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April 27, 2011 
 
Via U.S. Mail 
Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi 
235 Cannon HOB 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

 
Re:  Support for the Responsible Dog Management in the Golden Gate National 

Recreation Area 
 
Dear Congresswoman Pelosi, 
 
On behalf of the above-listed groups, we write to express support for improved dog management 
at the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (“GGNRA”). We believe that the National Park 
Service’s proposed Dog Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement comprise 
a necessary first step to bring order, sustainability and equity to this unique national park in an 
urban region.   
 
The GGNRA was created to bring a national park experience to a densely urban area and to 
serve constituents who lack the opportunities to visit other national parks such as Yosemite and 
Yellowstone. The National Park Service has recognized that dog-related recreation in the 
GGNRA is resulting in the harm to the park’s natural and cultural values and is degrading the 
park experience for many user groups that the park was created to benefit.  Moreover, the status 
quo is putting park users, employees, wildlife and dogs at undue risk because of the lack of 
regulation and enforcement. 
 
If implemented, the GGNRA Dog Management Plan will be the largest accommodation for dogs 
in any national parkland. The Park Service’s regulations usually require dogs to be kept on leash 
and restricted to a few paved areas in a park. The GGNRA plan will allow dogs on all but one 
trail in San Francisco’s national parklands and will create several large, off-leash areas. These 
areas will provide ample room for dogs and their owners to recreate and socialize.  
 
The National Park Service’s preferred plan would allow two miles of beach in San Francisco for 
off-leash dog recreation.  By contrast, under current conditions in the GGNRA a family seeking 
a beach experience free from dogs in San Francisco has only a single option, at the small and 
somewhat less accessible China Beach. Many feel that the Park Service’s preferred alternative 
does not go far enough to ensure accessibility to all user groups, especially the elderly, disabled 
and families with children or to protect wildlife and habitats in the park. 
 
It is clear that the status quo is unsustainable and that there are solutions to accommodate all 
visitors to the park.  For example, a workable plan must provide for enclosed off-leash areas, 
which were agreed to by consensus of community participants in the negotiated rulemaking. The 
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National Park Service must also be able to monitor compliance with and to enforce any new 
regulations implemented pursuant to this process. 
 
Enclosed please find a brief fact sheet about the need for dog management in the GGNRA and 
ways that the proposed plan could be improved. Please note that the fact sheet cites a small 
fraction of the overwhelming body of scientific studies, reports and criminal incident reports that 
demonstrate that the status quo is harming people, wildlife, habitats and dogs in the park and that 
improvements to the current management scheme are necessary. We are happy to provide you 
with further documentation upon request. 
 
We ask that you support improved dog management in the GGNRA and to help ensure that the 
National Park Service implements a policy that protects park visitors and resources. We would 
appreciate an opportunity to meet with your office to discuss this matter or to answer any 
questions you may have. Please contact Michael Lynes at (510) 847-9393 or 
mlynes@goldengateaudubon.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Arthur Feinstein, Chair 
San Francisco Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club 
 

 
Amandeep Jawa, President 
San Francisco League of Conservation Voters 

 
Michael Lynes, Conservation Director 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 
 

 
Jennifer Clary 
San Francisco Tomorrow 

 
Brent Plater, Executive Director 
Wild Equity Institute 

 
Peter Brastow, Founding Director 
Nature in the City 
 

 
Neal Desai, Pacific Region Associate Director 
National Parks Conservation Association 

 
Jake Sigg, Conservation Chair 
Yerba Buena Chapter of the California Native 
Plant Society 

 
 
 Cc: Frank Dean, Superintendent, Golden Gate National Recreation Area 



DOG MANAGEMENT IN THE GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL 

RECREATION AREA 

Do Dogs Really Have Impacts on Park Users, 
Wildlife and Habitats? 

Yes! The effects of dogs and dog-related 
recreation on park users have been very well 
documented, including: 

 Attacks on park users,1 other dogs2 and wildlife3 have 
been documented for years in the GGNRA. 

 Asian and Latino park users report that they are less 
likely to visit parks for fear of harm from dogs and 
because of the presence of dog feces.4 

 89% of guide dog users report off-leash dogs 
interference with the guide-owner team and 42% 
report physical attacks on the guide-and-owner team.5 

 Off-leash dogs have been found to be “the most 
significant threat to wintering snowy plovers”.6 

 Dog feces affects native soils, plants7 and wildlife.8 

 

Why must the Park Service Take Action? 

Current management is: 

 resulting in decreased use and enjoyment of the park 
by some community members;9 

 harming wildlife, including Threatened and 
Endangered Species;3 and 

 inequitable: only one beach, the small China Beach, 
provides visitors with a dog-free park experience. 

 
Why Is the GGNRA Important? 

 The GGNRA was created to bring a national park-
caliber experience to the residents of the SF Bay Area, 
many of whom cannot visit places like Yosemite. 

 The GGNRA is home to more Threatened and 
Endangered Species than Yellowstone, Yosemite, 
Sequoia, Death Valley and Kings Canyon National 
Parks combined, and one of the highest 
concentrations of sensitive species in the U.S.10 

 As the Bay Area population grows, residents will 
depend even more on the park to access outdoor 
recreation and appreciate nature. 

What will the National Park Service’s 
Preferred Alternative Do? 

The Preferred Alternative will be the largest 
accommodation of dogs into any national park 
in the United States.   

 Under the Preferred Alternative, the National Park 
Service would create 7 off-leash areas within the 
GGNRA, including 2 miles of beach, and every trail 
except one in San Francisco and for on-leash dog 
recreation.11 

 Nationally, the Park Service usually implements 36 
C.F.R. § 2.15(a)(2), which requires all dogs in parks 
be on leashes and contained in a few, usually paved 
areas. 

 
How can the Proposed Policy Be Improved? 

The National Park Service should alter its 
preferred alternative to: 

 require all off-leash areas be enclosed to protect 
park users, wildlife and other dogs; 

 limit off-leash recreation to areas where it will not 
have negative impacts on sensitive wildlife and 
habitats; 

 provide more trails that are free of dogs (currently, 
only 1 trail in San Francisco will be available for 
those who do not wish to interact with dogs); 

 limit dog walkers in the park to 3 dogs and to not 
permit commercial dog walking; and 

 implement compliance-based adaptive management 
that requires at least 95% of dog walkers to comply 
with the new regulations. 
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Myths and Facts About the GGNRA Dog Management Plan  
 

Send comments to GGNRA, Building 201, Fort Mason San Francisco, CA 94123‐0022 or by visiting 
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/ 

MYTH: The National Park Service is trying to ban dogs from the GGNRA. 
 

FACTS: The proposed Dog Management Plan is designed to accommodate dogs in 
the national park while protecting people, our pets, and wildlife. Dogs will be allowed 
on-leash throughout much of the park and several, large off-leash areas are being 
created for dogs and their owners to enjoy. 
 
Under the plan, only one trail, the Batteries to Bluffs trail in the Presidio, will not allow 
dogs. Other than that exception, people can walk with their dogs on leash within or 
adjacent to every single wild land and conservation area in San Francisco.  
 
This policy is more accommodating to dogs than any other park in the National Park 
system and is consistent with every other land managing agency in the region, 
including San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, California Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Marin Municipal Water District, Marin Open Space District, and 
California Department of Fish & Game. Like these agencies, the Park Service is trying 
to balance the needs of people, pets and wildlife in a high density, urbanized 
environment. 

 
MYTH: The Preferred Alternative will severely restrict dog use within the GGNRA. 
 

FACT: Within the GGNRA, there are a total of 115 miles of recognized walking and 
hiking trails. The Preferred Alternative would allow 31 miles of these trails for dog 
walking use (27%). In Marin County alone, there are over 440 miles of on and off leash 
dog recreational trails. There are also local off- and on-leash alternatives for dog 
walking, including more than 30 dog parks in San Francisco alone.  

 
MYTH: The GGNRA is a safe place to let dogs roam off-leash. 

 
FACT: The GGNRA is often not a safe place to walk dogs off-leash. Over the past 30 
years, many dogs have been lost, injured, or killed, likely because voice control is not 
an effective means to protect pets from getting lost or hit by cars. The Park Service 
has also identified that dogs, especially off-leash dogs, pose health and safety risks to 
other dogs, park visitors, and park employees. 

 
MYTH: The DEIS will restrict dog walking in GGNRA to such a high degree, that there will be 
nowhere for dog recreation within the city. 
 

FACT: The City of San Francisco has 28 off-leash dog parks in 47 square miles for 
over 800,000 residents. This is more off leash dog parks than Los Angeles, Boston, 
Chicago, Miami, Denver, and Sacramento combined, and nearly ten times more per 
capita than New York City. San Francisco continues to add dog parks as well. 
Moreover, because the proposed policy offers extensive on- and off-leash dog 
recreation in the GGNRA, there is no evidence that dog owners or dogs will lack for 
open space to recreate. 
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MYTH: Since GGNRA is a national recreation area it has different management policies than 
National Parks. 
 

FACT: No, all units of the National Park System are managed as one, regardless of 
title. “National Recreation Areas” were names given to parks either in or near urban 
areas as part of the “national parks to the people” movement in the early 70s. The 
GGNRA was properly suited for this designation, providing habitat for more 
threatened and endangered species than Yellowstone, Yosemite, Sequoia and Kings 
Canyon national parks combined. It is a world-class repository and it boasts the 
second-largest archival and museum collection in the National Park System, which 
tells the the cultural and historical story of the area. 

 
MYTH: The City of San Francisco can take back the lands it gave to the GGNRA since the Park is 
not abiding by the original intent. 
 

FACT: The agreement called for the lands to be used for recreation. See below for a 
long list of recreational activities at GGNRA. Furthermore, it would take an act of the 
US Congress to accomplish giving them back to San Francisco (as opposed to San 
Francisco “taking” them back). 

 
MYTH: The Snowy Plovers and other wildlife at Crissy Field and Ocean Beach are not affected by 
dogs off-leash. 

 
FACT: Plovers and other birds are often disturbed by dogs, which they see as natural 
predators, and disturbance triggers reactions that can lead to death of these birds. 
Disturbance of wildlife by dogs has been recorded within the GGNRA and 
documented in several published studies and reports, many of which are cited in the 
Draft Dog Management Plan DEIS.  
 
When considering dogs’ impacts on wildlife, it is important to remember that most 
shorebird species in North America are suffering population declines, in large part 
due to loss of habitat and disturbance. Just as dog owners want to be good guardians 
for their pets, we all share the responsibility of being good stewards for wildlife and 
their habitats. That responsibility means we all must accept reasonable regulations of 
our recreational activities where they result in impacts to wildlife and habitats. 

 
MYTH: The Golden Gate National Recreation Area has recently shifted away from providing 
recreation and instead focuses more on conservation to the exclusion of recreational activities. 
 

FACT: Many, many recreational activities occur with the GGNRA, including bicycling, 
horseback riding, bird watching, jogging, hiking, boardsailing, hang-gliding, fishing, 
surfing, soccer, picnics, and volunteer habitat stewardship. Many of these activities 
do not conflict with one another, but not all of these activities are compatible with one 
another, nor are many of them directly compatible with off-leash dog walking. Balance 
is essential to provide access to all user groups, not just people who have dogs. 
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April 27, 2011 
 
Via U.S. Mail 
Congresswoman Jackie Speier  
211 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

 
Re:  Support for the Responsible Dog Management in the Golden Gate National 

Recreation Area 
 
Dear Congresswoman Speier, 
 
On behalf of the above-listed groups, we write to express support for improved dog management 
at the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (“GGNRA”). We believe that the National Park 
Service’s proposed Dog Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement comprise 
a necessary first step to bring order, sustainability and equity to this unique national park in an 
urban region.   
 
The GGNRA was created to bring a national park experience to a densely urban area and to 
serve constituents who lack the opportunities to visit other national parks such as Yosemite and 
Yellowstone. The National Park Service has recognized that dog-related recreation in the 
GGNRA is resulting in the harm to the park’s natural and cultural values and is degrading the 
park experience for many user groups that the park was created to benefit.  Moreover, the status 
quo is putting park users, employees, wildlife and dogs at undue risk because of the lack of 
regulation and enforcement. 
 
If implemented, the GGNRA Dog Management Plan will be the largest accommodation for dogs 
in any national parkland. The Park Service’s regulations usually require dogs to be kept on leash 
and restricted to a few paved areas in a park. The GGNRA plan will allow dogs on all but one 
trail in San Francisco’s national parklands and will create several large, off-leash areas. These 
areas will provide ample room for dogs and their owners to recreate and socialize.  
 
The National Park Service’s preferred plan would allow two miles of beach in San Francisco for 
off-leash dog recreation.  By contrast, under current conditions in the GGNRA a family seeking 
a beach experience free from dogs in San Francisco has only a single option, at the small and 
somewhat less accessible China Beach. Many feel that the Park Service’s preferred alternative 
does not go far enough to ensure accessibility to all user groups, especially the elderly, disabled 
and families with children or to protect wildlife and habitats in the park. 
 
It is clear that the status quo is unsustainable and that there are solutions to accommodate all 
visitors to the park.  For example, a workable plan must provide for enclosed off-leash areas, 
which were agreed to by consensus of community participants in the negotiated rulemaking. The 
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National Park Service must also be able to monitor compliance with and to enforce any new 
regulations implemented pursuant to this process. 
 
Enclosed please find a brief fact sheet about the need for dog management in the GGNRA and 
ways that the proposed plan could be improved. Please note that the fact sheet cites a small 
fraction of the overwhelming body of scientific studies, reports and criminal incident reports that 
demonstrate that the status quo is harming people, wildlife, habitats and dogs in the park and that 
improvements to the current management scheme are necessary. We are happy to provide you 
with further documentation upon request. 
 
We ask that you support improved dog management in the GGNRA and to help ensure that the 
National Park Service implements a policy that protects park visitors and resources. We would 
appreciate an opportunity to meet with your office to discuss this matter or to answer any 
questions you may have. Please contact Michael Lynes at (510) 847-9393 or 
mlynes@goldengateaudubon.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Arthur Feinstein, Chair 
San Francisco Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club 
 

 
Amandeep Jawa, President 
San Francisco League of Conservation Voters 

 
Michael Lynes, Conservation Director 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 
 

 
Jennifer Clary 
San Francisco Tomorrow 

 
Brent Plater, Executive Director 
Wild Equity Institute 

 
Peter Brastow, Founding Director 
Nature in the City 
 

 
Neal Desai, Pacific Region Associate Director 
National Parks Conservation Association 

 
Jake Sigg, Conservation Chair 
Yerba Buena Chapter of the California Native 
Plant Society 

 
 
 Cc: Frank Dean, Superintendent, Golden Gate National Recreation Area 



DOG MANAGEMENT IN THE GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL 

RECREATION AREA 

Do Dogs Really Have Impacts on Park Users, 
Wildlife and Habitats? 

Yes! The effects of dogs and dog-related 
recreation on park users have been very well 
documented, including: 

 Attacks on park users,1 other dogs2 and wildlife3 have 
been documented for years in the GGNRA. 

 Asian and Latino park users report that they are less 
likely to visit parks for fear of harm from dogs and 
because of the presence of dog feces.4 

 89% of guide dog users report off-leash dogs 
interference with the guide-owner team and 42% 
report physical attacks on the guide-and-owner team.5 

 Off-leash dogs have been found to be “the most 
significant threat to wintering snowy plovers”.6 

 Dog feces affects native soils, plants7 and wildlife.8 

 

Why must the Park Service Take Action? 

Current management is: 

 resulting in decreased use and enjoyment of the park 
by some community members;9 

 harming wildlife, including Threatened and 
Endangered Species;3 and 

 inequitable: only one beach, the small China Beach, 
provides visitors with a dog-free park experience. 

 
Why Is the GGNRA Important? 

 The GGNRA was created to bring a national park-
caliber experience to the residents of the SF Bay Area, 
many of whom cannot visit places like Yosemite. 

 The GGNRA is home to more Threatened and 
Endangered Species than Yellowstone, Yosemite, 
Sequoia, Death Valley and Kings Canyon National 
Parks combined, and one of the highest 
concentrations of sensitive species in the U.S.10 

 As the Bay Area population grows, residents will 
depend even more on the park to access outdoor 
recreation and appreciate nature. 

What will the National Park Service’s 
Preferred Alternative Do? 

The Preferred Alternative will be the largest 
accommodation of dogs into any national park 
in the United States.   

 Under the Preferred Alternative, the National Park 
Service would create 7 off-leash areas within the 
GGNRA, including 2 miles of beach, and every trail 
except one in San Francisco and for on-leash dog 
recreation.11 

 Nationally, the Park Service usually implements 36 
C.F.R. § 2.15(a)(2), which requires all dogs in parks 
be on leashes and contained in a few, usually paved 
areas. 

 
How can the Proposed Policy Be Improved? 

The National Park Service should alter its 
preferred alternative to: 

 require all off-leash areas be enclosed to protect 
park users, wildlife and other dogs; 

 limit off-leash recreation to areas where it will not 
have negative impacts on sensitive wildlife and 
habitats; 

 provide more trails that are free of dogs (currently, 
only 1 trail in San Francisco will be available for 
those who do not wish to interact with dogs); 

 limit dog walkers in the park to 3 dogs and to not 
permit commercial dog walking; and 

 implement compliance-based adaptive management 
that requires at least 95% of dog walkers to comply 
with the new regulations. 
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References 

                                                 
1 See, e.g., Criminal Incident Reports prepared by the U.S. Dept. of Interior rangers for incidences in the GGNRA of dogs attacking or 
harassing human visitors in the park, including reports on 1/17/08 (dog bit horse on the muzzle, causing it to rear and fall over and, when 
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including citations on 1/6/08 (“off-leash dog chasing birds in the dunes”), 3/5/08 (“dog chased nesting shorebirds…it ran more than 200 
yards away from the dog walker and beyond any control for at least fifteen minutes.”), 3/7/08 (“The pet was unattended and not under any 
control as it continually ran through the designated Wildlife Protection Area chasing birds.”), 3/14/08 (owner of dog chasing birds 
explained, “He’s a Pit Bull, likes birds, and needs something to chase.”), 10/28/08 (“small dog running off leash jumping at flying birds”), 
and 12/15/08 (two large dogs flush a group of ducks from the shore into the water and then forced them to take flight). These are only a 
small sample of reported incidences of harassment of wildlife in 2008 alone, which are in turn a small subset of total disturbances to 
wildlife, most of which are unreported. 
4 Roberts, N. 2007. Visitor/Non-Visitor Use Constraints: Exploring Ethnic Minority Experiences and Perspectives. Submitted to the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area and the Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy, at iii, available at 
http://wildequity.org/images/4856. 
5 Letter from Guide Dog Users, Inc. to Superintendent Brian O’Neill, GGNRA, December 21, 2005. 
6 U.S. Dept. of Interior. 1998. GGNRA, Draft Snowy Plover Management Plan, Ocean Beach, San Francisco, at 21. 
7 See, e.g., U.S. Dept. of Interior. 2011. GGNRA Dog Management Plan/EIS Determination of Non-Impairment (“DEIS”), 
at Appendix C-4, 5 (“An increase in nutrients from dog excrement in concentrated areas could result in some areas  
becoming overfertilized and lead to changes in species, both soil organisms and vegetation. Also, dog urine would increase 
the natural salinity of soil.”) 
8 See, e.g., Lafferty .D. 2001. Disturbance to wintering western snowy plovers. Biological Conservation. 101: 315-325 (finding that dogs 
were a “disproportionate source of disturbance” for snowy plovers); Lenth, B. et al. 2006. The Effects on Dogs on Wildlife Communities. 
2006. Research Report Submitted to City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks, available at 
http://www.friendsofboulderopenspace.org/documents/dogs_wildlife_communities.pdf (“The presence of dogs along recreational trails 
correlated with altered  patterns of habitat utilization by several wildlife species.”); Banks, P.B. and J.V. Bryant. 2007. Four-legged friend 
or foe? Dog walking displaces native birds from natural places. Biol. Lett. (2007) 3, 611–613, available at 
http://rsbl.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/3/6/611.full.pdf (finding that dog walking resulted in a 41% reduction in the number of birds 
detected and a 35% reduction in species richness). 
9 DEIS, at 1-2 (a dog management policy inconsistent with NPS regulations and increased public expectations for use of 
the park for dog recreation have resulted in controversy, litigation, and compromised visitor and employee safety, affecting 
visitor experience and resulting in resource degradation. The conflicts will likely escalate if not addressed in a 
comprehensive plan/EIS.”) 
10 See http://www.nature.nps.gov/biology/endangeredspecies/speciesdatabase.cfm; 
http://www.nature.nps.gov/biology/endangeredspecies/assets/docs/TopParkUnits.pdf 
11 DEIS, at v-xi 
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MYTH: The National Park Service is trying to ban dogs from the GGNRA. 
 

FACTS: The proposed Dog Management Plan is designed to accommodate dogs in 
the national park while protecting people, our pets, and wildlife. Dogs will be allowed 
on-leash throughout much of the park and several, large off-leash areas are being 
created for dogs and their owners to enjoy. 
 
Under the plan, only one trail, the Batteries to Bluffs trail in the Presidio, will not allow 
dogs. Other than that exception, people can walk with their dogs on leash within or 
adjacent to every single wild land and conservation area in San Francisco.  
 
This policy is more accommodating to dogs than any other park in the National Park 
system and is consistent with every other land managing agency in the region, 
including San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, California Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Marin Municipal Water District, Marin Open Space District, and 
California Department of Fish & Game. Like these agencies, the Park Service is trying 
to balance the needs of people, pets and wildlife in a high density, urbanized 
environment. 

 
MYTH: The Preferred Alternative will severely restrict dog use within the GGNRA. 
 

FACT: Within the GGNRA, there are a total of 115 miles of recognized walking and 
hiking trails. The Preferred Alternative would allow 31 miles of these trails for dog 
walking use (27%). In Marin County alone, there are over 440 miles of on and off leash 
dog recreational trails. There are also local off- and on-leash alternatives for dog 
walking, including more than 30 dog parks in San Francisco alone.  

 
MYTH: The GGNRA is a safe place to let dogs roam off-leash. 

 
FACT: The GGNRA is often not a safe place to walk dogs off-leash. Over the past 30 
years, many dogs have been lost, injured, or killed, likely because voice control is not 
an effective means to protect pets from getting lost or hit by cars. The Park Service 
has also identified that dogs, especially off-leash dogs, pose health and safety risks to 
other dogs, park visitors, and park employees. 

 
MYTH: The DEIS will restrict dog walking in GGNRA to such a high degree, that there will be 
nowhere for dog recreation within the city. 
 

FACT: The City of San Francisco has 28 off-leash dog parks in 47 square miles for 
over 800,000 residents. This is more off leash dog parks than Los Angeles, Boston, 
Chicago, Miami, Denver, and Sacramento combined, and nearly ten times more per 
capita than New York City. San Francisco continues to add dog parks as well. 
Moreover, because the proposed policy offers extensive on- and off-leash dog 
recreation in the GGNRA, there is no evidence that dog owners or dogs will lack for 
open space to recreate. 
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MYTH: Since GGNRA is a national recreation area it has different management policies than 
National Parks. 
 

FACT: No, all units of the National Park System are managed as one, regardless of 
title. “National Recreation Areas” were names given to parks either in or near urban 
areas as part of the “national parks to the people” movement in the early 70s. The 
GGNRA was properly suited for this designation, providing habitat for more 
threatened and endangered species than Yellowstone, Yosemite, Sequoia and Kings 
Canyon national parks combined. It is a world-class repository and it boasts the 
second-largest archival and museum collection in the National Park System, which 
tells the the cultural and historical story of the area. 

 
MYTH: The City of San Francisco can take back the lands it gave to the GGNRA since the Park is 
not abiding by the original intent. 
 

FACT: The agreement called for the lands to be used for recreation. See below for a 
long list of recreational activities at GGNRA. Furthermore, it would take an act of the 
US Congress to accomplish giving them back to San Francisco (as opposed to San 
Francisco “taking” them back). 

 
MYTH: The Snowy Plovers and other wildlife at Crissy Field and Ocean Beach are not affected by 
dogs off-leash. 

 
FACT: Plovers and other birds are often disturbed by dogs, which they see as natural 
predators, and disturbance triggers reactions that can lead to death of these birds. 
Disturbance of wildlife by dogs has been recorded within the GGNRA and 
documented in several published studies and reports, many of which are cited in the 
Draft Dog Management Plan DEIS.  
 
When considering dogs’ impacts on wildlife, it is important to remember that most 
shorebird species in North America are suffering population declines, in large part 
due to loss of habitat and disturbance. Just as dog owners want to be good guardians 
for their pets, we all share the responsibility of being good stewards for wildlife and 
their habitats. That responsibility means we all must accept reasonable regulations of 
our recreational activities where they result in impacts to wildlife and habitats. 

 
MYTH: The Golden Gate National Recreation Area has recently shifted away from providing 
recreation and instead focuses more on conservation to the exclusion of recreational activities. 
 

FACT: Many, many recreational activities occur with the GGNRA, including bicycling, 
horseback riding, bird watching, jogging, hiking, boardsailing, hang-gliding, fishing, 
surfing, soccer, picnics, and volunteer habitat stewardship. Many of these activities 
do not conflict with one another, but not all of these activities are compatible with one 
another, nor are many of them directly compatible with off-leash dog walking. Balance 
is essential to provide access to all user groups, not just people who have dogs. 
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April 27, 2011 
 
Via U.S. Mail 
Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey  
2263 Rayburn Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

 
Re:  Support for the Responsible Dog Management in the Golden Gate National 

Recreation Area 
 
Dear Congresswoman Woolsey, 
 
On behalf of the above-listed groups, we write to express support for improved dog management 
at the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (“GGNRA”). We believe that the National Park 
Service’s proposed Dog Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement comprise 
a necessary first step to bring order, sustainability and equity to this unique national park in an 
urban region.   
 
The GGNRA was created to bring a national park experience to a densely urban area and to 
serve constituents who lack the opportunities to visit other national parks such as Yosemite and 
Yellowstone. The National Park Service has recognized that dog-related recreation in the 
GGNRA is resulting in the harm to the park’s natural and cultural values and is degrading the 
park experience for many user groups that the park was created to benefit.  Moreover, the status 
quo is putting park users, employees, wildlife and dogs at undue risk because of the lack of 
regulation and enforcement. 
 
If implemented, the GGNRA Dog Management Plan will be the largest accommodation for dogs 
in any national parkland. The Park Service’s regulations usually require dogs to be kept on leash 
and restricted to a few paved areas in a park. The GGNRA plan will allow dogs on all but one 
trail in San Francisco’s national parklands and will create several large, off-leash areas. These 
areas will provide ample room for dogs and their owners to recreate and socialize.  
 
The National Park Service’s preferred plan would allow two miles of beach in San Francisco for 
off-leash dog recreation.  By contrast, under current conditions in the GGNRA a family seeking 
a beach experience free from dogs in San Francisco has only a single option, at the small and 
somewhat less accessible China Beach. Many feel that the Park Service’s preferred alternative 
does not go far enough to ensure accessibility to all user groups, especially the elderly, disabled 
and families with children or to protect wildlife and habitats in the park. 
 
It is clear that the status quo is unsustainable and that there are solutions to accommodate all 
visitors to the park.  For example, a workable plan must provide for enclosed off-leash areas, 
which were agreed to by consensus of community participants in the negotiated rulemaking. The 
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National Park Service must also be able to monitor compliance with and to enforce any new 
regulations implemented pursuant to this process. 
 
Enclosed please find a brief fact sheet about the need for dog management in the GGNRA and 
ways that the proposed plan could be improved. Please note that the fact sheet cites a small 
fraction of the overwhelming body of scientific studies, reports and criminal incident reports that 
demonstrate that the status quo is harming people, wildlife, habitats and dogs in the park and that 
improvements to the current management scheme are necessary. We are happy to provide you 
with further documentation upon request. 
 
We ask that you support improved dog management in the GGNRA and to help ensure that the 
National Park Service implements a policy that protects park visitors and resources. We would 
appreciate an opportunity to meet with your office to discuss this matter or to answer any 
questions you may have. Please contact Michael Lynes at (510) 847-9393 or 
mlynes@goldengateaudubon.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Arthur Feinstein, Chair 
San Francisco Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club 
 

 
Amandeep Jawa, President 
San Francisco League of Conservation Voters 

 
Michael Lynes, Conservation Director 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 
 

 
Jennifer Clary 
San Francisco Tomorrow 

 
Brent Plater, Executive Director 
Wild Equity Institute 

 
Peter Brastow, Founding Director 
Nature in the City 
 

 
Neal Desai, Pacific Region Associate Director 
National Parks Conservation Association 

 
Jake Sigg, Conservation Chair 
Yerba Buena Chapter of the California Native 
Plant Society 

 
 
 Cc: Frank Dean, Superintendent, Golden Gate National Recreation Area 



DOG MANAGEMENT IN THE GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL 

RECREATION AREA 

Do Dogs Really Have Impacts on Park Users, 
Wildlife and Habitats? 

Yes! The effects of dogs and dog-related 
recreation on park users have been very well 
documented, including: 

 Attacks on park users,1 other dogs2 and wildlife3 have 
been documented for years in the GGNRA. 

 Asian and Latino park users report that they are less 
likely to visit parks for fear of harm from dogs and 
because of the presence of dog feces.4 

 89% of guide dog users report off-leash dogs 
interference with the guide-owner team and 42% 
report physical attacks on the guide-and-owner team.5 

 Off-leash dogs have been found to be “the most 
significant threat to wintering snowy plovers”.6 

 Dog feces affects native soils, plants7 and wildlife.8 

 

Why must the Park Service Take Action? 

Current management is: 

 resulting in decreased use and enjoyment of the park 
by some community members;9 

 harming wildlife, including Threatened and 
Endangered Species;3 and 

 inequitable: only one beach, the small China Beach, 
provides visitors with a dog-free park experience. 

 
Why Is the GGNRA Important? 

 The GGNRA was created to bring a national park-
caliber experience to the residents of the SF Bay Area, 
many of whom cannot visit places like Yosemite. 

 The GGNRA is home to more Threatened and 
Endangered Species than Yellowstone, Yosemite, 
Sequoia, Death Valley and Kings Canyon National 
Parks combined, and one of the highest 
concentrations of sensitive species in the U.S.10 

 As the Bay Area population grows, residents will 
depend even more on the park to access outdoor 
recreation and appreciate nature. 

What will the National Park Service’s 
Preferred Alternative Do? 

The Preferred Alternative will be the largest 
accommodation of dogs into any national park 
in the United States.   

 Under the Preferred Alternative, the National Park 
Service would create 7 off-leash areas within the 
GGNRA, including 2 miles of beach, and every trail 
except one in San Francisco and for on-leash dog 
recreation.11 

 Nationally, the Park Service usually implements 36 
C.F.R. § 2.15(a)(2), which requires all dogs in parks 
be on leashes and contained in a few, usually paved 
areas. 

 
How can the Proposed Policy Be Improved? 

The National Park Service should alter its 
preferred alternative to: 

 require all off-leash areas be enclosed to protect 
park users, wildlife and other dogs; 

 limit off-leash recreation to areas where it will not 
have negative impacts on sensitive wildlife and 
habitats; 

 provide more trails that are free of dogs (currently, 
only 1 trail in San Francisco will be available for 
those who do not wish to interact with dogs); 

 limit dog walkers in the park to 3 dogs and to not 
permit commercial dog walking; and 

 implement compliance-based adaptive management 
that requires at least 95% of dog walkers to comply 
with the new regulations. 
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attacked by off-leash dog).  These are only a few examples from 2008 of reported incidents in the GGNRA, which we know are a small 
subset of total incidents of this kind. 
3 See, e.g. Criminal Incident Reports prepared by U.S. Dept. of Interior rangers for incidences in the GGNRA of dogs chasing wildlife, 
including citations on 1/6/08 (“off-leash dog chasing birds in the dunes”), 3/5/08 (“dog chased nesting shorebirds…it ran more than 200 
yards away from the dog walker and beyond any control for at least fifteen minutes.”), 3/7/08 (“The pet was unattended and not under any 
control as it continually ran through the designated Wildlife Protection Area chasing birds.”), 3/14/08 (owner of dog chasing birds 
explained, “He’s a Pit Bull, likes birds, and needs something to chase.”), 10/28/08 (“small dog running off leash jumping at flying birds”), 
and 12/15/08 (two large dogs flush a group of ducks from the shore into the water and then forced them to take flight). These are only a 
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MYTH: The National Park Service is trying to ban dogs from the GGNRA. 
 

FACTS: The proposed Dog Management Plan is designed to accommodate dogs in 
the national park while protecting people, our pets, and wildlife. Dogs will be allowed 
on-leash throughout much of the park and several, large off-leash areas are being 
created for dogs and their owners to enjoy. 
 
Under the plan, only one trail, the Batteries to Bluffs trail in the Presidio, will not allow 
dogs. Other than that exception, people can walk with their dogs on leash within or 
adjacent to every single wild land and conservation area in San Francisco.  
 
This policy is more accommodating to dogs than any other park in the National Park 
system and is consistent with every other land managing agency in the region, 
including San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, California Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Marin Municipal Water District, Marin Open Space District, and 
California Department of Fish & Game. Like these agencies, the Park Service is trying 
to balance the needs of people, pets and wildlife in a high density, urbanized 
environment. 

 
MYTH: The Preferred Alternative will severely restrict dog use within the GGNRA. 
 

FACT: Within the GGNRA, there are a total of 115 miles of recognized walking and 
hiking trails. The Preferred Alternative would allow 31 miles of these trails for dog 
walking use (27%). In Marin County alone, there are over 440 miles of on and off leash 
dog recreational trails. There are also local off- and on-leash alternatives for dog 
walking, including more than 30 dog parks in San Francisco alone.  

 
MYTH: The GGNRA is a safe place to let dogs roam off-leash. 

 
FACT: The GGNRA is often not a safe place to walk dogs off-leash. Over the past 30 
years, many dogs have been lost, injured, or killed, likely because voice control is not 
an effective means to protect pets from getting lost or hit by cars. The Park Service 
has also identified that dogs, especially off-leash dogs, pose health and safety risks to 
other dogs, park visitors, and park employees. 

 
MYTH: The DEIS will restrict dog walking in GGNRA to such a high degree, that there will be 
nowhere for dog recreation within the city. 
 

FACT: The City of San Francisco has 28 off-leash dog parks in 47 square miles for 
over 800,000 residents. This is more off leash dog parks than Los Angeles, Boston, 
Chicago, Miami, Denver, and Sacramento combined, and nearly ten times more per 
capita than New York City. San Francisco continues to add dog parks as well. 
Moreover, because the proposed policy offers extensive on- and off-leash dog 
recreation in the GGNRA, there is no evidence that dog owners or dogs will lack for 
open space to recreate. 
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MYTH: Since GGNRA is a national recreation area it has different management policies than 
National Parks. 
 

FACT: No, all units of the National Park System are managed as one, regardless of 
title. “National Recreation Areas” were names given to parks either in or near urban 
areas as part of the “national parks to the people” movement in the early 70s. The 
GGNRA was properly suited for this designation, providing habitat for more 
threatened and endangered species than Yellowstone, Yosemite, Sequoia and Kings 
Canyon national parks combined. It is a world-class repository and it boasts the 
second-largest archival and museum collection in the National Park System, which 
tells the the cultural and historical story of the area. 

 
MYTH: The City of San Francisco can take back the lands it gave to the GGNRA since the Park is 
not abiding by the original intent. 
 

FACT: The agreement called for the lands to be used for recreation. See below for a 
long list of recreational activities at GGNRA. Furthermore, it would take an act of the 
US Congress to accomplish giving them back to San Francisco (as opposed to San 
Francisco “taking” them back). 

 
MYTH: The Snowy Plovers and other wildlife at Crissy Field and Ocean Beach are not affected by 
dogs off-leash. 

 
FACT: Plovers and other birds are often disturbed by dogs, which they see as natural 
predators, and disturbance triggers reactions that can lead to death of these birds. 
Disturbance of wildlife by dogs has been recorded within the GGNRA and 
documented in several published studies and reports, many of which are cited in the 
Draft Dog Management Plan DEIS.  
 
When considering dogs’ impacts on wildlife, it is important to remember that most 
shorebird species in North America are suffering population declines, in large part 
due to loss of habitat and disturbance. Just as dog owners want to be good guardians 
for their pets, we all share the responsibility of being good stewards for wildlife and 
their habitats. That responsibility means we all must accept reasonable regulations of 
our recreational activities where they result in impacts to wildlife and habitats. 

 
MYTH: The Golden Gate National Recreation Area has recently shifted away from providing 
recreation and instead focuses more on conservation to the exclusion of recreational activities. 
 

FACT: Many, many recreational activities occur with the GGNRA, including bicycling, 
horseback riding, bird watching, jogging, hiking, boardsailing, hang-gliding, fishing, 
surfing, soccer, picnics, and volunteer habitat stewardship. Many of these activities 
do not conflict with one another, but not all of these activities are compatible with one 
another, nor are many of them directly compatible with off-leash dog walking. Balance 
is essential to provide access to all user groups, not just people who have dogs. 
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April 27, 2011 
 
Via U.S. Mail 
The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
United States Senate 
112 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

 
Re:  Support for the Responsible Dog Management in the Golden Gate National 

Recreation Area 
 
Dear Senator Boxer, 
 
On behalf of the above-listed groups, we write to express support for improved dog management 
at the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (“GGNRA”). We believe that the National Park 
Service’s proposed Dog Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement comprise 
a necessary first step to bring order, sustainability and equity to this unique national park in an 
urban region.   
 
The GGNRA was created to bring a national park experience to a densely urban area and to 
serve constituents who lack the opportunities to visit other national parks such as Yosemite and 
Yellowstone. The National Park Service has recognized that dog-related recreation in the 
GGNRA is resulting in the harm to the park’s natural and cultural values and is degrading the 
park experience for many user groups that the park was created to benefit.  Moreover, the status 
quo is putting park users, employees, wildlife and dogs at undue risk because of the lack of 
regulation and enforcement. 
 
If implemented, the GGNRA Dog Management Plan will be the largest accommodation for dogs 
in any national parkland. The Park Service’s regulations usually require dogs to be kept on leash 
and restricted to a few paved areas in a park. The GGNRA plan will allow dogs on all but one 
trail in San Francisco’s national parklands and will create several large, off-leash areas. These 
areas will provide ample room for dogs and their owners to recreate and socialize.  
 
The National Park Service’s preferred plan would allow two miles of beach in San Francisco for 
off-leash dog recreation.  By contrast, under current conditions in the GGNRA a family seeking 
a beach experience free from dogs in San Francisco has only a single option, at the small and 
somewhat less accessible China Beach. Many feel that the Park Service’s preferred alternative 
does not go far enough to ensure accessibility to all user groups, especially the elderly, disabled 
and families with children or to protect wildlife and habitats in the park. 
 
It is clear that the status quo is unsustainable and that there are solutions to accommodate all 
visitors to the park.  For example, a workable plan must provide for enclosed off-leash areas, 
which were agreed to by consensus of community participants in the negotiated rulemaking. The 
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National Park Service must also be able to monitor compliance with and to enforce any new 
regulations implemented pursuant to this process. 
 
Enclosed please find a brief fact sheet about the need for dog management in the GGNRA and 
ways that the proposed plan could be improved. Please note that the fact sheet cites a small 
fraction of the overwhelming body of scientific studies, reports and criminal incident reports that 
demonstrate that the status quo is harming people, wildlife, habitats and dogs in the park and that 
improvements to the current management scheme are necessary. We are happy to provide you 
with further documentation upon request. 
 
We ask that you support improved dog management in the GGNRA and to help ensure that the 
National Park Service implements a policy that protects park visitors and resources. We would 
appreciate an opportunity to meet with your office to discuss this matter or to answer any 
questions you may have. Please contact Michael Lynes at (510) 847-9393 or 
mlynes@goldengateaudubon.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Arthur Feinstein, Chair 
San Francisco Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club 
 

 
Amandeep Jawa, President 
San Francisco League of Conservation Voters 

 
Michael Lynes, Conservation Director 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 
 

 
Jennifer Clary 
San Francisco Tomorrow 

 
Brent Plater, Executive Director 
Wild Equity Institute 

 
Peter Brastow, Founding Director 
Nature in the City 
 

 
Neal Desai, Pacific Region Associate Director 
National Parks Conservation Association 

 
Jake Sigg, Conservation Chair 
Yerba Buena Chapter of the California Native 
Plant Society 

 
 
 Cc: Frank Dean, Superintendent, Golden Gate National Recreation Area 



DOG MANAGEMENT IN THE GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL 

RECREATION AREA 

Do Dogs Really Have Impacts on Park Users, 
Wildlife and Habitats? 

Yes! The effects of dogs and dog-related 
recreation on park users have been very well 
documented, including: 

 Attacks on park users,1 other dogs2 and wildlife3 have 
been documented for years in the GGNRA. 

 Asian and Latino park users report that they are less 
likely to visit parks for fear of harm from dogs and 
because of the presence of dog feces.4 

 89% of guide dog users report off-leash dogs 
interference with the guide-owner team and 42% 
report physical attacks on the guide-and-owner team.5 

 Off-leash dogs have been found to be “the most 
significant threat to wintering snowy plovers”.6 

 Dog feces affects native soils, plants7 and wildlife.8 

 

Why must the Park Service Take Action? 

Current management is: 

 resulting in decreased use and enjoyment of the park 
by some community members;9 

 harming wildlife, including Threatened and 
Endangered Species;3 and 

 inequitable: only one beach, the small China Beach, 
provides visitors with a dog-free park experience. 

 
Why Is the GGNRA Important? 

 The GGNRA was created to bring a national park-
caliber experience to the residents of the SF Bay Area, 
many of whom cannot visit places like Yosemite. 

 The GGNRA is home to more Threatened and 
Endangered Species than Yellowstone, Yosemite, 
Sequoia, Death Valley and Kings Canyon National 
Parks combined, and one of the highest 
concentrations of sensitive species in the U.S.10 

 As the Bay Area population grows, residents will 
depend even more on the park to access outdoor 
recreation and appreciate nature. 

What will the National Park Service’s 
Preferred Alternative Do? 

The Preferred Alternative will be the largest 
accommodation of dogs into any national park 
in the United States.   

 Under the Preferred Alternative, the National Park 
Service would create 7 off-leash areas within the 
GGNRA, including 2 miles of beach, and every trail 
except one in San Francisco and for on-leash dog 
recreation.11 

 Nationally, the Park Service usually implements 36 
C.F.R. § 2.15(a)(2), which requires all dogs in parks 
be on leashes and contained in a few, usually paved 
areas. 

 
How can the Proposed Policy Be Improved? 

The National Park Service should alter its 
preferred alternative to: 

 require all off-leash areas be enclosed to protect 
park users, wildlife and other dogs; 

 limit off-leash recreation to areas where it will not 
have negative impacts on sensitive wildlife and 
habitats; 

 provide more trails that are free of dogs (currently, 
only 1 trail in San Francisco will be available for 
those who do not wish to interact with dogs); 

 limit dog walkers in the park to 3 dogs and to not 
permit commercial dog walking; and 

 implement compliance-based adaptive management 
that requires at least 95% of dog walkers to comply 
with the new regulations. 
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References 
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before giving up, letting the dog continue to harass them women), 12/5/08 (dog attacks mounted park range), 12/30/08 (dogs attacked a 
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small sample of reported incidences of harassment of wildlife in 2008 alone, which are in turn a small subset of total disturbances to 
wildlife, most of which are unreported. 
4 Roberts, N. 2007. Visitor/Non-Visitor Use Constraints: Exploring Ethnic Minority Experiences and Perspectives. Submitted to the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area and the Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy, at iii, available at 
http://wildequity.org/images/4856. 
5 Letter from Guide Dog Users, Inc. to Superintendent Brian O’Neill, GGNRA, December 21, 2005. 
6 U.S. Dept. of Interior. 1998. GGNRA, Draft Snowy Plover Management Plan, Ocean Beach, San Francisco, at 21. 
7 See, e.g., U.S. Dept. of Interior. 2011. GGNRA Dog Management Plan/EIS Determination of Non-Impairment (“DEIS”), 
at Appendix C-4, 5 (“An increase in nutrients from dog excrement in concentrated areas could result in some areas  
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Myths and Facts About the GGNRA Dog Management Plan  
 

Send comments to GGNRA, Building 201, Fort Mason San Francisco, CA 94123‐0022 or by visiting 
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/ 

MYTH: The National Park Service is trying to ban dogs from the GGNRA. 
 

FACTS: The proposed Dog Management Plan is designed to accommodate dogs in 
the national park while protecting people, our pets, and wildlife. Dogs will be allowed 
on-leash throughout much of the park and several, large off-leash areas are being 
created for dogs and their owners to enjoy. 
 
Under the plan, only one trail, the Batteries to Bluffs trail in the Presidio, will not allow 
dogs. Other than that exception, people can walk with their dogs on leash within or 
adjacent to every single wild land and conservation area in San Francisco.  
 
This policy is more accommodating to dogs than any other park in the National Park 
system and is consistent with every other land managing agency in the region, 
including San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, California Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Marin Municipal Water District, Marin Open Space District, and 
California Department of Fish & Game. Like these agencies, the Park Service is trying 
to balance the needs of people, pets and wildlife in a high density, urbanized 
environment. 

 
MYTH: The Preferred Alternative will severely restrict dog use within the GGNRA. 
 

FACT: Within the GGNRA, there are a total of 115 miles of recognized walking and 
hiking trails. The Preferred Alternative would allow 31 miles of these trails for dog 
walking use (27%). In Marin County alone, there are over 440 miles of on and off leash 
dog recreational trails. There are also local off- and on-leash alternatives for dog 
walking, including more than 30 dog parks in San Francisco alone.  

 
MYTH: The GGNRA is a safe place to let dogs roam off-leash. 

 
FACT: The GGNRA is often not a safe place to walk dogs off-leash. Over the past 30 
years, many dogs have been lost, injured, or killed, likely because voice control is not 
an effective means to protect pets from getting lost or hit by cars. The Park Service 
has also identified that dogs, especially off-leash dogs, pose health and safety risks to 
other dogs, park visitors, and park employees. 

 
MYTH: The DEIS will restrict dog walking in GGNRA to such a high degree, that there will be 
nowhere for dog recreation within the city. 
 

FACT: The City of San Francisco has 28 off-leash dog parks in 47 square miles for 
over 800,000 residents. This is more off leash dog parks than Los Angeles, Boston, 
Chicago, Miami, Denver, and Sacramento combined, and nearly ten times more per 
capita than New York City. San Francisco continues to add dog parks as well. 
Moreover, because the proposed policy offers extensive on- and off-leash dog 
recreation in the GGNRA, there is no evidence that dog owners or dogs will lack for 
open space to recreate. 
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MYTH: Since GGNRA is a national recreation area it has different management policies than 
National Parks. 
 

FACT: No, all units of the National Park System are managed as one, regardless of 
title. “National Recreation Areas” were names given to parks either in or near urban 
areas as part of the “national parks to the people” movement in the early 70s. The 
GGNRA was properly suited for this designation, providing habitat for more 
threatened and endangered species than Yellowstone, Yosemite, Sequoia and Kings 
Canyon national parks combined. It is a world-class repository and it boasts the 
second-largest archival and museum collection in the National Park System, which 
tells the the cultural and historical story of the area. 

 
MYTH: The City of San Francisco can take back the lands it gave to the GGNRA since the Park is 
not abiding by the original intent. 
 

FACT: The agreement called for the lands to be used for recreation. See below for a 
long list of recreational activities at GGNRA. Furthermore, it would take an act of the 
US Congress to accomplish giving them back to San Francisco (as opposed to San 
Francisco “taking” them back). 

 
MYTH: The Snowy Plovers and other wildlife at Crissy Field and Ocean Beach are not affected by 
dogs off-leash. 

 
FACT: Plovers and other birds are often disturbed by dogs, which they see as natural 
predators, and disturbance triggers reactions that can lead to death of these birds. 
Disturbance of wildlife by dogs has been recorded within the GGNRA and 
documented in several published studies and reports, many of which are cited in the 
Draft Dog Management Plan DEIS.  
 
When considering dogs’ impacts on wildlife, it is important to remember that most 
shorebird species in North America are suffering population declines, in large part 
due to loss of habitat and disturbance. Just as dog owners want to be good guardians 
for their pets, we all share the responsibility of being good stewards for wildlife and 
their habitats. That responsibility means we all must accept reasonable regulations of 
our recreational activities where they result in impacts to wildlife and habitats. 

 
MYTH: The Golden Gate National Recreation Area has recently shifted away from providing 
recreation and instead focuses more on conservation to the exclusion of recreational activities. 
 

FACT: Many, many recreational activities occur with the GGNRA, including bicycling, 
horseback riding, bird watching, jogging, hiking, boardsailing, hang-gliding, fishing, 
surfing, soccer, picnics, and volunteer habitat stewardship. Many of these activities 
do not conflict with one another, but not all of these activities are compatible with one 
another, nor are many of them directly compatible with off-leash dog walking. Balance 
is essential to provide access to all user groups, not just people who have dogs. 
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April 27, 2011 
 
Via U.S. Mail 
The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
United States Senate 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 
 

 
Re:  Support for the Responsible Dog Management in the Golden Gate National 

Recreation Area 
 
Dear Senator Feinstein, 
 
On behalf of the above-listed groups, we write to express support for improved dog management 
at the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (“GGNRA”). We believe that the National Park 
Service’s proposed Dog Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement comprise 
a necessary first step to bring order, sustainability and equity to this unique national park in an 
urban region.   
 
The GGNRA was created to bring a national park experience to a densely urban area and to 
serve constituents who lack the opportunities to visit other national parks such as Yosemite and 
Yellowstone. The National Park Service has recognized that dog-related recreation in the 
GGNRA is resulting in the harm to the park’s natural and cultural values and is degrading the 
park experience for many user groups that the park was created to benefit.  Moreover, the status 
quo is putting park users, employees, wildlife and dogs at undue risk because of the lack of 
regulation and enforcement. 
 
If implemented, the GGNRA Dog Management Plan will be the largest accommodation for dogs 
in any national parkland. The Park Service’s regulations usually require dogs to be kept on leash 
and restricted to a few paved areas in a park. The GGNRA plan will allow dogs on all but one 
trail in San Francisco’s national parklands and will create several large, off-leash areas. These 
areas will provide ample room for dogs and their owners to recreate and socialize.  
 
The National Park Service’s preferred plan would allow two miles of beach in San Francisco for 
off-leash dog recreation.  By contrast, under current conditions in the GGNRA a family seeking 
a beach experience free from dogs in San Francisco has only a single option, at the small and 
somewhat less accessible China Beach. Many feel that the Park Service’s preferred alternative 
does not go far enough to ensure accessibility to all user groups, especially the elderly, disabled 
and families with children or to protect wildlife and habitats in the park. 
 
It is clear that the status quo is unsustainable and that there are solutions to accommodate all 
visitors to the park.  For example, a workable plan must provide for enclosed off-leash areas, 
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which were agreed to by consensus of community participants in the negotiated rulemaking. The 
National Park Service must also be able to monitor compliance with and to enforce any new 
regulations implemented pursuant to this process. 
 
Enclosed please find a brief fact sheet about the need for dog management in the GGNRA and 
ways that the proposed plan could be improved. Please note that the fact sheet cites a small 
fraction of the overwhelming body of scientific studies, reports and criminal incident reports that 
demonstrate that the status quo is harming people, wildlife, habitats and dogs in the park and that 
improvements to the current management scheme are necessary. We are happy to provide you 
with further documentation upon request. 
 
We ask that you support improved dog management in the GGNRA and to help ensure that the 
National Park Service implements a policy that protects park visitors and resources. We would 
appreciate an opportunity to meet with your office to discuss this matter or to answer any 
questions you may have. Please contact Michael Lynes at (510) 847-9393 or 
mlynes@goldengateaudubon.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Arthur Feinstein, Chair 
San Francisco Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club 
 

 
Amandeep Jawa, President 
San Francisco League of Conservation Voters 

 
Michael Lynes, Conservation Director 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 
 

 
Jennifer Clary 
San Francisco Tomorrow 

 
Brent Plater, Executive Director 
Wild Equity Institute 

 
Peter Brastow, Founding Director 
Nature in the City 
 

 
Neal Desai, Pacific Region Associate Director 
National Parks Conservation Association 

 
Jake Sigg, Conservation Chair 
Yerba Buena Chapter of the California Native 
Plant Society 

 
 
 Cc: Frank Dean, Superintendent, Golden Gate National Recreation Area 



DOG MANAGEMENT IN THE GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL 

RECREATION AREA 

Do Dogs Really Have Impacts on Park Users, 
Wildlife and Habitats? 

Yes! The effects of dogs and dog-related 
recreation on park users have been very well 
documented, including: 

 Attacks on park users,1 other dogs2 and wildlife3 have 
been documented for years in the GGNRA. 

 Asian and Latino park users report that they are less 
likely to visit parks for fear of harm from dogs and 
because of the presence of dog feces.4 

 89% of guide dog users report off-leash dogs 
interference with the guide-owner team and 42% 
report physical attacks on the guide-and-owner team.5 

 Off-leash dogs have been found to be “the most 
significant threat to wintering snowy plovers”.6 

 Dog feces affects native soils, plants7 and wildlife.8 

 

Why must the Park Service Take Action? 

Current management is: 

 resulting in decreased use and enjoyment of the park 
by some community members;9 

 harming wildlife, including Threatened and 
Endangered Species;3 and 

 inequitable: only one beach, the small China Beach, 
provides visitors with a dog-free park experience. 

 
Why Is the GGNRA Important? 

 The GGNRA was created to bring a national park-
caliber experience to the residents of the SF Bay Area, 
many of whom cannot visit places like Yosemite. 

 The GGNRA is home to more Threatened and 
Endangered Species than Yellowstone, Yosemite, 
Sequoia, Death Valley and Kings Canyon National 
Parks combined, and one of the highest 
concentrations of sensitive species in the U.S.10 

 As the Bay Area population grows, residents will 
depend even more on the park to access outdoor 
recreation and appreciate nature. 

What will the National Park Service’s 
Preferred Alternative Do? 

The Preferred Alternative will be the largest 
accommodation of dogs into any national park 
in the United States.   

 Under the Preferred Alternative, the National Park 
Service would create 7 off-leash areas within the 
GGNRA, including 2 miles of beach, and every trail 
except one in San Francisco and for on-leash dog 
recreation.11 

 Nationally, the Park Service usually implements 36 
C.F.R. § 2.15(a)(2), which requires all dogs in parks 
be on leashes and contained in a few, usually paved 
areas. 

 
How can the Proposed Policy Be Improved? 

The National Park Service should alter its 
preferred alternative to: 

 require all off-leash areas be enclosed to protect 
park users, wildlife and other dogs; 

 limit off-leash recreation to areas where it will not 
have negative impacts on sensitive wildlife and 
habitats; 

 provide more trails that are free of dogs (currently, 
only 1 trail in San Francisco will be available for 
those who do not wish to interact with dogs); 

 limit dog walkers in the park to 3 dogs and to not 
permit commercial dog walking; and 

 implement compliance-based adaptive management 
that requires at least 95% of dog walkers to comply 
with the new regulations. 
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Mason San Francisco, CA 94123-0022 or by 
visiting http://parkplanning.nps.gov/ 
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occurred in 2008 alone and many incidents go unreported or undocumented. 
2 See, e.g., Criminal Incident Reports prepared by the U.S. Dept. of Interior rangers for incidences in the GGNRA of injuries to dogs, 
including  2/14/08 (small dog “overpowered” and bit “multiple times” in the face and neck by off-leash dog), 4/20/08 (dog stuck on a cliff, 
requiring officers to perform a rescue), 5/31/08 (small dog attacked by pit bull, owner sustained injuries separating the dogs), 10/08/08 
(dog fight occurred after professional dog walker failed to keep control of dogs), 11/21/08 (off-leash dog ran into roadway, colliding with a 
motorcycle and throwing the rider, requiring medical attention for the rider and dog), /12/30/08 (dog suffered “deep” laceration after being 
attacked by off-leash dog).  These are only a few examples from 2008 of reported incidents in the GGNRA, which we know are a small 
subset of total incidents of this kind. 
3 See, e.g. Criminal Incident Reports prepared by U.S. Dept. of Interior rangers for incidences in the GGNRA of dogs chasing wildlife, 
including citations on 1/6/08 (“off-leash dog chasing birds in the dunes”), 3/5/08 (“dog chased nesting shorebirds…it ran more than 200 
yards away from the dog walker and beyond any control for at least fifteen minutes.”), 3/7/08 (“The pet was unattended and not under any 
control as it continually ran through the designated Wildlife Protection Area chasing birds.”), 3/14/08 (owner of dog chasing birds 
explained, “He’s a Pit Bull, likes birds, and needs something to chase.”), 10/28/08 (“small dog running off leash jumping at flying birds”), 
and 12/15/08 (two large dogs flush a group of ducks from the shore into the water and then forced them to take flight). These are only a 
small sample of reported incidences of harassment of wildlife in 2008 alone, which are in turn a small subset of total disturbances to 
wildlife, most of which are unreported. 
4 Roberts, N. 2007. Visitor/Non-Visitor Use Constraints: Exploring Ethnic Minority Experiences and Perspectives. Submitted to the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area and the Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy, at iii, available at 
http://wildequity.org/images/4856. 
5 Letter from Guide Dog Users, Inc. to Superintendent Brian O’Neill, GGNRA, December 21, 2005. 
6 U.S. Dept. of Interior. 1998. GGNRA, Draft Snowy Plover Management Plan, Ocean Beach, San Francisco, at 21. 
7 See, e.g., U.S. Dept. of Interior. 2011. GGNRA Dog Management Plan/EIS Determination of Non-Impairment (“DEIS”), 
at Appendix C-4, 5 (“An increase in nutrients from dog excrement in concentrated areas could result in some areas  
becoming overfertilized and lead to changes in species, both soil organisms and vegetation. Also, dog urine would increase 
the natural salinity of soil.”) 
8 See, e.g., Lafferty .D. 2001. Disturbance to wintering western snowy plovers. Biological Conservation. 101: 315-325 (finding that dogs 
were a “disproportionate source of disturbance” for snowy plovers); Lenth, B. et al. 2006. The Effects on Dogs on Wildlife Communities. 
2006. Research Report Submitted to City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks, available at 
http://www.friendsofboulderopenspace.org/documents/dogs_wildlife_communities.pdf (“The presence of dogs along recreational trails 
correlated with altered  patterns of habitat utilization by several wildlife species.”); Banks, P.B. and J.V. Bryant. 2007. Four-legged friend 
or foe? Dog walking displaces native birds from natural places. Biol. Lett. (2007) 3, 611–613, available at 
http://rsbl.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/3/6/611.full.pdf (finding that dog walking resulted in a 41% reduction in the number of birds 
detected and a 35% reduction in species richness). 
9 DEIS, at 1-2 (a dog management policy inconsistent with NPS regulations and increased public expectations for use of 
the park for dog recreation have resulted in controversy, litigation, and compromised visitor and employee safety, affecting 
visitor experience and resulting in resource degradation. The conflicts will likely escalate if not addressed in a 
comprehensive plan/EIS.”) 
10 See http://www.nature.nps.gov/biology/endangeredspecies/speciesdatabase.cfm; 
http://www.nature.nps.gov/biology/endangeredspecies/assets/docs/TopParkUnits.pdf 
11 DEIS, at v-xi 
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Myths and Facts About the GGNRA Dog Management Plan  
 

Send comments to GGNRA, Building 201, Fort Mason San Francisco, CA 94123‐0022 or by visiting 
http://parkplanning.nps.gov/ 

MYTH: The National Park Service is trying to ban dogs from the GGNRA. 
 

FACTS: The proposed Dog Management Plan is designed to accommodate dogs in 
the national park while protecting people, our pets, and wildlife. Dogs will be allowed 
on-leash throughout much of the park and several, large off-leash areas are being 
created for dogs and their owners to enjoy. 
 
Under the plan, only one trail, the Batteries to Bluffs trail in the Presidio, will not allow 
dogs. Other than that exception, people can walk with their dogs on leash within or 
adjacent to every single wild land and conservation area in San Francisco.  
 
This policy is more accommodating to dogs than any other park in the National Park 
system and is consistent with every other land managing agency in the region, 
including San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, California Department of 
Parks and Recreation, Marin Municipal Water District, Marin Open Space District, and 
California Department of Fish & Game. Like these agencies, the Park Service is trying 
to balance the needs of people, pets and wildlife in a high density, urbanized 
environment. 

 
MYTH: The Preferred Alternative will severely restrict dog use within the GGNRA. 
 

FACT: Within the GGNRA, there are a total of 115 miles of recognized walking and 
hiking trails. The Preferred Alternative would allow 31 miles of these trails for dog 
walking use (27%). In Marin County alone, there are over 440 miles of on and off leash 
dog recreational trails. There are also local off- and on-leash alternatives for dog 
walking, including more than 30 dog parks in San Francisco alone.  

 
MYTH: The GGNRA is a safe place to let dogs roam off-leash. 

 
FACT: The GGNRA is often not a safe place to walk dogs off-leash. Over the past 30 
years, many dogs have been lost, injured, or killed, likely because voice control is not 
an effective means to protect pets from getting lost or hit by cars. The Park Service 
has also identified that dogs, especially off-leash dogs, pose health and safety risks to 
other dogs, park visitors, and park employees. 

 
MYTH: The DEIS will restrict dog walking in GGNRA to such a high degree, that there will be 
nowhere for dog recreation within the city. 
 

FACT: The City of San Francisco has 28 off-leash dog parks in 47 square miles for 
over 800,000 residents. This is more off leash dog parks than Los Angeles, Boston, 
Chicago, Miami, Denver, and Sacramento combined, and nearly ten times more per 
capita than New York City. San Francisco continues to add dog parks as well. 
Moreover, because the proposed policy offers extensive on- and off-leash dog 
recreation in the GGNRA, there is no evidence that dog owners or dogs will lack for 
open space to recreate. 
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MYTH: Since GGNRA is a national recreation area it has different management policies than 
National Parks. 
 

FACT: No, all units of the National Park System are managed as one, regardless of 
title. “National Recreation Areas” were names given to parks either in or near urban 
areas as part of the “national parks to the people” movement in the early 70s. The 
GGNRA was properly suited for this designation, providing habitat for more 
threatened and endangered species than Yellowstone, Yosemite, Sequoia and Kings 
Canyon national parks combined. It is a world-class repository and it boasts the 
second-largest archival and museum collection in the National Park System, which 
tells the the cultural and historical story of the area. 

 
MYTH: The City of San Francisco can take back the lands it gave to the GGNRA since the Park is 
not abiding by the original intent. 
 

FACT: The agreement called for the lands to be used for recreation. See below for a 
long list of recreational activities at GGNRA. Furthermore, it would take an act of the 
US Congress to accomplish giving them back to San Francisco (as opposed to San 
Francisco “taking” them back). 

 
MYTH: The Snowy Plovers and other wildlife at Crissy Field and Ocean Beach are not affected by 
dogs off-leash. 

 
FACT: Plovers and other birds are often disturbed by dogs, which they see as natural 
predators, and disturbance triggers reactions that can lead to death of these birds. 
Disturbance of wildlife by dogs has been recorded within the GGNRA and 
documented in several published studies and reports, many of which are cited in the 
Draft Dog Management Plan DEIS.  
 
When considering dogs’ impacts on wildlife, it is important to remember that most 
shorebird species in North America are suffering population declines, in large part 
due to loss of habitat and disturbance. Just as dog owners want to be good guardians 
for their pets, we all share the responsibility of being good stewards for wildlife and 
their habitats. That responsibility means we all must accept reasonable regulations of 
our recreational activities where they result in impacts to wildlife and habitats. 

 
MYTH: The Golden Gate National Recreation Area has recently shifted away from providing 
recreation and instead focuses more on conservation to the exclusion of recreational activities. 
 

FACT: Many, many recreational activities occur with the GGNRA, including bicycling, 
horseback riding, bird watching, jogging, hiking, boardsailing, hang-gliding, fishing, 
surfing, soccer, picnics, and volunteer habitat stewardship. Many of these activities 
do not conflict with one another, but not all of these activities are compatible with one 
another, nor are many of them directly compatible with off-leash dog walking. Balance 
is essential to provide access to all user groups, not just people who have dogs. 
 



SMITH_______ 
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   DEAN______ 
 
 
W-42 (GOGA-SUPT) 
 
 
 
 
 
Senator Mark Leno 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Suite 425 
San Rafael, CA  94903 
 
Dear Senator Leno: 
 
We received your letter of March 15, 2010 regarding the public involvement in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Dog Management in Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area (GGNRA) that is currently being drafted.  Thank you for your interest in this 
complex and important project. 
 
Your letter mentioned your concern over the lack of representation of Marin County 
representatives during the work of the Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee that 
preceded the drafting of the DEIS.  Prior to the Committee being chartered by the Secretary of 
the Interior, a Situation Assessment was conducted for the National Park Service (NPS) to assess 
the potential of establishing a committee and to identify individuals to represent those interest 
groups on the Committee.  Among the fifty individuals interviewed during that assessment, and 
ultimately appointed to the Committee, was a representative of the Marin Humane Society.  At 
that time, no formal group representing Marin dog walkers was identified; however, once the 
Committee began its work, two individuals stepped forward as representative dog walkers from 
Marin County.  At their urging, the Marin County Board of Supervisors appointed Jane 
Woodman and Levon Sagatelyan, to represent Marin County. They were added to the Technical 
Subcommittee of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee, the group which did the bulk of the 
groundwork of providing proposals for consideration by the full Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee.  Finally, although the Committee did not reach consensus in as many areas as had 
been hoped, much information about stakeholders’ desired conditions came to the NPS through 
this eighteen-month process that involved sixteen meetings with stakeholders. 
 
Additionally, since late last fall, we have met with members of the dog walking communities in 
each county of the park to discuss on-going concerns and hear further input on the future of dog 
management in GGNRA. The most recent meeting was with representatives from Marin County, 
during which they presented input on options for dog walking access in southern Marin. They  
were also assured that all the areas open for discussion for dog walking during the Negotiated 
Rulemaking process are included for analysis in the DEIS .   



We are now within months of releasing the Draft EIS for public comment and, given that, we 
would urge all interested individuals to focus on thoroughly reviewing the draft and providing 
constructive input on the alternatives.  Our goal is to balance all input received and do our best to 
produce a plan that takes into consideration both the community’s need for recreation and the 
NPS requirement to both protect and conserve resources, while providing a quality and enjoyable 
visitor experience. 
 
If any of your constituents have questions about any aspect of the GGNRA dog management 
planning process, please have them contact Shirwin Smith, at (415)561-4947, or 
Shirwin_Smith@nps.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Frank Dean 
Acting General Superintendent 
 
 
cc: Assemblymember Jared Huffman 
 
 
 









 

United States Department of the Interior 
  

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123 
 
 IN REPLY REFER TO: 
                   

D18 (GOGA-CP) 
 

May 25, 2011 
 

The Honorable Nancy Pelosi 
90 7th Street, Suite 2-800 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Dear Congresswoman Pelosi: 
 
As you may know, we have spoken with Dan Bernal of your San Francisco District Office 
several times about the draft environmental impact statement for dog management (DEIS) at 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area that is currently out for public review.  Dan has passed on 
to us the concerns of some of your constituents regarding the preferred alternative presented in 
the DEIS.  In response, I would like to update you on the park’s efforts to help people understand 
what is in the DEIS, why we selected the site-specific options in the preferred alternative, and 
how we intend to address the comments received.  I also want to outline what comes after the 
public comment period on the DEIS closes May 30. 
 
First, I want to underscore that our draft environmental impact statement is just that – a draft.  It 
will be further refined by the specific ideas and suggestions that come to us through the review 
process.   To date, we have received nearly 3000 comments.  Some are very general; others are 
very specific.  All of the comments will be thoughtfully reviewed and all specific suggestions 
will be carefully weighed against the criteria that we must use in creating an appropriate plan: 
protection of the resources of the park; provision of a variety of visitor experiences; improved 
visitor and employee safety; reduced user conflicts; and maintenance of park resources and 
values for future generations. 
 
Our public outreach on the DEIS has been extensive.  In addition to the four public meetings  
attended by over 1,400 people in March in which we accepted extensive public comment, park 
staff have made numerous presentations to organizations – both upon invite and as proactive 
outreach.  The organizations we have spoken to include: Friends of Sutro Heights; Coalition to 
Save Ocean Beach, Planning Association for the Richmond, Neighborhood Association for 
Presidio Planning, and Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council and the Coastside Community 
Council in Montara.   We have also made presentations to SPUR and the San Francisco and 
Marin County Board of Supervisors.  We have briefed state, local and federal elected officials 
and their staff and have met several times with our colleagues at San Francisco Recreation and 
Parks Department, and with San Francisco Animal Care and Control.  We have provided 
briefings for members of the park’s former Citizens Advisory Commission and those who 
represented various park user groups as part of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee that 



attempted (unsuccessfully) from 2006-2007 to create a consensus rule for dog management.  
Park staff have spoken frequently with representatives of the dog community, the environmental 
community, and people with disabilities as well as with members of the general public who are 
concerned about this issue.  We have been interviewed many times for newspaper articles, radio 
programs, and television news pieces on the plan.   We will continue to work right up to the end 
of the comment period to make sure as many people as possible have a chance to weigh in on 
this important issue.   
 
At the conclusion of the comment period, the National Park Service (NPS) staff, both local 
managers and other experienced senior staff from outside the park, will spend the summer and 
early fall reviewing comments, developing responses and considering how the preferred 
alternative may change based on the public comments.   We will brief your staff frequently on 
what our thinking is during this period. 
 
Once the preferred alternative has been finalized, it will become the basis of a draft rule for dog 
use in the park that will go out for public comment.  We estimate that this next comment period 
will occur in early to mid 2012.   Following review of public comment on the proposed rule, the 
Final Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, incorporating public comments on both the 
DEIS and the proposed rule, will be published, with a notice of availability published in the 
Federal Register and by other means.   
 
The final step will be the drafting of the Record of Decision (ROD) on the Final EIS, and the 
final rule.  Both of those will be forwarded to Christine Lehnertz, NPS Pacific West Regional 
Director, for approval and signature, and then a summary will be published in the Federal 
Register.  Thirty days after the rule has been submitted to Congress, it will be implemented.  This 
is expected to occur at the end of 2012 or early 2013.  Implementation of the new rule will begin 
with an extended period of education, including the installation of signage and other needed 
improvements, and outreach by park staff at major visitor destinations and to stakeholder 
organizations.  We hope to enlist the partnership of key stakeholders in making the plan work.    
 
As you know, this is one of the most difficult and controversial issues the park has ever faced.   
We understand the importance of dogs in people’s lives and in their enjoyment of the park, and 
the passion this inspires in response to the proposed changes.  We also understand that not 
everyone wants dogs as part of their park experience.  Our goal has always been to create a plan 
that continues to allow people to enjoy the park with their dogs in a way that is balanced and 
protective of resources.  Our proposal to designate areas for off-leash dog use in the park for 
recreational purposes is an exception to the rules on dogs in every other unit of the national park 
system, but it reflects our belief in the uniqueness of this park and its history.    
 



We have appreciated the assistance of Scott and the District Office team in helping get the word 
out to your constituents on how they can provide input to the DEIS through their public 
comments.  We will continue to keep your staff updated throughout this long process. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Frank Dean 
General Superintendent  



 

United States Department of the Interior 
  

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

D18 (GOGA-CP) 
 
May 24, 2011 
 
The Honorable Lynn Woolsey 
1050 Northgate Dr., Suite 354 
San Rafael, CA 94903 
 
Dear Congresswoman Woolsey: 
 
As you may know, we have spoken with Wendy Friefeld of your District Office several times 
about the draft environmental impact statement for dog management (DEIS) at Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area that is currently out for public review.  Wendy has passed on to us the 
concerns of some of your constituents regarding the preferred alternative presented in the DEIS.  
In response, I would like to update you on the park’s efforts to help people understand what’s in 
the DEIS, why we selected the site specific options in the preferred alternative, and how we 
intend to address the comments received.  I also want to outline what comes after the public 
comment period on the DEIS closes May 30. 
 
First, I want to underscore that our draft environmental impact statement is just that – a draft.  It 
will be further refined by the specific ideas and suggestions that come to us through the review 
process.   To date, we have received nearly 3000 comments.  Some are very general; others are 
very specific.  All of the comments will be thoughtfully reviewed and all specific suggestions 
will be carefully weighed against the criteria that we must use in creating an appropriate plan: 
protection of the resources of the park; provision of a variety of visitor experiences; improved 
visitor and employee safety; reduced user conflicts; and maintenance of park resources and 
values for future generations. 
 
Our public outreach on the DEIS has been extensive.  In addition to the four public meetings  
attended by over 1400 people in March in which we accepted extensive public comment, park 
staff have made numerous presentations to organizations – both upon invite and as proactive 
outreach.  The organizations we have spoken to include: Coastside Community Council in 
Montara; Coalition to Save Ocean Beach, Planning Association for the Richmond, 
Neighborhood Association for Presidio Planning, and Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council 
and the Friends of Sutro Heights.   We have also made presentations to SPUR and the San 
Francisco and Marin County Board of Supervisors.  We have briefed state, local and federal 
elected officials and their staff and have met several times with our colleagues at San Francisco 
Recreation and Parks Department, and with San Francisco Animal Care and Control.  We have 
provided briefings for members of the park’s former Citizens Advisory Commission and those 
who represented various park user groups as part of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee that 
attempted (unsuccessfully) from 2006-2007 to create a consensus rule for dog management.  



Park staff have spoken frequently with representatives of the dog community, the environmental 
community, and people with disabilities as well as with members of the general public who are 
concerned about this issue.  We have been interviewed many times for newspaper articles, radio 
programs, and television news pieces on the plan.   We will continue to work right up to the end 
of the comment period to make sure as many people as possible have a chance to weigh in on 
this important issue.   
 
At the conclusion of the comment period, the National Park Service (NPS) staff, both local 
managers and other experienced senior staff from outside the park, will spend the summer and 
early fall reviewing comments, developing responses and considering how the preferred 
alternative may change based on the public comments.   We will brief your staff frequently on 
what our thinking is during this period. 
 
Once the preferred alternative has been finalized, it will become the basis of a draft rule for dog 
use in the park that will go out for public comment.  We estimate that this next comment period 
will occur in early to mid 2012.   Following review of public comment on the proposed rule, the 
Final Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, incorporating public comments on both the 
DEIS and the proposed rule, will be published, with a notice of availability published in the 
Federal Register and by other means.   
 
The final step will be the drafting of the Record of Decision (ROD) on the Final EIS, and the 
final rule.  Both of those will be forwarded to Christine Lehnertz, NPS Pacific West Regional 
Director, for approval and signature, and then a summary will be published in the Federal 
Register.  Thirty days after the rule has been submitted to Congress, it will be implemented.  This 
is expected to occur at the end of 2012 or early 2013.  Implementation of the new rule will begin 
with an extended period of education, including the installation of signage and other needed 
improvements, and outreach by park staff at major visitor destinations and to stakeholder 
organizations.  We hope to enlist the partnership of key stakeholders in making the plan work.    
 
As you know, this is one of the most difficult and controversial issues the park has ever faced.   
We understand the importance of dogs in people’s lives and in their enjoyment of the park, and 
the passion this inspires in response to the proposed changes.  We also understand that not 
everyone wants dogs as part of their park experience.  Our goal has always been to create a plan 
that continues to allow people to enjoy the park with their dogs in a way that is balanced and 
protective of resources.  Our proposal to designate areas for off-leash dog use in the park for 
recreational purposes is an exception to the rules on dogs in every other unit of the national park 
system, but it reflects our belief in the uniqueness of this park and its history.    
 



We have appreciated the assistance of Wendy and the District Office team in helping get the 
word out to your constituents on how they can provide input to the DEIS through their public 
comments.  We will continue to keep your staff updated throughout this long process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Frank Dean 
General Superintendent  
 
 
 
 



 

United States Department of the Interior 
  

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123 
 

 IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 
D18 (GOGA-CP) 
 
May 25, 2011 
 
The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
1700 Montgomery St. Suite 240 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
 
Dear Senator Boxer: 
 
As you may know, we have spoken several times with Megan Miller, and more recently Jennifer 
Tang, of your San Francisco Office about the draft environmental impact statement for dog 
management (DEIS) at Golden Gate National Recreation Area that is currently out for public 
review.  Jennifer has passed on to us the concerns of some of your constituents regarding the 
preferred alternative presented in the DEIS.  In response, I would like to update you on the 
park’s efforts to help people understand what’s in the DEIS, why we selected the site-specific 
options in the preferred alternative, and how we intend to address the comments received.  I also 
want to outline what comes after the public comment period on the DEIS closes May 30. 
 
First, I want to underscore that our draft environmental impact statement is just that – a draft.  It 
will be further refined by the specific ideas and suggestions that come to us through the review 
process.   To date, we have received nearly 3000 comments.  Some are very general; others are 
very specific.  All of the comments will be thoughtfully reviewed and all specific suggestions 
will be carefully weighed against the criteria that we must use in creating an appropriate plan: 
protection of the resources of the park; provision of a variety of visitor experiences; improved 
visitor and employee safety; reduced user conflicts; and maintenance of park resources and 
values for future generations. 
 
Our public outreach on the DEIS has been extensive.  In addition to the four public meetings  
attended by over 1400 people in March in which we accepted extensive public comment, park 
staff have made numerous presentations to organizations – both upon invite and as proactive 
outreach.  The organizations we have spoken to include: Friends of Sutro Heights; Coalition to 
Save Ocean Beach, Planning Association for the Richmond, Neighborhood Association for 
Presidio Planning, and Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council and the Coastside Community 
Council in Montara.   We have also made presentations to SPUR and the San Francisco and 
Marin County Board of Supervisors.  We have briefed state, local and federal elected officials 
and their staff and have met several times with our colleagues at San Francisco Recreation and 
Parks Department, and with San Francisco Animal Care and Control.  We have provided 
briefings for members of the park’s former Citizens Advisory Commission and those who 



represented various park user groups as part of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee that 
attempted (unsuccessfully) from 2006-2007 to create a consensus rule for dog management.  
Park staff have spoken frequently with representatives of the dog community, the environmental 
community, and people with disabilities as well as with members of the general public who are 
concerned about this issue.  We have been interviewed many times for newspaper articles, radio 
programs, and television news pieces on the plan.   We will continue to work right up to the end 
of the comment period to make sure as many people as possible have a chance to weigh in on 
this important issue.   
 
At the conclusion of the comment period, the National Park Service (NPS) staff, both local 
managers and other experienced senior staff from outside the park, will spend the summer and 
early fall reviewing comments, developing responses and considering how the preferred 
alternative may change based on the public comments.   We will brief your staff frequently on 
what our thinking is during this period. 
 
Once the preferred alternative has been finalized, it will become the basis of a draft rule for dog 
use in the park that will go out for public comment.  We estimate that this next comment period 
will occur in early to mid 2012.   Following review of public comment on the proposed rule, the 
Final Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, incorporating public comments on both the 
DEIS and the proposed rule, will be published, with a notice of availability published in the 
Federal Register and by other means.   
 
The final step will be the drafting of the Record of Decision (ROD) on the Final EIS, and the 
final rule.  Both of those will be forwarded to Christine Lehnertz, NPS Pacific West Regional 
Director, for approval and signature, and then a summary will be published in the Federal 
Register.  Thirty days after the rule has been submitted to Congress, it will be implemented.  This 
is expected to occur at the end of 2012 or early 2013.  Implementation of the new rule will begin 
with an extended period of education, including the installation of signage and other needed 
improvements, and outreach by park staff at major visitor destinations and to stakeholder 
organizations.  We hope to enlist the partnership of key stakeholders in making the plan work.    
 
As you know, this is one of the most difficult and controversial issues the park has ever faced.   
We understand the importance of dogs in people’s lives and in their enjoyment of the park, and 
the passion this inspires in response to the proposed changes.  We also understand that not 
everyone wants dogs as part of their park experience.  Our goal has always been to create a plan 
that continues to allow people to enjoy the park with their dogs in a way that is balanced and 
protective of resources.  Our proposal to designate areas for off-leash dog use in the park for 
recreational purposes is an exception to the rules on dogs in every other unit of the national park 
system, but it reflects our belief in the uniqueness of this park and its history.    
 



We have appreciated the assistance of Jennifer and the District Office team in helping get the 
word out to your constituents on how they can provide input to the DEIS through their public 
comments.  We will continue to keep your staff updated throughout this long process. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Frank Dean 
General Superintendent  
 
 
 
 



 

United States Department of the Interior 
  

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

 
D18 (GOGA-CP) 
 
May 24, 2011 
 
The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
One Post St., Suite 2450 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
Dear Senator Feinstein: 
 
As you may know, we have spoken with Gina Banks of your San Francisco office several times 
about the draft environmental impact statement for dog management (DEIS) at Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area that is currently out for public review.  Gina has passed on to us the 
concerns of some of your constituents regarding the preferred alternative presented in the DEIS.  
In response, I would like to update you on the park’s efforts to help people understand what’s in 
the DEIS, why we selected the site-specific options in the preferred alternative, and how we 
intend to address the comments received.  I also want to outline what comes after the public 
comment period on the DEIS closes May 30. 
 
First, I want to underscore that our draft environmental impact statement is just that – a draft.  It 
will be further refined by the specific ideas and suggestions that come to us through the review 
process.   To date, we have received nearly 3000 comments.  Some are very general; others are 
very specific.  All of the comments will be thoughtfully reviewed and all specific suggestions 
will be carefully weighed against the criteria that we must use in creating an appropriate plan: 
protection of the resources of the park; provision of a variety of visitor experiences; improved 
visitor and employee safety; reduced user conflicts; and maintenance of park resources and 
values for future generations. 
 
Our public outreach on the DEIS has been extensive.  In addition to the four public meetings  
attended by over 1400 people in March in which we accepted extensive public comment, park 
staff have made numerous presentations to organizations – both upon invite and as proactive 
outreach.  The organizations we have spoken to include: Friends of Sutro Heights; Coalition to 
Save Ocean Beach, Planning Association for the Richmond, Neighborhood Association for 
Presidio Planning, and Haight Ashbury Neighborhood Council and the Coastside Community 
Council in Montara.   We have also made presentations to SPUR and the San Francisco and 
Marin County Board of Supervisors.  We have briefed state, local and federal elected officials 
and their staff and have met several times with our colleagues at San Francisco Recreation and 
Parks Department, and with San Francisco Animal Care and Control.  We have provided 
briefings for members of the park’s former Citizens Advisory Commission and those who 
represented various park user groups as part of the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee that 



attempted (unsuccessfully) from 2006-2007 to create a consensus rule for dog management.  
Park staff have spoken frequently with representatives of the dog community, the environmental 
community, and people with disabilities as well as with members of the general public who are 
concerned about this issue.  We have been interviewed many times for newspaper articles, radio 
programs, and television news pieces on the plan.   We will continue to work right up to the end 
of the comment period to make sure as many people as possible have a chance to weigh in on 
this important issue.   
 
At the conclusion of the comment period, the National Park Service (NPS) staff, both local 
managers and other experienced senior staff from outside the park, will spend the summer and 
early fall reviewing comments, developing responses and considering how the preferred 
alternative may change based on the public comments.   We will brief your staff frequently on 
what our thinking is during this period. 
 
Once the preferred alternative has been finalized, it will become the basis of a draft rule for dog 
use in the park that will go out for public comment.  We estimate that this next comment period 
will occur in early to mid 2012.   Following review of public comment on the proposed rule, the 
Final Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, incorporating public comments on both the 
DEIS and the proposed rule, will be published, with a notice of availability published in the 
Federal Register and by other means.   
 
The final step will be the drafting of the Record of Decision (ROD) on the Final EIS, and the 
final rule.  Both of those will be forwarded to Christine Lehnertz, NPS Pacific West Regional 
Director, for approval and signature, and then a summary will be published in the Federal 
Register.  Thirty days after the rule has been submitted to Congress, it will be implemented.  This 
is expected to occur at the end of 2012 or early 2013.  Implementation of the new rule will begin 
with an extended period of education, including the installation of signage and other needed 
improvements, and outreach by park staff at major visitor destinations and to stakeholder 
organizations.  We hope to enlist the partnership of key stakeholders in making the plan work.    
 
As you know, this is one of the most difficult and controversial issues the park has ever faced.   
We understand the importance of dogs in people’s lives and in their enjoyment of the park, and 
the passion this inspires in response to the proposed changes.  We also understand that not 
everyone wants dogs as part of their park experience.  Our goal has always been to create a plan 
that continues to allow people to enjoy the park with their dogs in a way that is balanced and 
protective of resources.  Our proposal to designate areas for off-leash dog use in the park for 
recreational purposes is an exception to the rules on dogs in every other unit of the national park 
system, but it reflects our belief in the uniqueness of this park and its history.    
 



We have appreciated the assistance Gina and the District Office team in helping get the word out 
to your constituents on how they can provide input to the DEIS through their public comments.  
We will continue to keep your staff updated throughout this long process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Frank Dean 
General Superintendent  
 
 
 
 















Frank Dean 

General Superintendent  



Dear Congresswoman/Senator XXX: 

As you may know, we have spoken with XXX of your District office several times about the draft dog 
management plan and EIS draft environmental impact statement for dog management (DEIS) at Golden 
Gate National Recreation Area that is currently out for public review.  They haveYour staff have passed 
on to us the concerns of manyof some of your constituents regarding with the preferred alternative 
presented in the planDEIS.  In response, I want would like to describe update you on the park’s efforts to 
help people understand what’s in the planDEIS, why we selected the site specific options in the 
preferred alternatives, and how we intend to address the comments received in order to craft the best 
possible final plan.  I also want to outline what comes after the public comment period on the draft 
planDEIS closes on May 30. 

First, I want to assure you underscore that our draft plan draft environmental impact statement is just 
that – a draft.  It will be shaped further refined by the specific ideas and suggestions that people 
bringcome to us throughin the review process.   To date, we have received nearly 2800 3000 comments.  
Some are very general; some others are very specific.  All of the comments will be thoughtfully reviewed 
and all suggestions specific suggestions will be carefully reviewed weighed against the key criteria that 
we must use in creating an appropriate plan: protection of the resources of the park, and the provision 
of a balance of recreational opportunities for the full spectrum of park visitors – those who prefer to 
visit the park with dogs and those who prefer to experience the park without dogsdon’t want a dog 
experience.   

Our public outreach on the draft dog management planDEIS has been extensive.  In addition to the four 
public listening sessions held in March, attended by over 1400 people, park staff have made numerous 
presentations to organizations who have requested one, as well as to many we have proactively 
approached.  We have spoken to a number of neighborhood associationsThe organizations we have 
spoken to include: , including Friends of Sutro Heights; Coalition to Save Ocean Beach, Planning 
Association for the Richmond, Neighborhood Association for Presidio Planning, and Haight Ashbury 
Neighborhood Council and the Montara Coastal Council (??).   We have also made presentations 
topresented at  SPUR and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.  We have briefed state, local and 
federal elected officials and their staff .  We haveand have met several times with our colleagues at San 
Francisco Recreation and Parks Department.  We have provided briefings for the former members of the 
park’s former Citizens Advisory Commission and panelists from of the Negotiated Rulemaking 
Committee.  We Staff members have spoken frequently with representatives of the dog community, the 
environmental community, and people with disabilities as well as with members of the general public 
who are concerned about this issue.  We have been interviewed many times for newspaper articles, 
radio programs, and television news pieces on the plan.    

The comment period ends on May 30, and Wwe will continue to work right up to the end of the 
comment period to make sure as many people as possible have a chance to weigh in on this important 
issue.   



Once the comment period endsAt the conclusion of the comment period, we the National Park Service 
(NPS) staff, both local managers and other experienced senior staff from outside the park, will spend the 
summer and early fall reviewing and coding every commentcomments, developing responses and 
considering how that comment can help us improve the draft planthe preferred alternative may change 
based on comments.  We will assemble a panel of e xperienced NPS managers from outside the park to 
work with our local park staff in making changes to the plan as a result of the ideas and suggestions we 
receive.  Once we have made these changesthe final preferred alternative has been developed, it will 
become the basis of we will prepare a draft Rrule for dog use in the park that reflects the final preferred 
alternative that will go out for public comment.  We will then release this draft Rule for public comment.  
We estimate that Tthis will next comment period will occur sometime in thein early winter of 2012.   
Following review of public comment and adjustments to theon the proposed rRule, the Final Plan and 
EIS, incorporating public comments on both the DEIS and the proposed rule, along with the Rule, will be 
developed, and a notice of availability published in the Federal Register.  The final step will be the 
drafting of the Record of Decision on the Final EIS, and the final rule.  Both of those will be forwarded to 
Chris Lehnertz, Pacific West Regional Director, for approval and will be published in the Federal Register.  
of the Record of Decision.   Thirty days after the Record of Decision has been published Tthe rRule will 
then be implemented.  This is expected to occur in lateat the end of 2012.  Implementation of the new 
rule will begin with an extended period of education, including the installation of signage and other 
needed improvements, and the presence ofoutreach by  public informationpark staff to explain the new 
rules at major visitor destinations, and outreach to stakeholder organizations.  We do hope to enlist the 
partnership of key stakeholders in making the plan work.    

As you know, this is one of the most difficult and controversial issues the park has ever faced in many 
years.   We understand the passions dog use inspires; we understand the importance of dogs in people’s 
lives and in their enjoyment of the park, and the passion this inspires in response to the proposed 
changes.  We also understand that not everyone loves dogs as part of their park experience, and we 
understand.  We understand the concerns people have about protection ofwith the sensitive species 
and habitats in the park.  We are attemptingOur goal has always been to create a plan that continues to 
allow people to enjoy the park with their dogs in a way that is balanced and protective of resources.  
Our proposal to designate areas for off-leash dog use in the park for recreational purposes reflects the 
uniqueness of this park and its history ; our plan representsand is a unique exception to the rules on 
dogs in every other unit of the national park system.    

We have deeply appreciated the assistance of your staff in helping get the word out to your constituents 
on the plan DEIS and how to commentthey can provide input through comments.  We will continue to 
keep your staff updated throughout this long process.  We will continue to seek their help as we work to 
refine the plan.   

Sincerely, 

 

Frank Dean 



General Superintendent  







United States Department of the Interior

TN REPLY REFER TO:

D18 (GOGA-CP)

December 11,2013

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123

Conresswoman Nancy Pelosi
90 7 Street
San Francisco, California 94103

Dear Congresswoman Pelosi:

Thank you for your December 2, 2013 letter in which you urge the National Park Service to further
expand the public comment period on the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for dog
management at Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

As you know, we had extended the original 90-day comment period an additional 5 weeks, to January 11,
2014, in order to account for the 16-day federal government shutdown and to move the deadline beyond
the upcoming holiday season. This extension has been viewed as reasonable by most park constituents,
but we understand that a group of your constituents have requested that the deadline be extended again
by an additional 31 days, to February 17, 2013 (President’s Day). While we feel this additional extension
is not warranted, we will nevertheless extend the deadline to February 18, 2014 in deference to your
request.

The ongoing 12-year process to arrive at a workable rule for dog management in the park has been very
challenging, as you are aware. Our task is to develop a plan that is clear and easily understood, reflects
the desires of the broad range of interests, and is consistent with our mandate to both provide appropriate
and safe visitor experiences and protect resources into the future. We have employed what has been
among the most open, transparent, and publicly-engaged process ever undertaken by the National Park
Service.

The proposed plan formally acknowledges that dog walking is a legitimate and important recreational use
of the park. That draft plan, now undergoing a second public review, includes a preferred alternative that,
if implemented, would result in seven distinct areas for off-leash dog use under voice control, as well as
many more areas where dogs would be welcomed on-leash. The proposed off-leash areas are in
locations that are most highly prized by the full spectrum of park users, including those who favor off-
leash dog use as well as those who prefer to have a park experience that does not include dogs.

We have deeply appreciated your support over the years on all issues facing the park. Park users of
every perspective are seeking a conclusion to the long dog management planning effort. We look
forward to your support for the final rule that emerges from the process.

Frank Dean
General Superintendent

Sincerely,

























































DUE TO THE LARGE SIZE OF THE DOCUMENT

The complete 

"Draft Dog Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement" 

can be found on the National Park Service website at:

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=303&projectID=11759&documentID=38106

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=303&projectID=11759&documentID=38106


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































DUE TO THE LARGE SIZE OF THE DOCUMENT

The complete 

"Draft Supplemental Dog Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement" 

can be found on the National Park Service website at:

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=303&projectID=11759&documentID=55416

http://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=303&projectID=11759&documentID=55416
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