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 As stated in both the Summary Edition and Volume 1 of the draft GMP, the context within which GOGA 
was initially crafted has since changed. Laws and mandates concerning the National Park Service have 
also changed over time, shifting how units in the national park system are managed, particularly 
concerning protection of resources. Increased public demand for access to, and use of, open spaces 
within Golden Gate National Recreation Area has to be balanced with mandates and needs for the 
preservation of resources. As an urban park, the purpose of Golden Gate NRA is closely tied to access 
and use of resources within its boundary. Simultaneously, the park service is mandated to ensure that 
those resources, both natural and cultural, remain unimpaired. The executive summary contained in 
Volume I of the DGMP has been updated to include further clarifying language concerning existing 
National Park Service wide legislation and management policies. It is important to state that the purpose 
of Golden Gate National Recreation Area is not being altered in this plan. However, legislation and 
mandates require actions of preservation concerning resources take precedence over opportunities for 
recreational uses. As directed in 2006 National Park Service Management Policies, this emphasis of 
preservation is necessary to ensure that the enjoyment of resources will be possible for a breadth of 
both current and future national park visitors. The balance between preservation and recreation 
opportunities is a challenging task that managers at Golden Gate National Recreation Area are 
committed to reaching.  

Document Change  

Zone Descriptions: Remove the word “aggressively” from both natural and sensitive resource zones. 
Keep the term “may involve controlled access” but add text clarifying that controlled access could 
involve fencing out highly sensitive areas.  

Vol 1, abstract change text: 

Established in 1972, Gold Gate National Recreation Area has been operating under its first general 
management plan, approved in 1980. Muir Woods was declared a national monument in 1908 and is 
currently managed as part of Golden Gate National Recreation Area. Just as the boundary of Golden 
Gate NRA has changed over time, the laws and mandates under which the National Park Service is 
directed to operate have also changed. 

The primary directives of the National Park Service is the NPS Organic Act of 1916 and the NPS General 
Authorities Act of 1970 which was crafted and later amended and enacted into law in 1978.Of the 1978 
amendments, the Redwood amendment in particular mandates how the preservation of resources 
should be approached within the national park system. Within the NPS General Authorities Amendment 
of 1978, the National Park Service’s obligation to conserve and provide for enjoyment of park resources 
and values was further explained. In this legislation, Congress clarified that that National Park Service 
must ensure that resources at all National Park Units, whether they are national parks, national 
monuments or national recreation areas, remain unimpaired and without derogation.  Resources must 
be protected in line with the park’s purpose. 2006 NPS Management Policies direct that park managers 
may allow impacts to resources only if legally allowed and direct to do so: “…the Park Service must leave 
park resources and values unimpaired unless a particular law directly and specifically provides 
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zones. The GMP needs to better reflect reality and acknowledge that Ocean Beach and Fort Funston are 
high-use areas and should be managed that way. 

36495: Commenters, including the Golden Gate Raptor Observatory, suggested that the Marin 
Headlands and Fort Funston should be designated and managed as Natural Zones, with emphasis on the 
protection and restoration of natural habitat. [Commenter:  GGRO] 

36554:  Commenters suggested that recreational opportunities should be expanded, not reduced from 
Ocean Beach and Fort Funston such as tent camping. Commenters also stated that providing a 
backcountry experience in San Francisco is not feasible given the urban surroundings of the GGNRA. 

Response 

Explain the plan zones, clarifying what those zones mean. For instance, clarify that the natural zone is 
not a pristine area, that it will have some facilities and recreational uses available but that experiences 
of nature and solitude are uniquely available in this zone even though close to the city. Provide 
examples of what external threats (not dogs) may be such as activities along the boundary of the park 
which have impacted resources. Describe the general activities permitted in each zone, clarifying that 
examples provided in the plan are not exhaustive. Where possible, mention that zoning could allow for 
dog walking, or that at least does not exclude it. 

*see Concern Statement Matrix 36496 for language on natural zone 

*See Concern Statement Matrix 36485 for language change in types of activities allowed 

Specific Zoning: Fort Funston zoning: Clarify that zoning does allow for resource protection and that if 
needed, some areas could be closed for this purpose. Address concerns that current zoning does not 
adequately reflect the high-use levels in this area by again clarifying what zoning means. 

Ocean Beach zoning: Need to research the language of the agreement of transfer of land from SF to 
GGNRA. Explain the context of management has changed as now federally listed species use this area 9 
months out of the year and it must be managed accordingly. Justify why this area is considered natural 
zone, as it accommodates the majority of existing use. Address concerns that current zoning does not 
adequately reflect the high-use levels in this area by again clarifying what zoning means. Also explain 
that master plan for Ocean Beach will guide implementation of future facilities and uses. 

*See Concern Statement Matrix 36532 for language on Ocean Beach master plan  

Respond to idea of Fort Funston and Martin Headlands should be natural zones.  

#66 (Cahill): The majority of the Marin Headlands and portion of Ft. Funston are zoned with the natural 
zone to ensure protection of park resources, including native habitat.  Other zones in these areas also 
will provide resource protection, particularly for sensitive species and habitat. In addition to the zone 
description, the description of the alternatives for these areas the need to restore and maintain native 
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were removed. Other concerns for bird species on Alcatraz included providing more protection for the 
Western gull and carefully considering the impacts of increased visitation on seabirds. 

36487: PRBO Conservation Science stated that the proposed restoration and management of buildings 
and landscapes in the Historic Immersion Zone (main prison area on Alcatraz Island) and increased 
access for visitors would negatively impact the habitat of multiple bird populations and colonies. 

36506: PRBO Conservation Science stated that, on Alcatraz Island within the Park Operations Zone, the 
proposed rehabilitation and stabilization activities to the Quartermaster Warehouse and Power Plant 
would likely have a negative impact on adjacent Western Gull colonies as well as Pigeon Guillemot 
nesting habitat and that visitor access to the Power Plant should be limited to the months outside of the 
breeding season. 

36507: PRBO Conservation Science suggested that providing overnight accommodations should avoid 
disruption of seabird nesting and roosting areas through human activity, night-lighting, and noise, and 
the potential for visitors to access unauthorized areas. 

36618: One commenter questioned whether increased visitation is expected for Alcatraz Island under 
the Draft GMP, while another commenter had concerns that increased visitation would negatively 
impact seabirds. 

36624: PRBO Conservation Science and the Marin Audubon Society suggested that maintenance and 
construction on Alcatraz should be scheduled to avoid disturbance to birds during nesting season 
February 1 through July 8. 

36583: One commenter (San Francisco Bay Joint Venture) suggested additional management actions to 
reduce impacts to colonial nest sites on Alcatraz Island, including having maintenance and construction 
personnel work with biologists to limit disturbance. 

36584: Commenters (Marin Audubon and PRBO Conservation Science) stated that the analysis of 
special-status bird species on Alcatraz Island was inadequate. Specific concerns included no analysis on 
the long-term adverse impacts to nesting and roosting bird colonies, the negative impacts of increased 
visitor use, and the negative impacts of introducing food/kitchen services, as well as overnight 
accommodations. 

36578: The Marin Audubon Society questioned the impact analysis for Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat 
at Muir Woods, stating that the impacts of alternative 3 would be major adverse for natural resources, 
rather than minor beneficial. 

Response 

Impact Analysis in FGMP/EIS: 

Given the broad scope and large geographic scale of a general management plan, the NPS considers the 
level of habitat impact analysis in the FGMP/EIS appropriate.  This GMP is a long-range, park-wide 
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document.  When specific actions identified in the GMP are implemented throughout the park, the NPS 
will do further environmental analysis and regulatory compliance at a much more site-specific, detailed 
level.  This is when the level of analysis noted in some public comments will be addressed.  The GMP 
includes an “Implementation Planning and Mitigative Measures” section that outlines this commitment.    

Also, the “Potential Environmental Consequences” section for Alternative 3 effects on “Habitat 
(Vegetation and Wildlife)” has been modified in various areas of the FGMP/EIS to clarify the anticipated 
impacts to waterbird habitat on Alcatraz Island.  Most notably, the edited language draws distinctions 
between the effects on western gulls and the effects on other waterbird species on Alcatraz Island.  Due 
to the proposed cleaning and/or removal of the ruins near the Parade Ground under the NPS Preferred 
Alternative (in the Historic Immersion zone), the impact to the western gull species would be long-term, 
major, adverse, and localized.  The Parade Ground is the only area within the Historic Immersion zone 
that would have notable natural resource impacts.  Also, as clarified in the conclusion of the impact 
analysis for Alternative 3 (in “Habitat (Vegetation and Wildlife)” subsection), the NPS would ensure that 
impacts to other waterbird species on Alcatraz Island would not exceed a long-term, moderate, adverse, 
and localized effect due to the implementation of available adaptive management measures to protect 
bird habitat.  

Lastly, for clarification, there are no known state- or federal-listed threatened or endangered bird 
species on Alcatraz Island.  This has also been noted in impact analysis of biological resources for 
Alternative 3, the NPS Preferred Alternative for Alcatraz Island (see “Potential Environmental 
Consequences” section). 

Mitigating Visitation Impacts to Waterbird Habitat: 

The robust nature of the bird colonies on Alcatraz Island has sustained the colonies through many 
changes in uses and activities on the island since the decommissioning of the prison in the 1960s.   
Through the use of careful biological monitoring and adaptive management measures, NPS staff is 
confident that healthy bird colonies can be sustained on the island into the future under the guidance of 
the NPS Preferred Alternative for this GMP (Alternative 3). 

More specifically, although the spatial area of possible visitor access on Alcatraz would increase under 
the GMP, the volume of visitation on the island would be monitored and managed closely by the NPS. 
The GMP includes a comprehensive user capacity strategy to manage and/or address visitation volume 
issues (see “User Capacity” section).  This strategy sets forth the process that the NPS will apply to 
monitor visitation via the use of indicators and standards.  For example, one indicator that monitors 
visitation effects on waterbirds is “the number of incidents of visitor disturbance to Brandt’s cormorants 
that result in impacts to individual birds during nesting season”.  In this case, the Brandt’s cormorant 
would be used as an indicator species/resource that would help staff monitor overall impact to all 
waterbird species.  When conditions of the particular resource indicators exceed the set standards, the 
NPS would apply the appropriate adaptive management and mitigation measures to protect the 
resources.  For more detail and explanation, please refer to the “User Capacity” section of the 
document. 
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Some concerns were raised about the possible increases in visitation in the Park Operations Zone.  As 
noted in the description of the Park Operations Zone for Alternative 3 (NPS Preferred Alternative for 
Alcatraz Island), visitor access to the Park Operations zone would be extremely limited.  THE ABOVE IS 
CURRENTLY NOT IN THE ALT. 3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PARK OPERATIONS ZONE (Vol. 1, page 
169).  CLARIFICATION:  DOES GOGA STAFF WANT THE DOCUMENT TEXT TO BE EDITED TO CLEARLY 
STATE THIS?  Also noted in the Alternative 3 description for Alcatraz Island, access to the yard (including 
the proposed rehabilitation and stabilization work on the Quartermaster Warehouse and Power Plant) 
“would employ measures to protect nearby seabird habitat”. 

In addition, the overnight accommodations on Alcatraz would be highly supervised to deter guests from 
disturbing waterbirds and bird habitat on the island.  The description of the Historic Immersion Zone 
(Arrival Area) for Alternative 3 has been has been amended to include language to this regard (see “The 
Alternatives for Alcatraz Island” section). [YES?  DOES PARK STAFF WANT TO MODIFY THE ALTERNATIVE 
DESCRIPTION TO CLARIFY THIS TO ADDRESS A CONCERN/COMMENT?] 

Lastly, an NPS staff biologist monitors all park activities and visitation on Alcatraz Island on a daily basis 
and assesses possible impacts to bird habitat.  The island biologist is consulted regularly for input on 
ways to avoid and/or mitigate visitation impacts to birds and waterbird habitat on the island. 

Mitigating Maintenance and Construction Impacts to Waterbird Habitat: 

All NPS maintenance and construction-related activities on Alcatraz Island must adhere to the 
restrictions and guidelines outlined in the Alcatraz Island Historic Preservation and Safety Construction 
Program Final Environmental Impact Statement (AIHPSCP).  This document codifies several mitigation 
measures that limit the timing, duration, and type of disturbances associated with park operation 
activities.  For example, in accordance with the mitigation measures included in the AIHPSCP, 
construction-related activities cannot occur during the waterbird breeding season on the island.   

And, in addition to the park’s strict adherence to the AIHPSCP, an NPS staff biologist monitors all park 
maintenance and construction activities on Alcatraz Island on a daily basis and assesses possible impacts 
to bird habitat.  The island biologist is consulted regularly for input on ways to avoid and/or mitigate 
maintenance and construction impacts to birds and bird habitat on the island. 

Document Changes 

Environmental Consequences: add caveat “except for Alcatraz Island…” under ‘Moderate.’ Also add in 
same paragraph, add “population viability would be maintained?” 

Environmental Consequences Section: near end of section add “possible major impacts to gulls.” In 
same section say that we would adaptively manage to avoid major adverse impacts add “with the 
exception for gulls.” *note, check for ripple effects of those decisions in other alternatives (1). 

Document wide: replace “rubble piles” with “ruins” 

Environmental Consequences: replace “substantial” adverse effects with “major adverse impacts” 
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Response Topic 5: Sensitive Resources Zone “Boating and the 
Sensitive Resource Zone” 

Kayak Recreational Use 
Concerns 

36540: One commenter from the Bay Area Sea Kayakers made several suggestions regarding 
recreational opportunities at the GGNRA, such as: keeping coastal access open to small, non-motorized 
water craft. 

36553: Commenters suggested that kayakers and other non-motorized vessels should be granted access 
inside the proposed Sensitive Resources Zone in Marin County (especially at Point Bonita Cove and Bird 
Rock), citing visitor experience and safety concerns. 

36497: Commenters objected to the designation of the offshore areas at Point Bonita Cove and Bird 
Rock as Sensitive Resources Zones, stating that these areas are needed for the kayaking community, and 
for the safety of the kayakers in the area. The Bay Area Sea Kayakers suggested that more specific 
information should be provided regarding the management zones at Bird Rock and Bonita Cove 
including access and restrictions.  Other commenters suggested that more emphasis should be given to 
educating kayakers and boaters on the potential to disturb marine birds, and that there should be more 
signs informing people of the ecological values at the Marin County sites. 

Response 

The Sensitive Resource Zone around Bonita Cove and Bird Island has been changed in the Preferred 
Alternative to extend 300 ft. out from the shoreline, rather than to the park boundary at ¼ mile.  The 
Sensitive Resource Zone description related to Visitor Experience has been clarified and further limits 
visitor activities that would be allowed within this zone, to better meet the intention of this zoning 
designation.  In general, boating and visitor access would be restricted or prohibited, particularly during 
the most sensitive times of the year.   Zoning restrictions would not apply during actual emergency 
situations. 

Document Changes 

Alt 3, Preferred Alt Map: Sensitive Resource Zone in Marin County at Bonita Cove and Bird Island needs 
to be changed to 300 ft. 

Sensitive Resource Zone Description:  •Sensitive Resource Zone description for Visitor Experience needs 
to be re-written to further restrict public access in this zone. 

Volumn 1, page 209: The preferred alt text on V.1 p. 209 is fine, as is the summary of alts Table 17.  All 
other text looks ok. 

Note: Discuss visitor use in sensitive resource zone. 
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Response Topic 7: Maintain Facilities 

Maintaining and Repairing Facilities 
Concerns 

36525: Commenters stated that a top priority for the GGNRA should be to repair and maintain neglected 
facilities. Others stated that new building construction should follow the profile of the landscape, and 
that the GGNRA should remove existing visitor facilities and discontinue recreational uses where 
continued use is unsafe, infeasible, or undesirable due to changing environmental conditions. 

36482: One commenter stated that high visitation areas like Fort Funston and Ocean Beach have almost 
no facilities (such as bathrooms and water fountains), and Stinson Beach facilities are in need of urgent 
repair. Additionally, paved walking paths are crumbling and eroding at Fort Funston and at parking areas 
along the Great Highway at Ocean Beach 

36611: Commenters suggested priority funding for paving and/or restoring the walking paths at Fort 
Funston, specifically the Sunset Trail which provided access for the disabled. 

Response 

Maintenance is an ongoing need for park facilities. The GMP includes information regarding large scale 
facility rehabilitation and historic preservation projects, but does not include details about year-to-year 
maintenance priorities.  Projected schedules for maintaining facilities are captured in the Park Asset 
Management Plan (PAMP), which uses a number of Park Service-wide criteria to identify maintenance 
priorities.  

NPS Management Policies 2006 on park facilities and design principles would guide building design. 
Management Policies require that designs for facilities are “harmonious with and integrated into the ark 
environment.”  

The park contains a large number of facilities, not all which support the park’s mission. The GMP 
planning team examined those facilities, and considered them for disposal. The goals and strategies may 
be found in the GMP section titled Facilities Not Directly Related to the Park Mission.  

The preferred alternative includes very few new facilities. The vast majority of recommendations are for 
historic preservation and facility rehabilitation. The cost estimates for new facilities are far outweighed 
by estimates for historic preservation and facility rehabilitation.  

One of goals of alternative 1 is to enhance access to and within park lands and make them welcoming 
places to visit, which is consistent with providing visitor amenities. At Ocean Beach and Fort Funston, 
the preferred alternative calls for improved visitor amenities, including parking, restrooms, trails, and 
other items. The preferred alternative recommends replacement of Stinson Beach facilities with 
sustainable new facilities which would replace deteriorated restrooms, showers, picnic areas, and 
parking lots. Descriptions may be found in the alternatives section of the GMP.Trail improvements at 
Fort Funston are part of the preferred alternative and could include the Sunset Trail. 
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36477: One commenter stated that the Draft GMP does not highlight the sharp decline in visitation at 
Ocean Beach and how the NPS will address the recreational value of this impediment to this and future 
generations. The Presidio Trust stated that the visitation numbers in the Draft GMP are inflated and 
misleading, stating that the visitors to the Presidio and other public lands outside the planning area are 
included in the overall number of visitors to the GGNRA. 

36478: The Presidio Trust stated that the discussion on watersheds is limited to the Presidio, which is 
not part of the affected environment and should be omitted. In addition, the discussion incorrectly 
implies that the Presidio East watershed is managed by the NPS. 

36479: The Presidio Trust suggested that it should be acknowledged that they funded the water quality 
monitoring for the Urban Watershed Project in Area B, and that the Urban Watershed Project has since 
been replaced by Project WISE (Watersheds Inspiring Student Education) through the Golden Gate 
National Parks Conservancy. The discussion indicates that water quality monitoring has been conducted 
"through a contract with the Presidio." The Presidio is not a management agency such as the Trust or 
the NPS, but is a park site. An appropriate reference should be provided. 

Response 

This and several other comments from the Presidio could be responded to be stating something like: 

Specific concerns about the draft GMP/EIS map and text descriptions of the Presidio Trust management 
policies, the diverse natural and cultural resources managed by the Trust, public programs offered, and 
the relationship among the Trust, GGNRA, and Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy have been 
addressed to provide greater clarity and avoid misrepresenting the proposals in the GMP and their 
potential effects. This additional clarity has not substantially changed the different action alternatives. 

Changes have been made to the Elements Common to All Action Alternatives section, subsection: 
Facilities for Maintenance, Public Safety and Collections Storage. These reflect a recent agreement 
between the Trust and NPS for centralized maintenance and collections management that differ from 
the description in the draft. 

Document Changes 

Page 37, 3rd Para: change to read as follows -- "The general management plan amendment initially 
guided the Trust's planning and decision making." 

Volume 2, page 117: Add "Presidio Trust" "...the NPS, Presidio Trust, and Golden Gate National Parks 
Conservancy team brought..." 

Volume 2, page 38: Replace text: "The GGNRA includes lands in San Francisco draining to San Francisco 
Bay, the Golden Gate Channel, and the Pacific Ocean. Tennessee Hollow, managed by the Presidio Trust, 
and Lobos Creek, which is in Presidio areas A and B, remain in a relatively..." 

Volume 2, page 42: Add "Trust" to "...through a contract with the Presidio Trust." 
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.Trail concepts within the watershed lands specifically mentioned in the GMP were reviewed with the 
SFPUC prior to release of the GMP and are generally consistent with the Watershed Management Plan. 

Re: Boundary Adjustment, McNee Ranch in San Mateo County: The boundary adjustment described in 
the DGMP states that this action would be for purposes of correcting a technical error and would 
facilitate cooperative management  It is not a proposal for acquisition and the specific actions that 
SFWP&S cites are not GMP proposals.  Specific actions that may be proposed in the future would be 
subject to NEPA and CEQA analysis depending on the nature of the proposed action.  Text in the 
Boundary Adjustments section for McNee Ranch, San Mateo County, has been clarified. 

RE: Ocean Beach – not adequate range of alts:  

The NPS acknowledges that SFPUC will continue to operate and maintain its critical infrastructure. Text 
in this section of the document (Alt 1 description for Ocean Beach,both zones paragraph. ) has been 
modified to clarify 

Changes 

Volume ,1 p 220: text changes in SF PUC Peninsula Watershed Easements section: 

(Changes shown here in track changes) 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Peninsula Watershed 

NPS-Administered Easements 

Both Zones: all actions described would require cooperation with and approval of SFPUC and 
consistency with the easements and the SFPUC Peninsula Watershed Management Plan. 

Natural Zone (majority of the area, corresponding with the scenic easement) Park managers would 
continue to cooperate with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission for the preservation of the 
natural, cultural, scenic, and recreational features of the watershed consistent with the scenic 
easement. Within this zone, the park would promote improvements consistent with the SFPUC’s 2002 
Peninsula Watershed Management Plan including completion of the Bay Area Ridge Trail connection 
from the Phleger Estate to Highway 92.  Consistent with the easement language regarding a trail 
connection ADD LANGUAGE HERE Park managers would  and encourage a new trail connection between 
the Bay Area Ridge Trail and the California Coastal Trail on the existing management road  alignment 
over Whiting Ridge; this would connect Sweeney Ridge with McNee Ranch and Rancho Corral de Tierra. 
 
Scenic Corridor Zone (eastern area closest to Highway 280, corresponding with the scenic and 
recreation easement) Park managers would promote preservation of natural, cultural, and scenic values 
with improved public access on trails consistent with the scenic and recreation easement. Proposed trail 
improvements include connecting the existing San Andreas multiuse trail to Sweeney Ridge via Sneath 
Lane, and improving trail access to the Phleger Estate from a new trailhead on Cañada Road. Park 
managers also would promote the implementation of other trails proposed in the 2002 San Francisco 
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area of Ocean Beach that supports wintering Snowy Plovers. The NOAA suggested that if the GGNRA is 
expanded to include the area offshore of the San Mateo County coast, that a Sensitive Resource Zone 
should be designated for the area of Devil's Slide Rock and Mainland from Gray Whale Cove to Pedro 
Point. 

36499: NOAA, USFWS, and PRBO Conservation Science noted support for extending the Sensitive 
Resources Zone to 300 feet from Alcatraz island's shore, and suggested that buoys will be nearly 
essential for effectiveness.  The San Francisco Board Sailing Association asked if the 300 foot sensitive 
resource zone necessary, and if so, how it would be enforced.   

Response 

The zoning map for San Francisco of the Preferred Alternative has been modified to show the offshore 
portion of the Crissy Field Wildlife Protection Area as a Sensitive Resource Zone.  The terrestrial portion 
of the Wildlife Protection Area is not part of this plan and was addressed in the General Management 
Plan Update for the Presidio and the Crissy Field Environmental Assessment. 

Table 10: Comparison of Alternatives for Alcatraz Island has been corrected to match the description of 
the preferred alternative related to the Sensitive Resource Zone in the Offshore Bay Environment 
section, which states that this zone would be demarcated by warning buoys and closed to boats year 
round.  Details of enforcement of the closure would be worked out when the Sensitive Resource Zone is 
established. 

The Sensitive Resource Zone description related to Visitor Experience has been clarified and further 
limits visitor activities that would be allowed within this zone, to better meet the intention of this zoning 
designation.  In general, visitor access would be restricted or prohibited, particularly during the most 
sensitive times of the year.  The portion of Ocean Beach inhabited by the federally threatened western 
snowy plover is heavily used by the public and designating this area as a Sensitive Resource Zone would 
be incompatible with visitor use in the preferred alternative.  Designating this area as a Natural Zone 
allows visitor use to be managed to preserve resources and could involve controlled access. 

The nearshore/offshore rocks and sea stacks in San Francisco are dispersed over a broad area and 
contain lower concentrations of dispersed sensitive resources than the Sensitive Resource Zones 
identified in the Preferred Alternative.  Designation of areas as Sensitive Resource Zones in the plan has 
been reserved for areas that are highly sensitive to a variety of activities and warrant highly controlled 
access.   

We have updated the map of Proposed Boundary Adjustments to show the proposed zoning that would 
be applied to the offshore waters in San Mateo County, including a Sensitive Resource Zone 
corresponding to the Egg Rock to Devil’s Slide Special Closure.  The proposed zoning would be evaluated 
at the time the boundary adjustments are enacted and the state lands lease is acquired. 

Document Changes 
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NA   

Description of Proposed Trails in SPFUC Watershed 
Concerns 

36614: PUC asked for a clearer description of the proposed trails in the SFPUC watershed. They stated 
that there is no description of the restrictions in the Scenic Easement on trail access, yet alternatives 
mention providing such access. Further, the NPS should improve and provide better interpretation of 
existing connector trails from Sweeney Ridge to coastal areas in Pacifica. PUC stated that more analysis 
should be done for existing conditions and the potential impacts to resources and if a new watershed 
trail is to be built, documentation of the effect to watershed resources must be analyzed. 

Response 

seek construction of a "trail" connecting with a suitable beach unit" under the Scenic and Recreation 
Easement. 

1. Response: The DGMP Alt 1 description for Rancho Corral de Tierra and other areas states that 
“unnecessary roads” or “unnecessary management roads” could be converted to trails or 
removed.” As SFPUC suggests, prior to closing roads, determining whether they are necessary 
would include evaluation related to emergency access for fire fighting equipment and 
personnel. Text throughout the Alt description has been changed to include “unnecessary” 
consistently in the document where it is not specified 

2. Check Scenic Easement – is this a “restriction” ? 
3. Response: Trail improvements suggested by SFPUC for other areas are included in Alt 1, either 

specifically, or more broadly with language such as “Trail connections to the community, 
Sweeney Ridge and adjacent public lands and the California Coastal Trail would be improved in 
partnership with other land managers” as is stated for Mori Point  Language has been added to 
Alt 1 for Sweeney Ridge to include trailhead improvements at Fassler Avenue as suggested by 
SFPUC and other commenters. 

4. RE: Gregerson boundary comment: reference to SFPUC Watershed acess has been deleted from 
the significance description for this proposed boundary adjustment. 

5. Response: RE: The reference to  SFPUC parking resources in the Affected Environment  section 
has been deleted.  

Other comments in the rep quotes have been addressed elsewhere. 

Document Changes 

Document Wide: iSearch the document for this language: in some places it says “unnecessary roads” in 
others “unnecessary management roads” and in some “management roads”.  CONsistently replace with 
“unnecessary management roads” could be converted to trails…etc. 

See 36631 text for Fassler 
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This would result in long-term, negligible/ minor, adverse/ beneficial impacts on the NPS carbon 
footprint. 

HORNOR Draft response: 

1. Public and State Parks program collaboration– Michelle Gee writing 
2. Brian Aviles climate change 
3. Monitoring/managing invasive species:  Response: Park currently conducts actions to manage 

native pest species such as raccoons and ravens such as by preventing access to human food 
sources.  Current management also addresses preventing introduction and spread of invasive 
species.  

4. Language has been added to text of Alt 1 for Sweeney Ridge to include improved trailhead 
facilities at Fassler AVenue 

5. Abby Sue addressed Sanchez Adobe interp center elsewhere 
6. Local residents discount – move to non-substantive and address there 

Geev Draft response:  

Although the General Management Plan does not specifically identify installations of public art in the 
GGNRA, GGNRA partners with Headlands Center for the Arts on art related projects and NPS has 
previously, currently and expects future public art projects. In addition, NPS recognizes art as a way to 
engage new audiences and offer fresh perspectives on park experience as addressed in NPS’s Call to 
Action document, in which GGNRA has embraced. 

While GGNRA does not currently provide all local residents with discounted prices, the GGNRA does give 
entrance fee waivers and scholarships to many local school groups visiting Alcatraz and Muir Woods.  
Parking lot – do we have the authority to give locals a discount? NOTE during group discussion: this part 
of the concern statement/rep quotes is non-substantive. Remove from concern statement, rep quotes, 
and response. 

 

Program development and collaboration between the GGNRA Park Partners and State Parks at Lower 
Redwood Creek is consistent with GGNRA’s Guiding Principles for Park Management.  Under the 
Partnership section, partnership will continue to be an important way to accomplish the park’s mission 
and build a community of stewardship.  

*See Abby Sue about Sanchez Adobe and Nancy about Falser Trail 

Document Changes 

AVILES Document changes: 

Volume 2: We will need to update the plan in 2 places in volume 2: Carbon Footprint -- GGNRA incl. 
Alcatraz (Alt. 1 -page 224,  and Alt. 3-page 226), and possibly Carbon Footprint -- Muir Woods (page 














































