the FACA Committee and responsibilities to ensure the 
Committee adheres to FACA regulations. 

 
2. Committee Members: Committee members represent a wide range of 

interests and perspectives concerning dog management in GGNRA and 
are tasked with working together to find solutions, as possible, which meet 
the various interests of stakeholders, consistent with applicable National 
Park Service guidelines and policies. Committee members agree to work 
together in good faith and abide by these protocols. 

 
3. Committee Alternates: The roles and responsibilities of alternates are 

similar to those of Committee members, and vary mainly when both are 
able to attend Committee meetings. See Section 1.b above. Alternates 
also agree to work together in good faith and abide by these protocols. 

 
4. Facilitators: The facilitators are responsible for working with the 

Committee members and alternates to establish agendas, facilitate 
Committee meetings (and Subcommittee meetings if Subcommittees are 
formed), help the Committee identify interests, areas of agreement and 
areas of disagreement where additional attention is required to resolve 
outstanding issues, and generally assist the Committee reach its intended 
objectives of building consensus on dog management solutions in the 
GGNRA.  The facilitators are also responsible for working with the 
sponsoring agency (GGNRA) to ensure all applicable regulatory 
guidelines are followed and provide input as requested on how to resolve 
critical issues facing the Committee.  
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Attachment 1 
GGNRA Dog Management Negotiation Rulemaking 

 
Good Faith Participation Standards: January 2006 

(Discussed and revised April 18, 2006) 
 
Note: The purpose of these proposed standards is to establish a clear set of guidelines for 
evaluating good faith participation consistent with the Negotiated Rulemaking Act.   
Participation in the Committee is voluntary and denotes an agreement to adhere to the 
principles. GGNRA expects all Committee members to honor their spirit as well as their 
wording.  These standards will be used as a tool to convene the NR Committee on a 
forward-looking basis.  GGNRA intends to re-visit the standards with Committee 
members after three months to gather input on their continued value to the NR process. 
 
. 
 
Negotiated Rulemaking (“NR”) is a consensus-driven alternative to traditional federal 
agency rulemaking.  GGNRA has made the choice to pursue this alternative in order to 
create an opportunity for key stakeholders to be involved in the process of developing a 
dog management rule for certain areas of the GGNRA.  In particular, NR creates a forum 
for direct discussion of interests and joint development of potential solutions that is not 
available in agency rulemaking.  GGNRA is committed to NR as long as key conditions 
for negotiating a proposed rule exist.  If not, GGNRA intends to begin pursuing 
traditional agency rulemaking. 
 
A commitment to good faith participation is central to NR and the goal of seeking 
consensus among diverse perspectives.  The Negotiated Rulemaking Act identifies the 
willingness to “negotiate in good faith to reach a consensus” as a criterion for Committee 
membership.  Applications for membership on a NR committee require a written 
commitment to participate in good faith.  The Act does not define good faith, however, 
ultimately leaving that to the convening agency.   If the convening agency does not 
believe a member is acting in good faith, they will remove them from the Committee. 
  
All proposed members of the GGNRA Dog Management NR Committee have, in the 
past, expressed a commitment to participating in good faith.  Recent events have raised 
questions about this commitment in the minds of proposed Committee members and 
GGNRA staff alike.  The following are the standards GGNRA will use to evaluate each 
Committee member’s commitment to good faith.  The criteria will be reviewed by 
GGNRA three months after convening the first NR session, and input about potential 
modifications or the continued need for the criteria will be solicited from Committee 
members. In addition to regular review of the standards at three-month intervals, 
GGNRA will work with the Committee to address any issues related to the standards that 
appears to require timely action. These standards are different from the operating 
protocols to be adopted by the Committee at its first meeting, although some overlap is 
likely (e.g., approaches to interacting with the media).  
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These criteria are intended primarily to apply to matters within the scope of the 
NRconcerning dog management in GGNRA, i.e., dog management within GGNRA..  
While these standards do not apply to other settings in which prospective Committee 
members might interact (e.g., other rulemaking processes, the San Francisco Dog 
Advisory Committee), GGNRA believes it is important that Committee members 
consider how interactions in those settings affect the likelihood of success of the NR 
process.  Good faith criteria include: 
 

1. A commitment to giving the NR process a reasonable chance to address the 
longstanding and complex issues involving dog management in the GGNRA . 
Participants agree that the NR process will serve as the primary vehicle for 
discussion of matters within the scope of the NR during the period of participation 
as a Committee member.     

 
2. A commitment to civility in NR proceedings, including the Committee and any 

Subcommittees that may be created to support the Committee’s work.  This 
includes supporting the civil and constructive expression of the diverse values, 
perspectives, and opinions within the Committee’s membership, consistent with 
the NR goal of building consensus. 

 
3. A commitment to an open and objective process for developing potential 

solutions.  This includes openness to suggested approaches or ideas that do not 
meet the initial preferences of individuals or organizations participating on the 
Committee, and the use of objective criteria as the basis for evaluating proposed 
solutions (to the extent possible).  Openness does not imply acceptance of or 
agreement with the substance of proposed approaches or ideas but denotes a 
willingness to listen to different approaches. 

 
4. A commitment to refrain from communications or other actions, whether direct or 

indirect, which could fairly be considered as harassing or attacking another 
Committee member or their organization/agency.   

 
5. A commitment to supporting the NR process in public communications during the 

period of participation as a Committee member.  This criterion encompasses use 
of the Internet and World Wide Web, whether direct or indirect. , as well as 
communication with the media.  All Committee members are responsible for the 
content of their respective organizational web pages under this criterion. 

 
6. Committee members, alternates and Subcommittee members commit to ensuring 

statements made in Committee meetings, Subcommittee meetings, and in 
public communications outside Committee meetings, regarding all issues relevant 
to this Negotiated Rulemaking, are accurate. 

 
It is understood that the agreement of each Committee member to these standards shall be 
consistent with any professional ethical obligations. Proposed or appointed Committee 
members who cannot commit to or who do not follow these criteria for good faith 
participation understand that they are subject to removal from the Committee by 
GGNRA.  These standards can be fairly applied only after all prospective Committee 
members have had a chance to review them and provide a written confirmation of their 
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FINAL VERSION 
Reflects revisions made and approved at May 15, 2006 Committee Meeting 

13 

commitment (no later than January 4, 2006).  During this interim period GGNRA expects 
proposed Committee members to abide by the “spirit” of the proposed standards and will 
evaluate any issues that arise on a case-by-case basis.  The basis for GGNRA actions that 
result from applying these standards, including removal from the Committee, will be 
explained to all Committee members by GGNRA. 
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LABOR COSTS Hours Cost

Tasks Greg Bourne Mike Harty
Austin 

McInerny
Catherine 

McCracken
Admin. 
Support

PHASE 2 - Conduct the Negotiated Rulemaking Process
2-1.  Meet with GGNRA to Finalize and Plan for the Negotiated Rulemaking Proc  40 40 8 88 15,472.00$      
2-2.  Plan and Prepare for First Neg Rule Session/Committee Meeting (2) 32 32 8 8 80 13,664.00$      
2-3.  Convene the First Neg Rule Session and Prepare Summary (3) 14 14 8 10 10 56 7,972.00$        
2-4.  Plan and Prepare for Five Proposed Remaining Committee Meetings (4) 80 80 20 20 200 34,160.00$      
2-5.  Convene Five Remaining Committee Meetings and Prepare Summaries (5 50 50 30 40 10 180 27,900.00$      
2-6.  Plan and Prepare for Six Subcommittee Meetings (6) 48 48 60 60 216 33,360.00$      
2-7.  Convene Six Subcommitee Meetings and Prepare Summaries (7) 30 30 27 27 10 124 18,556.00$      
2-8.  Prepare Final Report/Docoumentation on the Process (8) 30 30 8 8 2 78 13,048.00$      
2-9.  Project Management 24 16 40 7,200.00$        

TOTAL HOURS 348 340 169 173 32
PROFESSIONAL RATES ($/HR) 180.00$       180.00$      134.00$       134.00$        52.00$     

TOTAL LABOR COSTS 62,640.00$ ######### 22,646.00$ 23,182.00$   ######## 171,332.00$    

OTHER DIRECT COSTS

Miscellaneous Expenses; e.g., Conference Calls 100.00$           
Materials & Supplies 200.00$           
Copying & Printing 200.00$           
Travel-related expenses 200.00$       200.00$      50.00$         50.00$          500.00$           

TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS 200.00$       200.00$      50.00$         50.00$          1,000.00$        

75.00$             

172,407.00$    

(1) Includes meeting with GGNRA to finalize the Rulemaking Process and coordinate activities with the NEPA Process
(2) Includes developing an education session for Committee members and Alternates, updating participants on meeting dates, etc., and preparing other materials needed for
     the first meeting
(3) Assumes a six hour meeting, four staff, six hours travel time, two hours for pre- and post-meeting consultations with GGNRA staff, and four hours to prepare and distribute
     the meeting summary
(4) It is not possible to predict the amount of time necessary between meetings to keep the negotiations on track, and to interface with the NEPA process; these estimates are
    based on previous experience.  Based on this experience, an average of 40 hours per meeting is budgeted
(5) Assumes four hour meetings, four staff, six hours of travel per meeting, two hours for pre- and post-meeting consultations with GGNRA staff, and four hours to prepare
     and distribute the meeting summaries
(6) Again, based on previous experience, the budget is based on an average of 40 hours per meeting; it is the Subcommittee's where much of the detail of issues and
     proposals is worked out
(7) Assumes four hour meetings, two staff per meeting, three hours travel time per meeting, two hours for pre- and post- consultations with GGNRA staff, and four hours to
     prepare and distribute meeting summaries
(8) Assumes a final report and documentation of the process will be desired by the National Park Service, along with activities/reports integrating the Rulemaking and NEPA
     processes

"Golden Gate National Recreation Area Dog Management"
Estimated Contractor Budget (1/6/2005)

Task Subtotals

TOTAL ESTIMATED NOT-TO-EXCEED COST - PHASE 2

7.5% Administrative Fee on CCP's Other Direct Costs

CCP Proposed Project Team Members
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GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA (GGNRA) 
NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING FOR OFF-LEASH DOG MANAGEMENT 

 
GGNRA Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 

 
GGNRA plans to proceed with formal rulemaking to develop a new regulation 
that will govern dog management within its boundaries.  As part of rulemaking, 
and as a reflection of its stated “commitment to include the public meaningfully” 
in developing a dog management rule, GGNRA has proposed creating a 
Regulatory Negotiation Committee (Committee).  In a “Dear Participant” letter 
dated May 10, 2004, GGNRA General Superintendent Brian O’Neill suggested a 
Committee would “work with GGNRA to investigate a regulation to allow off-leash 
dog walking in certain areas . . . where resources and visitor safety would not be 
impacted.”   
 
Creation of a Committee is guided primarily by two federal acts, the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Act and the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  These Acts state the 
intent for the Committee to work by consensus, and starts with a goal of reaching 
unanimous agreement among all interests represented on the committee.  In 
order to achieve this goal it is essential that participants commit themselves and 
their alternates to a set of working principles and operating protocols that guide 
their interactions. The working principles for a GGNRA Committee are set out 
below, followed by a set of specific operating protocols. 
 
Working Principles 
 
In pursing the goal of reaching consensus on a proposed dog management rule 
for GGNRA the Committee members and alternates commit to work together, 
adhering to the following principles: 
 

• Use the Committee to build good working relationships among 
representatives of various interest groups that shall last beyond the life of 
the Committee 

 
• Be good listeners to the concerns of others, even a lone voice, and work 

cooperatively to satisfy the concerns of all involved 
 

• Be honest and transparent with concerns, thereby creating opportunity for 
joint, interest-based problem solving 

 
• Acknowledge that the process of listening to all voices and working 

towards consensus is essential for durable and implementable outcomes 
 

• Commit to participate in good faith, and to expend the time necessary to 
meaningfully participate in and contribute to the process 
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• Recognize that while people come to the table with different interests, 
values and perspectives, acceptable outcomes are still possible using 
objective criteria and analysis 

 
• Be prepared to set aside past differences, and more adversarial 

approaches, to work constructively with other Committee members. 
 
Operating Protocols for the Committee  
 

1. Membership 
a. Committee Members.  Pursuant to FACA, the Secretary of the 

Interior has the authority to select Committee members.  Members 
will consist of representatives of various organizations, including: 
environmental groups, off-leash dog proponents, youth and elderly 
advocates, other park users, local government, and other 
stakeholders.  

 
b. Alternates.  The DOI Secretary shall also appoint alternates 

authorized to represent Committee members and/or their 
constituencies at times when the member is unable to participate in 
Committee deliberations. 

 
c. The DOI Secretary in considering appointment decisions for the 

Committee may use a wide range of advice including: 
 

• Recommendations from the GGNRA and Regional NPS 
Office 

• Recommendations from the conveners 
• Self-nominations from those who believe their interest(s) 

are not adequately represented on the Committee by 
others. 

 
d. Criteria to consider when selecting individuals to be appointed 

include: 
 

• Overall effectiveness of the Committee in working together 
and achieving consensus 

• How broadly stakeholder interest groups are represented 
• Commitment level of the individual 
• Whether the individual is able to work effectively within a 

group 
• Ability of the individual to resolve issues through 

collaborative deliberations and consensus  
• Willingness of individual to act in good faith with the 

working principles 
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     e. Constituents’ Interest.  Committee members speak for themselves 
in the Committee proceedings.  Nonetheless, members should 
make every effort to represent the interests and concerns of their 
constituents and to ensure that any agreement developed by the 
Committee is acceptable to their organization. 

 
2. Meetings 

a. FACA.  The Committee is a FACA Committee and as such will 
follow FACA requirements at all times including but not limited to 
public notice, meeting records, openness to the public. 

 
b. Attendance at Meetings.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to participate in all scheduled meetings or 
activities.  If a member is not able to attend a given meeting, his or 
her designated alternate shall participate in the member’s absence.  
Excessive absence may lead to dismissal from the Committee 
(e.g., missing more than one-quarter of the Committee meetings). 

 
c. Agendas.  Agendas will be developed jointly by the Committee, with 

a draft distributed to Committee members in advance of each 
meeting. 

 
d. Meeting Summaries.  A written summary of each meeting will be 

drafted, distributed to Committee members for review, adopted by 
the Committee and then made available to the public, within thirty 
days. 

 
e. Facilitation.  A neutral, professional facilitation team will convene 

the Committee and provide process assistance. 
 
f. Caucus.  Committee members can call for a “caucus break” at any 

time to allow for discussions away from the table.  The Committee 
will determine how much time will be allocated for the caucus 
break.  

 
g. Meeting Attendees.  Non-member meeting attendees may speak 

during Committee meetings at times designated by the Committee, 
such as a defined public comment period.  

 
3. Subcommittees  

a. Establishment.  Subcommittees, and their membership, may be 
established at any time by the Committee to focus on and develop 
preliminary proposals concerning particular issues or sets of issues.  
The Committee may provide in its charge to a Subcommittee 
whatever level of guidance regarding focus and process it deems 
necessary. 
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b. Committee Members.  Each Committee member, or the designated 

alternate, agrees to actively participate with at least one 
Subcommittee.   

 
c. Subcommittee Participation.   Participation in Subcommittees is 

open to anyone with an interest in, and knowledge about, the 
issues a Subcommittee is considering, with the agreement of the 
Committee.  Participants agree to act in good faith and to contribute 
constructively to the efforts of a work group, and abide by the 
operating principles of the Committee. 

 
d. Balanced Representation.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to assure that a balance of interests is represented 
on each Subcommittee. 

 
e. Process.  Subcommittee meetings will be conducted in accordance 

with any ground rules established by the Committee.   
Subcommittees are not subject to FACA requirements.  However, 
they will be conducted on the basis of the principles of openness 
and inclusiveness underlying FACA.  The Subcommittees will be 
convened with the assistance of the facilitation team. 

 
f. Subcommittee Products.  Subcommittees are not authorized to 

make decisions for the Committee; their sole role is to report back 
and make recommendations to the Committee. 

 
g. Ongoing Communications with Committee.  Subcommittees will 

report back to and get input from the Committee on a regular basis. 
 

4. Decision Making 
a. Commitment to Seeking Solutions.  Committee members agree to 

strive for as broad, inclusive and informed a consensus as possible 
when making decisions, particularly with respect to final 
recommendations.  Such decisions will be sought through effective 
meeting facilitation and active, open, constructive participation by 
Committee members. 

 
b. Consensus.  The Committee shall operate by consensus.  

Consensus shall be considered reached when all Committee 
members can accept or support a particular position, even though 
the position may not be their first choice.  Should consensus not be 
reached, the conveners shall make a determination on: 1) working 
further to reach consensus through appointed workgroups, or some 
other designated means, 2) transmitting to GGNRA individual 
member views or majority/minority views, or 3) tabling the issue.  
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That will be reflected in the meeting summary and/or the 
Committee’s final recommendations.  The lack of consensus on any 
aspect of the proposed rule, or the rule in its entirety, will not 
constrain GGNRA from proceeding with rulemaking or considering 
the results of the Committee’s work as part of rulemaking. 

 
5. Safeguards 

a. Good Faith.  Committee members agree to participate in good faith 
at all times.  Subcommittee participants also are expected to 
participate in good faith.  In criticizing an idea or proposal, 
individuals shall make an attempt to provide a constructive 
alternative that meets all stakeholder needs.  If that is not possible, 
then the individual shall attempt to clarify his/her concerns related 
to that idea or proposal.   

 
b. Right to Withdraw.  Committee members may withdraw at any time, 

for any reason, without prejudice to themselves or the organizations 
they represent.  Committee members agree to provide a written 
explanation if they withdraw from the process.   

 
c. Open Dialogue.  Committee members should be able to express 

themselves without fear of retaliatory action by others.  This 
includes showing respect for the views of others, refraining from 
personal attacks and clarifying views not fully understood.  

 
6. Information 

a. Sharing Information.  Committee members agree to share all 
relevant information with other Committee members.  This includes 
assisting the Committee to identify relevant information and making 
a good faith effort to provide such information in a timely manner. 

 
b. Outside Activities.  Participation on the Committee does not restrict 

pursuit of other activities related to the intended objectives of the 
rulemaking.  However, it is expected that Committee members will 
be forthcoming with other Committee members if such activities are 
undertaken.  

 
c. Public Record.  Information provided to the Committee will become 

part of the public record. 
 

7. Media/Press 
a. Statements to the Press.  Committee members agree not to 

characterize other members’ viewpoints in statements to the media 
or to utilize the media as a means of unilaterally influencing 
Committee deliberations.  Committee members should express 
their own viewpoints only. 
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8. Schedule 

a. Scheduling Meetings and Duration of the Process.  Committee and 
Subcommittee meetings will be scheduled by the Committee and 
Subcommittees, respectively.  Whenever possible, as appropriate, 
Subcommittee meetings will be scheduled during the same time 
frame and at the same location as Committee meetings. 
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________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Memorandum 
 
To:    GGNRA Dog Management Work Group 
 
From:   Facilitation Team 
 
Subject:  Characterization of Work Group Products 
 
Date:    October 12, 2007 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
It is important to properly characterize the products from work group deliberations.  To 
ensure that everyone has a common understanding, please review and be prepared to 
comment on the following:  
 

1) Consensus agreements reached (by the full Committee) on management  
guidelines and site-by-site dog management alternatives would represent the best 
approaches developed to date to address the myriad demands on the park and 
varying interests which must be accommodated in a balanced fashion; such 
agreements will be fully considered in the analysis of alternatives. 

2) At this point, no Committee member will be asked to finally endorse any 
agreement, pending results from the NEPA impact analysis process; nevertheless, 
there is value in reaching preliminary agreements as discussed below. 

3) Consensus agreements reached (by the full Committee) will “be integrated into 
one or more alternatives in the EIS” and could “serve as the basis for the proposed 
regulation” pending the results of the NEPA analysis (from NEPA public scoping 
brochure and Committee Charter). 

4) Preliminary agreements that receive support across the spectrum of Committee 
members will ensure that broadly supported approaches and potential solutions 
are fully analyzed in the NEPA process; in the absence of such agreements, 
GGNRA will design options that it believes best meet its mandates in light of the 
information collected and input provided during the course of the deliberations. 

5) Monitoring and adaptive management will be part of any agreements reached, as 
will public education and outreach. 

6) Enforcement will be a critical consideration in the NEPA evaluation process. 
7) GGNRA leadership believes by virtue of GGNRA’s unique nature, historical use 

and past litigation that a GGNRA-specific rule addressing dog management will 
have limited impact on setting precedent for other National Parks. The Federal 
Panel concurred with this view. 

8) Agreements reached by the Committee should fit National Park Service 
considerations for proposed rules: further compliance with the NPS mission, 
promote visitor safety and resource protection, and be clearly understandable and 
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enforceable. The NPS recognizes that full compliance with rules regulating visitor 
conduct cannot be ensured, but that the vast majority of visitors obey park rules.  

 
These are the key issues to be incorporated into the characterization of the results from 
the work group discussions, as well as in any agreements ultimately reached by the 
GGNRA Dog Management Negotiated Rulemaking Committee.  
 
If you have any questions or comments about the contents of this memorandum, or the 
attachments, please contact Greg Bourne or Mike Harty at your earliest convenience.  
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Dog Management Agency Scoping Mail List
062906

Page 1

TITLE1 FIRST LAST TITLE2 ORGANIZATION DEPARTMENT Address 1 Address 2 CITY STATE ZIP SUBTYPE

Larry Simon
Federal Consistency 
Coordinator California Coastal Commission 45 Fremont St Ste 2000

San 
Francisco CA 94105 REGULATORY

Ryan Broddrick Executive Director California Department of Fish & Game 1416 9th St 12th Flr Sacramento CA 95814 REGULATORY

Rob Floerke Regional Manager California Department of Fish & Game
Central Coast 
Region PO Box 47 707-944-5517 Yountville CA 94599 REGULATORY

Ruth Coleman Director
California Department of Parks & 
Recreation 1416 Ninth St Sacramento CA 95814 REGULATORY

Craig Mattson Sector Superintendent
California Department of Parks & 
Recreation Bay Sector 96 Mitchell Canyon Rd Clayton CA 94517 NON-REGULATORY

Tina Williams Sector Superintendent
California Department of Parks & 
Recreation Marin Sector P.O. Box 1016

415-898-
4362x15 Novato CA 94948 NON-REGULATORY

California Department of Parks & 
Recreation

California State 
Historic Preservation 
Office PO Box 942896 Sacramento CA 94296 REGULATORY

Manager
California Department of Parks & 
Recreation

Mount Tamalpais 
State Park 801 Panoramic Hwy Mill Valley CA 94941 NON-REGULATORY

Chet Bardo Supt. Bay Sector
California Department of Parks & 
Recreation P.O. Box 1105 Montara CA 94307 NON-REGULATORY

Yomi Agunbiade City and County of San Francisco
Department of 
Recreation & Parks 501 Stanyan St McLaren Lodge

San 
Francisco CA 94117 NON-REGULATORY

Scott Reese 831-2745 City and County of San Francisco
Department of 
Recreation & Parks 501 Stanyan St McLaren Lodge

San 
Francisco CA 94117 NON-REGULATORY

Bob Palacio 279-9454 City and County of San Francisco
Department of 
Recreation & Parks 501 Stanyan St McLaren Lodge

San 
Francisco CA 94117 NON-REGULATORY

Lisa Wayne
Significant Natural Areas 
Program Director City and County of San Francisco

Department of 
Recreation & Parks 501 Stanyan St McLaren Lodge

San 
Francisco CA 94117

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Marina Fraser Mayor City of Half Moon Bay 501 Main St
Half Moon 
Bay CA 94019 ELECTED

Debra Ryan City Manager City of Half Moon Bay 501 Main St
Half Moon 
Bay CA 94019

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Planning Director City of Mill Valley 26 Corte Madera Ave Mill Valley CA 94941
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Michael Crabtree Planning Director City of Pacifica 170 Santa Maria Dr Pacifica CA 94044
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Sue Digre Mayor City of Pacifica 2212 Beach Blvd Pacifica CA 94044
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Julie Lancell City Council Member City of Pacifica 2212 Beach Blvd Pacifica CA 94044
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Joseph Tanner City Manager City of Pacifica 170 Santa Maria Dr Pacifica CA 94044
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Larry Franzella Mayor City of San Bruno 567 El Camino Real San Bruno CA 94066 ELECTED

John Lee City of San Mateo 330 W 20th Ave San Mateo CA 94403 ELECTED
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Page 2

TITLE1 FIRST LAST TITLE2 ORGANIZATION DEPARTMENT Address 1 Address 2 CITY STATE ZIP SUBTYPE

Rod Gould City Manager City of San Rafael PO Box 151560 San Rafael CA 94915
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Ronald Albert Mayor City of Sausalito 420 Litho St Sausalito CA 94965
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Amy Belser City Council Member City of Sausalito 420 Litho St Sausalito CA 94965
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Dana Whitson City Manager City of Sausalito 420 Litho St Sausalito CA 94965
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

City Manager City of South San Francisco PO Box 711
South San 
Francisco CA 94083 ELECTED

Terri Nevins
Central Coast Program 
Manager Coastal Conservancy 1330 Broadway 11th Fl Oakland CA 94612 NON-REGULATORY

Ms. Laurie Brissiden Legislative Aide Congresswoman Jackie Speier 400 El Camino, #630 San Mateo CA 95814 ELECTED

Ms. Michelle Senders Legislative Aide Senator Diane Feinstein 1 Post Street, Suite 2450
San 
Francisco CA 94104 ELECTED

Tom Roth Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey 1101 College Ave Ste 200 Santa Rosa CA 95404 ELECTED

Dan Bernal District Director Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 450 Golden Gate Ave
San 
Francisco CA 94102 ELECTED

Patricia Martel City Manager Daly City 333 90th St Daly City CA 94015 ELECTED

John Escobar Manager East Bay Regional Parks District P.O. Box 5381 Oakland CA 94605 SPECIAL DISTRICT

Ms. Maria Brown
Farallones Marine Sanctuary 
Association PO Box 29386

San 
Francisco CA 94129 NON-REGULATORY

Tom Roberts Homestead Valley Sanitary District PO Box 49 Mill Valley CA 94942 SPECIAL DISTRICT

Administrator Marin City Community Services District 630 Drake Ave Marin City CA 94965 SPECIAL DISTRICT

Susan Adams Marin County Board of Supervisors 3501 Civic Center Dr San Rafael CA 94903
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Mr. Bob Beaumont Marin County
Department of Public 
Works PO Box 4186 San Rafael CA 94913

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Ms. Frances Brigmann Marin County Open Space District 3501 Civic Center Dr #415 San Rafael CA 94903
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Ms. Liza Crosse Marin County
Department of Public 
Works 3501 Civic Center Dr Ste 329 San Rafael CA 94903

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

David Hansen
Open Space Planning and 
Acquisition Manager Marin County 3501 Civic Center Dr San Rafael CA 94930

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Alex Hinds Marin County

Community 
Development 
Agency 3501 Civic Center Dr Rm 308 San Rafael CA 94903

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Mr. Steve Kinsey Marin County Board of Supervisors 3501 Civic Center Dr Ste 315 San Rafael CA 94903
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Charles McGlashan Marin County Board of Supervisors 3501 Civic Center Dr San Rafael CA 94903
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT
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TITLE1 FIRST LAST TITLE2 ORGANIZATION DEPARTMENT Address 1 Address 2 CITY STATE ZIP SUBTYPE

Sharon McNamee Director/General Manager Marin County Open Space District 3501 Civic Center Dr San Rafael CA 94930
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Ronald Miska Marin County Open Space District 3501 Civic Center Dr Rm 415 San Rafael CA 94903
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Cynthia L Murray Marin County Board of Supervisors 3501 Civic Center Dr San Rafael CA 94903
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Nancy Scolari Executive Director Marin County
Resource 
Conservation District PO Box 1146

Point Reyes 
Station CA 94956 SPECIAL DISTRICT

Marin County

Community 
Development 
Agency, Planning 
Division 3501 Civic Center Dr Ste 308 San Rafael CA 94903

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Paul Helliker District Manager Marin Municipal Water District 220 Nellan Ave Corte Madera CA 94925 SPECIAL DISTRICT

Craig Britton General Manager
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space 
District 330 Distel Cir Los Altos CA 94022 SPECIAL DISTRICT

Stephanie Jensen Public Affairs Manager
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space 
District 330 Distel Cir Los Altos CA 94022 SPECIAL DISTRICT

Cathy Woodbury Planning Manager
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space 
District 330 Distel Cir Los Altos CA 94022 SPECIAL DISTRICT

General Manager Muir Beach Community Services District 19 Seacape
Star Route Box 
221 Muir Beach CA 94965 SPECIAL DISTRICT

Nan Reck 
& Dick Butler National Marine Fisheries Service 777 Sonoma Ave Ste 325 Santa Rosa CA 95404 REGULATORY

Lynn Cullivan National Park Service
San Francisco 
Maritime NHP Building E, Fort Mason Center

San 
Francisco CA 94123 REGULATORY

Milford 
Wayne Donaldson

State Historic Preservation 
Officer Office of Historic Preservation

Department of Parks 
& Recreation PO Box 942896 Sacramento CA 94296 HISTORIC/ARCH

Michelle Moss Legislative Aide Office of Senator Barbara Boxer 1700 Montgomery St Ste 240
San 
Francisco CA 94111 ELECTED

Daphne Muhle Peninsula Open Space Trust
3000 Sand Hill Road, Bldg. 1, 
Suite 155 Menlo Park CA 94025 SPECIAL DISTRICT

Al Rosen Deputy General Counsel Presidio Trust P.O. Box 29052
San 
Francisco CA

94129-
0052 NON-REGULATORY

Marla Lafer Regional Water Quality Control Board 1515 Clay St Ste 1400 Oakland CA 94612 REGULATORY

Will Travis Executive Director
San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission 50 California St Ste 2600

San 
Francisco CA 94111 REGULATORY

San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 1515 Clay St Ste 1400 Oakland CA 94612 REGULATORY

Kate Richardson Superintendent
San Francisco Maritime National 
Historical Park Fort Mason Bldg E

San 
Francisco CA 94123 NON-REGULATORY

Richard Gordon San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 400 County Center Redwood City CA 94063
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT
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TITLE1 FIRST LAST TITLE2 ORGANIZATION DEPARTMENT Address 1 Address 2 CITY STATE ZIP SUBTYPE

Samuel Herzberg Senor Park Planner San Mateo County Parks 455 County Center 4th Fl Redwood City CA 94063
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Dave Holland General Manager San Mateo County Parks 455 County Center 4th Fl Redwood City CA 94063
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

David Moore Superintendent San Mateo County Parks 455 County Center 4th Fl Redwood City CA 94063
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Director of Environmental 
Services San Mateo County Planning Division 455 County Center Redwood City CA 94063

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Planning Administrator San Mateo County Planning Division 455 County Center Redwood City CA 94063
LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Richard Dinges Stinson Beach County Water District PO Box 245
Stinson 
Beach CA 94970

LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT

Phil Gorny District Manager Tamalpais Community Services District 305 Bell Lane Mill Valley CA 94941 SPECIAL DISTRICT

Evelyn Szelenyi Chief of Staff Office of Congressman Tom Lantos 400 S El Camino Real Ste 820 San Mateo CA 94402 ELECTED

Wayne Nastri Regional Administrator
US Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 9 75 Hawthorne St

San 
Francisco CA 94105 REGULATORY

Mr. Chris Nagano US Fish & Wildlife Service Sacramento Office 2800 Cottage Way Ste W-2605 Sacramento CA 95825 REGULATORY

Section 7 Coordinator US Fish & Wildlife Service 2800 Cottage Way Ste W-2605 Sacramento CA 95825 REGULATORY

Sheila M Cullen Director Veteran's Administration Medical Center 4150 Clement St
San 
Francisco CA 94121 NON-REGULATORY
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GOGA DOG MANAGEMENT PLAN – SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
 

RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 
Alternative A:  No Action  
Alternative B:  NPS Leash Regulation (36 CFR 2.15) 
Alternative C:  Emphasis on Multiple Use – balanced by county 
Alternative D:  Overall Most Protective Based on Resource Protection and Visitor Safety 
Alternative E:  Overall Most Dog Walking Access and Most Management Intensive 
 
Elements common to all action alternatives (Alternatives B-E): 
• Dog walking allowed in on-leash or regulated off-leash (ROLA) dog walking areas. 
• All dogs must be licensed in county of residence. 
• Maximum number of dogs per dog walker is 3, unless permit, then up to 6 (Alts. C & E). 
• No off-trail dog walking; no dogs in campgrounds; on-leash in parking lots, picnic areas, and on paved 

public roads unless otherwise noted. 
• Compliance-based management strategy 
 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE – selected from Alts. B - E 
Commercial Dog Walkers/Individuals with more than 3 dogs requires permits 
Commercial dog walkers or private individuals can walk more than 3 dogs with a permit; limit is 6 dogs. Permit 
holders may have up to 6 dogs off leash in a ROLA.  Permits would restrict use by time and area and would only 
be issued for: Fort Mason, Alta Avenue, Rodeo Beach, Fort Baker, Crissy Field, Baker Beach, Fort Funston. 
 
Compliance-based management strategy 
Framework for monitoring and compliance. 
 
New Lands  
New lands would be closed to all dog-walking unless opened by compendium.  The “closed unless opened” 
approach is the reverse of 36 CFR 2.15.  New lands would not be considered for a ROLA. 
 
 
Marin County Preferred Alternatives   San Mateo County Preferred Alternatives  
Stinson Beach – Alternative C    Mori Point – Alternative C 
Homestead Valley – Alternative C   Milagra Ridge – Alternative C 
Alta Trail – Alternative C    Sweeney Ridge/Cattle Hill  – Alternative C 
Oakwood Valley – Alternative C    Pedro Point – Alternative C  
Muir Beach – Alternative D  
Rodeo Beach – Alternative C 
Marin Headlands – Alternative C 
Fort Baker – Alternative C 
 
 
San Francisco Preferred Alternatives  
Upper and Lower Fort Mason – Alternative B  Lands End – Alternative B 
Crissy Field – Alternative C    Sutro Heights – Alternative E 
Fort Point – Alternative B    Ocean Beach – Alternative C 
Baker Beach – Alternative D    Fort Funston – Alternative C 
Fort Miley – Alternative C 
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Compliance-Based Management Strategy 
GGNRA dog management plan/EIS  

 
 

Background: 
 
The compliance-based management strategy has been designed to encourage compliance with 
sections of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) applicable to dog management, and ensure 
protection of park resources, visitors and staff.  It will provide the framework for monitoring and 
recording observed noncompliance with the applicable sections of the CFR, including the new 36 
CFR Part 7 special regulation, and will guide use of park resources to address those violations.  
Noncompliance with federal regulations related to dog management will be met with a range of 
management responses.   
 
Timeline:   
 
Monitoring will begin with plan implementation, or soon thereafter.  A detailed monitoring plan 
will be developed to guide compliance monitoring, data management, and reporting.     
 
All areas and zones (see FAQ 1 below) addressed by the dog management plan will be subject to 
monitoring.  Starting with the implementation of the dog management plan, months 1-3 will be a 
public education period, and in months 3-6 the monitoring strategy will be tested.  During 
months 6-18, a baseline of numbers and rates of visitors with and without dogs, numbers of dogs 
per visitor, type of use (on-leash or voice-control) and noncompliance with regulations (includes 
noncompliance observed but not resulting in citations) will be established.  After this baseline 
has been established, monitoring efforts may be prioritized, with the park reducing the frequency 
of monitoring in low use or high compliance areas to focus on areas with high use or low 
compliance as needed.  Monitoring will continue in all areas for at least 4 years.  However, all 
areas addressed in the dog management plan will be periodically monitored for changes in 
baseline to reprioritize monitoring as needed.  Park management responses will focus on areas 
with demonstrated noncompliance with the regulations, as described in the primary management 
response section below.  Monitoring will inform park management and law enforcement when, 
where, and how to prioritize responses to noncompliance.  If the rolling 12 month average for 
compliance in any of the management zones addressed by the dog management plan falls below 
75% (measured as the percentage of total dogs / dog walkers observed during the previous 12 
months not in compliance with the regulations), park management actions as described in the 
secondary management response will be implemented.  The initial 12 month rolling average is 
based on data collected during months 6-18 after the dog management plan initiation.  Regular 
monitoring of an area over a 12 month period is required before secondary management 
responses (see below) can be implemented.   
 
NPS will prepare annual reports documenting monitoring data collected and any consequent 
management actions, which will be made available to the public.  NPS will also release a 
preliminary report providing baseline data after the first 6 months of monitoring (month 12 after 
plan initiation).   
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Standard:   Compliance with federal regulations applicable to dog management. 
 
Indicators:  Noncompliance with federal regulations applicable to dog management (see chart 
below).   
 

Vegetation  
Damage 

Wildlife 
Disturbance  

Disturbance 
to T&E 
Species 

Violation of 
Areas Closed to 
Dogs (T/E and 
Sensitive 
Habitat) 

Violation 
of Areas 
Closed to 
All (T/E 
and 
Sensitive 
Habitat) 

Violation of 
Areas Closed to 
Dogs (Safety) 

Hazardous 
Condition 
(aggressive 
behavior, 
pet 
rescues) 

Degree of 
Compliance 
with special 
regulation 
(no dogs, on-
leash, 
ROLA) 

Gov't 
Property 
Damage 

Pet 
Excrem
ent  

36 CFR 2.1 
(a) (1) (ii) 

36 CFR 
2.2(a)(2) 

36 CFR 2.2 
(a) (2), 50 
CFR Part 
17 

NEW PART 7 
SPECIAL 
REGULATION 

36 CFR 
1.5 (f)  

36 CFR 1.5 (f), 
NEW PART 7 
SPECIAL 
REGULATION 

36 CFR 
2.34 (a) 

NEW 36 
CFR PART 
7 SPECIAL 
REGULATI
ON 

36 CFR 
2.31 (a) 
(3) 

36 CFR 
2.15 (a) 
(5) 

 

 
 
Triggers and management responses: 
 
1. Primary management response:  When noncompliance is observed at an area, NPS would 

weigh appropriate management options and would respond from a suite of potential actions 
that include: focused enforcement of regulations, education (e.g., additional information and 
regulatory signs and exhibits, brochures and fliers, public meetings, meetings with user 
groups, etc.), establishment of buffer zones to protect sensitive habitat and species, time/use 
restrictions, and SUP restrictions.   

a. Areas with the highest rates of noncompliance, and/or sensitive resources, will 
receive first priority for primary management responses1. 

b. Aggressive dogs or unsafe behavior (e.g. resulting in cliff rescues) are treated on an 
individual, case-by-case basis, and may result in banning a particular dog from the 
park, or if applicable, a special use permit (SUP) restriction.  However, violations 
recorded by the monitoring team will count towards the rate of noncompliance. 
 

2. Secondary management response:  When compliance falls below 75% over a yearly rolling 
average (measured as the percentage of total dogs / dog walkers observed during the previous 
12 months not in compliance with the regulations), in a management zone (on-leash, voice-
control, or no dogs) in any of the specific areas addressed by the plan, the zone’s 
management changes to the next more restrictive level of dog management, for example:  

                                                           
1 If Section 7 consultation pursuant to the Endangered Species Act requires preparation of a Biological Opinion, 
management responses related to threatened and endangered species will be governed by the Terms and Conditions 
described in the Biological Opinion, and would be separate from the compliance based strategy.  Emergency 
closures for listed species protection may also occur outside of the compliance-based strategy.   
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ROLA to on-leash, or on-leash to no dogs.  The secondary management response could not 
be implemented until after the first 18 months, during which the monitoring plan will be 
tested and baseline data collection begun.  Note that primary management responses may 
continue to apply.  

 

FAQ’s: 

1. What is an area versus a zone?   
 
An area is a specific geographic site.  The dog management plan addresses 21 areas, plus 
new lands.  A zone denotes a type of use allowed in an area (on leash, voice-control, or 
no dogs).  An area may have more than one zone, depending on the alternative. 
 

2. Will the monitoring plan be peer-reviewed before implementation?   
 
Yes, the plan will be subject to peer review, as required by DOI policy to ensure integrity 
of scientific data.  Such a review will include monitoring protocols to ensure statistical 
rigor and accuracy, and training of monitoring staff to ensure uniform measurement and 
interpretation of data.   
 

3. How do law enforcement citations or other instances of noncompliance, such as a case 
incident report, factor into the 75% criteria in the secondary management response?   
 
While violations will likely occur that are not documented by the monitoring team, 
including those resulting in law enforcement citations, those would not count towards the 
cumulative total for a particular zone, because the number of incidents of noncompliance 
at any zone must be measured against the total number of dogs in the area during 
monitoring.  However, all violations reported to the park, including citations, may be 
used to inform the monitoring team where to focus its efforts. 
 

4. Does baseline information factor into the 75% criteria in the secondary management 
response?   
 
No.  Baseline information is used to prioritize monitoring initially, and reevaluate 
monitoring if use patterns change.  It does not set a standard against which the 75% 
criteria is measured.  The 75% criteria is measured as the percentage of total dogs / dog 
walkers observed during the previous 12 months not in compliance with the regulations. 
 

5. What are some examples of the compliance-based strategy in practice at different periods 
in time?   
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a. Month 15 of the plan implementation:  The monitoring team visits a specific area 
at random times of the day and week.  The team will count the total number of 
dogs, dog walkers and types of use (on-leash, voice control) over a pre-set 
monitoring period, while also recording the number of violations in each zone 
contained in the area.  This information will be compiled with the preceding 
months’ monitoring data to develop a cumulative total number of dogs and 
violations.  Information gained through monitoring will direct use of park 
resources to initiate primary management responses as required.  In 3 more 
months the monitoring team will have 12 months of data to evaluate, to determine 
if a secondary management response is warranted. 
 

b. Month 18 of the plan:  The monitoring team has continued to visit this specific 
area at random times of the day and week, following the same monitoring 
protocols as noted above.  If compliance falls below 75% based on the previous 
12 months’ monitoring data in one of the zones, in spite of the park’s primary 
management actions, the zone will change to the next most restrictive dog 
management regulation.   
 

6. What kind of public notice will be provided before initiation of the secondary 
management response?   
 
The public will receive notice when an area is approaching the 75% compliance 
benchmark, that is, if compliance decreases the public will be notified before compliance 
falls to 75%, most likely through a website, notices posted in the specific area, and 
outreach to affected groups.   
  

7. After the secondary management strategy has been initiated, if compliance later rises 
above 75%, can a zone within an area be changed back to the next least restrictive 
management regime?   
 
No.  The secondary management response is a permanent change given NPS’s limited 
administrative resources.  The NPS goal is that compliance rates stay above 75% after the 
primary management response, but believes that the possibility of a permanent secondary 
management response will help ensure this.   
 

8. Why is the secondary management response set at a 75% compliance rate?   
 
The dog management plan/EIS and the resulting special regulation, along with existing 
regulations applicable to dog management, determine appropriate behavior for visitors 
with dogs within Golden Gate National Recreation Area.  NPS does not condone any 
level of noncompliance, and the primary management response detailed above is 
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sufficient to address noncompliance where it is not widespread.  The secondary 
management response is meant to apply when it is clear that park management has been 
unable to reduce noncompliance through conventional means, and when there is 
continued and widespread noncompliance occurring over a longer period of time, at 
which point the benefits in allowing the use is outweighed by the NPS administrative 
burden required to manage the use, draining limited resources needed for other important 
park programs. The secondary management response provides visitors with dogs an 
additional incentive to comply with the dog regulations, and because it is site-specific, it 
encourages a communal response to address noncompliance.  It also places a burden on 
NPS to take an initial, proactive approach to dog management by addressing individual 
violators and by increasing public awareness through community education and outreach, 
and not punish the majority for individual or isolated violations.  At the same time, this 
secondary response is intended to ensure that NPS does not allow activities that do not 
correspond with its primary conservation mandate.  It recognizes that NPS has multiple 
competing priorities to address with its funding and does not have unlimited resources 
with which to ensure compliance with dog regulations.  Compliance less than 75% would 
not be acceptable for park operations, and could only be addressed through increased 
restrictions.   
 

9. Rationale for 18 month period before a secondary management response could initially 
be applied: 

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

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

c. One year rolling average is measured at the end of each month; after the initial 18 
months, action could be taken after any month as long as there are 11 consecutive 
preceding months of data.   
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Purpose of Briefing 
 
• Review history of GOGA Dog Mgmt planning 
 

• Overview of SEIS features and timeline 
 

• Gain concurrence on proceeding with SEIS Release 
 

• Gain concurrence on interim compendium 
amendment for commercial dog walking permits 
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GOGA Dog Management  –  A Tortured History 
  
 

• 1972 – Park inherited long history of off-leash dog walking  
 

• 1979 – GOGA Advisory Commission (CAC) Pet Policy 
adopted, allowing off-leash dog walking  
 

• 1999 – Dog walkers win lawsuit over closure of off-leash 
area for routine natural resource project. 
 

• 2001 – Huge public outcry when CAC rescinds Pet Policy 
as not in line with NPS regulations. 
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GOGA Dog Management History (cont’d) 
 
 2002 – Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) 
for GOGA dog management states that park subject to NPS 
leash regulation. 
 
• 2002 - NPS Federal Panel recommends GOGA pursue 
park-specific dog management rulemaking.  PWR/WASO 
approval granted. 
 
• 2004 – Federal Court sets aside NPS leash regulation for 
GOGA  - citing NPS failure to use rulemaking to close areas 
to off-leash dog walking.  
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GOGA Dog Management History (cont’d) 
 
• 2006 -2008 – NPS attempts to gain public consensus through 
Negotiated Rulemaking.  Only limited consensus achieved in 
spite of16 meetings.  Agency rulemaking the only avenue left.  
 

•2010 – Draft Plan/DEIS issued – 8000 comments 
  
• 2012 – Region/WASO approval to prepare Supplemental EIS 
  
• March 2013 – SEIS ready, pending approval to release for 
public comment.   
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Status Quo – An Untenable Situation 
 

• GOGA has 3rd highest number of T and E species in the 
NPS – many at risk from unmanaged dog-walking. 
 

• Dog walking has displaced others – e.g. equestrians, elderly 
visitors, bird watchers and those fearful of dogs - in some of 
the most popular areas of the park. 
 

• Frequent complaints from families unable to use the park 
due to interference by off-leash dogs,  children’s fear of dogs 
and harassment by dog walkers. 
 

• Dog walking accounts for 11% of all law enforcement 
incident reports annually.  
 

• Increase in dog bites and aggression experienced by NPS 
field staff. GGNRA006511



The Visitor’s Experience 
 

 “I've been approached by off-leash dogs numerous times and been 
growled at and barked at. It's not fair that I should be afraid of 
someone's pet while I'm enjoying a National Park.”  
 

“I AVOID and DO NOT USE Crissy Field and other areas of GGNRA 
which are overrun with off-leash dogs. It is scary, annoying, and full of 
dog poop.” 
 

  “In some areas of GGNRA such as Fort Funston, it is dangerous to 
bring young children given the large number of large dogs that are not 
sufficiently controlled.” 
 

  “I know friends who would love to walk there --some whose only joy is 
walking ---but they are afraid of loose dogs, it only takes one fall to ruin a 
senior citizen's life forever.” 
 

 “As I was riding through Crissy Field an unleashed dog unexpectedly 
ran into my path, resulting in a serious accident, a call to 911 and a trip 
to the ER.” GGNRA006512



Questions about background? 
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Features of The Supplemental EIS 
  
•  Fully responsive to public comment on Draft EIS 
 

•  Adds newly-transferred  lands 
 

•  Applies new data and studies to impacts analysis 
 

•  Adds resource impacts to compliance monitoring program. 
 

•  Removes automatic triggers for further dog-walking 
restrictions. 
 
 

9 GGNRA006514



Features of The Supplemental EIS 
 
 4 Action Alternatives - Plus Preferred 
 

• Alt B - NPS leash regulation (36 CFR 2.15) 
 
• Alt C - Balance of Visitor Uses  
 

• Alt D - Most Resource Protection /Visitor Safety 
 

• Alt E - Most Dog-Walking Access 
 
Preferred Alternative 
 

• Hybrid of action alternatives; overall emphasis on Alt C – 
Balance of Visitor Uses 
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Key Elements of Preferred Alternative 
 
Voice Control 
 

•  Allowed only in 7 limited, defined areas  
 

•  Specific, enforceable guidelines 
 

•  Does not preclude enforcement for other offenses  –  hazardous 
conditions, wildlife harassment, etc. 
 
Limit Of Dogs Per Walker (Private or Commercial) 
 
•   Permit required for more than 3 dogs. 
 

•   Permits restrict use by time/area 
 

•   Limit is 6 dogs per person, consistent with best practices 
nationally – has support from public and many dog walking groups. 
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Key Elements of Preferred Alternative  (cont’d) 
 
Monitoring-Based Management Strategy 
 
•  Documents compliance and impacts to resources, 

visitors, and staff; data informs mgmt actions if 
compliance unacceptable. 
 

• Primary responses including focused enforcement, 
outreach/education, buffer zones, time of use 
restrictions. 
 

• Secondary responses include short-term closures, 
buffer zones and evaluation of long-term closures. 
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Dog Management Plan/SEIS and Rulemaking Schedule 
 

2013  
• Spring – SEIS released - 90-day public comment period  
• Summer/Fall  –  Review of public comment  
• Late Summer – Interim Compendium Amendment to require 

permits for commercial dog walking 
• Late Fall – Prepare Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) 

 

2014 
• Winter – Publish NPRM 
• Summer – Review of public comment 
• Summer/Fall – Finalize FEIS 

 

2015 
• Winter – Publish Notice of Availability (NOA) of FEIS and 

Record of Decision 
• March – Publish Final Rule 13 GGNRA006518



Urgent Need for Action 
 
•  Continuation of untenable status quo 
 

•  Continued unsafe conditions for public and employees 
 

•  High level of Congressional interest 
 

•  Growing public sentiment demanding action  
 
•  Substantial investment of time, effort and public involvement 
over the past 10 years. 
 
•  Without a final EIS and rule, NPS has no ability to manage 
dog walking. 
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Commercial Dog Walking Interim Compendium Amendment  
 
•  New San Francisco regulation will allow up to 8 dogs per 
commercial dog walker starting July 2013. 
  
•  Expected that many commercial dog walkers will move to 
unregulated GOGA. 
  
•  Park needs protective measure, pending completion of the 
special regulation for GOGA dog management in 2015. 
  
•  GOGA proposed limit of 6 dogs per person is well-evaluated 
and consistent with national, and local, best practices. 
  
•  Presidio Trust will follow city lead if NPS does not act. 
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CURRENT STATUS 
 
Dog walking = 11% of annual incident reports 
 
Dog walking in most sites not the biggest user 
group 
•  Usually 10% or less 
•  General visitors/sightseers, followed by 
walkers/runners are biggest user groups. 
•  EXCEPT at Crissy and Funston, where dog 
walkers = 24% and 60% of users 
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total incidents.  

GGNRA006524



DEIS - How were alternatives developed? 
 
• Is use appropriate?  Are there unacceptable impacts? 
 
• Resource protection – which areas can be safely opened with 

minimal impact to natural, cultural resources?   
 

 GGNRA 2nd highest number of T & E species service wide  
 

• Health and safety – of visitors and employees 
 

• Diversity of use: ensuring wide range of appropriate uses – dog 
walking cannot exclude other uses 
 

• Geographical constraints:  e.g. no off-leash dog walking on trails, 
restrict use  to perimeter of  core habitat 
 

• Consistency with overall themes of each alt:  on-leash only, 
balance by county, most protective, most access (79 Pet Policy). 
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Draft Plan/EIS 
2011 public comment:  5,000 pieces of correspondence with 
8,000 comments 
 

• Significant concern about redistribution effects by 
surrounding agencies and EPA 

 

• Significant criticism of automatic triggers in Compliance-
Based Management Strategy. 

 

• Data needed to show impacts (resources, visitors, LE) 
 

• Better access for dog walkers, including disabled dog 
walkers 

 

• New park site (Rancho Corral de Tierra) not specifically 
addressed. 
 

NPS response to DEIS comments triggered SEIS 5 GGNRA006526



Key Elements of SEIS Preferred Alternative 
 
Regulated Off-Leash Areas (ROLAs) 
• Dogs allowed off-leash only in ROLAs. 
 

• Off-leash dogs must be under voice and sight control, which will be 
specifically described in the new regulation. 
 

•Uncontrolled dogs are prohibited.  Dogs may not: 
 

annoy, harass, or attack people, livestock, or other dogs 
 

annoy, harm, chase, attack, capture, or kill wildlife 
 

enter leash-required or dog-prohibited areas 
 

dig, destroy vegetation, or enter fenced or closed areas. 
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Key Elements of Preferred Alternative (cont’d) 
 
Monitoring-Based Management Strategy  
• To document compliance and impacts to resources, visitors and 
staff.  Data used to determine future mgmt actions.  

 

  Primary responses if compliance unacceptable: 
•  Focused enforcement 
•  Outreach/education 
•  Establish buffer zones 
•  Time of use restrictions/special use permit (SUP) 
restrictions.  

 
 Secondary responses if prior year’s monitoring shows 
unacceptable compliance.  

• Short-term closures and/or establishment of buffer zones, 
and evaluation of long-term closures 
•Special regulation will likely exempt future closures from 
1.5(b) rulemaking  
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Preferred Alternative Summary 
 

• 7 sites with ROLAs       (currently 12) 
• 15 sites with on-leash only        (currently 9) 
 
• 49 miles of on-leash Trails/Beach  (7% > current) 
• 2 miles of ROLAs Beach/Trail   (93% < current) 
• 105 other acres on-leash   (20% < current) 
• 33 other acres of ROLAs   (76% < current) 
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Proposed 
Management Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D Alt E Alt F/ 

Preferred 

Leash-only Sites 9 19 13 11 12 15 

Sites with ROLA*/ 
Off-leash 12 0 9 3 10 7 

Dog-walking  
Prohibited Sites 0 3 0 8 0 0 

On-leash Beach/ 
Trail 

46 
miles 

42 
miles 44 miles 26 

miles 
68 

miles 
49 

miles 

ROLA/Off-leash 
Beach/Trail 

33 
miles 0 3 miles 0 3.5 

miles 2 miles 

On-leash - Other 
Than Beach/trail 

131 
acres 

117 
acres 91acres 69 

acres 
81 

acres 105 acres 

ROLA /Off-leash 
Other Than 
Beach/trail 

140 
acres 0 29 acres 23 

acres 
53acre

s 33 acres 

9 * Regulated Off-Leash Areas (ROLAs) - clearly defined areas with specific, 
enforceable guidelines. 
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Proposed Management 
Summary by County Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D Alt E Alt F/ 

Preferred 

Marin Trails - Leash 13 miles 8 miles 12 miles 5 miles 26 miles 15 miles 
Marin Trails - ROLA 17 miles .80 mile .80 mile 

Marin Beaches - Leash .74 mile .18 mile .19 mile .04 mile .18 mile 

Marin Beaches - ROLA .74 mile .41 mile .56 mile .41 mile 

Marin Other Acreage - Leash 62 acres 56 acres 56 acres 32 acres 56 acres 56 acres 

San Francisco Trails - Leash 10 miles 21 miles 21 miles 18 miles 21 miles 21 miles 

San Francisco Trails - ROLA 9 miles 

San Francisco Beaches - Leash 3 miles 4 miles .59 mile 2 miles 4 miles .24 mile 

San Francisco Beaches - ROLA 6 miles 2 miles 2 miles 2 miles 

San Francisco Other Area - Leash 69 acres 61 acres 34 acres 37  acres 25 acres 48 acres 

San Francisco Other  Area - ROLA 140 acres 28 acres 23 acres 52 acres 33 acres 

San Mateo Trails - Leash 20 miles 9 miles 11 miles 1 miles 17 miles 13 miles 

San Mateo Beaches - Leash .02 mile .02 mile .02 mile .02 mile .02 mile 

San Mateo Other Area - ROLA 1.39 acres 1.39 acres 
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Interim Compendium Amendment 
 
San Francisco Regulation for Commercial Dog Walkers 
• Effective July 2013 – permit required for city park lands 
• 8 dogs per person, requires insurance / proof of training 
•No evaluation of environmental impacts conducted 
 

Presidio Trust Proposed Regulation 
• Adopt city ordinance to prevent displacement onto Trust lands 
• Requires commercial dog walkers on Trust lands to have San Francisco 
permit and abide by permit conditions. 
• Effective July 2013 
 

GGNRA Management  
•Dog Management Plan includes analysis of commercial dog walking, 
proposes permit if 4 - 6 dogs, consistent with local jurisdictions. 
•Need interim measure to avoid displacement, consistent with draft Dog 
Plan/SEIS.  
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Anticipated Effect on GGNRA Lands 
 
Redistribution 
• GGNRA sites used frequently by commercial dog walkers. 
 

• Commercial dog walkers have 4 to12, or more, dogs each. 
 

• Most heavily-used dog walking sites already crowded – 
approximately 1,600 dogs daily at one site. 
 

• Frequent complaints from public about commercial dog 
walkers. 
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Proposed Interim Compendium Amendment  
 
• Use permit conditions for commercial dog walking already 
developed and analyzed in the Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS 
 

• Limit is 6 dogs per person, based on: 
  Significant input and consensus from the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee for Dog Management 

 

  Review of best practices by local and national land 
management agencies 

 

  Consistency with local land management agencies 
 

• Compendium Amendment will sunset when special regulation for 
dog walking in GGNRA enacted. 
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How Did We Get To This Point? 
 
• Dog walking off-leash on park lands existed prior to GGNRA 
establishment in 1972. 
 
• 1979 – Responding to public demand, GGNRA implemented an off-
leash pet policy which it followed and promoted for 20 years. 
 

• 1999 – Successful lawsuit by dog walkers over routine 
management action – a restoration closure – in an off-leash area. 
 

• 2001 – Significant public outcry when park reverted to NPS leash 
regulation (2.15) on recommendation of US Attorney’s Office.  
 

• 2002 – Fed Panel convened to address precedent of pursuing 
special regulation for off-leash dog walking. WASO approval 
granted. 
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How Did We Get To This Point?  (cont’d) 
 
• 2004 – Federal court decision enjoined GGNRA from enforcing 
NPS leash reg (2.15) in majority of the park without rulemaking 
under 36 CFR 1.5(b). 
 

• 2006-2008 – Negotiated Rulemaking Committee for Dog 
Management in GGNRA – limited consensus achieved. 
 

•2008 –Special regulation to protect federally-threatened species in 
two off-leash areas implemented. 
 

 Current Status 
• Increased use of park by dog-walkers, including commercial 
dog walkers. 
 

• Dog-walking related issues =11% of annual LE incidents.  
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Consequences of Delayed Action 
 
• Public expectation of resolution within timeline - loss of credibility 
if stop or change 
 
• Continuation of status quo – court injunction not proper default 
for management 
 

• Continued unsafe conditions for public and employees 
 

• Potential Congressional intervention 
 

• Loss of momentum – public sentiment shifting towards need for 
greater regulation of this use. 
 

• Substantial NPS investment to date – significant delay could 
raise costs even further. 
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Questions about background? 
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Draft Plan/EIS Status 
 
2011 DEIS public comment:  5,000 pieces of correspondence 
received , containing 8,000 comments 
 

• Significant concern about redistribution effects  
 

• Significant criticism of automatic triggers in Compliance-Based 
Management Strategy. 

 

• Data needed to bolster impact analysis (resources, visitors, LE) 
 

• Better access for dog walkers, including disabled dog walkers 
 

• New park site (Rancho Corral de Tierra) not specifically 
addressed. 
 

NPS response to DEIS comments triggered Supplemental EIS 
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Supplemental EIS - Addresses 22 Park Sites 
 
 4 Action Alternatives 
 
• Alt B/NPS leash regulation – 36 CFR 2.15 
 

• Alt C/Balance of Visitor Uses  
 

• Alt D/Most Resource Protection and Visitor Safety – 
Environmentally Preferred 
 

• Alt E/Most Dog-Walking Access  (closest to 1979 Pet Policy) 
 
 

Preferred Alternative 
 

• Site treatments chosen from range of action alternatives – B-E 
 

• Overall, emphasis on Alt C – Balance of Visitor Uses 
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How were alternatives developed? 
 
• Is use appropriate?  Are there unacceptable impacts? 
 
• Resource protection – which areas can be safely opened with 

minimal impact to natural, cultural resources?   
 

 GGNRA 2nd highest number of T & E species service wide  
 

• Health and safety – of visitors and employees 
 

• Diversity of use: ensuring wide range of appropriate uses – dog 
walking cannot exclude other uses 
 

• Geographical constraints:  e.g. no off-leash dog walking on trails, 
restrict use  to perimeter of  core habitat 
 

• Consistency with overall themes of each alt:  on-leash only, 
balance by county, most protective, most access (79 Pet Policy). 

8 GGNRA006542



 

 

9 

Key Elements of Preferred Alternative 
 
Voice Control 
•Voice-control dog walking allowed only in 7 limited, defined areas 
(Regulated Off-Leash Areas – ROLAs) with specific, enforceable 
guidelines. 
 
Limit Of Dogs Per Walker 
• All dog walkers, including commercial dog walkers, may have up to 
3 dogs. 
 
• Both commercial and private individuals can obtain permit to walk 
more than 3 dogs; limit is 6.  Permits restrict use by time/area and 
issued for only 7 sites.  
 
• Limit of 6 is consistent with majority of local land management 
jurisdictions. 
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Key Elements of Preferred Alternative cont’d 
 
Regulated Off-Leash Areas (ROLAs) 
• Dogs allowed off-leash only in ROLAs. 
 

• Off-leash dogs must be under voice and sight control, which is 
specifically described and enforceable. 
 

•Uncontrolled dogs are prohibited.  Dogs may not: 
 

annoy, harass, or attack people, livestock, or other dogs 
 

annoy, harm, chase, attack, capture, or kill wildlife 
 

enter leash-required or dog-prohibited areas 
 

dig, destroy vegetation, or enter fenced or closed areas. 
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Key Elements of Preferred Alternative (cont’d) 
 
Monitoring-Based Management Strategy  
• Documents compliance and impacts to resources, visitors and 
staff.  Data used to determine future mgmt actions.  

 

  Primary responses if compliance unacceptable: 
•  Focused enforcement 
•  Outreach/education 
•  Establish buffer zones 
•  Time of use restrictions/special use permit (SUP) 
restrictions.  

 
 Secondary responses if prior year’s monitoring shows 
unacceptable compliance.  

• Short-term closures and/or establishment of buffer zones, 
and evaluation of long-term closures 
•Special regulation will exempt future closures from 1.5(b) 
rulemaking  
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Preferred Alternative Summary 
 

• 7 sites with ROLAs       (currently 12) 
• 15 sites with on-leash only        (currently 9) 
 
• 49 miles of on-leash Trails/Beach  (7% > current) 
• 2 miles of ROLAs Beach/Trail   (93% < current) 
• 105 other acres on-leash   (20% < current) 
• 33 other acres of ROLAs   (76% < current) 
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Dog Management Plan/SEIS and Rulemaking Schedule 
 

2013  
• SEIS released - 90-day public comment period  
• Summer/Fall  – Review of public comment  
• Late Summer – Interim Compendium Amendment to require 

permits for commercial dog walking 
• Late Fall – Finalize Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) 

 

2014 
• 1st Quarter  – Publish NPRM 
• Summer – Review of public comment 
• Summer/Fall – Finalize FEIS 

 

2015 
• January – Publish Notice of Availability (NOA) of FEIS 
• February  – Publish Record of Decision 
• March – Publish Final Rule 13 GGNRA006547



Questions about the Supplemental EIS? 
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Commercial Dog Walking 
 
San Francisco Regulation for Commercial Dog Walkers 
• Effective July 2013 – permit required for city park lands 
• 8 dogs per person, requires insurance / proof of training 
•No evaluation of environmental impacts conducted 
 

Presidio Trust Proposed Regulation 
• Adopt city ordinance to prevent displacement onto Trust lands 
• Requires commercial dog walkers on Trust lands to have San Francisco 
permit and abide by permit conditions. 
• Effective July 2013 
 

GGNRA Management  
•Dog Management Plan includes analysis of commercial dog walking, 
proposes permit if 4 - 6 dogs, consistent with local jurisdictions. 
•Need interim measure to avoid displacement, consistent with draft Dog 
Plan/SEIS.  
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Anticipated Effect on GGNRA Lands 
 
Redistribution 
• GGNRA sites used frequently by commercial dog walkers. 
 

• Commercial dog walkers have 4 to12, or more, dogs each. 
 

• Most heavily-used dog walking sites already crowded – 
approximately 1,600 dogs daily at one site. 
 

• Frequent complaints from public about commercial dog walkers. 
 

Proposing Interim Compendium Amendment 
• To allow management of this use until special regulation for dog 
management in GGNRA in place. 
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Proposed Interim Compendium Amendment  
 
• Use permit conditions for commercial dog walking already 
developed and analyzed in the Draft Dog Management Plan/SEIS 
 

• Limit is 6 dogs per person, based on: 
  Significant input and consensus from the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee for Dog Management 

 

  Review of best practices by local and national land 
management agencies 

 

  Consistency with local land management agencies 
 

• Compendium Amendment will sunset when special regulation for 
dog walking in GGNRA enacted. 
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Questions About Interim Compendium Amendment? 
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Proposed 
Management 
Summary 

Alt A Alt B Alt C Alt D Alt E Alt F/ 
Preferred 

Leash-only Sites 9 19 13 11 12 15 

Sites with ROLA*/ 
Off-leash 12 0 9 3 10 7 

Dog-walking  
Prohibited Sites 0 3 0 8 0 0 

On-leash Beach/ 
Trail 

46 
miles 

42 
miles 44 miles 26 

miles 
68 

miles 
49 

miles 
ROLA/Off-leash 
Beach/Trail 

33 
miles 0 3 miles 0 3.5 

miles 2 miles 

On-leash - Other 
Than Beach/trail 

131 
acres 

117 
acres 91acres 69 

acres 
81 

acres 105 acres 

ROLA /Off-leash 
Other Than 
Beach/trail 

140 
acres 0 29 

acres 
23 

acres 
53acre

s 33 acres 

19 * Regulated Off-Leash Areas (ROLAs) - clearly defined areas with specific, 
enforceable guidelines. 
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N16 (GOGA-SUPT) 
 
 
 
 
Ryan Olah 
Chief, Coast Bay Delta Branch 
Division of Endangered Species  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way, Suite W2606 
Sacramento, California 95825 
 
Dear Mr. Olah, 

We appreciate the participation of your biologist, Kim Squires, at our recent agency 
scoping meeting for the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) Dog 
Manangement Plan/Environmental Impact Statement.  It was especially helpful for our 
planning team to be able to meet with Kim after the scoping meeting to begin the informal 
consultation process for this project, which is proceeding concurrently with a negotiated 
rulemaking process for dog management at GGNRA.  The negotiated rulemaking 
committee is working to develop consensus recommendations to the park about where it 
may be appropriate to allow dogwalking in GGNRA managed lands. The park intends to 
integrate the recommendations of the committee’s efforts into one or more alternatives for 
analysis in the EIS.   

To continue the informal consultation process, enclosed for your review two documents.  
First is the information on threatened and endangered species occurrence in the project area 
gathered from your website and park data. Also enclosed is the parameter list developed by 
the park as to which GGNRA areas may be considered by the negotiated rulemaking 
committee, and for which types of dogwalking.    

As the NEPA and the negotiated rulemaking processes develop preliminary alternatives for 
dog management in GGNRA, we hope to continue informal consultation with your agency 
to determine if adverse effects to listed species could occur and if so, to decide how best to 
remove avoid or minimize those effects.  

The park contact for consultation with your agency will be XXXX (who, Daphne?) Bill 
Merkle, Wildlife Ecologist, or, in his absence, Daphne Hatch, Chief of Natural Resource 
Management.  Please let us know who on your staff we should work with as we go forward 
with this project.   
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Sincerely 
 
 
Brian O’Neill 
General Superintendent 
 
Enclosures 
 

GGNRA006555



 
 
 
 
 
N16 (GOGA-SUPT) 
 
 
 
 
Dick Butler 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service  
Protected Resources Division 
777 Sonoma Avenue, Room 325 
Santa Rosa, California 95404 

Dear Mr. Butler: 

The National Park Service is in currently developing a Dog Management Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement for Golden Gate National Recreation Area.  The 
purpose of this planning process is to develop a range of alternatives that will provide 
clear, enforceable guidelines to determine the manner and extent of dogwalking in 
appropriate areas of the park.  To help identify where dogwalking may be appropriate at 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area, the Secretary of the Interior appointed a 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee representing the diverse interests likely to be affected 
by a dog management plan.  The negotiated rulemaking committee will work to develop 
consensus recommendations to the park about where it may be appropriate to allow 
dogwalking in GGNRA managed lands. The park intends to integrate the 
recommendations of the committee’s efforts into one or more alternatives for analysis in 
the EIS.  

We would like to begin an informal consultation process with National Marine Fisheries 
Service, and to this extent, have enclosed for your review both 1) information on 
threatened and endangered species occurrence in the project area that we have gathered 
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service website, the NOAA National Marine Fisheries 
Southwest Region Website, and from park data (highlighted species are those that would 
be the focus of our analysis); and 2) the parameters the park has developed for which 
park areas could be considered by the negotiated rulemaking committee for which types 
of dog activity.  Additional information about the project can also be found at 
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/goga; select the project titled “EIS/Dog Management Plan for 
GGNRA.” Project area maps can be accessed directly at:  
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=303&projectId=12791&documentID
=15330 

GGNRA006556

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/goga
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=303&projectId=12791&documentID=15330
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=303&projectId=12791&documentID=15330


As the NEPA and the negotiated rulemaking processes develop preliminary alternatives 
for dog management in different areas of the park we hope through informal consultation 
to work with the National Marine Fisheries Service to determine if adverse effects to 
listed species are present and to work together to avoid or minimize those effects. Please 
let us know who on your staff will be our contact for consultation on the dog 
management plan.  The primary park contact for consultation will be Bill Merkle (415-
331-2894).  

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Brian O’Neill 
General Superintendent 
 
Enclosures 
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GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA (GGNRA) 
NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING FOR OFF-LEASH DOG MANAGEMENT 

 
GGNRA Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 

 
GGNRA plans to proceed with formal rulemaking to develop a proposed rule to 
that may alter the application of the existing dogwalking regulation, 36 CFR §2.15 
(a)(2), at GGNRA through a new special regulation that will govern dog 
management within its boundaries.  As part of rulemaking, and as a reflection of 
its stated “commitment to include the public meaningfully” in developing a dog 
management rule, GGNRA has proposed creating a Regulatory Negotiation 
Committee (Committee).  In a “Dear Participant” letter dated May 10, 2004, 
GGNRA General Superintendent Brian O’Neill suggested a Committee would 
“work with GGNRA to investigate a regulation to allow off-leash dog walking in 
certain areas . . . where resources and visitor safety would not be impacted.”   
 
Creation of a Committee is guided primarily by two federal acts, the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Act and the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  These Acts state the 
intent for the Committee to work by consensus, and starts with a goal of reaching 
unanimous agreement among all interests represented on the committee.  In 
order to achieve this goal it is essential that participants commit themselves and 
their alternates to a set of working principles and operating protocols that guide 
their interactions. The working principles for a GGNRA Committee are set out 
below, followed by a set of specific operating protocols. 
 
Working Principles 
 
In pursing the goal of reaching consensus on a proposed dog management rule 
for GGNRA the Committee members and alternates commit to work together, 
adhering to the following principles: 
 

• Use the Committee to build good working relationships among 
representatives of various interest groups that shall last beyond the life of 
the Committee 

 
• Be good listeners to the concerns of others, even a lone voice, and work 

cooperatively to satisfy the concerns of all involved 
 

• Be honest and transparent with concerns, thereby creating opportunity for 
joint, interest-based problem solving 

 
• Acknowledge that the process of listening to all voices and working 

towards consensus is essential for successful durable and implementable 
outcomes 
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• Commit to participate in good faith, and to expend the time necessary to 
meaningfully participate in and contribute to the process 

 
• Recognize that while people come to the table with different interests, 

values and perspectives, acceptable outcomes are still possible using 
objective criteria and analysis 

 
• Be prepared to set aside past differences and adversarial approaches, to 

work constructively with other Committee members. 
 
Operating Protocols for the Committee  
 

1. Membership 
Committee Members.  Pursuant to FACA, the Secretary of the Interior 
has the authority to appoint Committee members.  Members will 
consist of representatives of various organizations, including: 
environmental groups, off-leash dog proponents, youth and elderly 
advocates, other park users, local government, and other 
stakeholders.  
 
a. Alternates.  Alternates will be appointed by the DOI Secretary to 

represent Committee members and/or their constituencies at times 
when the member is unable to participate in Committee 
deliberations. 

 
b. The DOI Secretary, in considering appointment decisions for the 

Committee, may use a wide range of advice including: 
 

• Recommendations from the GGNRA and Regional NPS 
Office 

• Recommendations from the conveners 
• Self-nominations from those who believe their interest(s) 

are not adequately represented on the Committee by 
others. 

 
c. Criteria to consider when selecting individuals to be appointed 

include: 
 

• Overall effectiveness of the Committee in working together 
and achieving consensus  

• How broadly stakeholder interest groups are represented 
• Commitment level of the individual 
• Whether the individual is able to work effectively within a 

group 
• Ability of the individual to resolve issues through 

collaborative deliberations and consensus  
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• Willingness of individual to act in good faith with the 
working principles 

 
     e. Constituents’ Interest.  Committee members speak for themselves 

in the Committee proceedings.  Nonetheless, members should 
make every effort to represent the interests and concerns of their 
constituents and to ensure that any agreement developed by the 
Committee is acceptable to their organization. 

 
2. Meetings 

a. FACA.  The Committee is a FACA Committee and as such will 
follow FACA requirements at all times including, but not limited to, 
public notice, meeting records, openness to the public. 

 
b. Attendance at Meetings.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to participate in all scheduled meetings or 
activities.  If a member is not able to attend a given meeting, his or 
her designated alternate shall participate in the member’s absence.  
Excessive absence may lead to dismissal from the Committee 
(e.g., missing more than one-quarter of the Committee meetings). 

 
c. Agendas.  Agendas will be developed jointly by the Committee, with 

a draft distributed to Committee members in advance of each 
meeting. 

 
d. Meeting Summaries.  A written summary of each meeting will be 

drafted, distributed to Committee members for review, adopted by 
the Committee and then made available to the public, within thirty 
days of the meeting date. 

 
e. Facilitation.  A neutral, professional facilitation team will convene 

the Committee and provide process assistance. 
 
f. Caucus.  Committee members can call for a “caucus break” at any 

time to allow for discussions away from the table.  The Committee 
will determine how much time will be allocated for the caucus 
break.  

 
g. Meeting Attendees.  Non-member meeting attendees may speak 

during Committee meetings at times designated by the Committee, 
such as a defined public comment period.  

 
3. Subcommittees  

a. Establishment.  Subcommittees, and their membership, may be 
established at any time by the Committee to focus on and develop 
preliminary proposals concerning particular issues or sets of issues.  
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The Committee may provide in its charge to a Subcommittee 
whatever level of guidance regarding focus and process it deems 
necessary. 

 
b. Committee Members.  Each Committee member, or the designated 

alternate, agrees to actively participate with at least one 
Subcommittee.   

 
c. Subcommittee Participation.   Participation in Subcommittees is 

open to anyone with an interest in, and knowledge about, the 
issues a Subcommittee is considering, with the agreement of the 
Committee.  Participants agree to act in good faith and to contribute 
constructively to the efforts of a work group, and abide by the 
operating principles of the Committee.  

 
d. Balanced Representation.  Committee members agree to make a 

good faith effort to assure that a balance of interests is represented 
on each Subcommittee. 

 
e. Process.  Subcommittee meetings will be conducted in accordance 

with any ground rules established by the Committee.   
Subcommittees are not subject to FACA requirements.  However, 
they will be conducted on the basis of the principles of openness 
and inclusiveness underlying FACA.  The Subcommittees will be 
convened with the assistance of the facilitation team. 

 
f. Subcommittee Products.  Subcommittees are not authorized to 

make decisions for the Committee; their sole role is to report back 
and make recommendations to the Committee. 

 
g. Ongoing Communications with Committee.  Subcommittees will 

report back to and get input from the Committee on a regular basis. 
 

4. Decision Making 
a. Commitment to Seeking Solutions.  Committee members agree to 

strive for as broad, inclusive and informed a consensus as possible 
when making decisions, particularly with respect to final 
recommendations.  Such decisions will be sought through effective 
meeting facilitation and active, open, constructive participation by 
Committee members. 

 
b. Consensus.  The Committee shall operate by consensus.  

Consensus shall be considered reached when all Committee 
members can accept or support a particular position, even though 
the position may not be their first choice.  Should consensus not be 
reached, the conveners shall make a determination on: 1) working 
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further to reach consensus through appointed workgroups, or some 
other designated means, 2) transmitting to GGNRA individual 
member views or majority/minority views, or 3) tabling the issue.  
That will be reflected in the meeting summary and/or the 
Committee’s final recommendations.  The lack of consensus on any 
aspect of the proposed rule, or the rule in its entirety, will not 
constrain GGNRA from proceeding with rulemaking or considering 
the results of the Committee’s work as part of rulemaking. 

 
5. Safeguards 

a. Good Faith.  Committee members agree to participate in good faith 
at all times.  Subcommittee participants also are expected to 
participate in good faith.  In criticizing an idea or proposal, 
individuals shall make an attempt to provide a constructive 
alternative that meets all stakeholder needs.  If that is not possible, 
then the individual shall attempt to clarify his/her concerns related 
to that idea or proposal.   

 
b. Right to Withdraw.  Committee members may withdraw at any time, 

for any reason, without prejudice to themselves or the organizations 
they represent.  Committee members agree to provide a written 
explanation if they withdraw from the process.   

 
c. Open Dialogue.  Committee members should be able to express 

themselves without fear of retaliatory action by others.  This 
includes showing respect for the views of others, refraining from 
personal attacks and clarifying views not fully understood.  

 
6. Information 

a. Sharing Information.  Committee members agree to share all 
relevant information with other Committee members.  This includes 
assisting the Committee to identify relevant information and making 
a good faith effort to provide such information in a timely manner. 

 
b. Outside Activities.  Participation on the Committee does not restrict 

pursuit of other activities related to the intended objectives of the 
rulemaking.  However, it is expected that Committee members will 
be forthcoming with other Committee members if such activities are 
undertaken.  

 
c. Public Record.  Information provided to the Committee will become 

part of the public record. 
 

7. Media/Press  
a. Statements to the Press.  Committee members agree not to 

characterize other members’ viewpoints in statements to the media 
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or to utilize the media as a means of unilaterally influencing 
Committee deliberations.  Committee members should express 
their own viewpoints only. 

 
8. Schedule 

a. Scheduling Meetings and Duration of the Process.  Committee and 
Subcommittee meetings will be scheduled by the Committee and 
Subcommittees, respectively.  Whenever possible, as appropriate, 
Subcommittee meetings will be scheduled during the same time 
frame and at the same location as Committee meetings. 
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Development 

 
Issue: Although 36 CFR 2.15(a)(2) requires that all pets, where allowed in national park 
sites, are to be crated, caged, restrained or otherwise physically confined at all times, a 
growing number of dog walkers using the park do not voluntarily comply with the 
regulation, resulting in visitor conflicts, resource management issues and safety concerns 
for visitors and park staff. 
 
Approach: An Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking was published in January 
2002 and received 8,580 comments, the majority of which supported off-leash 
dogwalking in the park. In alignment with NPS Director’s Order 75A, Civic Engagement 
and Public Involvement, GGNRA investigated the potential for use of a negotiated 
rulemaking process to collaboratively involve the public in exploring alternatives for 
management of this highly emotional and difficult issue. 
 
Agency Response: GGNRA received approval from the NPS Director in October 2003 
to proceed with a negotiated rulemaking to potentially develop an alternate regulation for 
dogwalking at GGNRA, as well as a management plan to control and assess the activity. 
 
ECR Practitioners: GGNRA contracted with the U.S. Institute of Environmental 
Conflict Resolution (Institute) in late 2003.  The Institute, working with the park and 
interested parties, contracted with neutral facilitators in May 2004 to conduct a Situation 
Assessment for dog management at GGNRA. 
 
Situation Assessment: The neutrals, Greg Bourne and Mike Harty of the Center for 
Collaborative Policy, interviewed more than 45 people from over 25 organizations to 
develop a proposed membership for a negotiated rulemaking committee that reflected the 
key dynamics of the conflict over dog management in the park. 
 
Assessment Conclusion: The Situation Assessment Report, finalized in September 2004, 
concluded that the park and community are ready to move forward, that there is a very 
good chance of success and that a FACA committee should be formed with the goal of 
reaching consensus on issues surrounding dog management. 
 
Proposed Committee Membership: The proposed membership can be sorted into 4 
interest groups: off-leash dog walking advocates; environmental advocates; other park 
users; and government.  The three non-governmental interest groups are generally equally 
balanced in the proposed Committee composition, with 7 off-leash dog walking 
advocates, 6 environmental advocates and 6 representatives of park users. 
 
Membership Balance: In the negotiated rulemaking context, “interest balance” is of 
more importance than numerical balance in ensuring that each point of view is adequately 
incorporated into any resulting rule. Additionally, the consensus principle provides an 
effective veto to any interest group represented at the table who believes their concerns 
are not being addressed. 
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JUSTIFICATION STATEMENT 

Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee 
 for Dog Management at Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

September 2005 
 
 

      
Why the Committee is Essential and in the Public Interest 
 
The NPS would like to use the Negotiated Rulemaking process, with a concurrent NEPA 
process, to determine how off-leash dogwalking could occur in some areas of Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area (GGNRA) and the parameters under which this use could occur. 
Changes in recent years have underscored the need for a review of pet management – 
particularly dog walking - in GGNRA. For a number of years the park was not in compliance 
with the long-standing National Park Service (NPS) pet management regulation that requires 
pets to be crated, caged or restrained at all times in all areas of GGNRA where they are 
permitted.  Meanwhile, increased visitation to GGNRA, public concern about visitor and pet 
safety, park resource management issues involving wildlife and vegetation protection, and 
recent litigation concerning the leash regulation have combined to bring the issue of dog 
walking to the forefront of GGNRA’s management concerns. 
 
The controversy over off-leash dogwalking has increased in recent years, not only in GGNRA 
but in other Bay Area parks and across the nation. GGNRA published an Advanced Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) in January 2001 to receive public comment on dog 
management in GGNRA. A compilation of the comments received during the ANPR and 
other technical information, applicable federal laws, guidelines and policies, were reviewed by 
a panel of senior agency officials from outside the park in 2002.  The panel "concluded that 
off-leash dog walking in GGNRA may be appropriate in selected locations where resource 
impacts can be adequately mitigated and public safety incidents and public use conflicts can 
be appropriately managed." GGNRA supported the panel's recommendation noting that "the 
process of negotiated rulemaking would give us the greatest chance of achieving a successful 
conclusion to this management issue." The proposed Committee would play a key role in 
assisting the NPS in developing new regulations that are more likely to have widespread 
public acceptance while being consistent with NPS mandates. 
  
After review by NPS and Department of the Interior officials, the NPS Director determined 
that the park should proceed with a rulemaking process to help formulate a new regulation for 
pet management at GGNRA.   

      
       
Why the Committee’s Functions Cannot be Performed by Other Means 
 
This issue has become difficult to manage with current staffing levels and now requires a great 
amount of staff time from many divisions, including the Superintendent’s office, Law 
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Enforcement, Maintenance and others. Conventional efforts by the NPS to resolve this issue 
have been unsuccessful and, invariably, the organizations and individuals who are divided 
over the issue have been wary of their opponents gaining undue influence over the NPS. In the 
reg-neg process, those parties who will be significantly affected by a regulation are invited by 
the agency to participate in a committee to develop the regulation.  This approach to help 
resolve controversial issues such as this is also encouraged by NPS Director's Order 75A: 
Public Participation, and the NPS Guide to the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). 
            
The Agency’s Plan to Attain a Fairly Balanced Membership 
 
Development of a consensus-based, effective dog management regulation will require the 
involvement of representatives of all the affected and interested parties.  To achieve this, an 
assessment process was conducted jointly by a team of experienced mediators from the Center 
for Collaborative Policy (CSUS) in Sacramento and CDR Associates in Davis (the 
“Assessment Team”) under contract to The U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict 
Resolution (USIECR), which has been contracted by the NPS to oversee the negotiated 
rulemaking process. 
 
The Assessment Team spoke with approximately 45 people in individual and group interviews 
to gather information for the assessment report during the May-August 2004 time period. The 
team began with a list of names developed by GGNRA as a result of its extensive interactions 
with members of the public, but expanded its list based on advice received during interviews.  
 
The Assessment Team had multiple goals in conducting its interviews: identify the key 
interests of various individuals and organizations who would be significantly affected by a 
rule, evaluate the potential for reaching consensus on a recommended rule and  identify 
prospective participants who were able and willing to serve on a negotiated rulemaking 
committee.  
 
Based on information gained during the assessment process, committee membership is proposed 
as listed below.  In addition to the principal representatives, alternate representatives have been 
sought to ensure adequate representation when principal members are unable to attend, and allow 
for broader participation by more individuals. 
 

1. The interests of the Department of the Interior will be represented by: 

National Park Service— Christine Powell 

Alternate— Howard Levitt 

2. The interests of organizations and visitors advocating off-leash use will be represented 

by: 

a. Crissy Field Dog Group — Martha Walters 
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Alternate— Chris Griffith 

b. Fort Funston Dog Walkers — Linda McKay 

Alternate— Karin Hu 

c. Ocean Beach Dog Owners — John Keating 

Alternate— Suzanne Valente 

d. Pacifica Dog Walkers — Jeri Flinn 

Alternate— Anne Farrow 

e. Presidio Dog Walkers — Gary Fergus 

Alternate— Carol Copsey 

f. San Francisco Dog Owners Group — Keith McAllister 

Alternate— Carol Arnold 

g. Marin Humane Society — Cindy Machado 

Alternate— Steve Hill 

h. San Francisco SPCA — Daniel Crain 

3. The interests of commercial dog walking businesses will be represented by: 

ProDog — Joe Hague 

Alternate— Donna Sproull 

4. The interests of environmental organizations will be represented by: 

a. California Native Plant Society — Mark Heath 

Alternate— Jake Sigg 

b. Center for Biological Diversity — Brent Plater  

Alternate—Jeff Miller 

c. Golden Gate Audubon Society — Arthur Feinstein 

Alternate— Elizabeth Murdock 
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d. Marine Mammal Center — Kathy Zagzebski 

Alternate— Joanne Mohr (Farallones Marine Sanctuary Association) 

e. Sierra Club (Local Chapter) —Norman LaForce 

Alternate— Gordon Bennett 

f. San Francisco League of Conservation Voters — Stephen Krefting 

Alternate— Michelle Jesperson 

5. The interests of visitors user groups will be represented by: 

a. Coleman Advocates for Youth — David Robinson 

Alternate—Marybeth Wallace 

b. Equestrian Groups — Judy Teichman (Marinwatch) 

Alternate— Alice Caldwell-Steele (Miwok Valley Association) 

c. Senior Action Network — Bruce Livingston 

Alternate—Bob Planthold 

6.   The interests of local governments will be represented by: 

a. City of San Francisco — Dan McKenna 

 Alternate— Lemar Morrison 

b. Former member of GGNRA Citizen’s Advisory Commission — Paul Jones 

Alternate—Betsey Cutler 

c. Presidio Trust — Joanne Marchetta 

Alternate — Al Rosen 
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JUSTIFICATION STATEMENT 

Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee 
 for Dog Management at Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

February 2005 
 
 

      
Why the Committee is Essential and in the Public Interest 
 
The NPS would like to use the Negotiated Rulemaking process, with a concurrent NEPA 
process, to determine how off-leash dogwalking could occur in some areas of Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area (GGNRA) and the parameters under which this use could occur. 
Changes in recent years have underscored the need for a review of pet management – 
particularly dog walking - in GGNRA. For a number of years the park was not in compliance 
with the long-standing National Park Service (NPS) pet management regulation that requires 
pets to be crated, caged or restrained at all times in all areas of GGNRA where they are 
permitted.  Meanwhile, increased visitation to GGNRA, public concern about visitor and pet 
safety, park resource management issues involving wildlife and vegetation protection, and 
litigation concerning the Fort Funston area of the park have combined to bring the issue of dog 
walking to the forefront of GGNRA’s management concerns. 
 
The controversy over off-leash dogwalking has increased in recent years, not only in GGNRA 
but in other Bay Area parks and across the nation. GGNRA published an Advanced Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) in January 2001 to receive public comment on dog 
management in GGNRA. A compilation of the comments received during the ANPR and 
other technical information, applicable federal laws, guidelines and policies, were reviewed by 
a panel of senior agency officials from outside the park in 2002.  The panel "concluded that 
off-leash dog walking in GGNRA may be appropriate in selected locations where resource 
impacts can be adequately mitigated and public safety incidents and public use conflicts can 
be appropriately managed." GGNRA supported the panel's recommendation noting that "the 
process of negotiated rulemaking would give us the greatest chance of achieving a successful 
conclusion to this management issue." The proposed Committee would play a key role in 
assisting the NPS in developing new regulations that are more likely to have widespread 
public acceptance while being consistent with NPS mandates. 
  
After review by NPS and Department of the Interior officials, the NPS Director determined 
that the park should proceed with a rulemaking process to help formulate a new regulation for 
pet management at GGNRA.   

      
       
Why the Committee’s Functions Cannot be Performed by Other Means 
 
This issue has become difficult to manage with current staffing levels and now requires a great 
amount of staff time from many divisions, including the Superintendent’s office, Law 
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Enforcement, Maintenance and others. Conventional efforts by the NPS to resolve this issue 
have been unsuccessful and, invariably, the organizations and individuals who are divided 
over the issue have been wary of their opponents gaining undue influence over the NPS. In the 
reg-neg process, those parties who will be significantly affected by a regulation are invited by 
the agency to participate in a committee to develop the regulation.  This approach to help 
resolve controversial issues such as this is also encouraged by NPS Director's Order 75A: 
Public Participation, and the NPS Guide to the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). 
            
The Agency’s Plan to Attain a Fairly Balanced Membership 
 
Development of a consensus-based, effective dog management regulation will require the 
involvement of representatives of all the affected and interested parties.  To achieve this, an 
assessment process was conducted jointly by a team of experienced mediators from the Center 
for Collaborative Policy (CSUS) in Sacramento and CDR Associates in Davis (the 
“Assessment Team”) under contract to The U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict 
Resolution (USIECR), which has been contracted by the NPS to oversee the negotiated 
rulemaking process. 
 
The Assessment Team spoke with approximately 45 people in individual and group interviews 
to gather information for the assessment report during the May-August 2004 time period. The 
team began with a list of names developed by GGNRA as a result of its extensive interactions 
with members of the public, but expanded its list based on advice received during interviews.  
 
The Assessment Team had multiple goals in conducting its interviews: identify the key 
interests of various individuals and organizations who would be significantly affected by a 
rule, evaluate the potential for reaching consensus on a recommended rule and  identify 
prospective participants who were able and willing to serve on a negotiated rulemaking 
committee.  
 
Based on information gained during the assessment process, committee membership is proposed 
as listed below.  In addition to the principal representatives, alternate representatives have been 
sought to ensure adequate representation when principal members are unable to attend, and allow 
for broader participation by more individuals. 
 

1. The interests of the Department of the Interior will be represented by: 

National Park Service— Christine Powell 

Alternate— Howard Levitt 

2. The interests of organizations and visitors advocating off-leash use will be represented 

by: 

a. Crissy Field Dog Group — Martha Walters 
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Alternate— Chris Griffith 

b. Fort Funston Dog Walkers — Linda McKay 

Alternate— Karin Hu 

c. Ocean Beach Dog Owners — John Keating 

Alternate— Suzanne Valente 

d. Pacifica Dog Walkers — Jeri Flinn 

Alternate— Anne Farrow 

e. Presidio Dog Walkers — Gary Fergus 

Alternate— Carol Copsey 

f. San Francisco Dog Owners Group — Keith McAllister 

Alternate— Carol Arnold 

g. Marin Humane Society — Cindy Machado 

Alternate— Steve Hill 

h. San Francisco SPCA — Daniel Crain 

3. The interests of commercial dog walking businesses will be represented by: 

ProDog — Joe Hague 

Alternate— Donna Sproull 

4. The interests of environmental organizations will be represented by: 

a. California Native Plant Society — Mark Heath 

Alternate— Jake Sigg 

b. Center for Biological Diversity — Brent Plater  

Alternate—Jeff Miller 

c. Golden Gate Audubon Society — Arthur Feinstein 

Alternate— Elizabeth Murdock 
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d. Marine Mammal Center — Kathy Zagzebski 

Alternate— Joanne Mohr (Farallones Marine Sanctuary Association) 

e. Sierra Club (Local Chapter) —Norman LaForce 

Alternate— Gordon Bennett 

f. San Francisco League of Conservation Voters — Stephen Krefting 

Alternate— Michelle Jesperson 

5. The interests of visitors user groups will be represented by: 

a. Coleman Advocates for Youth — David Robinson 

Alternate—Marybeth Wallace 

b. Equestrian Groups — Judy Teichman (Marinwatch) 

Alternate— Alice Caldwell-Steele (Miwok Valley Association) 

c. Senior Action Network — Bruce Livingston 

Alternate—Bob Planthold 

6.   The interests of local governments will be represented by: 

a. City of San Francisco — Dan McKenna 

 Alternate— Lemar Morrison 

b. Former member of GGNRA Citizen’s Advisory Commission — Paul Jones 

Alternate—Betsey Cutler 

c. Presidio Trust — Joanne Marchetta 

Alternate — Al Rosen 
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U.S. Institute

LABOR COSTS
Senior Program 

Manager Senior Mediator
Senior Mediator 

1 Co-Mediator Support Staff Hours Cost
Work Completed Through January 2007

PHASE 0 - Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management
PHASE I - Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design; Evaluate Contractor Performance To Date
    Evaluate Contractor Performance To Date
PHASE II - Develop Work Plan, Refine Process Design, Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking Process, Convene 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, Conduct Collaboration Skills Workshop
PHASE III-1 - Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Plenary Meetings of Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee (III-1.1 through III-1.5)
PHASE III-2 - Plan, Facilitate, Document and Follow-up Subcommittee Meetings of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee (III-2.1 through III-2.4)
PHASE III-3 - Mediation of Targeted Issues (through January 2007)
PHASE IV-1 - Attend Public Meetings of NEPA process, including travel

TOTAL WORK COMPLETED THROUGH JANUARY 2007 41,986.53$            190,944.80$      71,249.96$      304,181.29$      

Tasks To Be Completed February 2007 - September 2007

PHASE 0 - Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management
0-7   Project management 24 24 3,480.00$           
       07a   Travel (2 trips to San Francisco) 12 12 1,740.00$           

PHASE 0 LABOR SUBTOTAL 36 36 5,220.00$           

PHASE III - Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Seven (7) Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee Meetings

   III-1.6  Plan, facilitate, document, follow up plenary meeting #6 (May 07) 28 28 18 12 86 13,116.00$         

   III-1.7   Plan, facilitate, document, follow up plenary meeting #7 (Sept. 07) 28 28 18 12 86 13,116.00$         
PHASE III-1 LABOR SUBTOTAL 0 56 56 36 24 172 26,232.00$         

III-2  Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up eight (8) subcommittee meetings of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee

   III-2.5  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #5 (Feb 07) 28 28 18 12 86 13,116.00$         

   III-2.6     Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #6 (Mar 07) 28 28 18 12 86 13,116.00$         

   III-2.7  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #7 (May 07) 28 28 18 12 86 13,116.00$         

   III-2.8  Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up subcommittee meeting #8 (Jul 2007) 28 28 18 12 86 13,116.00$         
PHASE III-2 LABOR SUBTOTAL 0 112 112 72 48 344 52,464.00$         

III-3   Mediation of Select Targeted Issues (February 2007 through project end) 6 40 40 0 0 86 15,270.00$         

III-4   Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations for Proposed Rule 0 24 24 0 0 48 8,640.00$           

III-5   Facilitate three, half-day caucus meetings (Mar 2007) 0 16 16 0 0 32 5,760.00$           

PHASE III LABOR SUBTOTAL 6 248 248 108 72 682 108,366.00$      

"Golden Gate National Recreation Area Dog Management"

Revised Estimated Budget (03-02-07)

Center for Collaborative Policy & Harty Conflict Consulting and Task Subtotals

Modification # 3 to Task Order #4
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PHASE IV - Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee during remaining 
NEPA/Rulemaking Process    
IV-2  Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 24 24 0 0 48 8,640.00$           

PHASE IV LABOR SUBTOTAL 24 24 0 0 48 8,640.00$           

PHASE V - Report Writing
V-1 Prepare draft and final report/documentation of negotiated rulemaking process  
    V-1.1   Prepare draft report 4 8 8 32 4 56 7,956.00$           
    V-1.2   Prepare final report 4 4 4 4 4 20 2,764.00$           

PHASE V LABOR SUBTOTAL 8 12 12 36 8 76 10,720.00$         

Contingency 22,581.97$         

HOUR TOTALS WORK TO BE COMPLETED 50 284 284 144 80 842

PROFESSIONAL RATES ($/HR) 145.00$                 180.00$              180.00$           134.00$           52.00$            
SUBTOTAL LABOR COSTS - PHASES 0, III, IV, & V 7,250.00$              51,120.00$         51,120.00$      19,296.00$      4,160.00$      155,527.97$      

DIRECT COSTS

Travel 2,000.00$              400.00$              400.00$           2,800.00$           

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL 2,000.00$              400.00$              400.00$           2,800.00$           

Miscellaneous Expenses; e.g., Conference Calls 300.00$              300.00$           600.00$              
Materials & Supplies 200.00$              200.00$           400.00$              
Copying & Printing 200.00$              200.00$           400.00$              

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL AND OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODC) 2,000.00$              1,100.00$           1,100.00$        4,200.00$           

TOTAL LABOR, TRAVEL AND ODC PHASES FEBRUARY 2007 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 2007 9,250.00$              52,220.00$         52,220.00$      19,296.00$      4,160.00$      159,727.97$      

12,038.24$         
52.50$                

171,818.71$      

304,181.29$      

476,000.00$      

356,000.00$      

120,000.00$      
1 Includes work completed on current contract with Harty Conflict Consulting as well as work completed by Mike Harty through a contract with CDR (former employer)

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST FOR TASKS STILL TO BE COMPLETED

NPS Funding To Date

ADDITIONAL FUNDING NEEDED TO COMPLETE THE PROJECT

EXPENDITURES TO DATE

REVISED ESTIMATE OF TOTAL COST FOR PROJECT

8% Institute Administrative Fee on Contractor Costs
7.5% CCP Administrative Fee on Other Direct Expenses
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17th October 2007 
 
Dear Ms Powell, 
 
Thank you for all your efforts to conserve our natural resources yet ensure the GGNRA 
continues to offer the recreational respite from the busy city! Particularly, I appreciate your 
efforts with the negotiations over regulations for where and when dogs may be off leashes. 
This letter is to clarify The Marine Mammal Center’s position regarding dogs off leash, as Erin 
Brodie will not be able to attend the meeting this Friday.  
 
As an organization, we are dedicated to protecting marine mammals, and ensuring the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act is adhered to and marine mammals are not harassed. Beyond this, we do 
not have any reason to oppose dogs off leashes, as long as no marine mammals are being 
harassed by dogs. As Rodeo Beach is rarely used by marine mammals as a haul out – the rocks 
nearby below Point Bonita are in contrast are a haul out for harbor seals – there should be no 
problem with a solution to dog use of Rodeo Beach that includes off leash time when no marine 
mammals are there.  
 

Yours faithfully 

 
 

Frances Gulland, PhD, Vet MB, MRCVS 
 Director of Veterinary Services 
 
 
 
Cc:  Erin Brodie 

Martha Whetstone 

  
      1065 Fort Cronkhite ⋅ Sausalito, CA 94965 

Tel. 415-289-7344 ⋅ Fax 415-289-7376 ⋅  
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TO: Shirwin Smith, Chris Powell, and Marybeth McFarland   

FROM: Bill Merkle 

DATE: 11 July 2005  

RE: Areas for off-leash consideration  

 
 
 
I was asked to address the possibility of including Milagra Ridge, Mori Point, Oakwood 
Valley/Alta, and Sweeney Ridge for inclusion in the areas that would be considered as off-leash 
areas.  Based upon discussion among Natural Resources staff and criteria listed in the Federal 
Register notice for the establishment of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, none of these 
areas would be appropriate for consideration as an off-leash area.  All of the areas have 
endangered species habitat and are largely undeveloped.  These areas should only be considered 
for on-leash dogwalking along specific trails and locations where adverse impacts to natural 
resources, particularly endangered species, could be mitigated to acceptable levels. 
 
The basis/criteria for dog access is well formulated in the Federal Register notice for the 
establishment of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee: 
“The following areas of the park, in which pets have never been allowed (i.e., there is not history 
of dog walking use and/or it has not been an issue) or have been restricted due to sensitivity of 
resources, are precluded from consideration by the Committee for off leash uses: Alcatraz; China 
Beach; Crissy Beach tidal marsh and wildlife protection area as designated by the 1996 Crissy 
Field Plan Environment Assessment; East Fort Baker Pier; areas closed to visitor and pet access 
at Fort Funston; Kirby Cove; Muir Woods; Phleger Estate; Fort Point historic structure; the 
beach at Stinson Beach; Tennessee Valley; Muir Beach Lagoon; Rodeo Lagoon; Rodeo Lake; 
Redwood Creek; all trails in undeveloped areas; all areas closed to off-trail travel; and all 
freshwater bodies in the park. On-leash dog walking could be considered in areas with threatened 
and endangered species only if it is demonstrated that adverse effects or impacts are minimal and 
could be mitigated. New NPS lands that come under the management of GGNRA in the future 
will be evaluated for appropriate recreational uses, including dog walking, and any approved dog 
walking use will be consistent with the new special regulation for dogwalking in GGNRA 
(Federal Register Notice 6/28/2005).” 
 
Areas considered for off-leash dogwalking should not have the following features or 
conditions: 
Sensitive resources. 
T&E habitat. 
Areas where dog walking has never been allowed. 

Division of Planning  
and Technical Services 

Memorandum 
 

Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area 

Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
 
415-561-4842 phone 
415-561-4854 fax 
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Areas where dog conflicts have been documented as problematic and necessitated management 
action. 
Undeveloped areas. 
 
Milagra Ridge 
Milagra Ridge should not be considered for off-leash dogwalking.  Milagra Ridge has habitat for 
the endangered Mission blue and San Bruno elfin butterflies, and California red-legged frogs 
(note that the pond in which the frogs are known to breed is fenced).  Some problematic 
encounters between dogs and coyotes were reported in August and September 2004.  NPS 
responded by posting signs, including the message to keep dogs on leash and not to approach or 
feed coyotes.  No further problematic reports related to coyotes have been received from 
Milagra.  Milagra Ridge is an island of habitat surrounded by development, and as such provides 
an extremely important refuge for plants and animals in the South Bay.   
 
Mori Point 
Mori Point should not be considered for off-leash dogwalking.  Mori Point contains endangered 
species habitat for the San Francisco garter snake (SFGS) and California red-legged frog 
(CRLF).  USFWS Biological Opinion (Fall 2004) stated that dogs could be a threat to SFGS and 
CLRF populations.  Darren Fong documented an off-leash dog dislodging CFLF egg masses at 
Horse Stable pond on City of San Francisco land immediately adjacent to Mori Point.     
 
Oakwood Valley/Alta 
Oakwood Valley/Alta should not be considered for off-leash dogwalking.  There is habitat for 
the endangered Mission blue butterfly in the area to the west of the Alta trail, between the Alta 
and Oakwood Valley trails.  In addition, after several problematic encounters between coyotes 
and dogs were reported in Oakwood Valley, NPS posted signage in attempt to change peoples’ 
behavior to prevent these encounters. 
  
Sweeney Ridge 
Sweeney Ridge should not be considered for off-leash dogwalking.  Sweeny Ridge has habitat 
for Mission blue butterflies and California red-legged frogs.  Sweeney also is part of an 
important habitat corridor, including connections to the SF Watershed lands and a link to open 
lands into the Santa Cruz Mountains.  Sweeney Ridge provides habitat for large predators such 
as mountain lions, coyotes, and bobcats. 
 
-Bill Merkle 
Wildlife Ecologist 
331-2894 
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Ocean Beach (Plover Area) Attributes 
Dog walking on leash 

  SOILS 

  

Dune sands are the dominant surface deposit in SF beach park sites. The deposits may be very thick, 
ranging from 20 feet near Crissy Field to 120 feet in the Lobos Creek watershed. Grain size analysis 
shows that most of the bed sediments consist of very fine- to medium-grained sands. (AE 8). Ocean 
Beach experiences problems with erosion because of wave attack and wind-blown sand for the entire length of the 
beach (Weeks 17). 

  

Baylands, unconsolidated sand, and artificial fill areas, such as those at Ocean Beach, may experience intense 
shaking, subsidence, differential settling and liquefaction. Resultant hazards can include the breaking of water and 
sewer pipes, streets, sidewalks, concrete structures, etc. Seismic activity can also trigger slope failures. (Natural 
Resources Section of the Resources Management Plan 1999, 24). 
 
Shoreline stabilization projects to protect property adjacent to the park may alter coastal processes and sand 
transport along Ocean Beach (Natural Resources Section of the Resources Management Plan 1999, 37). 

  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - note that wetlands falls under Vegetation 

Beaches and Marine Resources 

Between 4/1/05 & 3/31/06, there were 11 combined sewage discharges originating from the Ocean Beach/Fort 
Funston regions that closed the beaches (Heal the Bay 18).  The report also gave grades to three areas of Ocean 
Beach (Balboa Ave, Lincoln Way, and Sloat Blvd) with all receiving grades of A or A+ during dry conditions, but 
receiving grades of C, F, and C, respectively during wet conditions (Heal the Bay 59).  A substudy of the SF Sewage 
Mgmt Plan determined that bacterial contamination of waters along Ocean Beach was significant due to dog fecal 
matter (GGNRA RMP 25- we cannot find this referenced substudy).   

Other 
Ocean Beach at Sloat Blvd sampling indicated that water quality exceeded California bacterial water 
quality standards 2% of the time  for samples collected in the spring of 2006 (AE 25) 

 
Sewage treatment outfall structures are located adjacent to and within GGNRA in Ocean Beach (GGNRA NRS - 
RMP, 25). 

  VEGETATION 

Other 
Need information from park on vegetation beyond this. Non-native European beach grass dominates stabilized 
dunes. 

  WILDLIFE 
Mammals Marine mammals that are injured or killed may wash up on shore (see below). Other mammals? 

Birds 

Sandy beach or shore (not just at Ocean Beach, but throughout GGNRA) may provide habitat for migrating or 
wintering water and shorebirds. Beachwatch data indicates willets, marbled godwits, sanderlings, whimbrel, 
sandpipers and dunlin at Ocean Beach.  
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Ocean Beach (Plover Area) Attributes 
Dog walking on leash 

Fish 
Due to nearshore and offshore currents, fish cyclically crowd the surf zones of 
Ocean Beach (GGNRA NRS - RMP 1999, 20). 

Marine Life 
Marine mammal strandings, injured at all of Ocean Beach averaged just fewer than 30 per year, with highest 
numbers in May through August (Marine Mammal Center database 2000-2005).  

  SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN 
Federally Listed Wildlife 
Species:  

Birds 

Western snowy plovers have a local and sparse distribution on open sandy beaches of the GGNRA. In San 
Francisco this species is primarily present from July through April; they have never been noted breeding in the 
county. This species is most numerous on Ocean Beach from Rivera to Irving where depressions and variations in 
sand create favorable roosting sites.  In recent years upwards of thirty individuals have been noted roosting in this 
area. In 2006, 33 individuals were observed at Ocean Beach and four at Crissy Field during the same day.  On 
Ocean beach, woody debris is not allowed to build up and this may reduce the number of locations where plovers 
choose to roost (AE 67). Degradation, loss and fragmentation of habitat combined with high foot traffic, dog walking 
and an abundance of mesopredators (e.g. ravens, gulls and raccoons) has reduced the habitat potential for the 
Western Snowy Plover in San Francisco’s GGNRA. (AE 67). Western snow plovers can be disturbed at distances 
over 100 yards (fax from Buford to Chris Powell) 

Federal Species of Concern 
Elegant terns (Sterna elegans) roost along Ocean Beach (AE 86).  Marbled godwits (Limosa fedoa) gather in large 
flocks (1000+) on the outer coast of Ocean Beach to roost (AE 87). 

  VISITOR USE AND VISITOR EXPERIENCE 

Visitation Opportunities 

Moderate to heavy use by joggers,  people on picnics, surfers, and windsurfers.  Fishing, swimming, sunbathing, 
walking, jogging, surfing, kites, sightseeing, sitting on beach, horseback riding, whale watching, bird watching, 
parasurfing, etc. (Reg Neg response to 7Q) Overall, high visitor use (Draft Current Conditions Chart).  This area is 
also popular for fishing and other shore recreational activities (GOGA LENA 2003 8).   

Dog Management History 

1979 Pet Policy- voice control, on crowded days visitors between Cliff House and stairwell 15 may be asked to leash 
pets or move south to less crowded areas. Currently, off-leash dogs are common (Draft Current Conditions Chart).  
Dogs are allowed under voice control between Stairwells 1-21.  Dogs must be on leash south of Stairwell 21 to 
protect snowy plover (Foster 16). 

Visitors and Dogs High degree of visitor use and moderate to high number of visitors have dogs (Reg Neg response to 7Q) 

Visitation Issues Regarding Dog 
Walking 

Currently, this section of the beach is on-leash only, but  it is adjacent to voice control areas north and south. Visitors 
may be confused about where on-leash dog walking begins. Between 2001 and November 2005, 336 citations 
related to dogs were issued at Ocean Beach. This is a popular spot (entire Ocean Beach) for children and families, 
and can be crowded in summer or during good weather. 

Visitation Survey 

44.1% of non-dog owners and 45.2% of dog owners had visited Ocean Beach in the last 12 months as indicated 
by a 2002 study conducted by Northern Arizona University (AE 112-113). Along the entire Ocean Beach, there 
were approximately 3,305,354 visitors in 2005, according to traffic counts and other estimates.  
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Ocean Beach (Plover Area) Attributes 
Dog walking on leash 

Visitation Counting Methods Traffic counts and other estimates. 

Other 

Ocean beach has a long history of vandalism, heavy drinking and drug activity.  The prohibition of alcohol and glass 
containers has had some effect on reducing inappropriate behavior on Ocean Beach (GOGA LENA 2003 22-23). 
 
Between 2000 and 2006, 478 events requiring a special use permit have been held (36 in 2000, 63 in 2001, 49 in 
2002, 72 in 2003, 99 in 2004, 61 in 2005, and 98 in 2006). These events have brought a combined 366,992 people to 
the site, which has decreased from 73,920 in 2000 to 51,225 in 2006, with a low of 2,025 in 2002.  On average, the 
most special use permits are issued in September (71 average between 2000 and 2006), brining 11,390 people to 
the site.  The second most active month is May with 63 permits and the least number of special use permits are 
issued in December (5). 

  PARK OPERATIONS 

Budget related to dog 
management 

Provide visitor safety & law enforcement services, Ocean Beach $451,000 from OFS Submissions on record (GOGA 
LENA 2003 39). 

Staffing related to dog 
management 

Ocean Beach and Crissy Field have historically received the most attention from law enforcement, with 336 citations 
being issued from 2001-November 2005 (AE 117). 

  SOCIOECONOMICS 

Other  no info 

  HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Visitor conflict  Moderate conflict area kept from being worse by large geographic area (Draft Current Conditions chart). 

Exposure to contaminated 
water/soils - dog waste 

Between 4/1/05 & 3/31/06, there were 11 combined sewage discharges originating from the Ocean Beach/Fort 
Funston regions that closed the beaches (Heal the Bay 18).  The report also gave grades to three areas of Ocean 
Beach (Balboa Ave, Lincoln Way, and Sloat Blvd) with all receiving grades of A or A+ during dry conditions, but 
receiving grades of C, F, and C, respectively during wet conditions (Heal the Bay 59). 

Other 

The advent of seven drownings on Ocean Beach during the summer of 1998 led to changes in the public safety 
program on the beach and an increase in vehicle patrols during the warmest months of the year (Natural Resources 
Section of the Resources Management Plan 1999, 47). 
 
Park law enforcement data show incidents related to dog use at Ocean Beach (along the entire length) between 2001 
and 2005 with 134 incidents in 2001, 64 in 2002,  44 in 2003, 37 in 2004, and 56 in 2005.  The majority of these 
violations were related to leash laws with the exception of  9 class 2 (4 in 2001, 1 in 2003, and 4 in 2005), 6 
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Ocean Beach (Plover Area) Attributes 
Dog walking on leash 

complaints against pets (3 in 2001 and 3 in 2002), 22 dog bites (5 in 2001, 5 in 2002, 7 in 2003, 1 in 2004, and 4 in 
2005), 5 failure to pick up (2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, and 2005), 1 dog vs dog (2003), 2 assault (2004 and 2005), and 
1 disturbing wildlife (2005).  Although only one was classified disturbing wildlife, 6 incidents noted that wildlife was 
involved (1 in 1004 and 5 in 2005).  The Biological Center for Diversity Enforcement data show 7 incidences at 
Ocean Beach including one dog bit and the rest leash law violations.  All of these violations are accounted for by park 
data except a leash law violation on 2/1/04. 

  ADJACENT LAND USE 

City land 

Ocean Beach is parallel to the City and County of San Francisco, Recreation and Park Department. San Francisco 
Recreation and Parks Department has 227 properties and 3,300 acres under its management.  Generally, dogs are 
required to be on leashes no longer than six feet in San Francisco city and county parks. However, the department 
recently (2002) revised its dog walking policies and established several new “dog play areas” (DPAs) where dogs are 
allowed off leash. Some of these DPAs are fenced and others use natural barriers such as topography or shrubbery. 
All have a minimum area of 10,000 square feet and have fenced off or have signed any sensitive habitat or resource 
sections where dogs are prohibited. Currently, the city maintains over twenty DPAs in 22 parks and has invited 
citizens to propose additional sites using criteria developed by the department. (AE 136) 
 
Commercial dog walkers are required to obtain a permit from the Recreation and Park Department (RPD), as well 
completing as an Animal Care & Control agreement form. Dog walkers are required to have a leash in their 
possession for each dog. RPD requires no more than six dogs per person be off leash at any one time in a DPA. 
Commercial dog walkers may use DPAs between the hours of 9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m. RPD has instituted a sliding 
scale fee schedule for commercial dog walkers so as not to unduly impact their livelihood 
(http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/recpark_page.asp?id=2187). (AE 136) 

Other 

Shoreline stabilization projects to protect property adjacent to the park may alter coastal processes and sand 
transport along Ocean Beach, that in turn affect habitat for migratory and wintering shorebirds and snowy plovers. 
Shoreline stabilization projects, sand maintenance, and repair of outfalls along Ocean Beach require use of heavy 
equipment on the beach that may disrupt normal activity patterns of roosting and foraging shorebirds, terns and gulls 
(Natural Resources Section of the Resources Management Plan 1999, 37). 
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5/20/04 Shirwin Smith 

Reg-Neg Parameters 
Input from meeting with NR staff at Hatchling meeting 

May 18, 2004 
 
Questions that came up when Craig and I looked over maps prior to meeting: 
 Why is E. Fort Baker Pier a “no-dogs” area (and Ft. Point pier as well) 

 
 When the ANPR says Tennessee Valley, what exactly does that mean?  The 

whole watershed?  The trail?  If it is more than the trail, that creates a discrepancy 
with the Coastal Trail allowing dogs, because that trail cuts through the 
watershed. 

 
 Same with Redwood Creek – what exactly does that mean, what area does that 

encompass?  Just the creek?  The banks along the creek?  How far back? 
 
 Does “Kirby Cove” mean the campground?  The road?  There is MBB habitat 

near the road, but is campground an LE issue? 
 
 Is the rulemaking to address the watershed?  (I thought no)  If not, we can have an 

inset in the San Mateo map portion to show Phelger. 
 
 What San Mateo properties should be included in discussion?  Only those which 

have already come to GOGA, or those about to come in – i.e. San Pedro Pt and 
Cattle Hill? 

 
 Is there still a habitat closure on Ocean Beach? 

 
Input received from NR staff during meeting: 
 
 Some confusion at first, because it seemed like what we were asking – the data 

gap analysis, is what is needed for the EIS and should be done by the NEPA 
contractor, but it’s too early for that since the NEPA portion hasn’t started.  I 
responded that the info we’re seeking now is specific to the parameters for the 
reg-neg, i.e. justification for those areas that will NOT be considered during a reg-
neg.  The following info responded to that: 

 
 The designations in the ANPR about areas that are not to be open to dogs did not 

all come from NR, for instance: 
1. Ask Terri Thomas or Judd Howell why Tennessee Valley is on the “no 

dogs allowed” list. 
2. Some areas could relate more to LE needs 

 
 Why aren’t all “no dogs” areas in the Dog brochure not listed as same in the 

ANPR, for instance, Ft. Point pier? 
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 Look in the compendium for areas in the park that are closed to off-trail travel.  
This was mapped for the compendium (George Su has) and could give direction 
to areas of the park not under consideration for off-leash use (since no use is 
allowed) 

 
 Look at EA for bicycle use designation; will that provide any needed data for reg-

neg parameters? 
 
 Any trails that go through sensitive habitat should be on the “not considered” list. 

 
 The biological assessment for the fire plan will have maps, and a small piece of 

the scope of work could be added to address reg-neg needs. Need to map special 
ecological areas (? Is this part of fire plan work?) 

 
 Possible tasks for Sharon Farrell:   

1. Get a species list from USFWS, then go through and note what species on 
that list are in this park.   

2. Meet with NR staff to determine what material exists 
3. Literature review of off/on leash 

 
 Task for Daphne: by June 15, gather literature related to reg-neg for review. 

 
 Task for SES/Chris:  

1. Work with Sue Fritzke to add reg-neg tasks to Fire Man. BA scope for 
Sharon.  Any additional work needed from Sharon could be a small 
project – hopefully under $2,500?   

2. Review compendium and bicycle EA 
3. Get compendium map(s) for Craig 

 
 Next Hatchling meeting is June 15; we will be on the agenda again to discuss 

second generation of maps. 
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Preliminary Adaptive Management for Snowy Plover  

Ocean Beach Snowy Plover Protection Area 
 

Problem Statement: 
 
The Pacific Coast population of the Western Snowy Plover (Charadrius alexandrinus 
nivosus) was placed on the federal endangered species list as threatened by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in 1993.  Primary reasons for listing the Western Snowy 
Plover as threatened are loss of habitat due to encroachment of non-native vegetation, 
predation, and disturbance from recreation. 
 
Pacific Coast and interior populations of Western Snowy Plover as well as other species 
of shorebirds winter in coastal habitats that provide resting and feeding habitat including 
portions of GGNRA (Table 1).  Wintering birds must accumulate fat as an energy reserve 
for successful migration and breeding.  The Snowy Plover Recovery Plan (USFWS 2007) 
describes the impact off-leash dogs can have on wintering plovers.  It specifically 
recommends that dogs be excluded, or on-leash at beaches where snowy plovers winter. 
 
GGNRA currently has two locations seasonally important to wintering Western Snowy 
Plover and other shorebirds: 1) Ocean Beach Western Snowy Plover Protection Areas 
(SPPA) and 2) the Crissy Field Wildlife Protection Area (WPA).  From 1997 until 
December 2004, dogs were required to be leashed within the Ocean Beach SPPA and 
dogs were prohibited within Crissy Field WPA according to recommendations provided 
in existing GGNRA management plans.  A court ruling in December 2004, affirmed in 
June 2005, allowed park visitors to walk dogs off-leash in both areas (NPS 2006).  
Unleashed dogs in the protected areas may result in 1) birds responding to the dogs (and 
pedestrians) as a perceived predator and flee; 2) dogs chasinge the birds (NPS 2006).  
Both actions result in birds increasing energy expenditure that can result in loss of 
condition for successful migration and/or breeding.  Currently, Superintendent’s 
Compendium amendments are used to seasonally prohibit unleashed dogs in the 
protected areas, however, compliance with the restrictions has not been adequate (NPS 
2007). 
 
Management Options: 
 

1. Dogs on Leash 
2. No dogs 

 
Monitoring Program: 
 

Adaptive Management Criteria 
Data Collected Snowy Plover 

Protection Area 
Other Area 

1) Number of Western Snowy Plovers   
2) Number of Dogs Observed   
3) Number of Dogs Off-Leash   
4) Number of Dogs Chasing Birds   

Comment [ses1]: I don’t think we “officially” 
changed our enforcement practices until after the 
court decision was affirmed by Alsup in June 2005. 

Comment [ses2]: Is this an adjacent area for 
comparison? 
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Do we want to add 5: Number of Dogs Violating Regulation?  It seems like this is a key 
component to state this way, as there can be times that dogs are off-leash and not violating the 
regulation.  
 
Validation: 
 

1) Focus is on monitoring of dogs rather than on Western Snowy Plovers.  Because the birds 
at Ocean Beach and Crissy Field are a wintering aggregation, factors may influence the 
abundance of birds using the Ocean Beach Western Snowy two Plover Protection Areas 
or other known wintering locations such as breeding success, weather, and overall 
population changes that are not discernible at the wintering site or attributable to dog 
management. 

 
2) Monitoring would occur when regulations are implemented, after a preliminary period of 

educational programs, preliminary enforcement, etc.  Do we need to say what that is?   
We did it for 6 months when we began enforcing regulations post Fort Funston lawsuit 
and many felt it was much too long.  By the time we began to enforce it, the public had 
gotten used to not obeying the restriction.  

 
3) Ideally, dogs within the Western Snowy Plover Protection Area would decline to zero 

with education, enforcement and compliance. (this would only be in the no-dog option 
but not in the dogs on-leash option) 

 
Decision Step: 

1) Non-compliance < 5% - no change 
2) Non-compliance 5-10% - Re-initiate education effort 
3) Non-compliance > 10% - change management action to No Dogs 

 
Historically, the percentage of dogs off-leash has been high.  In 2006, prior to implementation of 
leash requirements in November, 2006, the median percentage of dogs off-leash in the Snowy 
Plover Protection Area was 79%.  Since implementation of leash requirements, dogs off-leash has 
remained at around 60%.  However, it is anticipated that with effective education and 
enforcement, compliance can be increased.  In accordance with the findings and 
recommendations of the Snowy Plover Recovery plan, it is recommended that only a minimal 
level of non-compliance should be tolerated to avoid impact to this species. 
 
Susie: These are the lastest monitoring stats from Bill Merkle for part of the 2007 season 
(July 2007-February 2008).   
 
Ocean Beach: The median percentage of dogs unleashed in the SPPA in 2007 was 55%.  
This compares to a median percentage of 64% of dogs unleashed in 2006.  However, the 
2007 value is very close to the median 57% of dogs observed unleashed when only 
surveys from after the implementation of leash restrictions in 2006 was included.  The 
pets on-leash restriction was not enacted until early November of 2006, so the 2006 
median percentage of unleashed dogs was affected by the timing of implementation of 
the pets on-leash restriction.  This shows a decrease from higher percentages of unleashed 
dogs in the SPPA in 2004 and 2005, back to levels observed during the period of 2000-
2003 (Figure 2).  The U.S. v. Barley decision in December 2004 permitted dogs off-leash 
in the SPPA at Ocean Beach.  The pets on-leash restriction appears to have reduced the 
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percentage of off-leash dogs in the SPPA, however we continue to observe over 50% of 
dogs off-leash in the SPPA even with the pets on-leash restriction. 
 
Crissy Field: In 2007, on average nearly 57 people per hour were encountered on Crissy 
Field during surveys, this compares to 45 people per hour observed in 2006.  In 2007, the 
number of dogs per hour declined to 5.5 compared to 9.9 dogs per hour in 2006 (Figure 
3).  The median percentage of dogs unleashed declined from 78% in 2006 to 50% in 2007 
(Figure 4).  In 2007, there were 12 surveys out of 30 total with no dogs observed.  This 
compares with 7 surveys out of 29 in 2006 with no dogs observed.  There were no 
observations of dogs chasing shorebirds or plovers during 2007 monitoring.  In 2006, 
there were three observations of dogs chasing shorebirds and no observations of dogs 
chasing plovers.  Crissy Field has lower numbers of shorebirds and snowy plovers, as 
well as more surveys without dogs observed compared to Ocean Beach.  All these are 
factors in explaining why dogs chasing shorebirds and plovers is less commonly observed 
through monitoring at Crissy Field than Ocean Beach.    
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Professional Dog Walkers  
Guidelines for GGNRA Lands 

 
1.  Professional Dog walkers must carry a leash for each dog in 
their care. 
2.  Professional Dog walkers must pickup dog waste for all dogs in 
their care. 
3.  Professional Dog walkers will be limited to the number of dogs 
allowed by the county that the GGNRA land abuts, i.e. Marin 
county 6 dogs; San Francisco county 6-8 dogs; etc.  If the county 
does not have a limit, the default limit will be 6 dogs. 
4.  Professional Dog walkers will carry a liability insurance policy 
for $1 million.  Proof of policy must be shown to acquire permit.   
5.  Professional Dog walkers will be able to use the GGNRA lands 
from 8 am to 5 pm Monday though Friday. Saturday and Sunday 
Professional Dog walkers will be not allowed in the GGNRA lands 
from 11 am to 3 pm. 
6.  Professional Dog walkers will pay a permit fee to use the 
GGNRA lands, (recommend $100 per dog walker, as they also 
must pay county permit fees).   
7.  Professional Dog walkers will transport dogs in a safe well 
ventilated vehicle. 
8.  Professional Dog walkers must have their dogs under voice 
control. 
9.  Professional Dog walkers must abide by all rules regarding off 
leash dogs, on GGNRA lands 
 
10. Having more then the allowed number of dogs will result in a 
fine for every dog over the limit. Second offense will result in a 
doubling of the fine, per dog. Third offense will result in 
suspension of dog walkers’ permit for up to three months. 
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Professional Dog Walkers  
Guidelines for GGNRA Lands 

 
1.  Professional Dog walkers must carry a leash for each dog in 
their care. 
2.  Professional Dog walkers must pickup dog waste for all dogs in 
their care. 
3.  Professional Dog walkers will be limited to the number of dogs 
allowed by the county that the GGNRA land abuts, i.e. Marin 
county 6 dogs; San Francisco county 6-8 dogs; etc.  If the county 
does not have a limit, the default limit will be 6 dogs. 
4.  Professional Dog walkers will carry a liability insurance policy 
for $1 million.  Proof of policy must be shown to acquire permit.   
5.  Professional Dog walkers will be able to use the GGNRA lands 
from 8 am to 5 pm Monday though Friday. Saturday and Sunday 
Professional Dog walkers will be not allowed in the GGNRA lands 
from 11 am to 3 pm. 
6.  Professional Dog walkers will pay a permit fee to use the 
GGNRA lands, (recommend $100 per dog walker, as they also 
must pay county permit fees).   
7.  Professional Dog walkers will transport dogs in a safe well 
ventilated vehicle. 
8.  Professional Dog walkers must have their dogs under voice 
control. 
9.  Professional Dog walkers must abide by all rules regarding off 
leash dogs, on GGNRA lands 
 
10. Having more then the allowed number of dogs will result in a 
fine for every dog over the limit. Second offense will result in a 
doubling of the fine, per dog. Third offense will result in 
suspension of dog walkers’ permit for up to three months. 
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DRAFT—Deliberative process 

To all Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Members: 
 
At the February 17th Technical Subcommittee meeting we informed Subcommittee 
members that, in light of a number of recent events, we had undertaken a review of the 
Committee Protocols. We shared our concern that in several situations the Protocols had 
been interpreted and applied by some Committee members in a manner that did not 
support the goals of the Committee, and that had distracted from the Committee’s task 
and increased the level of conflict. We believe many of you share our concerns based on 
your input over the last few months. 
 
In our judgment, supporting Committee members who are working in good faith to 
develop consensus around dog management solutions requires a more robust and 
consistent interpretation clarification of the application of the Protocols for to activities 
outside the Committee context. Effective immediately, NPS will interpret the Protocols 
related to media and communications as a requirement to limit public discussion or 
advocacy about of any GGNRA dog management issues by Committee members related 
to GGNRA dog management to within the Committee or its Subcommittees. This 
interpretation extends to web pages and blogs by individuals and organizations, as well as 
participation in other governmental processes and media coverage. We will treat public 
comment about the Committee, Committee members, orGGNRA or NPS dog 
management issues outside the Committee context as a presumptive violation of the 
Protocols and take prompt action to learn review the circumstances and decide whether 
the violation merits removal from the Committee. This interpretation extends to web 
pages and blogs for bothindividuals and organizations, as well as participation in other 
governmental processes and in media coverage. The deadline for ensuring that all public 
communications conform to this standard conforming existing public communications is 
March 21st.  
 
We appreciate the efforts of those contributing to constructive, Committee-focused work 
of most Committee members, and consider this step a response to your feedback. NPS 
welcomes a robust, public dialog about GGNRA dog management issues in the 
Committee context, consistent with the Committee’s charter and the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Act. For aAny Committee member who feels unable to focus their 
involvement within onthe realm of Committee or Subcommittee activities, however, 
should , please contact us immediately to arrange your withdrawal from the Committee. 
 
 
/s/  
Mai-Liis Bartling 
Deputy Superintendent 
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DRAFT—Deliberative process 

Chris Powell 
Designated Federal Official 
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DRAFT—Deliberative process 

To all Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Members: 
 
At the February 17th Technical Subcommittee meeting we informed Subcommittee 
members that, in light of a number of recent events, we had undertaken a review of the 
Committee Protocols. We shared our concern that in several situations the Protocols had 
been interpreted and applied by some Committee members in a manner that did not 
support the goals of the Committee, and that had distracted from the Committee’s task 
and increased the level of conflict. We believe many of you share our concerns based on 
your input over the last few months. 
 
In our judgment, supporting Committee members who are working in good faith to 
develop consensus around dog management solutions requires a more robust and 
consistent interpretation clarification of the application of the Protocols for to activities 
outside the Committee context. Effective immediately, NPS will interpret the Protocols 
related to media and communications as a requirement to limit public discussion or 
advocacy about of any GGNRA dog management issues by Committee members related 
to GGNRA dog management to within the Committee or its Subcommittees. This 
interpretation extends to web pages and blogs by individuals and organizations, as well as 
participation in other governmental processes and media coverage. We will treat public 
comment about the Committee, Committee members, orGGNRA or NPS dog 
management issues outside the Committee context as a presumptive violation of the 
Protocols and take prompt action to learn review the circumstances and decide whether 
the violation merits removal from the Committee. This interpretation extends to web 
pages and blogs for bothindividuals and organizations, as well as participation in other 
governmental processes and in media coverage. The deadline for ensuring that all public 
communications conform to this standard conforming existing public communications is 
March 21st.  
 
We appreciate the efforts of those contributing to constructive, Committee-focused work 
of most Committee members, and consider this step a response to your feedback. NPS 
welcomes a robust, public dialog about GGNRA dog management issues in the 
Committee context, consistent with the Committee’s charter and the Negotiated 
Rulemaking Act. For aAny Committee member who feels unable to focus their 
involvement within onthe realm of Committee or Subcommittee activities, however, 
should , please contact us immediately to arrange your withdrawal from the Committee. 
 
 
/s/  
Mai-Liis Bartling 
Deputy Superintendent 
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Chris Powell 
Designated Federal Official 
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DRAFT—Deliberative process 

To all Negotiated Rulemaking Committee Members: 
 
At the February 17th Technical Subcommittee meeting we informed Subcommittee 
members that, in light of a number of recent events, we had undertaken a review of the 
Committee Protocols. We shared our concern that in several situations the Protocols had 
been interpreted and applied by some Committee members in a manner that did not 
support the goals of the Committee, and that had distracted from the Committee’s task 
and increased the level of conflict. We believe many of you share our concernss based on 
your input over the last fewrecent months. 
 
In our judgment, our goal of supporting Committee members who are working in good 
faith to develop consensus around dog management solutions requires a clarification of 
the application of the Protocols to activities outside the Committee. Effective 
immediately, NPS will interpret the Protocols (including good faith participation 
standards) related to media and communications as a requirement to limitingkeeping 
public discussion or advocacy of regarding any GGNRA dog management issues by 
Committee members within to within the Committee context, i.e., including  or its 
Subcommittees. This interpretation extends to web pages and blogs by individuals and 
organizations, as well as participation in other governmental processes and media 
coverage. We will treat public comment about the Committee, Committee members, 
GGNRA or NPS dog management issues outside the Committee context as a presumptive 
violation of the Protocols and take prompt action to review the circumstances and decide 
whether the violation merits removal from the Committee. The deadline for ensuring that 
all public communications conform to this standard is March 21st.  
 
We appreciate the efforts of those contributing to constructive, Committee-focused dialog 
and consensus building, work  anand consider this step a response to your feedback. NPS 
welcomes public dialog about GGNRA dog management issues in the Committee 
context, consistent with the Committee’s charter and the Negotiated Rulemaking Act, and 
we look forward to continuing our joint efforts. Any Committee member who feels 
unable or unwilling to participate in a manner consistent with this interpretationfocus 
their involvement within the realm of Committee or Subcommittee activities, however, 
should  contactshould contact us immediately to arrange your withdrawal from the 
Committee. 
 
 
/s/  
Mai-Liis Bartling 
Deputy Superintendent 
 
Chris Powell 
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Designated Federal Official 
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Line Item 
Summary

PageTitleDocument Number 1 3 1

R8151060128 R8151040003 - U.S. Institute 10 May 06 2 of 3

Total Cost

$176,300.00Total Funding:

Division Closed FYs Cancelled Fund
        

     2310

Line Item
Number (Includes Discounts)Quantity

Unit of
Issue Unit Price(Start Date to End Date)Description

FYs Fund Budget Org Sub Object Class Sub Program Proj/Job No. Sub Reporting Category
   252R    422      0048     

Cost Org Sub

$ 176,300.001.00 $176,300.0000001

Allocation of $176,300.00 from the funds obligated under Interagency Agreement No. F00010020028 for services to be provided under this Modification
to Task Agreement No. 4 as described in the attached Scope of Work

ls

(05/11/2006 to 09/30/2007)

Mod #0002. Add additional funds of
$176,300.00.

Total Cost: $176,300.00
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LABOR COSTS Hours Cost

Tasks Greg Bourne Mike Harty
Austin 

McInerny
Catherine 

McCracken
Admin. 
Support

PHASE 2 - Conduct the Negotiated Rulemaking Process
2-1.  Meet with GGNRA to Finalize and Plan for the Negotiated Rulemaking Proc  40 40 8 88 15,472.00$      
2-2.  Plan and Prepare for First Neg Rule Session/Committee Meeting (2) 32 32 8 8 80 13,664.00$      
2-3.  Convene the First Neg Rule Session and Prepare Summary (3) 14 14 8 10 10 56 7,972.00$        
2-4.  Plan and Prepare for Five Proposed Remaining Committee Meetings (4) 80 80 20 20 200 34,160.00$      
2-5.  Convene Five Remaining Committee Meetings and Prepare Summaries (5 50 50 30 40 10 180 27,900.00$      
2-6.  Plan and Prepare for Six Subcommittee Meetings (6) 48 48 60 60 216 33,360.00$      
2-7.  Convene Six Subcommitee Meetings and Prepare Summaries (7) 30 30 27 27 10 124 18,556.00$      
2-8.  Prepare Final Report/Docoumentation on the Process (8) 30 30 8 8 2 78 13,048.00$      
2-9.  Project Management 24 16 40 7,200.00$        

TOTAL HOURS 348 340 169 173 32
PROFESSIONAL RATES ($/HR) 180.00$       180.00$      134.00$       134.00$        52.00$     

TOTAL LABOR COSTS 62,640.00$ ######### 22,646.00$ 23,182.00$   ######## 171,332.00$    

OTHER DIRECT COSTS

Miscellaneous Expenses; e.g., Conference Calls 100.00$           
Materials & Supplies 200.00$           
Copying & Printing 200.00$           
Travel-related expenses 200.00$       200.00$      50.00$         50.00$          500.00$           

TOTAL OTHER DIRECT COSTS 200.00$       200.00$      50.00$         50.00$          1,000.00$        

75.00$             

172,407.00$    

(1) Includes meeting with GGNRA to finalize the Rulemaking Process and coordinate activities with the NEPA Process
(2) Includes developing an education session for Committee members and Alternates, updating participants on meeting dates, etc., and preparing other materials needed for
     the first meeting
(3) Assumes a six hour meeting, four staff, six hours travel time, two hours for pre- and post-meeting consultations with GGNRA staff, and four hours to prepare and distribute
     the meeting summary
(4) It is not possible to predict the amount of time necessary between meetings to keep the negotiations on track, and to interface with the NEPA process; these estimates are
    based on previous experience.  Based on this experience, an average of 40 hours per meeting is budgeted
(5) Assumes four hour meetings, four staff, six hours of travel per meeting, two hours for pre- and post-meeting consultations with GGNRA staff, and four hours to prepare
     and distribute the meeting summaries
(6) Again, based on previous experience, the budget is based on an average of 40 hours per meeting; it is the Subcommittee's where much of the detail of issues and
     proposals is worked out
(7) Assumes four hour meetings, two staff per meeting, three hours travel time per meeting, two hours for pre- and post- consultations with GGNRA staff, and four hours to
     prepare and distribute meeting summaries
(8) Assumes a final report and documentation of the process will be desired by the National Park Service, along with activities/reports integrating the Rulemaking and NEPA
     processes

"Golden Gate National Recreation Area Dog Management"
Estimated Contractor Budget (1/6/2005)

Task Subtotals

TOTAL ESTIMATED NOT-TO-EXCEED COST - PHASE 2

7.5% Administrative Fee on CCP's Other Direct Costs

CCP Proposed Project Team Members
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U.S. Institute

LABOR COSTS
Senior Program 

Manager Senior Mediator Senior Mediator Co-Mediator Co-Mediator Support Staff Hours
Cost

Work Completed To Date

Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management
Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design

96,000.00$         

Tasks Still To Be Completed

PHASE 0 - Third Party Neutral Contractor Selection and Project Management
0-6   Evaluate contractor performance to date 4 4 580.00$              
0-7   Project management 60 60 8,700.00$           

PHASE 0 LABOR SUBTOTAL 64 0 0 0 0 0 64 9,280.00$           

PHASE I - Situation Assessment and Preliminary Process Design
I-7    Follow-up on situation assessment with NPS and stakeholders 75 75 13,500.00$         

PHASE I LABOR SUBTOTAL 75 75 13,500.00$         

PHASE II - Develop Work Plan, Refine Process Design, Plan for Negotiated Rulemaking Process,
                   Convene Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, Conduct Collaboration Skills Workshop
II-1    Develop work plan, modify agreement and contract as required 4 4 8 1,300.00$           
II-2   Refine process design and consult with GGNRA on plan for negotiated rulemaking process 20 20 40 7,200.00$           
II-3   Convening activities for Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 16 16 16 48 7,904.00$           
II-4   Conduct collaboration skills workshop for Committee members 32 32 16 8 88 14,080.00$         

PHASE II LABOR SUBTOTAL 4 72 68 32 0 8 184 30,484.00$         

PHASE III - Plan, Coordinate, Facilitate, Document, and Follow-Up Negotiated Rulemaking Comm. Mtngs
III-1  Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) plenary meetings of Negotiated Rulemaking Comm.
   III-1.1  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #1    
        III-1.1a   Develop meeting agenda 2 2 4 720.00$              
        III-1.1b   Coordinate with presenters 2 2 4 720.00$              
        III-1.1c   Coordinate with logistical planners 4 4 208.00$              
        III-1.1d   Develop, compile, and distribute pre-meeting materials 4 4 8 744.00$              
        III-1.1e   Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 4 4 8 1,440.00$           
        III-1.1f   Travel to meeting 2 2 2 2 8 1,256.00$           
        III-1.1g  Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 8 8 8 8 32 5,024.00$           
        III-1.1h  Debrief with NPS 2 2 4 720.00$              
        III-1.1i   Develop draft and final meeting summary 2 2 4 4 12 1,464.00$           
        III-1.1j   Follow up with Committee members 6 6 12 2,160.00$           

Plenary Meeting #1 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$         

   III-1.2  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #2
Plenary Meeting #2 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$         

   III-1.3  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #3
Plenary Meeting #3 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$         

   III-1.4  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #4
Plenary Meeting #4 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$         

   III-1.5  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #5
Plenary Meeting #5 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$         

   III-1.6  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up plenary meeting #6
Plenary Meeting #6 Subtotal 0 28 28 18 10 12 96 14,456.00$         

III-2  Plan, facilitate, document, and follow-up six (6) subcommittee meetings of Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee
   III-2.1  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #1
        III.2.1a   Develop meeting agenda 2 2 360.00$              
        III.2.1b   Coordinate with presenters 2 4 6 896.00$              
        III.2.1c   Coordinate with logistical planners 4 4 208.00$              
        III.2.1d   Develop, compile and distribute pre-meeting materials 2 4 6 476.00$              
        III.2.1e   Final facilitator preparations and coordination with NPS 2 2 360.00$              
        III.2.1f   Travel to meeting 2 2 4 628.00$              

Modification #1 to Task Order #4
"Golden Gate National Recreation Area Dog Management"

Revised Estimated Budget (02/25/05)

Contractor Task Subtotals
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        III.2.1g  Facilitate one-day meeting; take notes 8 8 16 2,512.00$           
        III.2.1h  Debrief with NPS 2 2 360.00$              
        III.2.1i   Develop draft and final meeting summary 2 4 4 10 1,104.00$           
        III.2.1j   Follow-up with subcommittee members 4 4 720.00$              

Subcommittee Meeting #1 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$           

   III-2.2  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #2
Subcommittee Meeting #2 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$           

   III-2.3  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #3
Subcommittee Meeting #3 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$           

   III-2.4  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #4
Subcommittee Meeting #4 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$           

   III-2.5  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #5
Subcommittee Meeting #5 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$           

   III-2.6  Plan, facilitate, document, follow-up subcommittee meeting #6
Subcommittee Meeting #6 Subtotal 0 24 0 20 0 12 56 7,624.00$           

III-3   Mediation of Select Targeted Issues 8 24 24 56 9,800.00$           

III-4   Facilitate Agreement on Final Set of Recommendations for Proposed Rule 16 15 31 5,580.00$           
PHASE III LABOR SUBTOTAL 8 352 207 228 60 144 999 147,860.00$       

PHASE IV - Coordinate Negotiated Rulemaking Process with NEPA Process and Facilitate Follow-Up with 
Committee (as needed)    
IV-1  Attend 2 public scoping meetings and 3 internal NPS NEPA planning meetings 26 16 8 50 8,632.00$           
     IV-1a  Travel to NEPA meetings 20 12 8 40 6,832.00$           

IV-2   Facilitate follow-up activities of Negotiated Rulemaking Committee 24 24 48 8,640.00$           
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PHASE IV LABOR SUBTOTAL 70 52 16 138 24,104.00$         

PHASE V - Report Writing
V-1 Prepare draft and final report/documentation of negotiated rulemaking process  
    V-1a   Prepare draft report 8 8 32 4 52 7,376.00$           
    V-1b   Prepare final report 4 4 4 4 16 2,184.00$           

PHASE V LABOR SUBTOTAL 12 12 36 0 8 68 9,560.00$           

HOUR TOTALS PHASES 0, I, II, III, IV & V 76 581 339 312 60 160 1528

PROFESSIONAL RATES ($/HR) 145.00$                180.00$             180.00$          134.00$          134.00$          52.00$           
SUBTOTAL LABOR COSTS - PHASES 0, I, II, III, IV, & V 11,020.00$           104,580.00$      61,020.00$     41,808.00$     8,040.00$       8,320.00$      234,788.00$       

DIRECT COSTS

Travel 1,500.00$             500.00$             2,000.00$           

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL 1,500.00$             500.00$             2,000.00$           

Miscellaneous Expenses; e.g., Conference Calls 200.00$                300.00$             500.00$              
Materials & Supplies 200.00$             200.00$              
Copying & Printing 200.00$             200.00$              

SUBTOTAL TRAVEL AND OTHER DIRECT COSTS (ODC) 1,700.00$             1,200.00$          2,900.00$           

TOTAL LABOR, TRAVEL AND ODC 12,720.00$           105,780.00$      61,020.00$     41,808.00$     8,040.00$       8,320.00$      237,688.00$       

17,997.44$         

255,685.44$       

96,000.00$         

351,685.44$       REVISED ESTIMATE OF TOTAL COST FOR PROJECT

8% Institute Administrative Fee on Contractor Costs

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST FOR TASKS STILL TO BE COMPLETED

EXPENDITURES TO DATE
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National Park Service  

Parameters and Scope of Negotiated Rulemaking Discussion 
 
 

Federal Panel Recommendation to the General Superintendent on Proposed Rulemaking for Pet 
Management at Golden Gate National Recreation Area, November 7, 2002 
“The panel concludes that off-leash dog walking in GGNRA may be appropriate in selected locations 
where resource impacts can be adequately mitigated and public safety incidents and public use conflicts 
can be appropriately managed.  The panel further recommends that the park pursue both rulemaking 
and comprehensive planning for pet management to address suitable locations and proper management 
strategies.” 
 

Areas not open for consideration for dogwalking (North to South) 
 

1. GGNRA lands between Bolinas-Fairfax Road and Olema (managed by PORE, not GGNRA) 
1.2.The beach at Stinson Beach (designated swimming beach) 
2.3. Muir Beach – Redwood Creek, tidal lagoon and sand dunes (protection of federally 

threatened steelhead, endangered coho salmon, native dune habitat, and water quality) 
3.4.Muir Woods (protection of endangered species habitat and the Redwood forest ecosystem) 
4.5.Tennessee Valley (minimize disturbance to native wildlife) 
5.6. Rodeo Lagoon, including western shoreline of the lagoon (protection of federally 

endangered tidewater goby endangered California brown pelican, sensitive water and 
shorebird habitat, and water quality,  protection of human health from unsafe water quality 
conditions) 

6.7.Kirby Cove (campground and picnic area) 
7.8. Fort Baker Pier (protection of public safety associated with railing construction and steep 

drop off, and to reduce conflicts with other users) 
8.9.Alcatraz (protection of public safety on the island and contract ferry service, protection of 

nesting bird colonies) 
9.10. Fort Point historic structure and pier (fishing pier, cultural resources) 
10.11. Crissy Field tidal marsh, the Wildlife Protection Area and fenced dune areas (protection 

of sensitive wildlife and native plant communities in the tidal marsh and dune areas, 
protection of habitat for shorebirds and snowy plovers in the Wildlife Protection Area – per 
1996 Crissy Field Plan Environmental Assessment) 

11.12. China Beach (formerly a designated swimming beach)  
12.13. Lobos Creek (protection of public drinking water supply) 
13.14. Fort Funston fenced and/or signed areas closed to visitor access (for protection of visitor 

safety, erosion control, habitat restoration, and sensitive species including seasonal closure of 
beach within 50 ft. of cliff face to protect state endangered bank swallow during breeding 
season). 

14.15. Phleger Estate (access through county parks which do not allow dogs) 
15.16. Trails: 

Travel off established trails  
 All trails not currently designated for pets   

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
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 Trails with threatened and endangered species, where potential impacts could not 
be mitigated, including, but not limited to:  

o SCA Trail  
o Coastal Trail from Conzelman Road to McCullough Road (Marin 

Headlands 
o Chapel Trail (Fort Baker) 
o Coastal Trail from Baker Beach to Golden Gate Bridge 
o Notch Trail (Sweeney Ridge) 
o Travel off Established Trails 

 
Areas open for discussion of dogwalking (North to South) 
 

A. Dogwalking on-leash or no dogs 
 

1. Stinson Beach parking lots and picnic areas 
2. Homestead Valley (Protection of federally-threatened northern spotted owl) 
3. Fort Baker (dogs not permitted on fishing pier to prevent conflicts with other uses; dogs 

not permitted on Chapel Trail to protect endangered Mission Blue Butterfly).  
4. Sutro Heights Park (formal landscaped area, heavily used for weddings and other events) 
5. Ocean Beach Snowy Plover Management Area between Stairwell #21 and Sloat Blvd. 

(protection of federally threatened Western Snowy Plover) 
6. Areas with threatened or endangered species, (on-leash dogwalking would be considered 

only if it can be demonstrated that any potential adverse impacts could be mitigated) 
7. Trails: 

• Alta Avenue Trail from Donahue Street to fire gate (protection of public safety and 
native wildlife behavior by reducing interactions between dogs and coyotes, 
protection of endangered Mission Blue Butterfly habitat). 

• Marin Trails previously open to on-leash dogwalking by the NPS (see Headlands 
trail map dated 08/03) including but not limited to, the Coastal Trail from 
McCullough Road to Muir Beach, Miwok Trail to Wolf Ridge to Hill 88, Lagoon 
Trail, Miwok Trail from Tennessee Valley to Highway One, Drown Fire Road, 
Orchard and Pacheco Fire Roads, County View Road off the Miwok Trail, South 
Rodeo Beach Trail. 

• Trails in undeveloped areas (protection of wildlife, native plant species and 
threatened and endangered species), including but not limited to the following  
trails: in  

•  Sweeney Ridge (Red-legged frogs, other resources?) 
•  and in  Marin County  (resources?) 
• Mori Point trails (protection of federally threatened California Red-legged Frog and 

federally endangered San Francisco Garter Snake and their habitat). 
• Milagra Ridge trails (protection of endangered Mission Blue Butterfly habitat) 

 
B. Dogwalking per voice control, on-leash or no dogs (North to South) 
 

1. Muir Beach (excluding tidal lagoon, Redwood Creek, wetland and dune habitat areas) 
2. Oakwood Valley trails 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering

Comment [ses1]: If we’re doing rulemaking on 
this, should it even be in here again? 

Formatted: Bullets and Numbering
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3. Rodeo Beach (excluding Rodeo Lagoon, and habitat protection areas) 
4. Crissy Field (excluding fenced tidal marsh and dune areas, and Wildlife Protection Area) 
5. Upper Fort Mason Great Meadow and Parade Ground 
6. Baker Beach (discussion of how to divide for variety of uses) 
7. Fort Miley 
8. Lands End Trail 
9. Ocean Beach (outside of Snowy Plover Management Area) north of Stairwell #21 

and south of Sloat Blvd 
10. Fort Funston (excluding fenced and/or signed areas closed for protection of 

endangered species, habitat restoration, erosion control and public safety) 
11. Pedro Point Headlands 
12. Cattle Hill 

 
General Parameters: 
 

1. Dogs required on-leash in picnic areas, campgrounds, parking lots, residential areas and 
park partner sites where allowed (to protect visitor safety). 

2. New NPS lands that come under future management of GGNRA will be automatically 
governed by CFR regulations and then evaluated for appropriate recreational uses, 
including dogwalking, and any approved dogwalking use will be consistent with the new 
special regulation for dogwalking in GGNRA (Rancho Corral de Tierra and other areas 
added into the park). 

3. Dogwalking options may include restrictions on times of the year, days of the week, time 
of day, etc., to allow flexibility to accommodate other user groups. 

4. Dogwalking groups must be active partners in management of dogwalking in the park 
including disseminating accurate information to constituents regarding dog management 
regulations, etc. 

 
Other Issues for Discussion: 
 

1. Commercial Dogwalkers—GGNRA will move to a system of incidental business 
permits: discussion can occur regarding the number of permits and permit conditions 
(including number of on-leash and off-leash dogs allowed by each permittee) 

2. Individual Dogwalkers-discussion can occur regarding possible limits on the number of 
dogs on-leash and off-leash 

3. Issues occurring in dogwalking areas: waste-removal provisions; perimeters,  rules and 
regulations of use, etc. 
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National Park Service  

Parameters and Scope of Negotiated Rulemaking Discussion 
 
 

Federal Panel Recommendation to the General Superintendent on Proposed Rulemaking 
for Pet Management at Golden Gate National Recreation Area, November 7, 2002 
“The panel concludes that off-leash dog walking in GGNRA may be appropriate in 
selected locations where resource impacts can be adequately mitigated and public safety 
incidents and public use conflicts can be appropriately managed.  The panel further 
recommends that the park pursue both rulemaking and comprehensive planning for pet 
management to address suitable locations and proper management strategies.” 
 

I. Areas not open for consideration for dogwalking (North to South) 
 

1. GGNRA lands north of Bolinas-Fairfax Road (managed by Point Reyes 
National Seashore, not GGNRA) 

2. The beach at Stinson Beach (designated swimming beach) 
3. Muir Beach – Redwood Creek, tidal lagoon and sand dunes (protection 

of federally threatened steelhead, endangered coho salmon, native dune 
habitat, and water quality) 

4. Muir Woods (protection of endangered species habitat and the Redwood 
forest ecosystem) 

5. Tennessee Valley (minimize disturbance to native wildlife) 
6. Rodeo Lagoon, including western shoreline of the lagoon (protection of 

federally endangered tidewater goby endangered California brown 
pelican, sensitive water and shorebird habitat, and water quality,  
protection of human health from unsafe water quality conditions) 

7. Kirby Cove (campground and picnic area) 
8. Fort Baker Pier (protection of public safety associated with railing 

construction and steep drop off, and to reduce conflicts with other users) 
9. Alcatraz (protection of public safety on the island and contract ferry 

service, protection of nesting bird colonies) 
10. Fort Point historic structure and pier (fishing pier, cultural resources) 
11. Crissy Field tidal marsh, the Wildlife Protection Area and fenced dune 

areas (protection of sensitive wildlife and native plant communities in 
the tidal marsh and dune areas, protection of habitat for shorebirds and 
snowy plovers in the Wildlife Protection Area – per 1996 Crissy Field 
Plan Environmental Assessment) 

12. China Beach (formerly a designated swimming beach)  
13. Lobos Creek (protection of public drinking water supply) 
14. Fort Funston fenced and/or signed areas closed to visitor access 

(protection of visitor safety, erosion control, habitat restoration, and 
sensitive species including seasonal closure of beach within 50 ft. of 
cliff face to protect state-listed threatened bank swallows during 
breeding season). 
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15. Phleger Estate (access through county parks which do not allow dogs) 
16. Trails: 

 All trails where pets not currently allowed   
 Travel off established trails with dogs 
 Trails with threatened and endangered species, where potential 

impacts could not be mitigated, including, but not limited to:  
o SCA Trail  
o Coastal Trail from Conzelman Road to McCullough 

Road (Marin Headlands 
o Chapel Trail (Fort Baker) 
o Coastal Trail from Baker Beach to Golden Gate Bridge  
o Notch Trail (Sweeney Ridge) 

 
II. Areas open for discussion of dogwalking (North to South) 
 

A. Dogwalking on-leash or no dogs 
 

1. Stinson Beach parking lots and picnic areas 
2. Homestead Valley (protection of federally threatened northern spotted 

owl) 
3. Fort Baker (except dogs not permitted on fishing pier to prevent conflicts 

with other uses dogs not permitted on Chapel Trail to protect endangered 
Mission Blue Butterfly).  

4. Sutro Heights Park (formal landscaped area, heavily used for weddings 
and other events) 

5. Ocean Beach Snowy Plover Management Area between Stairwell #21 and 
Sloat Blvd. (protection of federally threatened Western Snowy Plover -
also to be addressed by separate GGNRA agency rulemaking for resource 
protection) 

6. Areas with threatened or endangered species not already specified. 
Considered on a case by case basis because each species requires different 
management. 

7. Trails: 
• Alta Avenue Trail from Donahue Street to fire gate (protection of 

public safety and native wildlife behavior by reducing interactions 
between dogs and coyotes, protection of endangered Mission Blue 
Butterfly habitat). 

• Marin Trails previously open to on-leash dogwalking by the NPS 
(see Headlands trail map dated 08/03) including but not limited to:  

o Coastal Trail from McCullough Road to Muir Beach 
o Miwok Trail from Tennessee Valley to Highway One 
o County View Road off the Miwok Trail 
o Orchard and Pacheco Fire Roads 
o Miwok Trail to Wolf Ridge to Hill 88 
o Lagoon Trail 
o South Rodeo Beach Trail 

Comment [ses1]: Found in Trails and Bikeways 
Plan so assume this is why this section of trail is listed 
here: 
“ Serpentinite, with its green color and soft, slippery 
appearance, along with associated soils and habitat, is a 
sensitive natural feature of the Presidio.2 Serpentine 
soils can be found along the northern and western 
coastal bluffs between Battery Crosby and the Golden 
Gate Bridge. 
 
 2 Serpentine soils in the Presidio, which host two of 
California's rarest plant communities (serpentine 
grasslands and serpentine coastal bluffs), as well as 
other soil types found in the Presidio, create habitat 
for seventeen special status plants.” 
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o Drown Fire Road, Fort Baker 
• Trails not mentioned in section above, in Marin and at San 

Mateo(Sweeney Ridge, Mori Point and Milagra Ridge) (protection 
of wildlife, native plant species and threatened and endangered 
species), excepting: 

o Oakwood Valley in Marin County   
o Pedro Point and Cattle Hill in San Mateo 

 
B. Dogwalking per voice control, on-leash or no dogs (North to South) 
 

1. Muir Beach (excluding tidal lagoon, Redwood Creek, wetland and dune 
habitat areas) 

2. Oakwood Valley trails 
3. Rodeo Beach (excluding Rodeo Lagoon, and habitat protection areas) 
4. Crissy Field (excluding fenced tidal marsh and dune areas, and Wildlife 

Protection Area) 
5. Upper Fort Mason Great Meadow and Parade Ground 
6. Baker Beach (discussion of how to divide for variety of uses) 
7. Fort Miley 
8. Lands End Trail 
9. Ocean Beach (outside of Snowy Plover Management Area) north of 

Stairwell #21 and south of Sloat Blvd 
10. Fort Funston (excluding fenced and/or signed areas closed for protection 

of endangered species, habitat restoration, erosion control and public 
safety) 

11. Pedro Point Headlands 
12. Cattle Hill 

 
General Parameters: 
 

1. Dogs required on-leash in picnic areas, campgrounds, parking lots, residential 
areas and park partner sites where allowed (to protect visitor safety). 

2. New NPS lands that come under future management of GGNRA will be 
automatically governed by CFR regulations and then evaluated for appropriate 
recreational uses, including dogwalking, and any approved dogwalking use will 
be consistent with the new special regulation for dogwalking in GGNRA (Rancho 
Corral de Tierra and other areas added into the park). 

3. Dogwalking options may include restrictions on times of the year, days of the 
week, time of day, etc., to allow flexibility to accommodate other user groups. 

4. Dogwalking groups must be active partners in management of dogwalking in the 
park including disseminating accurate information to constituents regarding dog 
management regulations, etc. 

 
Other Issues for Discussion: 
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1. Commercial Dogwalkers—GGNRA will move to a system of incidental business 
permits: discussion can occur regarding the number of permits and permit 
conditions (including number of on-leash and off-leash dogs allowed by each 
permittee) 

2. Individual Dogwalkers-discussion can occur regarding possible limits on the 
number of dogs on-leash and off-leash 

3. Issues occurring in dogwalking areas: waste-removal provisions; perimeters,  
rules and regulations of use, etc. 
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Memo to files 
 
March 24, 2010 
 
From:  Shirwin Smith 
 
Subject: Suggested elements of permit program for dog walking under proposed new regulation, with 
commercial dog walking guidelines from Reg Neg committee added. 
 

• Permit valid for 12 months from date of issue.   
• Cost - $100/4 dogs; $150/5 dogs; $200/6 dogs for cost recovery.  Payment by credit card only. No 

refunds allowed 
• Application form includes details of dog walking regs and a statement that the applicant has read 

and understands them, and the form must be signed. 
• Permit design:  

o Plastic card, with photo and permit holders name/address/# of dogs  
o Have month/year that permit issued in large font - easy for LE to quickly read. 

• No cap on numbers of permits – overuse to be dealt with by AM 
• No specification in permit as to area/time of use – AM can address overuse 
• If permit holder receives 3 violations in one calendar year, their permit will be revoked and must be 

surrendered to LE/USPP. 
• Require proof of training from existing training course – Marin Humane, SFSPCA etc. 
 
Permit requirements from reg neg not already included in permit or dog walking regs: 
• Dog walker must pickup dog waste for all dogs in their care. 
• Dog walkers will be limited to the number of dogs allowed by the county that the GGNRA land 

abuts, i.e. Marin county 6 dogs; San Francisco county 6-8 dogs; etc.  If the county does not have a 
limit, the default limit will be 6 dogs. 

• Dog walkers must abide by all GGNRA rules regarding dogs while on GGNRA lands 
 
Not considered by park at this time. 

• Dog walkers will carry a liability insurance policy for $1 million.  Proof of policy must be shown to 
acquire permit.   

• Dog walkers will be able to use the GGNRA lands from 8 am to 5 pm Monday though Friday. 
Saturday and Sunday.  Professional Dog walkers will be not allowed in the GGNRA lands from 11 am 
to 3 pm. 

• Having more then the allowed number of dogs will result in a fine for every dog over the limit. 
Second offense will result in a doubling of the fine, per dog. Third offense will result in suspension 
of dog walkers’ permit for up to three months. 

 
Question: 

o Should proof of insurance be required for issuance of permit or is signing a statement on 
the application saying dog walker accepts liability for any accident/incident/injury 
sufficient?  GET AGREEMENT ON THIS FROM FRANK AND BARBARA.    RM53: 
“Superintendents will ensure that measures to protect the United States’ interests are 
incorporated into permits for special park uses. To ensure this protection, superintendents 
will include in each permit issued some, or all, of the following items, depending on the 
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activity”..then follows a list of protective items, one of which is liability insurance – have 
Supt. review.  
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1 
 

Memo to files 
 
April 7, 2010 
 
From:  Shirwin Smith 
 
Subject: Proposed elements of permit program for Dog Management EIS 
 
Under Alternatives C and E only, Special Use Permits would be available to both commercial and private 
dog walkers to walk more than 3 dogs at one time; maximum number of dogs allowed at one time would 
be 6. Commercial permits would be processed by the Business Division; private permits would be 
processed by the Special Park Users Group. 
 
1) Permit Terms and Conditions  

• Terms/conditions for commercial dog walker permits and private dog walker permits may differ.  
Differing terms to include, but will not be limited to, the following: 

o Commercial dog walkers limited to 8 am to 5 pm Monday through Friday, and will not be 
permitted to use GGNRA lands from 11 am to 3 pm on Saturday and Sunday. (per 
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee consensus)  

o Private dog walker permits will not specify a time of day/day of use.  
o Private dog walkers limited to one permit per 12 month period; permit not transferrable. 

• Initially, all permits will be valid for 12 months from date of issue, but following that, permits may 
be issued for either shorter or longer periods, based on information gained in first 12 months.   

• Initially, no cap on numbers of permits; impacts resulting from overuse to be addressed by Tier 1 
remedies in the Adaptive Management strategy. 

• All permit applications will include applicable NPS regulations and a statement that the permit 
holder accepts liability for any accident/incident/injury resulting from the permitted use.  Applicant 
signature serves as confirmation that the applicant has read and accepts all terms and conditions. 

• All permits will require proof of insurance: for commercial dog walkers, 1M liability (per Negotiated 
Rulemaking Committee consensus); for private dog walkers, commercially reasonable liability 
insurance (available through homeowner’s or renter’s insurance).  

• All permits will require proof of training from existing training courses offered by organizations 
such as Marin Humane, SFSPCA etc. 

 
3) Costs 

• Permit charges will not exceed costs, per Directors Order 53. 
• Commercial permit costs may differ from private permit costs. 
• Private permits payable by credit card only and no refunds allowed. 

 
4) Permit design 

• Plastic card, with photo and permit holders name/address - month/year issued in large, easily 
legible font  

• Commercial permits may require additional identifying elements. 
 
 4) Enforcement/Revocation  

• For commercial dog walkers, the third offense will result in suspension of commercial dog walkers’ 
permit for up to three months (per Negotiated Rulemaking Committee consensus). 
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• For private dog walkers, the third offense within a year will result in suspension of private dog 
walkers’ permit for up to twelve months. 

 
Element proposed by Negotiated Rulemaking Committee consensus which is not included in proposed park 
SUP program. 

• Having more than the allowed number of dogs will result in a fine for every dog over the limit. 
Second offense will result in a doubling of the fine, per dog. (The amount of fine is set by 
courts/park can recommend but cannot control.) 
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Memo to files 
 
April 15, 2010 
 
From:  Shirwin Smith 
 
Subject: Proposed elements of permit program for Dog Management EIS 
 
Under Alternatives C and E only, Special Use Permits would be available to both commercial and private 
dog walkers to walk more than 3 dogs at one time; maximum number of dogs allowed at one time would 
be 6. Commercial permits would be processed by the Business Division; private permits would be 
processed by the Special Park Users Group. 
 
1) Permit Terms and Conditions  

• Terms/conditions for commercial dog walker permits and private dog walker permits may differ.  
Differing terms to include, but will not be limited to, the following: 

o Commercial dog walkers: 
 limited to 8 am to 5 pm Monday through Friday, and not allowed to use GGNRA 

lands from 11 am to 3 pm on Saturday and Sunday.  
o Private dog walkers: 

 Initially, permits will not have time of day/day of use limitation 
 limited to one permit per 12 month period 
 permit not transferrable. 

• Initially, all permits will be valid for 12 months from date of issue, but following that, permits may 
be issued for either shorter or longer periods, based on information gained in first 12 months.   

• Initially, no cap on numbers of permits; impacts resulting from overuse to be addressed by Tier 1 
remedies in the Adaptive Management strategy. 

• All permit applications will include applicable NPS regulations and a statement that the permit 
holder accepts liability for any accident/incident/injury resulting from the permitted use.  Applicant 
signature serves as confirmation that the applicant has read and accepts all terms and conditions. 

• All permits will require proof of insurance: for commercial dog walkers, 1M liability; for private dog 
walkers, commercially reasonable liability insurance (available through homeowner’s or renter’s 
insurance).  

• All permits will require proof of training from existing training courses offered by organizations 
such as Marin Humane, SFSPCA etc. 

 
3) Costs 

• Permit charges will not exceed costs, per Directors Order 53. 
• Commercial permit costs may differ from private permit costs. 
• Private permits payable by credit card only and no refunds allowed. 

 
4) Permit design 

• Plastic card, with photo and permit holders name/address - month/year issued in large, easily 
legible font  

• Commercial permits may require additional identifying elements. 
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 4) Enforcement/Revocation  
• Third offense will result in suspension of commercial dog walkers’ permit for up to three months  

o Following initial suspension, any subsequent suspensions may be up to 12 months 
o NPS retains right to permanently revoke for serious violations 

 
 
 
 
 
Only element proposed by Negotiated Rulemaking Committee consensus not included in proposed park 
SUP program. 

• Having more than the allowed number of dogs will result in a fine for every dog over the limit. 
Second offense will result in a doubling of the fine, per dog. (The amount of fine is set by 
courts/park can recommend but cannot control.) 
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GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
DOG MANAGEMENT PLAN/EIS 

Definition of responsible off-leash dog control in ROLAs 
 

deliberative internal draft 
 
GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

 
 Definition of regulated off-leash dog control in ROLAs: 
 

• Any uncontrolled dog is prohibited.  Dogs in a ROLA are to be kept under control 
at all times.  Dogs are considered under control when they are within direct 
eyesight of the owner/guardian/handler and when they have the ability to 
immediately return to their owner/guardian/handler.  Dogs are presumed to not be 
under control if they: 

o annoy, harass, or attack people, livestock, or other leashed or unleashed 
dogs,  

o intentionally or unintentionally annoy, pursue, hunt, harass, harm, wound, 
chase, attack, capture, or kill wildlife,   

o enter leash-required or dog-prohibited areas, and/or 
o dig, destroy vegetation, or enter fenced or closed areas.   

 
• Dog guardians must have current ROLA certification (refer to guidelines of 

ROLA certification program).   
 
• Dogs must be licensed and wear an ID at all times, including name and phone 

number of the owner. 
 

• All dog walkers must have a leash for each dog under their care. 
 
• Dogs under four months old must be leashed. 

 
• Dogs in heat are not allowed in ROLAs. 
 

  

Comment [ses1]: My notes indicate we should 
use language out of 36CFR2.2(a)(2), which is: (The 
following are prohibited:) ...The feeding, touching, 
teasing, frightening or intentional  
disturbing of wildlife nesting, breeding or other 
activities 

Comment [MBE2]: Suggestion was to apply this 
to all dogs, leashed or unleashed.  But if TAG 
program incorporates this req then would not need it 
here (Shirwin – will you incorporate into TAG?).  
Would still need it for leashed dogs though, as a 
common to all alternative element.  

Comment [ses3R2]: The ROLA certification 
program is for education/cert. of the dogwalker, so 
no ID tags will be required of dogs through that 
program – at least as now envisioned. 
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GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
DOG MANAGEMENT PLAN/EIS 

Definition of responsible off-leash dog control in ROLAs 
 

deliberative internal draft 
 
GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 

 
 Definition of regulated off-leash dog control in ROLAs: 
 

• Any uncontrolled dog is prohibited.  Dogs in a ROLA are to be kept under control 
at all times.  Dogs are considered under control when they are within direct 
eyesight of the owner/guardian/handler and when they have the ability to 
immediately return to their owner/guardian/handler.  Dogs are presumed to not be 
under control if they: 

o annoy, harass, or attack people, livestock, or other leashed or unleashed 
dogs,  

o intentionally or unintentionally annoy, pursue, hunt, harass, harm, wound, 
chase, attack, capture, or kill wildlife,   

o enter leash-required or dog-prohibited areas, and/or 
o dig, destroy vegetation, or enter fenced or closed areas.   

 
• Dog guardians must have current ROLA certification (refer to guidelines of 

ROLA certification program).   
 
• Dogs must be licensed and wear an ID at all times, including name and phone 

number of the owner. 
 

• All dog walkers must have a leash for each dog under their care. 
 
• Dogs under four months old must be leashed. 

 
• Dogs in heat are not allowed in ROLAs. 
 

  

Comment [ses1]: My notes indicate we should 
use language out of 36CFR2.2(a)(2), which is: (The 
following are prohibited:) ...The feeding, touching, 
teasing, frightening or intentional  
disturbing of wildlife nesting, breeding or other 
activities 

Comment [MBE2]: Suggestion was to apply this 
to all dogs, leashed or unleashed.  But if TAG 
program incorporates this req then would not need it 
here (Shirwin – will you incorporate into TAG?).  
Would still need it for leashed dogs though, as a 
common to all alternative element.  

Comment [ses3R2]: The ROLA certification 
program is for education/cert. of the dogwalker, so 
no ID tags will be required of dogs through that 
program – at least as now envisioned. 
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GGNRA DOG MANAGEMENT 
Summary of New Elements in the  

Supplemental DEIS 
 
 

Rancho Corral de Tierra 
• Not included previously due to project timing and lack of ready site-specific data 
• Now have sufficient site-specific data to develop and analyze a range of 

alternatives  
 
Impacts To Adjacent Lands 

• Conducting survey for feedback on potential for dog walking redistribution after 
implementation of dog management plan 

• Survey results to pinpoint areas that should be analyzed in greater detail 
 
Additional Dog Walking Access 

• Evaluating additional on leash and ROLA access that meets the goals and 
objectives of the plan 

 
Compliance-Based Management 

• Removing automatic management change element 
• Retaining the compliance monitoring  
• Additional resource monitoring  

 
New Studies 

• Reviewing all studies suggested in public comment for potential 
inclusion/reference; review at multiple levels to ensure credibility and consistency. 

 
New Visitor Use Data 

• New data collected in 2011 and data from 2008 Cosco Busan surveys analyze 
visitor use at most heavily used sites.  

• Cosco Busan data previously unavailable because of settlement negotiations. 
 
New Law Enforcement Data 

• Analyzing LE incident data from last 4 years for comparison of dog-related 
incidents with all other types of incidents 

• Clarification of the multiple types of dog-related incidents 
 
ADA Compliance 

• Ensuring there are both accessible dog walking options and accessible areas 
where dogs are prohibited 
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NOTE:  This will require further reduction in words on many of the slides, as well as 
tweaking based on some recent input.  Bullets are not intended to be on the slides; just the 
points following the bullets. 
 
 
 
Slide 1: 
 
TITLE:  Golden Gate National Recreation Area is a National Park Area 
GRAPHIC:  NPS Arrowhead 
TEXT:   
• Established in 1972 to protect the natural, cultural, scenic and recreation resources of 
the lands in the park 
• Excerpted quote from enabling legis. 
 
Slide 2: 
 
TITLE:  How We Got Here 
GRAPHIC:  Modified Timeline 
TEXT:   
• National Reg re dogs in parks  [citation and brief excerpt] 
• 1979 Pet Policy – no force of law 
• Lawsuits requiring formal rulemaking  
• Reg Neg process 
• Current DEIS/Draft Plan 
• Draft and Final regulation 
 
Slide 3: 
 
TITLE:  NPS Management Challenge  
GRAPHIC:  None 
TEXT:   
• Protect Resources and Balance uses  
• Everyone prizes the same areas 
 
Slide 4: 
 
TITLE:  Variety of  Park Uses 
GRAPHIC:  Thumbnails of a variety of uses 
TEXT: 
• Hiking 
• Running 
• Cycling 
• Walking a dog 
• Picnicking 
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• Birdwatching 
• Sunbathing 
• Beachcombing 
• Hanggliding 
• Meditation 
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Slide 5: 
 
TITLE:  A Balance, not a Ban 
GRAPHIC:  Cover of Plan 
TEXT: 
• Dogs welcome in the park 
• 7 proposed off-leash areas – 5 in San Francisco 
• Large portions Crissy Field, Ocean Beach, Fort Funston open for off leash use 
• XX areas open for dogs on leash 
• Provides for a variety of experiences for those not wanting dog interactions 
• Protects critical species and habitats  
 
Slide 6: 
 
TITLE:  Working with San Francisco 
GRAPHIC:  NPS Arrowhead and CCSF logo 
TEXT: 
• Effects on SF are uncertain 
• We will continue to work with our city counterparts to evaluate the issues 
 
Slide 7: 
 
TITLE:  We Need to Hear From the Public 
GRAPHIC:  PEPC website address in large print 
TEXT: 
• Comment deadline extended to May 30 
• The full spectrum of viewpoints are needed 
• All comments will be carefully reviewed  
• Final plan will reflect changes resulting from analysis of comments 
• Plan will be wise and appropriate for a national park area 
 
Slide 8: 
 
TITLE:  Public Policy and Its Most Complicated 
GRAPHIC:  photo of dogs in park and arrowhead 
TEXT: 
• We believe our unique park can have a unique rule on dog use  
• Plan reflects years of hard work by hundreds of people 
• Success will require everyone pulling together 
 
 
 
 
 
 

GGNRA006638



 

GGNRA006639



1. From Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act (FLREA) Handbook: 

Sec. 3. Recreation fee authority:  3(h) Special Recreation Permit Fee.--The Secretary may issue a special recreation permit, and charge a special recreation permit fee in connection 

with the issuance of the permit, for specialized recreation uses of Federal recreational lands and waters, such as group activities, recreation events, motorized recreational vehicle 

use.  Definition: Section 3(h)Special Recreation Permit Fees (SRP):  SRPs are authorizations which allow specified recreational use of the public lands and related waters.  They 

are issued to: Control visitor use; Protect recreational, natural, and cultural resources; and Provide for the health and safety of visitors. 

SRPs are also a mechanism to authorize: Commercial and vending use; Competitive events; Organized group activities and events; and Individual or group use of special areas. 

 

Summary of Approaches for Regulation of Commercial Dogwalking in GGNRA 
September 29, 2008 

 
 

Commercial Use Authority 
• Per prior discussions with Michael Edwards at EQD and recent conversation with Debra 

Hecox, WASO Supv. Concessions Specialist, this is not appropriate authority in that use 
must be “visitor serving”, and commercial dogwalking is not. 

• However, it has been proposed by EQD that commercial dogwalking might be permitted 
under a commercial use authorization, as long as they are required to provide with visitor 
services through education and training for visitors with dogs. 

• Per discussion with Sandy Poole, Chief of Concessions, MWR, they approach this authority 
with the emphasis on “commercial” rather than “visitor serving”.  However, on a closer look, 
sees the issue and that if this is a controversial use, that we could be challenged on this point.  

 
Special Recreation Permit 
• Per discussions with Jane Moore, WASO Fee Program Manager, the language that GOGA 

has used to propose that this is appropriate authority1 is not language from the law, but from 
an interpretation of the law by a group of DOI agency representatives. If challenged in court, 
we would be basing this use on that interpretation, rather than the letter of the law, which 
merely states that this authority is “for special recreation uses”.  Additionally, there is no 
provision that explicitly allows for limitations on the use permitted. 

• Main purpose in NPS is to keep this authority for recurring “recreation” permits. 
 
Special Use Permit 
• Per discussions with Lee Dickinson, WASO Program Manager, this would be appropriate 

authority. The “short term” element that currently describes the application of this authority 
is inaccurate and will be removed at next rewrite of guidance. At this time they issue permits 
for up to 5 years, and up to 10 years for rights of way. 

• Suggests if used, we start with short term, say 6 months with option to renew for additional 6 
months, to allow chance to review terms and conditions and ensure they manage the use 
appropriately. 

• An issue is that park must apply consistently to all, but may be difficult in practice to do so. 
• Suggests that the best approach is to manage the impact by blanket limit of # of dogs per all 

dogwalkers.  Easiest to enforce, can apply consistently. 
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COMMERICAL DOG WALKER 

PERMIT 6A 
 

Pet Company Name 

Name 
Expires 9-06 

 

COMMERICAL DOG WALKER 

PERMIT 6B 
 

Pet Company Name 

Name 
Expires 9-06 

 

  

 

 

COMMERICAL DOG WALKER 

PERMIT 6C 
 

Peggy’s Dog Walking 
Service 

Name 
Expires 9-06 

 

 

COMMERICAL DOG WALKER 

PERMIT 6D 
 

Peggy’s Dog Walking 
Service 

Name 
Expires 9-06 
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EVALUATION REPORT
Golden Gate National Recreation Area Negotiated Rulemaking Process

This report provides an evaluation of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area Negotiated

Rulemaking Process. The evaluation findings in this report are based on the process

participants’ responses to an end-of-process questionnaire administered by the U.S. Institute

for Environmental Conflict Resolution. Of the 40 participants, 20 completed an evaluation, a

50% response rate.

Through the use of descriptive statistics (including the mean, standard deviation and percent

frequencies) this report summarizes respondents' feedback. For the majority of questions, the

respondents are asked to provide a rating based on a 0-10 scale labeled at the midpoint and

the endpoints (i.e., where a "0" means "do not agree at all", a "5" means "moderately agree"

and a "10" means "completely agree").

To help the reader interpret the findings, the ratings are collapsed into four levels of

agreement with the evaluation statements:

0 - 10 Rating Scale

Not at all Weakly Moderately to mostly Very much so

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The four levels of agreement are suggested interpretations; we strongly encourage the reader

to draw their own conclusions based on the data provided.

EVALUATION REPORT
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Project Background

The Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) has experienced significant

controversy in implementing the National Park Service-wide prohibition against allowing

dogs off leash in park units. In recognition of the urban recreational nature of Golden Gate

and traditional off-leash dog practices on local public lands before they were transferred to

the National Park Service, the Service decided to consider the possibility of allowing dogs

off leash in limited appropriate areas where there were not significant risks to endangered

species and other park resources.

The U.S. Institute, in partnership with contracted practitioners conducted an assessment and

determined a Negotiated Rulemaking process was feasible. A report summarizing the

assessment process and recommendations is available on the U.S. Institute website at

http://www.ecr.gov/pdf/GGNRASitAssessment.pdf. Following the assessment, a multi-

stakeholder Negotiated Rulemaking Committee was convened and the committee was

tasked with developing consensus recommendations about where it may be appropriate to

allow dog walking in GGNRA managed lands. The final meeting of the Negotiated

Rulemaking Committee was on October 27, 2007, and a final report was issued in March

2008. The report summarizing the negotiated rulemaking process drafted by the team that

facilitated the process is available on the National Park Service Planning website at

http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/dog-management.htm. Also, available on the website is

a summary of the final meeting and the six preceeding meetings.

The next phase of the dog management project is the preparation of a Draft Environmental

Impact Statement (DEIS), which is scheduled for released for public review in the late

spring of 2009. Additional information on the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

steps for the dog management process, including the DEIS, can be found on the NPS Park
2

Planning website, EIS/Dog Management Plan for GGNRA.
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DESIRED PROCESS CONDITIONS

Appropriate participants are involved in the process

Were all the participants that were needed part of the
process? (Q10)

Valid Percent and
Number of Responses

Yes
65%

(n=11)

No
35%
(n=6)

Additional feedback on the
group of participants and their
authority 1

n Mean
2

(Std. Dev)
Median

Distribution of Responses
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the absence of
participants had a negative impact on
the collaborative process. (Q11)

11 5.27
(4.03)

8.00 27% 18% 0% 55%

N/A=7
55%

The participants had sufficient
authority to make commitments on
behalf of their organizations. (Q12b)

19 6.21
(2.66)

7.00 11% 0% 53% 37%

90%

Appropriate mediator(s)/
facilitator(s) engaged to guide
the process.3

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which you were
confident, at the start of the process,
that he/she was an appropriate
mediator/facilitator to help guide the
process. (Q13a)

20 6.96
(3.37)

8.25 10% 10% 20% 60%

80%

1
Ratings are based on an 11-point end-defined scale, where a "0" means "Do not agree at all," a "5" means "moderately agree" and a "10" means
"Completely agree".

2
The means, medians and standard deviations are used to represent the average and typical spread of values of variables. Note that when data
show great variability and, in general, the distribution of responses to questions is not Gaussian normal (i.e., a bell shaped curve), traditional
measures of central tendency such as the mean can be misleading.

3
If more than one facilitator assisted with this process, then the aggregated "facilitator team ratings" are reported below.
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Parties have the capacity to
engage in the process.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which you had the skills
needed to participate effectively in this
process. (Q18a)

20 8.35
(2.01)

9.00 0% 5% 15% 80%

95%

The extent to which you had the time
needed to participate effectively in this
process. (Q18b)

20 6.40
(2.41)

7.00 0% 20% 40% 40%

80%

The extent to which you/your
organization had the resources needed
to participate effectively in this process.
(Q18c)

17 7.24
(2.31)

8.00 0% 12% 29% 59%

N/A=1
88%
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EXPECTED PROCESS DYNAMICS

Facilitator skills and practices
add value.4

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator made sure we had
a realistic work plan and timeline for
the process. (Q13b)

20 5.05
(3.22)

5.00 15% 25% 20% 40%

60%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator dealt with me in a
fair and unbiased manner. (Q13c)

20 8.01
(2.79)

9.50 5% 10% 15% 70%

85%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator made sure that the
views and perspectives of all
participants were heard and addressed.
(Q13e)

20
6.90

(3.09)
8.00

10% 5% 25% 60%

85%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator made sure that no
one dominated the process or other
participants. (Q13f)

20 4.46
(3.48)

4.50 30% 20% 25% 25%

50%

The extent to which when things got
tense, the mediator/facilitator was able
to help us find ways to move forward
constructively. (Q13d)

20 5.13
(3.39)

5.75 20% 25% 20% 35%

N/A=0

55%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator helped us manage
technical discussions efficiently. (Q13g)

18 5.77
(3.59)

7.00 22% 11% 17% 50%

N/A=2
67%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator assisted us in
making sure that options for addressing
the issues or resolving the controversy
are implementable. (Q13h)

19 4.37
(3.22)

4.00 26% 26% 21% 26%

47%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator was useful in
helping us to document our
agreement(s) appropriately. (Q13i)

16 6.56
(3.05)

7.50 13% 6% 31% 50%

81%

The extent to which you would
recommend the mediator/facilitator to
others in a similar situation without
hesitation. (13j)

19 5.20
(3.86)

5.33 26% 11% 21% 42%

63%

4
If more than one facilitator assisted with this process, then the aggregated "facilitator team ratings" are reported below.
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Relevant information is
incorporated into the process.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

We worked effectively to identify
information needs. (Q15a)

18 5.06
(3.15)

5.50 17% 22% 39% 22%

61%

All participants had full access to
relevant information they needed in
order to participate effectively in this
collaborative process. (Q15c)

18 6.94
(3.78)

9.00 17% 6% 11% 67%

78%

The validity of the information used in
this process was accepted by all of the
participants. (15d)

18 3.50
(2.48)

4.00 22% 33% 39% 6%

45%

The process helped you gain a more
complete understanding of the issues in
this case/project. (15e)

18 6.39
(3.29)

7.50 11% 11% 28% 50%

78%
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Participants are effectively
engaged (i.e., participants
communicate and collaborate.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The participants continued to be
engaged so long as their involvement
was necessary. (Q12a)

17 5.71
(2.97)

5.00 12% 6% 53% 29%

82%

The extent to which the participants
sought options or solutions that met
the common needs of all participants.
(Q14c)

19 1.85
(1.57)

2.00 40% 55% 5% 0%

5%

The extent to which the participants, as
a group, represent an appropriate range
of all affected concerns. (Q14b)

20 6.35
(3.57)

8.00 15% 15% 15% 55%

70%

The extent to which the participants
worked together cooperatively on the
key issues in this case or project.
(Q14a)

20 2.20
(2.12)

1.50 50% 30% 20% 0%

20%

The extent to which trust was built
among the participants. (Q14d)

20 1.20
(1.36)

1.00 65% 35% 0% 0%

0%

Participants understand each
other’s views and perspectives.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the process helped
you gain a better understanding of each
other’s views and perspectives. (Q14e)

20 4.75
(3.68)

5.00 20% 25% 25% 30%

55%

The extent to which other participants
understood your views well enough
that they could state them accurately.
(Q14f)

19 2.89
(2.51)

2.00 32% 32% 32% 5%

37%
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Participants' understanding of
issues improves (e.g. technical
issues, etc.).

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

I understood all important information
and data used in this process. (Q15b)

18 6.78
(2.94)

7.50 6% 11% 33% 50%

83%

Participants identified and
clarified the key issues that had
to be addressed.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the process helped
you identify and focus on the key issues
that had to be addressed. (Q14g)

20 4.85
(3.60)

5.00 25% 15% 30% 30%

60%

Participants identified and
clarified the key issues that had
to be addressed.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the process helped
you identify appropriate alternative
ways for dealing with issues that could
not be handled through this process.
(Q14h)

18 3.56
(3.26)

2.00 44% 11% 28% 17%

N/A=1

45%
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Please indicate which actions are most likely to be used by you (or the
agency, interest or organization you represent) to try to address the
issues that were not addressed or resolved through this collaborative
process.(Q7)

Number of
Responses

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in some significant litigation effort. (7a) 5

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in an abbreviated or limited duration
court proceeding (i.e., a temporary restraining order, disposition motion or meeting with
a judicial officer, etc.). (7b)

2

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in an administrative hearing or contested
case process. (7c)

2

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in a rulemaking process. (7d) 7

I (or the interest I represent) will likely seek some legislative remedy or solution. (7e) 1

I (or the interest I represent) will likely do nothing for now and just wait. (7f) 11

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in another collaborative process. (7g) 0

Other, please specify (7h) (Litigation and wait to see DEIS) 2
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END OF PROCESS AND LONGER-TERM OUTCOMES

Agreement is Achieved. (Q5) Valid Percent and
Number of Responses

Agreement reached on all key issues.
0%

(n=0)

25%
(n=5)

Full or partial
agreement reached

Agreement on most key issues.
0%

(n=0)

Agreement on some key issues.
25%
(n=5)

No agreement on any key issues, but progress
was made towards addressing the issues or
resolving the conflict.

10%
(n=2)

10%
(n=2)

Progress was made
but no agreement

No agreement, we ended the process without
making much progress.

65%
(n=13)

65%
(n=13)

No agreement and
little progress made
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Agreement is of high quality and
the participants expect the
agreement will last (Q6)

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the agreement
effectively dealt with key issues in the
case. (6d)

8 3.75
(3.62)

3.50 37% 13% 37% 13%

50%

The extent to which the agreement, if
implemented, will effectively address
the issues or resolve the controversy.
(6e)

8 2.88
(3.31)

1.50 50% 13% 25% 13%

38%

The extent to which you understand
the terms of the recommendations. (6a)

8 7.63
(3.54)

9.00 13% 0% 13% 75%

88%

The extent to which you feel that the
agreement takes account of your
interests. (6b)

8 3.50
(2.78)

4.00 25% 25% 38% 13%

51%

The extent to which the agreement
specifies a way it can be
changed/modified if things don’t go as
planned. (6c)

8 0.88
(1.81)

0.00 75% 13% 13% 0%

13%

The extent to which you are confident
the agreement can be carried out in its
current form. (6f)

8 2.00
(2.98)

0.50 63% 13% 13% 13%

26%

The extent to which you are confident
that the participants have built strong
enough relationships with each other to
ensure that the agreements reached will
last. (6g)

8 1.50
(2.27)

0.00 63% 13% 25% 0%

25%

Were there factors beyond the control of the participants
in this collaborative process that had a significant impact
on your ability to reach agreement (for example, a change
in relevant regulations or in public support? (Q8)

Valid Percent and
Number of Responses

Yes
44%
(n=8)

No
56%

(n=10)
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Participants’ collective capacity
to manage and resolve this
conflict is improved (Q19)

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the participants
were able to work together
cooperatively to solve problems and
resolve conflicts for this case or
project. (Q19a - Before the process began)

17
2.00

(2.62)
1.00

59% 29% 6% 6%

12%

The extent to which the participants
were able to work together
cooperatively to solve problems and
resolve conflicts for this case or
project. (Q19a - At the end of the process)

18
2.39

(2.95)
1.50

50% 28% 17% 6%

23%

The extent to which the participants
trusted each other.
(Q19b - Before the process began)

18 1.94
(1.95)

1.50 50% 39% 11% 0%

11%

The extent to which the participants
trusted each other. (Q19b - At the end of
the process)

18 2.00
(2.28)

1.50 50% 44% 0% 6%

6%

Participants are satisfied with
the process and the results (Q24)

Percent Frequency and Number of Responses
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Participant satisfaction with the process
used. (Q24a)

28%
(n=5)

33%
(n=6)

6%
(n=1)

6%
(n=1)

17%
(n=3)

11%
(n=2)

0%
(n=0)

28%

Participant satisfaction with the results
of the process. (Q24b)

71%
(n=12)

18%
(n=3)

6%
(n=1)

6%
(n=1)

0%
(n=0)

0%
(n=0)

0%
(n=0)

0%
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Participants endorse ECR (Q20)
n Mean

(Std. Dev)
Median

Distribution of Responses
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

My first choice would be to use this
type of process again for similar
situations. (20a)

19 3.84
(3.66)

5.00 42% 5% 26% 26%

52%

I would recommend this type of
process to others in a similar situation
without hesitation. (20b)

19 2.79
(3.24)

1.00 53% 16% 11% 21%

32%

We could not have progressed as far as
we did using any other process of
which I am aware. (20c)

19 3.00
(3.42)

1.00 53% 11% 16% 21%

37%
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If you had not participated in this collaborative process, what would
have been the most likely process for the issues to be addressed or
resolved? (Q16)

Number of
Responses

Unassisted negotiation (16a) 1

Judicial settlement conference (16b) 1

Litigation (16c) 6

Lobbying or working to achieve legislative action (16d) 1

Rulemaking (16e) 8

Arbitration (16f) 0

Administrative proceeding (e.g., agency appeals process, contested process hearing,
agency order) (16g)

1

Wait for a better time to take action (16h) 0

Don't know (16i) 5

Other (Please specify) (16j) 0
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Process effectiveness compared
to the most likely alternative to
the collaborative process

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Effectiveness:
Not

at all
Weakly Moderately

to Mostly
Very

Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The collaborative process we
participated in more effectively
addressed the issues or resolved the
dispute. (17e)

14 2.07
(2.89)

0.50 64% 7% 21% 7%

N/A=4

28%

The results of the collaborative process
better served the interests of the
participants. (17a)

13 3.54
(3.76)

2.00 46% 8% 23% 23%

N/A=4
46%

The participants are more likely to be
able to work together in the future on
matters related to this case or project.
(17b)

14 3.50
(3.82)

2.50 50% 7% 21% 21%

N/A=4

42%

The results of the collaborative process
are less likely to be challenged. (17c)

13 1.31
(2.18)

0.00 77% 8% 15% 0%

N/A=4
15%

The collaborative process we
participated in led or will lead to a
more informed public action/decision.
(17d)

14 3.57
(3.57)

3.50 43% 7% 29% 21%

N/A=4

50%

Efficiency:

The collaborative process we
participated in was less expensive. (17h)

11 1.91
(3.65)

0.00 73% 9% 0% 18%

N/A=4
18%

The collaborative process was more
expensive, but the extra costs were
worth the investment. (17i)

10 1.50
(2.59)

0.00 70% 10% 20% 0%

N/A=1
20%

The collaborative process we
participated in took less of our time.
(17f)

14 0.21
(0.43)

0.00 100% 0% 0% 0%

N/A=4
0%

The collaborative process we
participated in took more time, but the
extra time was worth the investment.
(17g)

14 2.07
(3.36)

0.00 71% 7% 7% 14%

N/A=4

21%
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Benefits outweigh the costs n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

I feel the benefits of this process will
outweigh the costs. (20d)

18 3.11
(3.60)

1.00 50% 11% 11% 28%

39%

In very general terms, what did this collaborative process accomplish?
(Q21)

Number of
Responses

A potentially costly or divisive dispute or controversy was likely avoided. (21a) 0

An impasse (stalemate) was broken. (21b) 2

A crisis was averted. (21c) 1

Conflict didn’t escalate. (21d) 4

Costly or protracted litigation was avoided. (21e) 1

Relationships among parties in this process were improved. (21f) 7

The process resulted in timely decisions and outcomes. (21g) 1

Nothing was accomplished. (21h) 12

The process made the issue or dispute worse. (21i) 4
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For more information about this case evaluation report or the U.S. Institute's
evaluation program please contact:

Patricia Orr, Program Manager for Evaluation
U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution
130 South Scott Avenue, Tucson, Arizona 85701
Telephone: 520.901.8548 Fax: 520.901.8549
Email: orr@ecr.gov Website: www.ecr.gov
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 EVALUATION REPORT  

 Golden Gate National Recreation Area Negotiated Rulemaking Process 
 

This report provides an evaluation of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area Negotiated 

Rulemaking Process. The evaluation findings in this report are based on the process 

participants’ responses to an end-of-process questionnaire administered by the U.S. Institute 

for Environmental Conflict Resolution. Of the 40 participants, 20 completed an evaluation, a 

50% response rate.  

Through the use of descriptive statistics (including the mean, standard deviation and percent 

frequencies) this report summarizes respondents' feedback. For the majority of questions, the 

respondents are asked to provide a rating based on a 0-10 scale labeled at the midpoint and 

the endpoints (i.e., where a "0" means "do not agree at all", a "5" means "moderately agree" 

and a "10" means "completely agree").  

To help the reader interpret the findings, the ratings are collapsed into four levels of 

agreement with the evaluation statements: 

0 - 10 Rating Scale 

Not at all Weakly Moderately to mostly Very much so 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

The four levels of agreement are suggested interpretations; we strongly encourage the reader 

to draw their own conclusions based on the data provided. 

Responses to open-ended questions are provided in full in this report. Consistent with the 

U.S. Institute's evaluation data management and confidentiality protocols, the information is 

reported without reference to the identity of individual respondents.

EVALUATION REPORT 

Draft based on feedback received as of 07/15/2008 
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DESIRED PROCESS CONDITIONS 
 

Appropriate participants are involved in the process 

Were all the participants that were needed part of the 
process? (Q10) 

Valid Percent and  
Number of Responses 

Yes 65% 
(n=11) 

No 35% 
(n=6) 

Please elaborate if you would like to clarify: 

Those that declined to participate: cyclists, windsurfers, fishermen. 

One could argue that members of the public weren't represented, and should have been. 
However, I think that failure was inevitable, regardless of who was there. 

It's a yes and no answer, the number of participants that were absent was very small. 

Yes, all the participants that were needed were part of the process, and some that the 
process would have been successful without. 

There were a number of groups and organizations such as the Presidio Trust and 
National Parks Conservancy who choose not (in PT's case - withdrew) to participate even 
though they are significant players in this area. 

Many dog walking interests were not represented. 

I don't think it would have mattered. The process was terrible. 

Caveat1: dog groups are not very representational. Unlikely to get buy-in from members 
over in agreement had been reached. Caveat 2: group might have benefited from on-leash 
advocates like American Kennel Club. 

Some were never able to speak due to personality issues. 

The committee was too large as it was. 

Those most vulnerable were under represented. 

Disabled advocates, i.e., guide dog users, not present. Responsible dog owner groups not 
present. 
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Additional feedback on the 
group of participants and their 
authority 1 

 
n Mean2 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The extent to which the absence of 
participants had a negative impact on 
the collaborative process. (Q11) 

11 5.27 
(4.03) 

8.00 27% 18% 0% 55%  
N/A=7

  55% 

The participants had sufficient 
authority to make commitments on 
behalf of their organizations. (Q12b) 

19 6.21 
(2.66) 

7.00 11% 0% 53% 37%  

   90% 

 

Appropriate mediator(s)/ 
facilitator(s) engaged to guide 
the process.3 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The extent to which you were 
confident, at the start of the process, 
that he/she was an appropriate 
mediator/facilitator to help guide the 
process. (Q13a) 

20 6.96 
(3.37) 

8.25 10% 10% 20% 60%  

 
  80% 

 

Parties have the capacity to 
engage in the process. 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The extent to which you had the skills 
needed to participate effectively in this 
process. (Q18a) 

20 8.35 
(2.01) 

9.00 0% 5% 15% 80% 

   95% 

The extent to which you had the time 
needed to participate effectively in this 
process. (Q18b) 

20 6.40 
(2.41) 

7.00 0% 20% 40% 40% 

   80% 

The extent to which you/your 
organization had the resources needed 
to participate effectively in this process. 
(Q18c) 

17 7.24 
(2.31) 

8.00 0% 12% 29% 59% 
N/A=1

  88% 

 

                                                 
1 Ratings are based on an 11-point end-defined scale, where a "0" means "Do not agree at all," a "5" means "moderately agree" and a "10" means 

"Completely agree". 
2 The means, medians and standard deviations are used to represent the average and typical spread of values of variables. Note that when data 

show great variability and, in general, the distribution of responses to questions is not Gaussian normal (i.e., a bell shaped curve), traditional 
measures of central tendency such as the mean can be misleading.  

3 If more than one facilitator assisted with this process, then the aggregated "facilitator team ratings" are reported below. 
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EXPECTED PROCESS DYNAMICS 

Facilitator skills and practices 
add value.4 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The extent to which the 
mediator/facilitator made sure we had 
a realistic work plan and timeline for 
the process. (Q13b) 

20 5.05 
(3.22) 

5.00 15% 25% 20% 40% 

   60% 

The extent to which the 
mediator/facilitator dealt with me in a 
fair and unbiased manner. (Q13c) 

20 8.01 
(2.79) 

9.50 5% 10% 15% 70% 

   85% 

The extent to which the 
mediator/facilitator made sure that the 
views and perspectives of all 
participants were heard and addressed. 
(Q13e) 

20 6.90 
(3.09) 

8.00 10% 5% 25% 60% 

 
  85% 

The extent to which the 
mediator/facilitator made sure that no 
one dominated the process or other 
participants. (Q13f) 

20 4.46 
(3.48) 

4.50 30% 20% 25% 25% 

   50% 

The extent to which when things got 
tense, the mediator/facilitator was able 
to help us find ways to move forward 
constructively. (Q13d) 

20 5.13 
(3.39) 

5.75 20% 25% 20% 35% 

N/A=0
  55% 

The extent to which the 
mediator/facilitator helped us manage 
technical discussions efficiently. (Q13g) 

18 5.77 
(3.59) 

7.00 22% 11% 17% 50% 
N/A=2

  67% 

The extent to which the 
mediator/facilitator assisted us in 
making sure that options for addressing 
the issues or resolving the controversy 
are implementable. (Q13h) 

19 4.37 
(3.22) 

4.00 26% 26% 21% 26% 

 
  47% 

The extent to which the 
mediator/facilitator was useful in 
helping us to document our 
agreement(s) appropriately. (Q13i) 

16 6.56 
(3.05) 

7.50 13% 6% 31% 50% 

   81% 

The extent to which you would 
recommend the mediator/facilitator to 
others in a similar situation without 
hesitation. (13j) 

19 5.20 
(3.86) 

5.33 26% 11% 21% 42% 

 
  63% 

                                                 
4 If more than one facilitator assisted with this process, then the aggregated "facilitator team ratings" are reported 
below. 

GGNRA006662



   

  5

 

Relevant information is 
incorporated into the process. 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

We worked effectively to identify 
information needs. (Q15a) 

18 5.06 
(3.15) 

5.50 17% 22% 39% 22% 

   61% 

All participants had full access to 
relevant information they needed in 
order to participate effectively in this 
collaborative process. (Q15c) 

18 6.94 
(3.78) 

9.00 17% 6% 11% 67% 

 
  78% 

The validity of the information used in 
this process was accepted by all of the 
participants. (15d) 

18 3.50 
(2.48) 

4.00 22% 33% 39% 6% 

   45% 

The process helped you gain a more 
complete understanding of the issues in 
this case/project. (15e) 

18 6.39 
(3.29) 

7.50 11% 11% 28% 50% 

   78% 
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Participants are effectively 
engaged (i.e., participants 
communicate and collaborate. 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The participants continued to be 
engaged so long as their involvement 
was necessary. (Q12a) 

17 5.71 
(2.97) 

5.00 12% 6% 53% 29% 

   82% 

The extent to which the participants 
sought options or solutions that met 
the common needs of all participants. 
(Q14c) 

19 1.85 
(1.57) 

2.00 40% 55% 5% 0% 

 
  5% 

The extent to which the participants, as 
a group, represent an appropriate range 
of all affected concerns. (Q14b) 

20 6.35 
(3.57) 

8.00 15% 15% 15% 55% 

   70% 

The extent to which the participants 
worked together cooperatively on the 
key issues in this case or project. 
(Q14a) 

20 2.20 
(2.12) 

1.50 50% 30% 20% 0% 

 
  20% 

The extent to which trust was built 
among the participants. (Q14d) 

20 1.20 
(1.36) 

1.00 65% 35% 0% 0% 

   0% 

 

Participants understand each 
other’s views and perspectives. 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The extent to which the process helped 
you gain a better understanding of each 
other’s views and perspectives. (Q14e) 

20 4.75 
(3.68) 

5.00 20% 25% 25% 30% 

   55% 

The extent to which other participants 
understood your views well enough 
that they could state them accurately. 
(Q14f) 

19 2.89 
(2.51) 

2.00 32% 32% 32% 5% 

 
  37% 
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Participants' understanding of 
issues improves (e.g. technical 
issues, etc.). 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

I understood all important information 
and data used in this process. (Q15b) 

18 6.78 
(2.94) 

7.50 6% 11% 33% 50% 

   83% 

 

Participants identified and 
clarified the key issues that had 
to be addressed. 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The extent to which the process helped 
you identify and focus on the key issues 
that had to be addressed. (Q14g) 

20 4.85 
(3.60) 

5.00 25% 15% 30% 30% 

   60% 

 

Participants identified and 
clarified the key issues that had 
to be addressed. 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The extent to which the process helped 
you identify appropriate alternative 
ways for dealing with issues that could 
not be handled through this process. 
(Q14h) 

18 3.56 
(3.26) 

2.00 44% 11% 28% 17% 

N/A=1

  45% 
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Please indicate which actions are most likely to be used by you (or the 
agency, interest or organization you represent) to try to address the 
issues that were not addressed or resolved through this collaborative 
process.(Q7) 

 
Number of 
Responses 

 

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in some significant litigation effort. 
(7a) 5 

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in an abbreviated or limited duration 
court proceeding (i.e., a temporary restraining order, disposition motion or meeting 
with a judicial officer, etc.). (7b) 

2 

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in an administrative hearing or 
contested case process. (7c) 2 

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in a rulemaking process. (7d) 7 

I (or the interest I represent) will likely seek some legislative remedy or solution. 
(7e) 1 

I (or the interest I represent) will likely do nothing for now and just wait. (7f) 11 

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in another collaborative process. (7g) 0 

Other (please specify) (7h) 2 

 Litigation if new rule threatens wildlife by allowing off-leash dogs in inappropriate 
areas. 

 May engage in litigation depending on outcome of EIS/rulemaking process. 

 We need to see what the Park Service's DEIS looks like and decide on a course of 
action at that time. We would like to avoid litigation but are aware that [Name of 
participants] will likely pursue this course of action - frivolous action. 
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END OF PROCESS AND LONGER-TERM OUTCOMES 

Agreement is Achieved. (Q5) Valid Percent and  
Number of Responses 

Agreement reached on all key issues.  0% 
(n=0) 

25% 
(n=5) 

 
Full or partial  

agreement reached 
 

Agreement on most key issues.  0% 
(n=0) 

Agreement on some key issues.  25% 
(n=5) 

No agreement on any key issues, but progress 
was made towards addressing the issues or 
resolving the conflict.  

10% 
(n=2) 

10% 
(n=2) 

Progress was made 
but no agreement 

No agreement, we ended the process without 
making much progress.  

65% 
(n=13) 

65% 
(n=13) 

No agreement and 
little progress made 

 

Additional Comments:  

 I believe we came close on two locations, Rodeo Beach and Upper Fort Mason. The 
Rodeo Beach solution was rejected by some off-leash dog advocates not involved in 
subcommittee negotiations, though this one was, I thought, the best compromise 
reached by the process. The Fort Mason proposal could not overcome objections by 
non-environmental members of my working "coalition". 

 Center for Biological Diversity and Audubon/Birders entered the process 
committed to preventing any progress toward agreement. They were successful. 

 Hyper-unrealistic approach by 2 of 3 components: (1) Pro-dog advocates, (2) Staff 
and consultants kept talking, writing and acting as if we ought to reach an 
agreement without regard to law and regs. 

 Unfortunately, the substantive issues were not brought forth during the reg-neg 
process. Several committee members consistently hijacked every meeting so as to 
ensure that meaningful and constructive discussion and focus was not 
accomplished. Three committee members, [Name of committee members] (and to a 
lesser degree when they showed up rarely include [Name of committee members]). 
None of these committee members operated in "good faith" - to the contrary in fact. 

 The entire process was a sham. There was no intent on the part of GGNRA to 
address the issues it represented. 
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Agreement is of high quality and 
the participants expect the 
agreement will last (Q6) 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The extent to which the agreement 
effectively dealt with key issues in the 
case. (6d) 

8 3.75 
(3.62) 

3.50 37% 13% 37% 13%  

   50% 

The extent to which the agreement, if 
implemented, will effectively address 
the issues or resolve the controversy. 
(6e) 

8 2.88 
(3.31) 

1.50 50% 13% 25% 13%  

 
  38% 

The extent to which you understand 
the terms of the recommendations. (6a) 

8 7.63 
(3.54) 

9.00 13% 0% 13% 75%  

   88% 

The extent to which you feel that the 
agreement takes account of your 
interests. (6b) 

8 3.50 
(2.78) 

4.00 25% 25% 38% 13%  

   51% 

The extent to which the agreement 
specifies a way it can be 
changed/modified if things don’t go as 
planned. (6c) 

8 0.88 
(1.81) 

0.00 75% 13% 13% 0%  

 
  13% 

The extent to which you are confident 
the agreement can be carried out in its 
current form. (6f) 

8 2.00 
(2.98) 

0.50 63% 13% 13% 13%  

   26% 

The extent to which you are confident 
that the participants have built strong 
enough relationships with each other to 
ensure that the agreements reached will 
last. (6g) 

8 1.50 
(2.27) 

0.00 63% 13% 25% 0%  

 
  25% 
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Were there factors beyond the control of the 
participants in this collaborative process that had a 
significant impact on your ability to reach agreement 
(for example, a change in relevant regulations or in 
public support? (Q8) 

Valid Percent and  
Number of Responses 

Yes 44% 
(n=8) 

No 56% 
(n=10) 

Factors that helped the participants in reaching agreement: (Q9a): 

 Separate interest small group meetings. 

 Elected officials sent constituents back to reg-neg process and declined to get 
involved once there was a process in place. 

Factors that hindered the participants in reaching agreement: (Q9b): 

 Inability of NPS to enforce existing and interim rules during the process.The wishy-
washy NPS rule-making process that preceded the process - i.e., the NPS Citizen's 
Advisory Committee "Granting" Authority it did not have for off-leash areas by use 
of NPS letterhead and then, when circumstances changed (i.e. more dogs and 
closure of nearby municipal facilities for dogs), NPS attempted to rein-in off-leash 
dogs by simply disowning the Citizen's Advisory Committee authorization without 
going through a formal rule-making process. In summary, the GGNRA made a 
huge mess of this issue, enraged thousands of people, and then expected this 
collaborative process to put a bandage over this gaping wound. 

 Some participants were so focused on the lack of response/protection of the snowy 
plover by the NPS that those individuals really started to shut down to open 
discussions and become very verbally aggressive during meetings. 

 Past history of conflict and distrust among participants. 

 Enviro's and the youth group refuse to agree to any of the substantive issues. 

 Facilitation team unable to stay on agenda. Facilitators not handling extremely 
poor behaviors from participants. 

 Judge Alsup's decision in Barley et. al. changed the legal landscape shortly before 
the negotiations began. This should have affected discussions. However, NPS, 
CBD, and GGAS continued to argue that the GGNRA 1979 Pet Policy was "an 
unofficial policy adopted by the Citizen's Advisory Committee," even though Alsup 
specifically ruled that the 1979 Pet Policy was a legally valid rule adopted by the 
GGNRA. When participants argue that black is really white, it poisons all 
subsequent discussion. The proper question before the NR committee should have 
been "should the 1979 Pet Policy be changed?" 

 Ongoing controversy surrounding issue. NPS was going through a separate 
rulemaking for plover protection. Although it wasn't out of control of NPS, it was 
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for the other constituents.  

 Several committee members hijacked and blocked any meaningful discussion of 
relevant issues and had no intent of reaching any type of agreement. Unfortunately, 
NPS staff representatives did very little to address this issue particularly [Name of 
individuals]. As a matter of fact, four committee members were verbally attacked by 
[Name of individuals] and the NPS staff did not admonish or dismiss [Name of 
individuals] for completely inappropriate behavior. 
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Participants’ collective capacity 
to manage and resolve this 
conflict is improved (Q19) 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The extent to which the participants 
were able to work together 
cooperatively to solve problems and 
resolve conflicts for this case or 
project.  (Q19a - Before the process began) 

17 2.00 
(2.62) 

1.00 59% 29% 6% 6%  

 
  12% 

The extent to which the participants 
were able to work together 
cooperatively to solve problems and 
resolve conflicts for this case or 
project.  (Q19a - At the end of the process) 

18 2.39 
(2.95) 

1.50 
50% 28% 17% 6% 

 
  23% 

The extent to which the participants 
trusted each other. 
 (Q19b - Before the process began) 

18 1.94 
(1.95) 

1.50 50% 39% 11% 0%  

 
  11% 

The extent to which the participants 
trusted each other. (Q19b - At the end of 
the process) 

18 2.00 
(2.28) 

1.50 50% 44% 0% 6%  

 
  6% 

 
 

Participants are satisfied with 
the process and the results (Q24) 

Percent Frequency and Number of Responses 
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Participant satisfaction with the process 
used. (Q24a) 

28% 
(n=5) 

33% 
(n=6) 

6% 
(n=1) 

6% 
(n=1) 

17% 
(n=3) 

11% 
(n=2) 

0% 
(n=0) 

28% 
Participant satisfaction with the results 
of the process. (Q24b) 

71% 
(n=12) 

18% 
(n=3) 

6% 
(n=1) 

6% 
(n=1) 

0% 
(n=0) 

0% 
(n=0) 

0% 
(n=0) 

0% 
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Participants endorse ECR (Q20) 
 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

My first choice would be to use this 
type of process again for similar 
situations. (20a) 

19 3.84 
(3.66) 

5.00 42% 5% 26% 26% 

   52% 

I would recommend this type of 
process to others in a similar situation 
without hesitation. (20b) 

19 2.79 
(3.24) 

1.00 53% 16% 11% 21% 

   32% 

We could not have progressed as far as 
we did using any other process of 
which I am aware. (20c) 

19 3.00 
(3.42) 

1.00 53% 11% 16% 21% 

   37% 
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If you had not participated in this collaborative process, what would 
have been the most likely process for the issues to be addressed or 
resolved? (Q16) 

 
Number of 
Responses 

Unassisted negotiation (16a) 1 

Judicial settlement conference (16b) 1 

Litigation (16c) 6 

Lobbying or working to achieve legislative action (16d) 1 

Rulemaking (16e) 8 

Arbitration (16f) 0 

Administrative proceeding (e.g., agency appeals process, contested process hearing, 
agency order) (16g) 1 

Wait for a better time to take action (16h) 0 

Don't know (16i) 5 

Other (Please specify) (16j) 0 
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Process effectiveness compared 
to the most likely alternative to 
the collaborative process 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Effectiveness: 
Not  

at all Weakly  Moderately 
to Mostly  

Very  
Much So  

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

The collaborative process we 
participated in more effectively 
addressed the issues or resolved the 
dispute. (17e) 

14 2.07 
(2.89) 

0.50 64% 7% 21% 7%  

N/A=4
  28% 

The results of the collaborative process 
better served the interests of the 
participants. (17a) 

13 3.54 
(3.76) 

2.00 46% 8% 23% 23%  
N/A=4

  46% 

The participants are more likely to be 
able to work together in the future on 
matters related to this case or project. 
(17b) 

14 3.50 
(3.82) 

2.50 50% 7% 21% 21%  

N/A=4
  42% 

The results of the collaborative process 
are less likely to be challenged. (17c) 

13 1.31 
(2.18) 

0.00 77% 8% 15% 0%  
N/A=4

  15% 

The collaborative process we 
participated in led or will lead to a 
more informed public action/decision. 
(17d) 

14 3.57 
(3.57) 

3.50 43% 7% 29% 21%  
N/A=4

  50% 

Efficiency: 
 

The collaborative process we 
participated in was less expensive. (17h) 

11 1.91 
(3.65) 

0.00 73% 9% 0% 18%  
N/A=4

  18% 

The collaborative process was more 
expensive, but the extra costs were 
worth the investment. (17i) 

10 1.50 
(2.59) 

0.00 70% 10% 20% 0%  
N/A=1

  20% 

The collaborative process we 
participated in took less of our time. 
(17f) 

14 0.21 
(0.43) 

0.00 100% 0% 0% 0%  
N/A=4

  0% 

The collaborative process we 
participated in took more time, but the 
extra time was worth the investment. 
(17g) 

14 2.07 
(3.36) 

0.00 71% 7% 7% 14%  

N/A=4
  21% 
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Benefits outweigh the costs 

 
n Mean 

(Std. Dev) 

 
Median

Distribution of Responses  
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings 

Not  
at all Weakly  Moderately 

to Mostly  
Very  

Much So  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9   10 

I feel the benefits of this process will 
outweigh the costs. (20d) 

18 3.11 
(3.60) 

1.00 50% 11% 11% 28%  

   39% 

 
 
 

In very general terms, what did this collaborative process 
accomplish? (Q21) 

 
Number of 
Responses 

A potentially costly or divisive dispute or controversy was likely avoided. (21a)  0 

An impasse (stalemate) was broken. (21b)  2 

A crisis was averted. (21c) 1 

Conflict didn’t escalate. (21d) 4 

Costly or protracted litigation was avoided. (21e) 1 

Relationships among parties in this process were improved. (21f) 7 

The process resulted in timely decisions and outcomes. (21g) 1 

Nothing was accomplished. (21h) 12 

The process made the issue or dispute worse. (21i) 4 
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What long-term outcomes do you anticipate as a result of the agreement/decision made 
during the process (including if agreement was not reached). Please consider that these 
outcomes can be positive or negative, and they can be of many types, such as effects on the 
natural environment or on cultural resources, changes in social or community relationships, 
economic development, and so on. (Q22) 
 

 No agreement was reached. GGNRA staff hopefully developed a better 
understanding of the issues and the intractability of the off-leash dog community. I 
can hope GGNRA will issue a rule greatly restricting off-leash dog-use in GGNRA. 

 Participant relations declined during this process. The "us vs. them" mentality 
became very hostile often resulting in members turning against their own sub-group. 

 The GGNRA will do whatever it wanted to do in the first place. There were virtually 
no agreements/decisions made. 

 I had low expectations for result but I hoped parties could reach agreement on basic 
criteria to establishing off leash areas in GGNRA that respected existing laws, NPS 
policies, avoided use conflicts and protected natural resources and 
endangered/special status species. 

 Expect NPS to propose a rule that will be legally challenged by participants in neg-
reg process. 

 Knowledge of various groups/individuals and their approach to issues. Some 
participants will never agree to compromise for other groups. Values of responsible 
off-leash dog walking require more education. 

 We don't know the outcomes, and I can't guess what the GGNRA will do. 

 Litigation against GGNRA, due to lack of trust of competence of GGNRA staff. 
Litigation by pro-dog people to bypass law and regs. so they can get their way. 
Continued isolation of and lack of empowerment of the most vulnerable park users - 
seniors, disabled, and young kids. 

 Time has been wasted, more people and resources have been injured and animosity 
was raised. 

 A better understanding of others' needs and desires; a better understanding of NPS 
choices based on law, regulations and policy; more public awareness of impacts of 
dog-walking; ability to reach out and talk to individual representatives of affected 
groups. 

 Personally, I try not to have expectations. I'm trying to have a positive outlook on the 
situation, I am anticipating some disapproval by the dog community. 

 Hopefully the NPS will consider the alternatives for all 12 sites that we proposed in 
our Dog Management Plan. In addition, we hope that NPS seriously considers 
adopting something like the Boulder TAG program as the cornerstone for managing 
dogs in the GGNRA. 
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What are the top 3 things that, over time, you would need to see happened as evidence 
that the process was successful? (Q23) 

 
 With the current attitude of GGNRA, this process will never be successful. 

 The process was not successful. A new rule for GGNRA greatly restricting off-leash 
dog use to those areas where neither wildlife nor native plants would be subjected to 
off-leash dog use. 

 Dog groups/advocates would need to respect environmental laws and policies that 
established parks to begin with. NPS needs to be more open on the concept of physical 
barriers in appropriate places. 

 Proposed and final rule pass/promulgated by NPS. Rule not challenged legally. Rule 
cost-effective, environmentally protective and serves community. 

 The administrator of GGNRA needs to bite the bullet and write rules. Period. The 
process produced enough information to write those rules, and even had draft 
proposals. 

 People have open spaces to walk their dogs off-leash (not just parks). Opposing 
groups coming together on other issues of concern. Groups respecting other groups 
opinions on other issues. 

 The GGNRA adopts a rule for pet management that permits off leash recreation in 
significant parcels of land. The rule is seen, over time, to cause no significant damage to
the land. Off leash recreation becomes accepted as one of many forms of recreation 
within the GGNRA. 

 The pro-dog people have a Pauline conversion and realize people are more important 
than dogs. The GGNRA staff get over being gun-shy about being sued again by the pro-
dog people. The city of SF itself lessens its pro-dog anti-kid bias. 

 An enforceable rule confining off-leash dogs to specific areas of the park. 

 An enforceable plan that is vigorous with resources to implement it. 

 Compliance with the regulation. Dog-walking groups actively step up to the plate and 
partner with NPS. No litigation. 

 Proper environmental reports - completed and verified - defined rules on the areas 
where off-leash will be allowed. We needed to have defined environmental impact 
information to have made proper recommendations. Next time let's get the 
environmental reports completed first. 

 That the rulemaking actually goes into effect, and is upheld. That Park and Rec. abide 
by the rules that are made. 

 Implement the dog group proposals (in our dog management plan).Incorporate the City 
of Boulder's TAG program as the cornerstone for GGNRA's Dog Management Plan. 
Adopt the Dog/Recreation guidelines that the majority of the committee agreed upon. 
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What single factor contributed most to your overall level of satisfaction? (Q25) 

 

 The facilitators allowed hostile participants to continue on too long. This led to tense 
uncomfortable and unwilling working groups. 

 Emotions and irrationality were too abundant for any progress. 

 More appropriate would be dissatisfaction - primarily due to the fact that the group 
could not agree on a set of criteria to recommend to NPS on off-leash dog play 
areas. 

 Too much time on process at beginning (tied with recalcitrance of some key 
participants). 

 The inability of off-leash advocates to accept or even understand basic principles of 
park resource protection. 

 Willingness among vested participants to create a concrete plan. 

 We don't know the results. 

 All meetings were dominated by a few people committed to preventing agreement. 
NPS did nothing about the refusal to negotiate. NPS did not treat the "sides" in an 
even-handed manner. 

 Never ever satisfied for even one instant. 

 Poor selection of participants: off-leash dog groups were balkanized and no 
responsible dog owners participated. 

 The ability to understand others' needs and desires and the understanding by the 
affected groups of park resources (even if they don't agree). 

 The (pro-dog) people that were involved in the process gave a lot of time and 
energy. 

 Everything 

 The snacks. 

 Participation - domination by at least one person who had no intention of agreeing 
to anything less than 100% of what he sought at the start. He intimidated even the 
agency staff. Opportunities for useful results were lost. 

 The inability of NPS to control [Name of participant] and associates from hijacking 
all of the meetings, despite numerous complaints and concerns articulated by other 
committee members. 
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What is your top suggestion on how this collaborative process could have been 
improved? (Q26) 

 

 Too many 
 Those problem members should have been dismissed from the group. You never 

knew how your words would be used against you by those individuals down the 
road, leading to an unwillingness to be open and honest when constructively coming 
to resolution. 

 It is not an issue suitable for this kind of solution, at least not here. 
 Actually have a process and people who know how to lead it. 
 I'm not sure this process would have resulted in agreement because parties are so 

far apart on desired outcome. 
 Less process; make opportunities for participants to work side by side in break-out 

groups/in field to build trust and esprit de corps. 
 The complete fantasy of this process was the idea that consensus could be reached 

among warring parties. A super-majority requirement of 2/3 votes, with Robert’s 
rules would have forced negotiations and compromise. This was more an experiment 
in ‘getting to yes.’ It did not work! The information gathering and sharing was great, 
and the length of the process muted the conflict, but did nothing to eliminate or 
resolve the conflict. 

 Disruptive participants being removed and/or disciplined. 
 CBD and GGAS should have been removed from the process early on, as was Ocean 

Beach D.O.G. 
 Pair up people from differing viewpoints and have ongoing role-switching. 
 NPS should have begun the NEPA process first. This would have included data 

gathering and compilation of the affected environment, which could have been 
presented to committee members. 

 That the people who were chosen to represent there interest could have been more 
open-minded and flexible. I felt there were people who agreed to the protocol, but 
when it came to upholding that, they didn't. 

 Better vetting of the potential participants - limit to people who are truly motivated 
to find ways to reconcile diverse interests rather than bully others to simply 
capitulate to their demands. 

 I think the NPS should have let the facilitators have more leeway and responsibility 
to curtail the inappropriate behavior of [Name of participants] and associates. NPS 
essentially "handcuffed" the facilitators. 
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Additional comments provided by the respondents (Q27) 

 

 The collaborative process only works when there is or can be developed some area 
of agreement that can be broadened. In this case, the parties came in (and went out) 
of the process with totally divergent views of entitlements. The dog folks felt they had 
already won their lawsuits and thus felt no need for compromise (or engagement). 
The environmental folks had been burned and personally attacked so often that they 
felt there was little hope for compromise (or engagement). 

 I feel that it was a terrible process that failed due to the lack of trust and willingness 
to compromise on the part of the participants. 

 This was a total waste of time and money. 

 Too much time was spent early on discussing the "rules" of the process that were 
then broken numerous times by certain parties with no punishment/consequence. 

 I did learn a lot, and am thankful for the information provided by NPS staff, and 
sincere efforts of facilitator to move process some place. However, given how 
quickly the proposed timeline derailed, I think we should have terminated sooner. 

 Park staff and mediators were awesome, there were under extreme difficulty. 
Thanks! 

 We didn't know at the outset that CBD and GGAS intended to filibuster and refuse to 
negotiate. Once that became clear, there was no hope for an agreement. Dog groups 
offered many alternatives and compromises, but there was no other side engaged in 
negotiations. NPS "technical staff" frequently made false statements which strongly 
biased all discussion. They tenaciously suck to their falsehoods. 

 Too many people did not negotiate based on principles but as a way to get power. 

 It is a shame that some members appeared to have accepted a seat at the table to 
stop the process. The results of this process are unknown at this time as the EIS/rule 
are still being completed. 

 Pre-meeting agendas should have been more focused and adhered to. We wasted too 
much time unfocused with no road map of specific issues and goals. 

 I was an alternate, and attended only three meetings. On page 14, I stated that 
"nothing was accomplished." That was probably not the fault of the process or the 
facilitators, who I thought were good. It was due to the fact that the subject was 
allowing dogs to run off-leash in designated parts of the GGNRA. I stated at the 
beginning that off-leash advocates would never compromise, even a little bit, and 
that the process would be a waste of time. Such proved to be the case. Off-leash 
advocates know that GGNRA is incapable of enforcing leash laws, and that all they 
had to do is sit there and not give ground. They would prevail in the end. Note: Page 
8, item 14b regarding participation of affected parties, the main party - the general 
public - was not a participant. This was dog-driven. 

 This could have been a very useful process. Unfortunately the federal participants so 
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wanted to use it to avoid litigation, they let an attorney, who on most every occasion 
said that litigation was his BATNA, dominate it. 

 The whole thing was a sham. 

 A number of organizations who did not participate, but should have participated in 
this process. NPS' lack of control over [Name of participant] and associates was 
clearly detrimental to this process. [Name of participant] and associates did not 
operate in good faith, should have been dismissed from this committee. Clearly the 
NPS was fearful to kick them off the committee. Having said all this, I would like to 
commend [GGNRA Superintendent] for attempting and allowing the Reg-Neg 
process. He gets an 'A' for effort. 

 
 
 
 
 
For more information about this case evaluation report or the U.S. Institute's 
evaluation program please contact: 
 
Patricia Orr, Program Manager for Evaluation 
U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution 
130 South Scott Avenue, Tucson, Arizona 85701 
Telephone: 520.901.8548  Fax: 520.901.8549 
Email: orr@ecr.gov  Website: www.ecr.gov 
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EVALUATION REPORT
Golden Gate National Recreation Area Negotiated Rulemaking Process

This report provides an evaluation of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area Negotiated

Rulemaking Process. The evaluation findings in this report are based on the process

participants’ responses to an end-of-process questionnaire administered by the U.S. Institute

for Environmental Conflict Resolution. Of the 40 participants, 20 completed an evaluation, a

50% response rate.

Through the use of descriptive statistics (including the mean, standard deviation and percent

frequencies) this report summarizes respondents' feedback. For the majority of questions, the

respondents are asked to provide a rating based on a 0-10 scale labeled at the midpoint and

the endpoints (i.e., where a "0" means "do not agree at all", a "5" means "moderately agree"

and a "10" means "completely agree").

To help the reader interpret the findings, the ratings are collapsed into four levels of

agreement with the evaluation statements:

0 - 10 Rating Scale

Not at all Weakly Moderately to mostly Very much so

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The four levels of agreement are suggested interpretations; we strongly encourage the reader

to draw their own conclusions based on the data provided.

EVALUATION REPORT
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Project Background

The Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) has experienced significant

controversy in implementing the National Park Service-wide prohibition against allowing

dogs off leash in park units. In recognition of the urban recreational nature of Golden Gate

and traditional off-leash dog practices on local public lands before they were transferred to

the National Park Service, the Service decided to consider the possibility of allowing dogs

off leash in limited appropriate areas where there were not significant risks to endangered

species and other park resources.

The U.S. Institute, in partnership with contracted practitioners conducted an assessment and

determined a Negotiated Rulemaking process was feasible. A report summarizing the

assessment process and recommendations is available on the U.S. Institute website at

http://www.ecr.gov/pdf/GGNRASitAssessment.pdf. Following the assessment, a multi-

stakeholder Negotiated Rulemaking Committee was convened and the committee was

tasked with developing consensus recommendations about where it may be appropriate to

allow dog walking in GGNRA managed lands. The final meeting of the Negotiated

Rulemaking Committee was on October 27, 2007, and a final report was issued in March

2008. The report summarizing the negotiated rulemaking process drafted by the team that

facilitated the process is available on the National Park Service Planning website at

http://www.nps.gov/goga/parkmgmt/dog-management.htm. Also, available on the website is

a summary of the final meeting and the six preceeding meetings.

The next phase of the dog management project is the preparation of a Draft Environmental

Impact Statement (DEIS), which is scheduled for released for public review in the late

spring of 2009. Additional information on the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

steps for the dog management process, including the DEIS, can be found on the NPS Park
2

Planning website, EIS/Dog Management Plan for GGNRA.
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DESIRED PROCESS CONDITIONS

Appropriate participants are involved in the process

Were all the participants that were needed part of the
process? (Q10)

Valid Percent and
Number of Responses

Yes
65%

(n=11)

No
35%
(n=6)

Additional feedback on the
group of participants and their
authority 1

n Mean
2

(Std. Dev)
Median

Distribution of Responses
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the absence of
participants had a negative impact on
the collaborative process. (Q11)

11 5.27
(4.03)

8.00 27% 18% 0% 55%

N/A=7
55%

The participants had sufficient
authority to make commitments on
behalf of their organizations. (Q12b)

19 6.21
(2.66)

7.00 11% 0% 53% 37%

90%

Appropriate mediator(s)/
facilitator(s) engaged to guide
the process.3

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which you were
confident, at the start of the process,
that he/she was an appropriate
mediator/facilitator to help guide the
process. (Q13a)

20 6.96
(3.37)

8.25 10% 10% 20% 60%

80%

1
Ratings are based on an 11-point end-defined scale, where a "0" means "Do not agree at all," a "5" means "moderately agree" and a "10" means
"Completely agree".

2
The means, medians and standard deviations are used to represent the average and typical spread of values of variables. Note that when data
show great variability and, in general, the distribution of responses to questions is not Gaussian normal (i.e., a bell shaped curve), traditional
measures of central tendency such as the mean can be misleading.

3
If more than one facilitator assisted with this process, then the aggregated "facilitator team ratings" are reported below.
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Parties have the capacity to
engage in the process.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which you had the skills
needed to participate effectively in this
process. (Q18a)

20 8.35
(2.01)

9.00 0% 5% 15% 80%

95%

The extent to which you had the time
needed to participate effectively in this
process. (Q18b)

20 6.40
(2.41)

7.00 0% 20% 40% 40%

80%

The extent to which you/your
organization had the resources needed
to participate effectively in this process.
(Q18c)

17 7.24
(2.31)

8.00 0% 12% 29% 59%

N/A=1
88%
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EXPECTED PROCESS DYNAMICS

Facilitator skills and practices
add value.4

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator made sure we had
a realistic work plan and timeline for
the process. (Q13b)

20 5.05
(3.22)

5.00 15% 25% 20% 40%

60%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator dealt with me in a
fair and unbiased manner. (Q13c)

20 8.01
(2.79)

9.50 5% 10% 15% 70%

85%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator made sure that the
views and perspectives of all
participants were heard and addressed.
(Q13e)

20
6.90

(3.09)
8.00

10% 5% 25% 60%

85%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator made sure that no
one dominated the process or other
participants. (Q13f)

20 4.46
(3.48)

4.50 30% 20% 25% 25%

50%

The extent to which when things got
tense, the mediator/facilitator was able
to help us find ways to move forward
constructively. (Q13d)

20 5.13
(3.39)

5.75 20% 25% 20% 35%

N/A=0

55%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator helped us manage
technical discussions efficiently. (Q13g)

18 5.77
(3.59)

7.00 22% 11% 17% 50%

N/A=2
67%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator assisted us in
making sure that options for addressing
the issues or resolving the controversy
are implementable. (Q13h)

19 4.37
(3.22)

4.00 26% 26% 21% 26%

47%

The extent to which the
mediator/facilitator was useful in
helping us to document our
agreement(s) appropriately. (Q13i)

16 6.56
(3.05)

7.50 13% 6% 31% 50%

81%

The extent to which you would
recommend the mediator/facilitator to
others in a similar situation without
hesitation. (13j)

19 5.20
(3.86)

5.33 26% 11% 21% 42%

63%

4
If more than one facilitator assisted with this process, then the aggregated "facilitator team ratings" are reported below.
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Relevant information is
incorporated into the process.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

We worked effectively to identify
information needs. (Q15a)

18 5.06
(3.15)

5.50 17% 22% 39% 22%

61%

All participants had full access to
relevant information they needed in
order to participate effectively in this
collaborative process. (Q15c)

18 6.94
(3.78)

9.00 17% 6% 11% 67%

78%

The validity of the information used in
this process was accepted by all of the
participants. (15d)

18 3.50
(2.48)

4.00 22% 33% 39% 6%

45%

The process helped you gain a more
complete understanding of the issues in
this case/project. (15e)

18 6.39
(3.29)

7.50 11% 11% 28% 50%

78%
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Participants are effectively
engaged (i.e., participants
communicate and collaborate.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The participants continued to be
engaged so long as their involvement
was necessary. (Q12a)

17 5.71
(2.97)

5.00 12% 6% 53% 29%

82%

The extent to which the participants
sought options or solutions that met
the common needs of all participants.
(Q14c)

19 1.85
(1.57)

2.00 40% 55% 5% 0%

5%

The extent to which the participants, as
a group, represent an appropriate range
of all affected concerns. (Q14b)

20 6.35
(3.57)

8.00 15% 15% 15% 55%

70%

The extent to which the participants
worked together cooperatively on the
key issues in this case or project.
(Q14a)

20 2.20
(2.12)

1.50 50% 30% 20% 0%

20%

The extent to which trust was built
among the participants. (Q14d)

20 1.20
(1.36)

1.00 65% 35% 0% 0%

0%

Participants understand each
other’s views and perspectives.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the process helped
you gain a better understanding of each
other’s views and perspectives. (Q14e)

20 4.75
(3.68)

5.00 20% 25% 25% 30%

55%

The extent to which other participants
understood your views well enough
that they could state them accurately.
(Q14f)

19 2.89
(2.51)

2.00 32% 32% 32% 5%

37%
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Participants' understanding of
issues improves (e.g. technical
issues, etc.).

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

I understood all important information
and data used in this process. (Q15b)

18 6.78
(2.94)

7.50 6% 11% 33% 50%

83%

Participants identified and
clarified the key issues that had
to be addressed.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the process helped
you identify and focus on the key issues
that had to be addressed. (Q14g)

20 4.85
(3.60)

5.00 25% 15% 30% 30%

60%

Participants identified and
clarified the key issues that had
to be addressed.

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the process helped
you identify appropriate alternative
ways for dealing with issues that could
not be handled through this process.
(Q14h)

18 3.56
(3.26)

2.00 44% 11% 28% 17%

N/A=1

45%
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Please indicate which actions are most likely to be used by you (or the
agency, interest or organization you represent) to try to address the
issues that were not addressed or resolved through this collaborative
process.(Q7)

Number of
Responses

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in some significant litigation effort. (7a) 5

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in an abbreviated or limited duration
court proceeding (i.e., a temporary restraining order, disposition motion or meeting with
a judicial officer, etc.). (7b)

2

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in an administrative hearing or contested
case process. (7c)

2

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in a rulemaking process. (7d) 7

I (or the interest I represent) will likely seek some legislative remedy or solution. (7e) 1

I (or the interest I represent) will likely do nothing for now and just wait. (7f) 11

I (or the interest I represent) will likely engage in another collaborative process. (7g) 0

Other, please specify (7h) (Litigation and wait to see DEIS) 2
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END OF PROCESS AND LONGER-TERM OUTCOMES

Agreement is Achieved. (Q5) Valid Percent and
Number of Responses

Agreement reached on all key issues.
0%

(n=0)

25%
(n=5)

Full or partial
agreement reached

Agreement on most key issues.
0%

(n=0)

Agreement on some key issues.
25%
(n=5)

No agreement on any key issues, but progress
was made towards addressing the issues or
resolving the conflict.

10%
(n=2)

10%
(n=2)

Progress was made
but no agreement

No agreement, we ended the process without
making much progress.

65%
(n=13)

65%
(n=13)

No agreement and
little progress made
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Agreement is of high quality and
the participants expect the
agreement will last (Q6)

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the agreement
effectively dealt with key issues in the
case. (6d)

8 3.75
(3.62)

3.50 37% 13% 37% 13%

50%

The extent to which the agreement, if
implemented, will effectively address
the issues or resolve the controversy.
(6e)

8 2.88
(3.31)

1.50 50% 13% 25% 13%

38%

The extent to which you understand
the terms of the recommendations. (6a)

8 7.63
(3.54)

9.00 13% 0% 13% 75%

88%

The extent to which you feel that the
agreement takes account of your
interests. (6b)

8 3.50
(2.78)

4.00 25% 25% 38% 13%

51%

The extent to which the agreement
specifies a way it can be
changed/modified if things don’t go as
planned. (6c)

8 0.88
(1.81)

0.00 75% 13% 13% 0%

13%

The extent to which you are confident
the agreement can be carried out in its
current form. (6f)

8 2.00
(2.98)

0.50 63% 13% 13% 13%

26%

The extent to which you are confident
that the participants have built strong
enough relationships with each other to
ensure that the agreements reached will
last. (6g)

8 1.50
(2.27)

0.00 63% 13% 25% 0%

25%

Were there factors beyond the control of the participants
in this collaborative process that had a significant impact
on your ability to reach agreement (for example, a change
in relevant regulations or in public support? (Q8)

Valid Percent and
Number of Responses

Yes
44%
(n=8)

No
56%

(n=10)
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Participants’ collective capacity
to manage and resolve this
conflict is improved (Q19)

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The extent to which the participants
were able to work together
cooperatively to solve problems and
resolve conflicts for this case or
project. (Q19a - Before the process began)

17
2.00

(2.62)
1.00

59% 29% 6% 6%

12%

The extent to which the participants
were able to work together
cooperatively to solve problems and
resolve conflicts for this case or
project. (Q19a - At the end of the process)

18
2.39

(2.95)
1.50

50% 28% 17% 6%

23%

The extent to which the participants
trusted each other.
(Q19b - Before the process began)

18 1.94
(1.95)

1.50 50% 39% 11% 0%

11%

The extent to which the participants
trusted each other. (Q19b - At the end of
the process)

18 2.00
(2.28)

1.50 50% 44% 0% 6%

6%

Participants are satisfied with
the process and the results (Q24)

Percent Frequency and Number of Responses
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Participant satisfaction with the process
used. (Q24a)

28%
(n=5)

33%
(n=6)

6%
(n=1)

6%
(n=1)

17%
(n=3)

11%
(n=2)

0%
(n=0)

28%

Participant satisfaction with the results
of the process. (Q24b)

71%
(n=12)

18%
(n=3)

6%
(n=1)

6%
(n=1)

0%
(n=0)

0%
(n=0)

0%
(n=0)

0%
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Participants endorse ECR (Q20)
n Mean

(Std. Dev)
Median

Distribution of Responses
Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

My first choice would be to use this
type of process again for similar
situations. (20a)

19 3.84
(3.66)

5.00 42% 5% 26% 26%

52%

I would recommend this type of
process to others in a similar situation
without hesitation. (20b)

19 2.79
(3.24)

1.00 53% 16% 11% 21%

32%

We could not have progressed as far as
we did using any other process of
which I am aware. (20c)

19 3.00
(3.42)

1.00 53% 11% 16% 21%

37%
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If you had not participated in this collaborative process, what would
have been the most likely process for the issues to be addressed or
resolved? (Q16)

Number of
Responses

Unassisted negotiation (16a) 1

Judicial settlement conference (16b) 1

Litigation (16c) 6

Lobbying or working to achieve legislative action (16d) 1

Rulemaking (16e) 8

Arbitration (16f) 0

Administrative proceeding (e.g., agency appeals process, contested process hearing,
agency order) (16g)

1

Wait for a better time to take action (16h) 0

Don't know (16i) 5

Other (Please specify) (16j) 0
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Process effectiveness compared
to the most likely alternative to
the collaborative process

n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Effectiveness:
Not

at all
Weakly Moderately

to Mostly
Very

Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

The collaborative process we
participated in more effectively
addressed the issues or resolved the
dispute. (17e)

14 2.07
(2.89)

0.50 64% 7% 21% 7%

N/A=4

28%

The results of the collaborative process
better served the interests of the
participants. (17a)

13 3.54
(3.76)

2.00 46% 8% 23% 23%

N/A=4
46%

The participants are more likely to be
able to work together in the future on
matters related to this case or project.
(17b)

14 3.50
(3.82)

2.50 50% 7% 21% 21%

N/A=4

42%

The results of the collaborative process
are less likely to be challenged. (17c)

13 1.31
(2.18)

0.00 77% 8% 15% 0%

N/A=4
15%

The collaborative process we
participated in led or will lead to a
more informed public action/decision.
(17d)

14 3.57
(3.57)

3.50 43% 7% 29% 21%

N/A=4

50%

Efficiency:

The collaborative process we
participated in was less expensive. (17h)

11 1.91
(3.65)

0.00 73% 9% 0% 18%

N/A=4
18%

The collaborative process was more
expensive, but the extra costs were
worth the investment. (17i)

10 1.50
(2.59)

0.00 70% 10% 20% 0%

N/A=1
20%

The collaborative process we
participated in took less of our time.
(17f)

14 0.21
(0.43)

0.00 100% 0% 0% 0%

N/A=4
0%

The collaborative process we
participated in took more time, but the
extra time was worth the investment.
(17g)

14 2.07
(3.36)

0.00 71% 7% 7% 14%

N/A=4

21%
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Benefits outweigh the costs n Mean
(Std. Dev)

Median
Distribution of Responses

Percent (%) of Respondent Ratings

Not
at all

Weakly Moderately
to Mostly

Very
Much So

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

I feel the benefits of this process will
outweigh the costs. (20d)

18 3.11
(3.60)

1.00 50% 11% 11% 28%

39%

In very general terms, what did this collaborative process accomplish?
(Q21)

Number of
Responses

A potentially costly or divisive dispute or controversy was likely avoided. (21a) 0

An impasse (stalemate) was broken. (21b) 2

A crisis was averted. (21c) 1

Conflict didn’t escalate. (21d) 4

Costly or protracted litigation was avoided. (21e) 1

Relationships among parties in this process were improved. (21f) 7

The process resulted in timely decisions and outcomes. (21g) 1

Nothing was accomplished. (21h) 12

The process made the issue or dispute worse. (21i) 4
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For more information about this case evaluation report or the U.S. Institute's
evaluation program please contact:

Patricia Orr, Program Manager for Evaluation
U.S. Institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution
130 South Scott Avenue, Tucson, Arizona 85701
Telephone: 520.901.8548 Fax: 520.901.8549
Email: orr@ecr.gov Website: www.ecr.gov
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	 The NEPA analysis should address the question of whether to allow commercial dogwalking in the GGNRA.
	 Commercial dogwalking in any GGNRA area will be subject to an analysis of overall carrying capacity of that area.
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