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Response Topic 1: “Park Purpose” 

Response Topic 2: Recreation “Balancing Recreation and 
Preservation” 

Preservation versus Recreation:  
Concern Statements 

36637: Commenters, including the Wild Equity Institute, stated that the NPS should make stewardship 
of the land the priority of the plan, including revisions to the purpose of the Draft GMP to include 
prioritization for the protection of park resources.  CLARIFICATION:  Comment specifically requests that 
we include new text in the Purpose and Need explaining that since 1980, the importance of the GGNRA 
in protecting biodiversity has been studied and much better understood. (see representative quote) 

36638: Commenters stated that the primary purpose of the GGNRA is to provide for public use and 
enjoyment. They did not agree with the purpose to "offer a national park experience" because of the 
urban nature of the park, and felt that the park was trying to use the Draft GMP to illegally change the 
enabling legislation which established the GGNRA for recreation. They further stated that the plan 
violates previous agreements the NPS made with the various localities. As a result, some commenters 
felt that the Draft GMP should be considered unlawful.      Commenters also stated that recreation 
should be the highest priority of the GGNRA, suggesting that there should be more emphasis on 
increasing recreation within the Draft GMP. Further, the GGNRA should not attempt to control or limit 
visitor access and recreational opportunities. The Dog PAC of San Francisco requested that the language 
"Aggressively Administer" and "Controlled Access" be removed from the Draft GMP. 

36493: One commenter suggested that more emphasis should be provided on recreation rather than 
restoration, and that instead of focusing on restoring areas, the focus should be on maintaining the 
current biodiversity and minimizing the extinction of the species that exist today. (Similar to 
BK1000/36638, same responders) 

36377: Commenters stated that the GGNRA did not fulfill contractual responsibilities in 1995 and 2000 
when substantial areas of Fort Funston were closed under the pretense of habitat protection for the 
endangered Bank Swallow. 

Response 

 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 1 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, 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 
otherwise. This, the cornerstone of the Organic Act, establishes the primary responsibility of the 
National Park Service” (1.4.4). These Management Policies continue to explain that protecting park 
resources enables the larger purpose of the park service to be obtained: “It ensures that park resources 
and values will continue to exist in a condition that will allow the American people to have present and 
future opportunities for enjoyment of them” (1.4.4) 



















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 
habitat, particularly to protect shorebirds, coastal bluffs, and bank swallows and to allow natural coastal 
and marine processes to occur. 





36577:  Commenters  (including Golden Gate Audubon Society - Wild Equity Institute) questioned the 
analysis of impacts to birds on Alcatraz Island stating that night herons would be disturbed if the ruins 
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 
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. 

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). 





Response Topic 4: “Dog Walking” 

Response Topic 5: Sensitive Resources Zone “Boating and the 
Sensitive Resource Zone” 

Response Topic 6: Equestrian 

Equestrian Uses 
Concerns 

36512: Commenters suggested that less emphasis should be placed on equestrian endeavors and that 
horses should not be allowed on clay paths. 

36513: One commenter stated they would prefer to see 2 horse safe bridge crossings over Redwood 
Creek crossings where the bends in the creek can cause bank erosion during heavy rains. 

36514: Commenters suggested that it is important to maintain the Presidio Stables in the Marin 
Headlands for recreational and historical preservation reasons. 

36516:  Commenters stated support for retaining the Mounted Patrol at its current location at 
Tennessee Valley. (Note, concern statement has been redrafted, removing the non-substantive portion 
of the comment) 

Response 

#38 (Aviles/Lucas): The NPS recognizes that horseback riding is a popular means of recreation and that it 
expands the variety of visitor experiences available in the GGNRA. The equestrian-related improvements 
proposed in the DGMP preferred alternative are intended to address important resource management 
goals and balance this activity among other kinds of recreational activities, including walking, and 
bicycling. 

GGNRA acknowledges that soil erosion on trails is an important aspect of resource management and 
could consider wet weather closures or other use restrictions for trails on erosive or unstable soils, 
including clay soils, in future planning. 

#71 (Aviles/Lucas): The creek crossings a commenter mentions are in Mount Tamalpais State Park, and 
not within the scope of the GMP; however, the GMP expresses the NPS intention to cooperate on 
restoration, stewardship, and recreation in the Redwood Creek watershed in the overview of the Muir 
Woods preferred alternative. The comment will be shared with State Parks in the interest of advancing 
protection of creek resources and providing safe trail connections in the watershed. 













 

Response Topic 12: Presidio Trust “The Presidio of San 
Francisco” 

Presidio Trust (Multiple Concerns) 
Concerns 

36471: The Presidio Trust commenter stated that the Presidio Trust Management Plan supersedes the 
Presidio General Management Plan Amendment as it applies to the area under jurisdiction of the 
Presidio Trust. 

36481: The Presidio Trust suggested that the Draft GMP be updated to include the discussions between 
the Presidio Land Trust and the NPS regarding identifying another location for a centralized maintenance 
facility at a location outside of the cavalry stables. 

36473: The Presidio Trust noted that references to resources within the Presidio of San Francisco should 
be limited or qualified based on expected impacts within the planning area. As written, the document 
could give the reader a false impression that the Presidio is actually within the planning area. 

36474: The Presidio Trust stated that the rare plants found at the Presidio are not within the GMP 
planning area and, therefore, not part of the affected environment and would not be affected by 
implementation of any alternative, and as such should not be included in the Draft GMP. 

36475: The Presidio Trust noted that they should be acknowledged within the Draft GMP for funding 
volunteer opportunities within the GGNRA, including trail building, habitat restoration and conservation, 
and organized youth programs in the NRA and requested the Trust's involvement be acknowledged. 

36477: 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. 







36604: PUC stated that the Draft GMP is deficient in the description of the alternatives and does not 
adequately describe the environmental consequences of the actions, as required by NEPA. Additionally, 
they state that the Draft GMP does not adequately address possible conflicts between the proposed 
action and the objectives of local land use plans, policies and controls for the area concerned as 
required by 40 CFR Part 1508.8. 

36456: PUC stated that the Draft GMP repeatedly describes the SFPUC's Peninsula Watershed as park 
lands that would receive park management guidance under the Draft GMP, which conflates the 
GGNRA's limited responsibility to administer the Scenic Easement and Recreation and Scenic Easements. 
Further, the figures in the Draft GMP depicting the boundaries of these easements are inaccurate: the 
Recreation and Scenic Easement does not include the area of the SFPUC's Peninsula Watershed known 
as Polhemus and the San Mateo Creek area below Crystal Springs Dam. 

Response 

Many specific comments in the SFPUC letter request more detailed description of specific proposals and 
analysis of their impacts.  The GMP is a broad programmatic document and will rely on more detailed 
implementation planning to provide the details of interest to SFPUC for specific planning and projects.   
SFPUC also identified concerns related to uses and plans for NPS lands adjacent to SFPUC-managed 
lands.  In areas of the park adjacent to SFPUC-managed lands, NPS would coordinate with the 
appropriate City Department to address concerns including compatibility with current planning. 

GMP language related to the SF Peninsula Watershed lands that are within the NPS administered 
Easements refers to NPS actions as “cooperate with SFPUC” “promote” actions consistent with the 
Easements and the 2002 Watershed Management Plan.  Text describing Alts for SFPUC Peninsula 
Watershed Easements has been clarified to refer to those documents and to clarify NPS role and 
acknowledging that these are  actions subject to SFPUC Watershed approval or implementation.   

.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 
Watershed Management Plan, including completion of the north–south corridor through the watershed 
in areas of low sensitivity. The park would work with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to 
pursue provide a multiuse trail connection through the Peninsula watershed lands between Cañada 
Road and Skyline Boulevard north of Phleger Estate. Preservation of scenic views along the trails, 
Cañada Road, Skyline Boulevard, Interstate 280, and its vista points would also be promoted in 
cooperation with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Caltrans. The National Park Service 
would collaborate with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission in creating a watershed visitor 
education center near the Pulgas Water Temple on Cañada Road, as described in the 2002 Watershed 
Management Plan. Additional coordination with the Juan Bautista De Anza National Historic Trail could 
also be provided. 
 
Volume 1, p 108 section 3: RE: Boundary Adjustment: Delete “Resource Protection and Trail-based 
recreation” and replace with “Cooperative management to achieve common goals” 

Volume , 1 p 213 – Ocean Beach” In Both Zones…”paragraph:  The National Park Service would continue 
to work with the City of SF, CCC and USACOE to address coastal erosion  in a manner that maximizes 























Extension of the Sensitive Resource Zone 
Concerns 

36505: Commenters offered suggestions on areas that should be managed as Sensitive Resources Zones, 
such as: all nearshore/offshore rocks and sea stacks in San Francisco, the Wildlife Protection Area in the 
Presidio, areas that are seasonally managed for breeding birds on Alcatraz, the Crissy Field WPA, and the 
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.   



















































Alt 1 text has been changed to clarify that NPS is offering support, cooperation and collaboration to the 
trail proposals specifically identified in the Watershed Management Plan and encouraging consideration 
of other trails that, though not specifically identified in the plan, seem consistent with the Peninsula 
Watershed Management Plan policies to consider the addition of new trails and connectors in zones of 
low vulnerability and risk and to limit public trails to the periphery of the Watershed in order to 
minimize adverse impacts (fire, the spread of exotic weed species, direct impacts to sensitive species, 
etc.) as noted in the SFPUC comment. (These concepts were discussed with SFPUC prior to including 
them in the DGMP and we understood that the SFPUC was open to considering them . Is it better not to 
mention this) 

Document Changes 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Peninsula Watershed 

Easements  

Re-write this section to separate trail concepts into 2 categories: those specifically identified in the SF 
watershed Management Plan and those that we are encouraging for consideration.  Make other edits 
in NH mark-up.   

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. Within this 
zone, the park would promote completion of the Bay Area Ridge Trail connection from the Phleger 
Estate to Highway 92 and a new trail connection between the Bay Area Ridge Trail and the California 
Coastal Trail on the existing 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. 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 Watershed Management Plan, including completion of 
the north–south corridor through the watershed in areas of low sensitivity. The park would work with 
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to provide a multiuse trail connection through the 
Peninsula watershed lands between Cañada Road and Skyline Boulevard north of Phleger Estate. 
Preservation of scenic views along the trails, Cañada Road, Skyline Boulevard, Interstate 280, and its 
vista points would also be promoted in cooperation with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
and Caltrans. The National Park Service would collaborate with the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission in creating a watershed visitor education center near the Pulgas Water Temple on Cañada 
Road, as described in the 2002 Watershed Management Plan. Additional coordination with the Juan 
Bautista De Anza National Historic Trail could also be provided. 



















site could offer opportunities for program development collaboration between the GGNRA Park 
Partners and State Parks. (note, concern statement modified) 

Response *3 different draft responses were provided, see below 

AVILES Draft response: 

I think we may want to break out the NOAA comments... 

They provided constructive suggestions to clarify NPS policy on climate change, park goals for CO2 
reduction, and the strategy for including climate change-related mitigation measures during 
implementation of the preferred alternative. Many of these changes have been made in the final 
GMP/EIS. 

In evaluating NOAA's comments the park re-examined the analysis of projected CO2 emissions and 
carbon footprint impacts. In doing so, the park noticed that a description of carbon footprint impacts for 
the preferred alternative (Alternative 1 for Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo Counties; and 
Alternative 3 for Alcatraz and Muir Woods) had not been included in the draft plan. A description of CO2 
emissions for the preferred alternative is now included in Vol. __, pages ___ and  ___. The impact 
analysis concludes that the preferred alternative would increase/ decrease gross emissions by ___%. 
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. 








































