WILD Equity

I NSTITUTE

Building a healthy and sustainable global community for people
and the plants and animals that accompany us on Earth

November 10, 2010

Richard E. De La O

Accessibility Program Manager
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Facility Management

Building 201, Fort Mason

San Francisco, CA 94123-1307

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
RE: Accessibility Planning for the Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Dear Richard,

It was a pleasure to meet you at the November 9, 2010 accessibility public meeting hosted by the
National Park Service at Fort Mason. It was an enlightening meeting and I appreciate the Park
Service’s attempt to address accessibility issues in the park.

At that meeting, you informed me that I could submit comments to you via e-mail for inclusion in
the public record. This letter serves as the comments of the Wild Equity Institute on the GGNRA'’s
accessibility planning. The letter includes this narrative plus attached exhibits, including
comment letters and studies from Guide Dog Users, Inc. and other organizations with an interest
in accessibility.

As I noted last night, the accessibility planning seems to be occurring without consultation or
coordination with the GGNRA’s ongoing dog management rulemaking. This is unfortunate,
because the GGNRA has been informed about accessibility issues caused by free roaming off-leash
dogs since at least 2005. Several comments have been submitted about this issue, yet no one at
the accessibility meeting seemed to be aware of this concern.

In fact, off-leash dogs pose a significant challenge to individuals who rely on service animals to
help them enjoy the GGNRA. A 2003 survey conducted by a national guide dog user group
indicated that 89% of individuals with service animals have had their guide dogs interfered with
by off-leash dogs, and 42% of graduates have had their guide dogs attacked by off-leash dogs.
Because of this, organizations such as Guide Dogs for the Blind recommend that their graduates
avoid any place where off-leash dogs are known to roam.

Thus, the failure to enforce the leash law in the GGNRA has exposed those with service animals to
a high-risk of interference or attack, and in most cases has precluded these individuals from
enjoying the park altogether. This is a disproportionate impact on accessibility for individuals
who rely on guide dogs to traverse the park: and since dog management and accessibility
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planning will impact many of the same locations within the GGNRA, if this disproportionate
impact isn’t addressed the GGNRA may unwittingly exclude guide dog users from the very places
that it is trying to make accessible.

Yet at last night’s meeting, it became clear that the accessibility team has not addressed this issue.
Indeed, the accessibility team seemed to struggle with how guide dog users even fit within their
scope. This may be in part because the team is focused on other accessibility issues, primarily
physical barriers that prevent users of mobility devices from accessing trails, buildings, and other
structures in the park. This is important work, and I applaud the team for tackling these issues
directly.

At the same time, dog management policies are just as much under the purview of the National
Park Service’s accessibility program. If guide dog users are disproportionately impacted by free-
roaming off-leash dogs, and the park has a policy to permit off-leash dogs, this is as much of an
accessibility issue to the guide dog community as if the park had a policy precluding access to
guide dog users in buildings or places it manages. In both cases, the policies reduce access to the
guide dog user, and the policy is entirely within the control of the Park Service.

That’s why this is distinguishable from the fact pattern raised last night about supposed “gang
activities” in the park that make park conditions unsafe. There is no policy that the GGNRA
implements to force unsafe “gang activity” conditions on disabled users. But there is a policy
currently, and apparently will be another policy proposed through the dog management
rulemaking procedure, that affirmatively places unsafe conditions in the path of guide dog users
that wish to access the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

Although the accessibility team may not have heard about this issue, the issue has been presented
to the park in several planning processes. I have attached a letter from Guide Dog Users, Inc., a
interference study conducted by Guide Dog Users, Inc., a press statement about a leash law
enforcement petition filed by both groups and several other organizations, and a copy of the leash
law enforcement petition for your review, all of which are in the GGNRA'’s files.

Fortunately, there is a simple solution to this concern. If off-leash dogs will be permitted in the
GGNRA, the off-leash area must be enclosed by a physical barrier. Only a physical barrier can
provide guide dog users with the assurances they need that they are entering an off-leash area on
their own terms. This also would have the incidental benefit of keeping other park users and
wildlife safe, while clearly demarcating an area for law enforcement purposes where off-leash
dogs are not permitted to roam. It will also help keep our pets safe, because as explained in the
attached 2001 California Department of Parks And Recreation Pilot Program, fences are essential
to good dog park design.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Ilook forward to getting regular updates from you.
Sincerely,

Brent Plater




Guide-Dogs

FORTHE BLIND

Brian O’Neill, Superintendent

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, California 94123
GOGA_Reg_Neg@nps.gov

ATTN: Negotiated Rulemaking Committee

Dear Superintendent O’Neill:

On behalf of Guide Dogs for the Blind, | would like to apply for membership in the
Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee for Dog Management at the Golden Gate
National Recreation Area, announced in the Federal Register on June 28, 2005 (70
Fed. Reg. 37,109). The proposed Negotiated Rulemaking has the potential to
significantly impact the interests of Guide Dogs for the Blind, and none of the proposed
committee members are capable of representing these interests during this process.

Guide Dogs for the Blind is a nonprofit, charitable organization with a mission to
provide Guide Dogs and training in their use to visually impaired people throughout the
United States and Canada. Our dogs and services are free to those we serve, thanks to
the generosity of donors and support of volunteers. Our headquarters and a training
facility are in San Rafael, California—20 miles north of San Francisco. We are proud to
have provided more than 10,000 dogs to people with vision loss since 1942.

Our schools accept visually impaired students from throughout the United States
and Canada for training with a Guide Dog. We offer follow-up services to each graduate
of our program at their home or place of business for the lifespan of their dog. As part
of this service, we survey our graduates to better understand the challenges they may
face in working with, protecting, and enjoying Guide Dogs. A significant challenge
faced by our graduates is off-leash dogs. A 2003 survey conducted by a national Guide
Dog user group indicated that 89% of graduates have had Guide Dogs interfered with
by off-leash dogs, and 42% of graduates have had their Guide Dogs attacked by off-
leash dogs. Because of this, we recommend that our graduates avoid any place where
off-leash dogs are known to roam.

Thus, the establishment of off-leash areas in the National Park System generally,
and the Golden Gate National Recreation Area in particular, is of great interest to us, as
it may create areas where our graduates will be excluded from entering. Guide Dogs
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Guide-Dogs
FORTHE BLIND

for the Blind therefore finds in necessary to participate in this process to discuss
whether off-leash areas are appropriate in this National Park, and if so, how to insure
that proper safeguards are put in place that will minimize the impacts on our graduates
and their Guide Dogs.

Guide Dogs for the Blind actively encourages ‘Responsible Dog Ownership’ and
we feel that we can add positive and educated input to the Negotiated Rulemaking
Advisory Committee. The interests of Guide Dogs for the Blind, with its decades of
experience in promoting the animal/human bond and its expertise in dog management
issues related to the visually impaired and highly trained Guide Dogs, are not
represented by any of the categories of individuals currently proposed for the
committee.

Guide Dogs for the Blind has designated Jim Power to be its representative on
the Negotiated Rulemaking Advisory Committee, and Brian Francis as the alternate.
Mr. Power and Mr. Francis are employees of Guide Dogs for the Blind and both are
authorized to represent Guide Dogs for the Blind and its graduates in this matter. Mr.
Power and Mr. Francis have agreed to actively participate in good faith in the
development of the rule under consideration.

If you have any questions about this application, please feel free to contact me at
any time. Thank you for your consideration. | look forward to working with you on this
matter.

Sincerely,

Jim Power

Field Service Manager

Guide Dogs for the Blind, Inc.

San Rafael, CA 94903

Tel: 1 800 295 4050 or 415 499 4055
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GUIDE DOGS FOR THE BLIND JOINS COMMUNITY IN
SUPPORTING LEASH LAWS FOR GOLDEN GATE
NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

Guide Dogs for the Blind has joined with other community leaders
in a petition for emergency rulemaking to request that the Golden
Gate Recreation Area implement and enforce the leash law that is
currently in effect at all other units of the National Park System.
The organization supports the rights of the disabled who use guide
dogs or service animals to access all public spaces, in accordance
with the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Loose dogs represent a clear threat to the safety, and hence the
access rights, of people with disabilities. A 2003 survey of blind
people who use guide dogs was conducted by Guide Dog Users,
Inc., and revealed that 42% of respondents had experienced at least
one dog attack and 89% experienced interference by loose dogs.
Findings also showed that the vast majority (nearly 85%) of
interference/attacks occurred on a public right-of-way, highlighting
the need to enforce leash laws to ensure the rights of the disabled
to use and enjoy public thoroughfares, including those within the
National Park System.

Guide Dogs for the Blind is a national organization, dedicated to
providing people who are blind with the opportunity to experience
what a powerful partnership with a Guide Dog can mean - not only

to mobility, but to quality of life.
(end)



August 25, 2007
Chris Powell
chris.powell@nps.gov

Dear Chris,

I am writing to you on behalf of Guide Dog Users, Inc. (GDUI) an
international organization dedicated to advocacy, peer support, public
education and all aspects of training, working and living with dogs
specially-trained to guide blind and visually-impaired people. GDUl does
not train or place guide dogs; but acts as an independent resource
network; providing information; support and advice concerning guide dogs;
guide; dog training and access laws to its members; the media and the
public at large.

GDUI urges you to support the adoption of regulations which would create
physically enclosed spaces as off-leash dog play areas for the safety of
guide dog handlers and their dogs.

In a 2003 GDUI survey, 89% of guide dog handlers reported incidents of
interference from unleashed dogs, placing these visually impaired
individuals in serious danger. Even when an interfering pet dog simply
wants to play, the team’s attention to important elements of safe travel
is distracted making the blind person vulnerable to the dangers of traffic
and other environmental challenges. 42% of respondents have been the
victims of attacks by unleashed dogs causing physical and psychological
injury to both members of the team and even death or premature retirement
of the guide dog which can cost more than $50,000 to replace.

GDUIl supports the enforcement of leash laws in general because such laws
provide important safeguards for people, our pets, wildlife, and parks.
Enforcement of the National Park System’s leash law and the creation of
off leash play areas for dogs would insure dogs have reasonable access to
the Park without jeopardizing the safety of disabled individuals partnered
with specially trained assistance dogs, pet dogs, wildlife, or park
visitors.

Guide Dog Users, Inc. (GDUI) strives to promote civil rights and enhance the quality of life for working guide
dog teams. Drawing on the experiences and varied knowledge of its members, GDUI provides peer support,
advocacy and information to guide dog users everywhere. In addition, GDUI works with public entities, private
businesses and individuals to ensure that guide dog users enjoy the same rights to travel, employment, housing,
and participation in all aspects of life that people without disabilities enjoy.
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Guide dogs are bred to be gentle and unlikely to defend themselves, and as
such are particularly vulnerable to attack. Therefore, GDUl urges
creation of off leash play areas for pet dogs at the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area.

Sincerely,

Sheila Styron, President
Guide Dog Users, Inc.

Guide Dog Users, Inc. (GDUI) strives to promote civil rights and enhance the quality of life for working guide
dog teams. Drawing on the experiences and varied knowledge of its members, GDUI provides peer support,
advocacy and information to guide dog users everywhere. In addition, GDUI works with public entities, private
businesses and individuals to ensure that guide dog users enjoy the same rights to travel, employment, housing,
and participation in all aspects of life that people without disabilities enjoy.



GDUI GUIDE DOG INTERFERENCE/ATTACK SURVEY RESULTS
Number of Respondents: 119
SECTION 1 - INTERFERENCE

1. Have you and your dog guide ever experienced interference by a loose or
uncontrolled dog?
Yes 106 (89.1% of all respondents)

2. If yes, how many times in the last 6 months have you and your dog
experienced interference?

Respondents who indicated one or more incidents in prior 6 months: 90 (75.6%
of all respondents)

Range of incidents in prior 6 months experienced by those respondents who
reported at least one incident: low=1, high=90

Average number of incidents in prior 6 months months experienced by those
respondents who reported at least one incident: 7.9

3. Have you and your dog ever experienced interference by the same dog more
than once?
Yes: 54 (50.9% of all who have experienced interference)

4. Have you and your dog ever experienced interference by a dog that was
leashed but inadequately controlled?
Yes: 78 (73.6% of all who have experienced interference)

5. Have you and your dog ever experienced interference while traveling on a
public right of way such as a sidewalk or a side of the road?
Yes: 95 (89.6% of all who have experienced interference)

6. Do you ever plan alternate routes to avoid known dogs?
Yes: 50 (47.2% of all who have experienced interference)

7. As a result of interference, my dog exhibited the following behavior (Please
choose all that apply):

a. fearful of other dogs: 19 (17.9% of all who have experienced interference)
b. fearful of traveling in the location where the incident occurred: 28 (26.4% of
all who have experienced interference)

c. aggressive toward other dogs: 25 (23.6% of all who have experienced
interference)

d. other: 24 (22.6% of all who have experienced interference)

e. no behavior changes: 36 (40.0% of all who have experienced interference)

8. Have you ever needed to work with a guide dog trainer to “retrain” your dog
after problems with interference?
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Yes: 19 (17.9% of all who have experienced interference)

9. As a direct result of interfering dogs, did you have to retire your dog?
Yes: 4 (3.8% of all who have experienced interference)

10. During an episode of interference, did you ever feel that your health or safety
was at risk due to the interference?
Yes: 67 (63.2% of all who have experienced interference)

11. To what extent do you fear incidents of interference by a loose or
uncontrolled dog? (Please choose one.)

a. minor concern but does not effect my behavior: 41 (38.7% of all who have
experienced interference)

b. moderate concern such as planning safer routes away from known dogs: 48
(45.3% of all who have experienced interference)

c. major concern such as limiting travel in order to avoid known dogs: 11 (10.4%
of all who have experienced interference)

d. other: 4 (3.8% of all who have experienced interference)

e. none: 2 (1.9% of all who have experienced interference)

SECTION 2 - DOG ATTACKS

12. Have you and your dog guide ever been attacked by a loose or uncontrolled
dog?
Yes: 50 (42.0% of all who respondents)

13. If yes, how many times in the past 3 years have you and your dog
experienced a dog attack?

Respondents who indicated one or more attacks in prior 3 years: 38 (31.9% of
all respondents)

Range of attacks in prior 3 years experienced by those respondents who
reported at least one attack: low=1, high=6

Average number of attacks in prior 3 years experienced by those respondents
who reported at least one attack: 1.9

14. Have you and your dog ever been attacked by the same dog more than
once?
Yes: 11 (22.0% of all who have experienced attack)

15. Have you and your dog ever been attacked by a dog that was leashed but
inadequately controlled?
Yes: 25 (50.0% of all who have experienced attack)

16. Have you and your dog ever been attacked while traveling on a public right of

way such as a sidewalk or the side of a road?
Yes: 37 (74.0% of all who have experienced attack)
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17. Do you ever plan alternate routes to avoid known dogs?
Yes: 24 (48.0% of all who have experienced attack)

18. Please choose the word that best describes the extent of your dog’s physical
injuries after an attack. (Please choose one.)

a. mild: 19 (38.0% of all who have experienced attack)

moderate: 14 (28.0% of all who have experienced attack)

severe: 4 (8.0% of all who have experienced attack)

d. none: 13 (26.0% of all who have experienced attack)

19. As a direct result of an attack, my dog exhibited the following behavior:
(Please choose all that apply):

a. fearful of other dogs: 20 (40.0% of all who have experienced attack)

b. fearful of traveling in the location where the incident occurred: 22 (44.0% of
all who have experienced attack)

c. aggressive toward other dogs: 17 (34.0% of all who have experienced attack)
d. other: 7 (14.0% of all who have experienced attack)

e. no behavior changes: 9 (18.0% of all who have experienced attack)

20. As a direct result of an attack, did you have to work with a guide dog trainer
to “retrain” your dog?
Yes: 17 (34.0% of all who have experienced attack)

21. As a direct result of an attack, was your dog temporarily or permanently
disabled?
Yes: 11 (22.0% of all who have experienced attack)

22. As a direct result of an attack, did you have to retire your dog?
Yes: 3 (6.0% of all who have experienced attack)

23. During an episode of a dog attack, did you ever feel that your health or safety
was at risk due to the attack?
Yes: 29 (58.0% of all who have experienced attack)

24. Please choose the word that best describes the extent of your own physical
injuries resulting from an attack. (Please choose one.)

a. mild: 12 (24.0% of all who have experienced attack)

b. moderate: 5 (10.0% of all who have experienced attack)

c. severe: 1 (2.0% of all who have experienced attack)

d. none: 31 (62.0% of all who have experienced attack)

25. To what extent do you fear subsequent attacks by a loose or uncontrolled
dog? (Please choose one.)

a. minor concern but does not affect my behavior: 14 (28.0% of all who have
experienced attack)
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b. moderate concern such as planning safer routes away from known dogs: 21
(42.0% of all who have experienced attack)

c. major concern such as limiting travel in order to avoid loose or uncontrolled
dogs: 12 (24.0% of all who have experienced attack)

d. other: 1 (2.0% of all who have experienced attack)

e. none: 2 (4.0% of all who have experienced attack)

SECTION 3 - COSTS RESULTING FROM INTERFERENCE AND
DOG ATTACKS

Note: Of 119 respondents, 108 (90.8%) experienced either interference, attack
or both.

26. Did you have new or additional expenses as a result of the
interference/attack(s)?
Yes: 25 (23.1% of all respondents who reported an interference or attack)

27. What types of new or additional expenses resulted from the
interference/attack(s)?

(Please choose all that apply.)

a. Veterinary services: 16 (64.0% of respondents who had additional expenses)
b. Medication (for your guide dog): 9 (36.0% of respondents who had additional
expenses)

c. Medical Services (for you): 9 (36.0% of respondents who had additional
expenses)

d. Medication (for you): 5 (20.0% of respondents who had additional expenses)
e. Replacement/repair of personal property: 1 (4.0% of respondents who had
additional expenses)

f. Lost wages: 2 (8.0% of respondents who had additional expenses)

g. Transportation: 10 (40% of respondents who had additional expenses)

h. other: 6 (24.0% of respondents who had additional expenses)

28. Average dollar amount of each category of additional expenditure for each
respondent who indicated any additional expenditure)

a. Veterinary services: $138.24

b. Medication (for your dog guide): $110.84

c. Medical services (for you): $21.08

d. Medication (for you): $5.84

e. Replacement/repair of personal property: $1.00

f. Lost wages: $12.00

g. Transportation: $32.72

h. Other: $37.32

Average dollar amount of additional expenditure for each respondent who
indicated any additional expenditure: $359.04

Average dollar amount of additional expenditure for each respondent who
experienced either interference or attack: $83.11

Exhibit 77



29. Please identify any other negative impacts or consequences - monetary or
otherwise - that resulted directly from the interference/attack which are not
adequately covered in the preceding questions and answers:

Number of respondents who indicated having experienced some other type of
negative consequence of interference or attack: 21

SECTION 4 - FEELINGS/ATTITUDES ABOUT INTERFERENCE
AND DOG ATTACKS

30. Dog interference and attacks jeopardize my ability to move safely through
the environment

a. Strongly Agree: 69 (63.9% of respondents)

b. Somewhat Agree: 38 (35.2% of respondents)

c. Undecided: 1 (0,9% of respondents)

d. Somewhat Disagree: 6 (5.6% of respondents)

e. Strongly Disagree: 4 (3.7% of respondents)

31. Dog interference and attacks jeopardize my right to travel freely on routes of
my choice.

a. Strongly Agree: 97 (82.9% of respondents)

b. Somewhat Agree: 15 (12.8% of respondents)

c. Undecided: 5 (4.3% of respondents)

d. Somewhat Disagree: 12 (10.3% of respondents)

e. Strongly Disagree: 3 (2.6% of respondents)

32. Dog interference and attacks jeopardize the ability of my dog guide to safely
and effectively perform its duties.

a. Strongly Agree: 107 (90.7% of respondents)

b. Somewhat Agree: 9 (7.6% of respondents)

c. Undecided: 2 (1.7% of respondents)

d. Somewhat Disagree: 5 4.2% of respondents)

e. Strongly Disagree: 4

33. Loose or uncontrolled dogs pose one of the most dangerous situations for
guide dog teams in today’s environment.

a. Strongly Agree: 113 (95.8% of respondents)

b. Somewhat Agree: 4 (3.4% of respondents)

c. Undecided: 1 (0.8% of respondents)

d. Somewhat Disagree: 2 (1.7% of respondents)

e. Strongly Disagree: 2 (1.7% of respondents)

SECTION 5 - DEMOGRAPHICS
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34. Your age:
Average age of respondents: 46.3
Age range of respondents: low=21, high=72

35. Your gender:
Male: 31 (26.1% of all respondents)
Female: 88 (73.9% of all respondents)

36. Your dog’s age:
Average age of guide dog: 5.0
Age range of respondents: low=2, high=11.5

37. Your dog’'s gender:
Male: 56 (% of all respondents)
Female: 62 (% of all respondents)

38. I live in the following area:

Rural: 12 (10.1% of all respondents)
Suburban: 53 (44.5% of all respondents)
Urban: 54 (45.4% of all respondents)

39. | typically travel in the following area.
Rural: 3 (4.1% of all respondents)
Suburban: 28 (37.8% of all respondents)
Urban: 43 (58.1% of all respondents)

40. What state do you live in:

Respondents reside in 33 states, the District of Columbia and 3 different Canadian cities.
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EMERGENCY PETITION TO THE
GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA,
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE,

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,

TO PROMULGATE AND ENFORCE
36 C.F.R. § 2.15(a)(2) AT THE
GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

| * Al %

Desecration by Defecation: Two Bags of Dog Feces Hung Over a Plea for Protecting Imperiled Birds at the GGNRA.
Fort Funston — July 1, 2005

Submitted By

Action for Animals @ Guide Dogs for the Blind ® Coleman Advocates for Children
and Youth e Environmental Quality for Urban Parks e Center for Biological
Diversity ® Golden Gate Audubon Society e Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay

Chapter e California Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter ® San Francisco
League of Conservation Voters® Dune Ecological Restoration Team



NOTICE OF PETITION

August 16, 2005

Contact: Brent Plater
Center for Biological Diversity
1095 Market St., Suite 511
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-436-9682 x 301
Fax: 415-436-9683

Secretary Gale Norton Director Fran P. Mainella

Department of Interior National Park Service

1849 C Street, NW 1849 C Street, NW

Washington, DC 20240 Washington, DC 20240

Regional Director Jon Jarvis Superintendent Brian O’Neill

Pacific West Region Golden Gate National Recreation Area
National Park Service Fort Mason, Building 201

One Jackson Center San Francisco, CA 94123

1111 Jackson Street
Oakland, CA 94607

Dear Secretary Norton, Director Mainella, Regional Director Jarvis, and

Superintendent O’Neill:

Pursuant to the Right to Petition Government Clause in the First Amendment to

the United States Constitution,' the Administrative Procedure Act (‘“APA”),? and 43

! Congress shall make no law . . . abridging . . . the right of the people . . . to

petition Government for a redress of grievances.” U.S. Const., amend. I. The right to
petition for redress of grievances is among the most precious of the liberties safeguarded
by the Bill of Rights. United Mine Workers of America, Dist. 12 v. Illinois State Bar
Ass’n, 389 U.S. 217, 222 (1967). It shares the “preferred place” accorded in our system
of government to the First Amendment freedoms, and has “a sanctity and a sanction not
permitting dubious intrusions.” Thomas v. Collins, 323 U.S. 516, 530 (1945). “Any
attempt to restrict those First Amendment liberties must be justified by clear public
interest, threatened not doubtful or remotely, but by clear and present danger.” Id. The
Supreme Court has recognized that the right to petition is logically implicit in, and
fundamental to, the very idea of a republican form of government. United States v.
Cruikshank, 92 U.S. (2 Otto) 542, 552 (1875).

2

The APA provides that “each agency shall give an interested person the right to
petition for the issuance, amendment, or repeal of a rule.” 5 U.S.C. § 553(e).



C.F.R. Part 14,3 Action for Animals, Guide Dogs for the Blind, Coleman Advocates for
Children and Youth, Environmental Quality for Urban Parks, Center for Biological
Diversity, Golden Gate Audubon Society, Dune Ecological Restoration Team, Yerba
Buena Chapter of the California Native Plant Society, San Francisco Bay Chapter of the
Sierra Club, and San Francisco League of Conservation Voters hereby petition the
National Park Service to promulgate and enforce a rule implementing 36 C.F.R. §
2.15(a)(2) at the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (“GGNRA”). Rulemaking is
necessary due to recent court decisions making clear that the GGNRA has, without
following formal or informal rulemaking procedures, exempted itself from this validly

promulgated, nation-wide regulation in significant portions of the GGNRA.

Good cause exists to promulgate and enforce 36 C.F.R. § 2.15(a)(2) at the
GGNRA on an expedited or emergency basis. As demonstrated by this petition, the voice
control agenda has not been adequate to protect people, our pets, wildlife, or the park
from harm caused by dogs roaming off-leash, and off-leash incidents are likely to
increase due to recent court orders inhibiting the Park Service’s ability to enforce park
safeguards. As explained by the Humane Society of the United States and the
International City/County Management Association, the voice control agenda and other
non-physical pet restraint measures are inadequate to protect park visitors.* The Park
Service thus faces an urgent problem that cannot be adequately addressed solely by the
voice control agenda currently in place, and under similar circumstances courts have
found that good cause exists to promulgate rules on an emergency basis. Hawaii

Helicopter Operators Assn. v. FAA, 51 F.3d 212 (9" Cir. 1995).

3 The Department of Interior’s regulations require the National Park Service to

give “prompt consideration” to this petition and “notify promptly” the petitioners about
the action taken. 43 C.F.R. § 14.3.

4 Geoffrey L. Handy, Humane Society of the United States, International

City/County Management Association, Animal Control Management: A Guide for Local
Governments (2001) (“Adequate restraint should be defined as physical control of
animals; alternative methods such as voice control, electronic fences, and chemical
sprays are not reliable for dogs whose basic predatory, sexual, or territorial defense
drives have been triggered.”).




Recently the Park Service announced a proposal to proceed with a negotiated
rulemaking process to address pet management regulations at the GGNRA. 70 Fed. Reg.
37,108 (June 28, 2005). While this process may result in permanent leash law
enforcement throughout the park, the process will not result in final rulemaking until
2007 or 2008, leaving the GGNRA unprotected for several years. Id. at 37,109. Under
such circumstances, it is appropriate for the National Park Service to initiate emergency
rulemaking procedures to restore leash law enforcement at the GGNRA on an interim

basis, see, e.g., National Customs Brokers and Forwarders Assn. v. United States, 59 F.3d

1219 (Fed. Cir. 1995) (finding good cause to exist where interim rulemaking restores
agency compliance with applicable law), and if necessary and appropriate supersede
these emergency rules with regulations adopted through the negotiated rulemaking

process.

An appropriate response to this emergency petition would be to propose, accept
30 days of public comment, and make effective upon final publication in the Federal

Register pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 553(d)(3) the following regulation:’

36 C.F.R. § 7.97. Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

(d) Pets. The following are prohibited: Failing to crate, cage, restrain
on a leash which shall not exceed six feet in length, or otherwise
physically confine a pet at all times.

Judicial review under the APA requires reviewing courts to “compel agency
action unlawfully withheld or unreasonably delayed.” 5 U.S.C. § 706(1). Accordingly,
the National Park Service cannot unreasonably delay action on this emergency petition.
Consistent with this mandate, the Department of Interior’s petition processing

regulations, and the exigent circumstances that currently exist at the GGNRA, we expect

: Alternatively the Park Service may implement this regulation pursuant to 36

C.F.R. § 1.5(b) without publication in the Federal Register under its emergency
rulemaking authority.



a final response to this emergency petition within 60 days. If you have any questions

about this request, do not hesitate to contact me at (415) 436-9682 x 301.

Sincerely,

Bk Pla—

Brent Plater

I am as strident and ardent an animal rights person as you’re
going to find: I don't eat animals, | don’t wear animals, and | don't
let my dogs off-leash. It's not a question of the dog’s right, it’s a
question of protecting the dog. The idea that there’s some kind of
right to run off-leash—this is why animal rights people get a bad
name, because they have idiotic ideas like this.

- Rutgers law professor Gary Francione, founder
and director of Rutgers’ Animal Rights Law
Project (quoted in July/August 2002 edition of
Legal Affairs Magazine)



SUMMARY

Leash laws provide important safeguards for people, our pets, wildlife, and our
parks, and as such they are widely supported as a cornerstone of responsible dog
ownership. In the National Park System, leash laws have been effective in providing
reasonable accommodations for people with pets while ensuring that our Nation’s
outstanding biological, cultural, historical, and aesthetic resources are not impaired or
degraded. In the San Francisco Bay Area—home to the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, one of our nation’s boldest conservation experiments—there is broad
support for leash laws in our parks, with over 71% of the general public supporting the

leash laws that protect the GGNRA.°

Unfortunately the administrators of the GGNRA have not been faithful to the
National Park System’s leash laws or the public’s will to see these laws enforced. For
over two decades, GGNRA administrators have pursued a policy of non-enforcement of
leash laws at the park, ignoring validly promulgated pet management regulations and
instead adhering to a voice control agenda in significant portions of the GGNRA.
Perhaps most disturbingly, this policy was implemented without using informal or
formal rulemaking procedures, depriving the general public of any opportunity to

express its overwhelming support for leash law protections at our parks.

The adverse results of this illicit policy could hardly be more evident. The
GGNRA'’s own records demonstrate that the voice control agenda has failed to protect
people, our pets, wildlife, or the park. Park visitors have been bitten, chased, charged,
and knocked to the ground; dogs have been lost, injured, and killed; imperiled wildlife
and plants have been harassed and destroyed; and the very purpose for which the park
was established has been put into jeopardy. The situation at the GGNRA is so
extraordinary that it impedes efforts to obtain reasonable dog access in other parks,

because the damage done to the GGNRA is not something other parks wish to replicate.

6 See ex. 107.



This petition documents many of the adverse impacts caused by the voice control
agenda at the GGNRA. Yet because the GGNRA has failed to maintain adequate
records of off-leash incidents at the park over the past two decades the actual number of
incidents is believed to be far greater than what can be reported here. Fortunately both
the documented and undocumented harm caused by the voice control agenda can be
remedied through promulgation and enforcement of the National Park System’s leash
law on an emergency basis at the GGNRA. The National Park System’s leash law is an
effective method of ensuring that our pets have reasonable access to National Parks
while preserving the parks unimpaired for future generations to enjoy. Unless and until
the National Park Service promulgates and enforces the leash law at the GGNRA, the
park’s ability to protect people, pets, wildlife, and the park itself from the threats
imposed by off-leash dogs will be greatly diminished.



PETITIONERS

Action for Animals is based in Oakland, California and has published a monthly
calendar of events for Bay Area animal and environmental activists since 1984. During
those same years, Action for Animals has spent considerable time and effort passing
animal welfare legislation in the State Capitol, as well as on the local level. Much of the
focus has been on the welfare of dogs and cats, in addition to animals in circuses, rodeos,
and live animal food markets. Eric Mills, coordinator for Action for Animals, is on the
Board of PawPAC, California’s political action committee for animals. Action for
Animals continues to work with a variety of animal welfare and environmental

organizations on mutual concerns affecting animals, both wild and domestic.

Guide Dogs for the Blind (“Guide Dogs”) is a nonprofit, charitable organization
with a mission to provide guide dogs and training in their use to visually impaired people
throughout the United States and Canada. Guide Dogs’ dogs and services are free to
those we serve, thanks to the generosity of donors and support of volunteers. Guide
Dogs’ headquarters and a training facility are in San Rafael, California—20 miles north
of San Francisco. The organization is proud to have provided more than 10,000 dogs to
people with vision loss since 1942. Guide Dogs’ schools accept visually impaired
students from throughout the United States and Canada for training with a guide dog.
The organization offer follow-up services to each graduate of our program at their home
or place of business for the lifespan of their dog. As part of this service, Guide Dogs
surveys its graduates to better understand the challenges they may face in working with,
protecting, and enjoying guide dogs. A significant challenge faced by our graduates is
off-leash dogs. A 2003 survey conducted by a national guide dog user group indicated
that 89% of graduates have had guide dogs interfered with by off-leash dogs, and 42% of
graduates have had their guide dogs attacked by off-leash dogs. Because of this, Guide
Dogs recommends that graduates avoid any place where off-leash dogs are known to

roam.



Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth (“Coleman Advocates™) is a one-of-
a-kind local community organization that works to transform San Francisco’s services
and policies for children, youth, and their families in order to create a more family-
friendly community. This includes ensuring that San Francisco’s parks remain a safe and
vibrant place for children, youth, and families. In particular Coleman Advocates has
been involved in ensuring that San Francisco’s parks remain open and accessible to
families, children, and youth through leash law enforcement. Coleman Advocates has a
representative on San Francisco’s Dog Advisory Committee, and is also involved in
public education and outreach efforts to ensure that leash laws are complied with and
enforced in San Francisco. Coleman Advocates is also involved in the proposed
negotiated rulemaking process for reviewing the applicability of the leash law to lands

within the GGNRA.

Environmental Quality for Urban Parks (“EQUP”) is comprised of individuals
and organizations advocating for the environmental quality of urban parks and the natural
areas of the City and County of San Francisco. EQUP believes that urban parks and
natural areas are extensions of the living and recreational spaces for the residents of and
visitors to San Francisco. EQUP promotes high and quantifiable standards for soil,
water, air, flora, and fauna and assuring safe, clean, and fun human experiences in nature,
both active and passive. EQUP has been particularly active in ensuring that leash laws
are complied with in San Francisco to ensure that urban parks remain safe and inviting

places for people to enjoy.

The Center for Biological Diversity (“the Center”) is a non-profit organization
with offices in San Francisco, San Diego, and Joshua Tree, California; Silver City, New
Mexico; Tucson and Phoenix, Arizona; Portland, Oregon; and Washington, D.C. The
Center is dedicated to protecting rare and imperiled species and the habitats upon which
they depend. The Center has been involved in the protection of imperiled species at the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (“GGNRA”) for at least 5 years, and has a
particular interest in the protection of the imperiled West Coast distinct population

segment of the western snowy plover. During this time, the Center has taken an active



role in ensuring that the leash law is enforced at the GGNRA, in part to protect imperiled
shorebirds such as the snowy plover from harm. For example, on February 15, 2005 the
Center submitted comments to protect critical habitats for the Snowy Plover within the
GGNRA, in part to protect the species from constant harassment from off-leash dogs.
The Center is also a potential member of the GGNRA’s negotiated rulemaking process
for reviewing the applicability of the leash law to lands within the park. The Center has
also been involved in advocacy and public education efforts aimed at ensuring that
reasonable regulations are put in place to ensure that endangered species and wild places
at the GGNRA are protected from threats posed by off-leash dogs. The interests of the
Center and its members in observing, studying, and otherwise enjoying the GGNRA and
its wildlife have been, and will continue to be, harmed by off-leash dogs, and if the
GGNRA fails to promulgate and enforce the National Park Service’s nationwide leash

law the Center’s interest will continue to be impaired.

Golden Gate Audubon Society (“GGAS”) is dedicated to protecting Bay Area
birds, other wildlife, and their natural habitats. GGAS works to conserve and restore
wildlife habitat, connect people of all ages and backgrounds with the natural world, and
educate and engage Bay Area residents in the protection of our shared, local
environment. Founded in 1917, GGAS is one of the oldest conservation organizations on
the West Coast and has played a key role in protecting wildlife and their natural habitats
throughout the Bay Area. The GGAS is a potential member of the GGNRA’s negotiated
rulemaking process for reviewing the applicability of the leash law to lands within the
park. The GGAS has also been involved in advocacy and public education efforts aimed
at ensuring that reasonable regulations are put in place to ensure that endangered birds

and wild places at the GGNRA are protected from threats posed by off-leash dogs.

The Sierra Club San Francisco Bay Chapter is a volunteer-based organization
with 40,000 Sierra Club members in the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and
San Francisco. The San Francisco Bay Chapter and its groups sponsor numerous

conservation issue committees and recreational activity sections, based on type of outing



or social group. As part of these efforts, the San Francisco Bay Chapter is focused on

preserving the historic, aesthetic, recreational, and biological values at the GGNRA.

The California Native Plant Society is a statewide non-profit organization of
amateurs and professionals. Our goals are to increase understanding of California’s native
flora and to preserve this rich natural heritage for future generations. The Yerba Buena
Chapter encompasses San Francisco and northern San Mateo Counties and is named for
the tiny fragrant mint Satureja douglasii found in this area. The Yerba Buena Chapter
Activities are as diverse as our membership and range from conservation and habitat

restoration to native plant gardening and photography.

The San Francisco League of Conservation Voters (“SFLCV”) formed over
twenty years ago to promote environmental protection through active participation in the
San Francisco political system and to enhance the integrity of that political system for all
San Franciscans. As such, SFLCV promotes conservation and protection of natural
resources, environmental justice, and sustainability, as well as good government issues

and political reforms.

The Dune Ecological Restoration Team (“DERT?”) is an existing, organized group
of experienced Presidio restoration volunteers. We are comprised of many of the
volunteers who were at the heart of the Crissy Field Restoration. DERT’s mission is to
“... restore, protect and expand the natural resources of the Presidio of San Francisco.”
Of late DERT has been requested by the Presidio Trust to assist them in their efforts on

several restoration sites where the Army still has a role to play.
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INTRODUCTION

Action for Animals, Guide Dogs for the Blind, Coleman Advocates for Children
and Youth, Environmental Quality for Urban Parks, Center for Biological Diversity,
Golden Gate Audubon Society, Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay Chapter, California
Native Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter, San Francisco League of Conservation
Voters, and Dune Ecological Restoration Team (hereinafter “Park Protection
Organizations”) are non-profit organizations concerned with the welfare of companion
animals, wildlife, people, and public parks. The National Park Service’s failure to
implement and enforce validly promulgated pet management regulations at the GGNRA,
particularly 36 C.F.R. § 2.15(a)(2), poses a significant threat to each of these concerns.
The Park Protection Organizations submit this petition to request that the National Park
Service immediately begin rulemaking to bring the GGNRA into compliance with

nationwide regulations.

This petition explains how the GGNRA's failure to enforce the leash law has
resulted in dog attacks on people recreating at this National Park; explains how running
dogs off-leash at the GGNRA—a park that contains none of the safeguards recommended
by responsible animal welfare organizations to ensure the safety of off-leash pets—has
resulted in needless and preventable injuries and deaths to many dogs in the park;
explains how continued enforcement of the National Park System’s leash law at the
GGNRA—which protects more federally listed species than any other unit of the
National Park System in the continental United States’—is critically important to the
continued existence of the threatened and endangered species in the park; and explains
how the epidemic of off-leash dogs at the GGNRA has subverted the original values

Congress sought to protect when it established the park over 30 years ago.

! See http://www.nature.nps.gov/biology/endangeredspecies/Top 10 Parks.pdf.

Only three National Parks contain a greater number of imperiled species: Haleakala
National Park, Hawaii Volcanoes National Park, and Channel Islands National Park.
Each of these parks is found on an island, which typically have more endemic species
than their continental counterparts. This makes the diversity of life preserved at the
GGNRA that much more unique and astounding.
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While the National Park Service retains the discretion to ban dogs from the
GGNRA altogether because of these threats, the Park Protection Organizations believe
that such a drastic measure is not warranted. Instead—and consistent with the Nation’s
laws and regulations that have been in place for nearly 60 years—the regulations
allowing dogs in most of the park, so long as they are properly leashed, should be
implemented and enforced. These reasonable regulations protect pets, wildlife, people,
and the park so that the GGNRA’s exceptional resources will be preserved for present

and future generations to enjoy.

ARGUMENT

l. Dogs roaming off-leash greatly impact other users of the GGNRA.

The GGNRA provides recreational opportunities for millions of Bay Area
residents—and the Nation as a whole—that city, county, and state parks in California
have been unable to provide. With so many potential users, the GGNRA has inevitably
required compliance with reasonable safeguards to ensure that no park visitor will be
harmed by another’s infringing use. The National Park Service’s leash law is a classic
example of these reasonable safeguards: it provides accommodations to a variety of

interest groups, while ensuring that no one’s recreational activities will be infringed.

However, because the leash law has not been enforced at the GGNRA, off-leash
dogs have repeatedly injured people and have infringed on the experiences of many park
users. Just over the past several years in the GGNRA, there have been dozens of
incidents resulting in unwanted physical contacts between dogs and people.® Many of

these users have claimed that their experiences at the park have been ruined by off-leash

8 See,e.g.,ex. 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12 (three attacks), 13, 14, 15, 16, 18,
19, 20, 21, 22, 92, 93, 25. At least thirteen of these contacts involved bites or other
serious injuries to the victims. Ex. 3, 5,7, 8, 12 (two attacks resulting in serious
injuries), 19, 21, 22, 92, 24. At least three incidents resulted in children being knocked
down. See, e.g. ex. 18, 20. In addition to directly injuring park users, at least two
rangers have been injured rescuing dogs that ran over cliffs. Ex. 87.
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dogs.” The GGNRA has a duty to everyone living in the Bay Area to provide reasonable
safeguards and protections to all users at the park, and this can only be done effectively
through promulgation and enforcement of the National Park Service’s pet management

regulations.

A Since September of 2000, dozens of off-leash dogs at the GGNRA
have harmed park visitors.

Roaming off-leash dogs in the GGNRA are a significant hazard to GGNRA
visitors, and unfortunately this hazard has caused many serious injuries to park users.
Promulgating and enforcing the National Park Service’s leash law at the GGNRA would

eliminate nearly all of these attacks.

There have been thirteen serious physical injuries in the GGNRA in just the past
several years that have resulted from unwanted contacts with unleashed dogs.'’ In one
attack, 14 year old Tina Phan was with friends at Rodeo Beach in the GGNRA when she
encountered two unleashed dogs. When the dog’s owner told Ms. Phan that the dogs
were friendly, Ms. Phan began to pet one of them. She was then attacked and bitten on
the face, receiving severe physical and emotional injuries, trauma, stress, and pain and
suffering, and had to be taken by ambulance to Marin General Hospital for emergency
medical treatment. Specifically, Ms. Phan received torn lips, severed cheek muscles and
skin, and puncture wounds. Ms. Phan now has permanent scars on her upper and lower
lips and surrounding cheeks, and has lost some sensation in that area of her face. She
continued to suffer mental, physical, emotional, and nervous pain for at least one year

after the incident. As a result of the attack Ms. Phan required physicians, surgeons, and

? Ex. 15, 27, 28, 29, 25.

10 See, e.g., ex. 5 (dog bite victim who could not ascertain whether off-leash

attacking dog had current rabies vaccination due to owner’s absence); 7 (dog attacked
horse causing injuries to horse and rider); 8 (dog attack causing facial injuries that
required an ambulance); 12 (two attacks resulting in serious injuries, one of which
caused a horseback rider to be trampled); 14 (victim’s arm broken by dog jumping on
her); 22 (horseback rider received ankle injury after being thrown from horse that was
chased by dogs); 92 (off-leash dog bit two people while attacking their leashed dogs);
and 24 (victim bitten by off-leash dog that attacked her leashed dog).
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therapists, and her family incurred significant medical expenses from being forced to

employ those medical professionals to care for her. Ex. 21.

Horses and their riders in the GGNRA have been attacked by off-leash dogs
numerous times in the recent past, resulting in serious injuries to the riders and an injury
to a bystander in the way of an escaping horse. During the past few years, there were at
least ten reports or complaints of dogs chasing or attacking horses in the GGNRA, three
of which involved injuries to the riders.'! Ex. 32,7, 30, 33, 12 (recounting four incidents,
one of which is the same as ex. 7), 31, 22, 34. In one attack, a horseback rider and his
horse were attacked by two off-leash dogs on the beach. The horse and rider both
received serious injuries, the dog was euthanized later that day, and other riders were
terrified by the attack. Ex. 7, 12. In another attack, a girl had to be helicoptered off the
beach due to being trampled by a horse that was being chased by an off-leash dog. Ex.
30. In still another attack, the rider was barely able to avoid trampling people on the
beach due to being chased by an off-leash dog. Ex. 31. Another rider received an ankle

injury after being thrown from a horse that was being chased by an off-leash dog. Ex. 22.

Persons walking leashed dogs have been knocked down by unleashed dogs
attacking leashed dogs, sometimes causing injury.'”> A man who regularly walks his
leashed dogs at Crissy Field was knocked down by off-leash dogs attacking his leashed
dogs, injuring his knee. Ex. 13. On a separate occasion while walking his leashed dogs,

the same man was knocked down again by attacking off-leash dogs. Id.

H See, e.g., ex. 7 (horse and rider injured by attacking dog, dog put down); 30 (girl

helicoptered off beach after being trampled by horse that was being chased by off-leash
dog); 12 (four incidents, including two injuries to riders); 31 (rider barely avoided
trampling people on beach while her horse was being chased by off-leash dog); and 22
(rider eventually fell off his horse and was trampled after horse was chased at length by
off-leash dog).

12 Ex. 6 (off-leash dogs knock over person walking leashed dogs), 13 (man knocked

down twice by attacking off-leash dogs).

14



Three persons with leashed dogs were bitten by off-leash dogs that attacked their
leashed dogs."” A husband and wife were walking their dog on a leash along Milagra
Ridge in the GGNRA when an off-leash dog “came out of the brush” and attacked the
leashed dog. The husband was bitten in the upper thigh by the off-leash dog, and the
woman was bitten in the finger. Ex. 92. Another woman was walking her leashed dog at
Fort Funston when it was attacked by two off-leash dogs. The woman picked up her dog
by the collar in an attempt to stop the altercation and was bitten on the leg by one of the

attacking off-leash dogs.

Off-leash dogs, often playfully, jump on people who do not wish to experience
that physical contact. In one incident, a woman received a broken arm from being
jumped on by an off-leash dog at Fort Point. Ex. 14. Another park user was jogging at
Fort Point when an off-leash dog suddenly darted in front of him, causing him to come
“crashing down” onto his left hip and both kneecaps. The dog’s owner was 25 feet away
at the time. Ex. 3. These incidents point out the fact that even “friendly” dogs can cause
serious injuries if they are not leashed, as there is no evidence that these dogs meant any

harm or were acting in a vicious manner.

13 Ex. 92 (man and wife walking leashed dogs bitten by off-leash dog attacking the

leashed dogs); 24 (woman bitten by one of two off-leash dogs that attacked her leashed
dog).

15



Crissy Field, May 24, 2003. An off-leash dog trips a jogger -

Because of their small size and limited strength, small children can be easily
injured by off-leash dogs, and such injuries can traumatize a child long after the physical
injuries are healed. Unfortunately there have been at least five reported incidents of
unleashed dogs seriously threatening or knocking over small children at the GGNRA."
This results in additional and unnecessary risks of injury for families with small children
if they visit areas where dogs are allowed off-leash. To fairly balance the interests of all
park users without prohibiting dogs completely, the GGNRA must promulgate rules
requiring dogs in the park to be leashed.

1 Ex. 35 (off-leash dog trampled two year old); 36 (two-and-a-half year old twin

girls assaulted and traumatized by off-leash dogs); 18 (children knocked down and
terrified number of times by off-leash dogs); 45; and 20 (off-leash dogs knocked over
children on Baker Beach).
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B. Charging and growling off-leash dogs frighten visitors and hamper
their ability to enjoy the GGNRA.

Since 2000 alone, there have been dozens of complaints or reports of unleashed
dogs frightening people by charging or growling at them."” One Crissy Field visitor was
almost attacked by an off-leash dog. A “handler” had to get between the victim and the
dog to prevent the victim from being physically harmed. The victim felt that his life was
threatened. Ex. 47. In another incident, a jogger at Fort Funston was approached by two
large off-leash dogs that were 100 yards from their owner. The dogs growled and barred
their teeth at the jogger. Ex. 48.

There have been at least 13 reports of unleashed dogs causing general
apprehension and fear of using the GGNRA.'® Most of these incidents involved large
dogs or children, where apprehension of an attack causing serious injury is reasonable. In
at least one instance the incident caused the visitors to leave.'” Ex. 45. In another
instance, the victim was afraid for his or her life. Ex. 47. A parent reported that she is
afraid to let her children “get out of arms reach because of all the dogs that are off leash
[in the GGNRA].” Ex. 55. One parent had to abandon a seven month old in order to
grab his two year old who was being charged by a large off-leash dog. Ex. 54. The

15 See, e.g., ex. 38 (off-leash Boxer approached visitor and growled at her

continuously); 39 (park visitor chased for over 100 yards by off-leash dog); 40 (large
off-leash dog ran straight at naturalist); 41 (park user scared by off-leash dog barking at
him); 42 (victim frightened by 40 dogs, almost getting “taken out™); 43 (jogger charged
by growling off-leash dog); 44 (park visitor approached “in a menacing way by large
dogs™); 45 (off-leash pit bull ran up to children, ages two and five); 46 (park visitor
“constantly frightened” by oftf-leash dogs); 47 (visitor felt life threatened by large off-
leash dog); 48 (jogger approached by two large off-leash dogs that growled and barred
their teeth at him); 49 (off-leash dogs at Stinson Beach approached children with food,
parent feared that dogs might bite children attempting to get food); and 50 (ranger
chased by off-leash dog near Battery Davis).

16 Ex. 51; 52 (visitor feels it is dangerous to walk at Crissy Field); 2; 53 (Crissy

Field user with osteoporosis is afraid of large off-leash dogs that could cause a fall); 54
(Crissy Field user’s small child charged by off-leash dog); and 55 (parent afraid to let
children “out of arms reach” at Ocean Beach due to off-leash dogs).

1 Again, it can be reasonably inferred that most people who have been frightened

by dogs at the GGNRA do not file a report. They simply leave and do not return.
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problem of dogs frightening people would not exist, or would at least be greatly lessened,

if dogs were leashed.

C. Off-leash dogs are more likely to leave behind dog feces in the park,
reducing the recreational value of the GGNRA.

There have been at least 17 complaints of dog walkers'® failing to clean up their
dog’s feces.'” There were also numerous complaints of negative park experiences due to
odors from dog urine and feces.”” An off-leash dog defecated directly in front of one
family. Ex. 4. As happened in this incident, persons with off-leash dogs often fail to pay
attention to their dog’s actions and thus are unaware of defecations. Additionally, there is
no way for a dog walker to even know whether his or her dog has defecated, let alone
clean it up, if the dog is a good distance away due to being off-leash. Likewise, there is
no way for a walker with multiple off-leash dogs to keep track of the dogs’ defecations.
On the other hand, a walker with a leashed dog will be aware of the dog defecating and

thus will be able to clean it up.

18 Dog “walker” refers to anyone walking a dog or dogs, regardless of whether the

walker is the owner.

19 Ex. 57; 58; 53; 4 (off-leash dog defecated directly in front of a family); 59; 60;
61; 37; 46; 17; 62 (off-leash dog defecated on trail at Crissy Field, walker refused to
clean up); 63 (off-leash dog defecated on flower bed in Sutro Park, walker not present);
64 (off-leash dog defecated on Ocean Beach, walker merely covered feces with sand); 65
(off-leash dog with no walker present defecated on dunes on Ocean Beach); 66 (oft-leash
dog defecated on Ocean Beach, walker had no bag to clean it up); 67 (two off-leash dogs
defecated on Ocean Beach, walker not present); and 62 (owner refused to remove feces).

20 Ex. 69 (smell of dog urine and feces at Crissy Field is overwhelming); 4 (smell of

dog feces at Crissy Field permeates the air); 70; and 71.

18



Fort Funston, July 6,2005. An off-leash dog defecates at the park while its owner walks away,
apparently oblivious to the dog’s defecation.

Dog feces left on the ground not only ruins the park experience for many visitors
due to its unsightliness and odor, it is also a health hazard. Ex. 60. As it is far more
likely that walkers will clean up after their dogs if those dogs are leashed, dog feces left
on the ground is one more reason that dogs should be leashed in the GGNRA.

D. Off-leash dogs in the GGNRA create other considerable dangers to
people and otherwise ruin their park experiences.

There are at least two reports of unleashed dogs creating serious traffic hazards by
running onto roads, endangering the animals and causing drivers to swerve in order to
avoid hitting them. Ex. 72, 73. There were also two complaints of unleashed dogs
potentially causing harm to disabled people. Ex. 11, 74. There was one complaint that
an unleashed dog urinated on a visitor’s “belongings” (Ex. 35), complaints of unleashed
dogs attempting to take food or otherwise disturbing meals (ex.. 57, 69, 4, 15, 75), and a
complaint that the presence of unleashed dogs in or near water prevents people from

fishing (ex. 76).
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E. Off-leash dogs prevent individuals with service animals from using
the GGNRA.

Off-leash dogs pose a significant challenge to individuals who rely on service
animals to help them enjoy the GGNRA. A 2003 survey conducted by a national guide
dog user group indicated that 89% of individuals with service animals have had their
guide dogs interfered with by off-leash dogs, and 42% of graduates have had their guide
dogs attacked by off-leash dogs. Ex. 77. Because of this, organizations such as Guide
Dogs for the Blind recommend that their graduates avoid any place where off-leash dogs
are known to roam. Thus, the failure to enforce the leash law in the GGNRA has
exposed those with service animals to a high-risk of interference or attack, and in most

cases have precluded these individuals from enjoying the park altogether.

Il. Running dogs off-leash at the GGNRA puts the welfare of dogs at great risk.

Like driving without a seatbelt, walking a dog off-leash is an activity that is
inherently risky. While the general public is well attuned to the risks an off-leash dog
poses to children, the elderly, and wildlife, few people understand that the greatest risk is
often borne by the dog itself. At the GGNRA, this has been particularly true: literally
hundreds of off-leash dogs have been lost, injured, or killed while roaming the park off-

leash.”!

The threats facing off-leash dogs in the GGNRA are numerous. High-speed
automobile traffic along the Great Highway and Skyline Boulevard borders the park at

Ocean Beach and Fort Funston—both of which are places where the National Park

21 This is likely an underestimate of the actual number of dogs harmed by oft-leash

dog walking since the inception of the GGNRA. This estimate is based solely on
incidents that have been reported to the Park Service and subsequently published in an
incident report. An unknown number of altercations are never reported to the Park
Service; similarly an unknown number of reported altercations are not recorded in
incident reports. Thus, it is likely that the actual number of off-leash dogs injured at the
GGNRA is substantially higher than the conservative numbers used for the purposes of
this petition.
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Service’s leash law is consistently ignored—and dogs have ran into traffic, been struck
by cars, and killed while walking in the park off-leash.*> High, crumbling cliffs at Fort
Funston and Mori Point pose a danger to off-leash dogs, and several dogs have fallen off
of, or become trapped upon, the sides of these cliffs, requiring rescue.”> At Crissy
Field—and for that matter, throughout most of the GGNRA—the landscape is so large
and topography so varied that it is not possible to consistently monitor a dog’s off-leash
behavior, and has resulted in numerous lost dogs, dog fights, and bites.”* In some

portions of the park dogs have even been preyed upon by wild coyotes. See ex. 82.

Because of the risks associated with running dogs off-leash, responsible animal
welfare organizations around the country have established minimum standards and
essential safeguards to ensure that dogs can engage in off-leash recreation without harm.
These safeguards include (1) adequate fencing—that dogs cannot dig under or jump
over—to ensure that dogs will not get lost or wander into dangerous situations; (2) an

appropriate acreage so that—if fights or other emergency situations arise—dog owners

2 For example, on August 13, 2004, a dog was seen in the middle of Skyline

Boulevard, causing traffic to swerve out of the way at speeds near 50 miles an hour. See
ex. 78. The dog had escaped from its owner after being walked at Fort Funston,
apparently without a leash. Id. (noting that no leash was found in the dog owner’s
possession). Remarkably the dog was returned to its owner unharmed.

However, a German Shepard/Standard Poodle mixed-breed dog was not so lucky.
After being walked at Fort Funston, the dog was startled by a loud noise and ran away
from its handlers. A few days later the dog was found dead on the side of the road,
struck and killed by automobile traffic. Another off-leash dog owned by a Presidio
YMCA member was hit by a park ranger driving an official vehicle. Ex. 72.

3 For example, On December 11, 2004, Park Rangers rescued an off-leash dog that

fell off the cliffs at Fort Funston, see ex. 79; on September 26, 2004, an off-leash
Doberman Pinscher was rescued from the cliffs at Fort Funston, along with the dog’s
owner, see ex. 80; and on October 11, 2004, a yellow Labrador Retriever ran off the
cliffs at Fort Funston chasing a ball, requiring another rescue attempt. See ex. 81.
Additional examples are cited below.

2 For example, on September 1, 2004, a Bull Terrier was lost at the South end of

Baker Beach. See ex. 83; on November 16, 2004, a woman was cited for walking at
least four off-leash dogs simultaneously at Fort Funston, one of which had previously
bitten another dog at the park. See ex. 84. Additional examples are cited below.
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can quickly reach their pets to address the situation; (3) consistent monitoring to ensure
that poorly behaved dogs are removed before altercations occur; and (4) regular

maintenance to ensure that the area remains a clean and healthy place for dogs to play.

However, none of these safeguards exist at the GGNRA. For example, there are
no fenced off-leash areas in the park, and the primary areas where off-leash dogs are
found—Ocean Beach, Fort Funston, and Crissy Field—are enormous areas that dog
owners cannot easily monitor or rapidly cover if altercations arise. Absent these basic
protections, it is not responsible to take a dog to the GGNRA off-leash.”> As shown
below, unfortunately, people continue to allow dogs to roam off-leash at the GGNRA, to
the detriment of literally hundreds of dogs.

A. Off-leash dogs have been injured and Killed at the GGNRA falling off
steep cliffs.

The GGNRA contains several scenic properties with towering, wind-swept cliffs
that descend steeply to the ocean below. These cliffs are one of the visual splendors of
the park, and were mentioned by Congress on numerous occasions when the GGNRA
was established. See, e.g., 1972 U.S.C.C.A.N. 4850, 4852. However, in many places
these cliffs are also quite dangerous: their steep windward sides are often hidden from
visitors approaching from the leeward side until the last possible moment. Numerous
signs warning visitors to stay well away from cliff’s edge are thus posted throughout the

GGNRA.

However, dogs of course do not derive any benefit from these postings, and
numerous visitors have watched in horror as their off-leash dog was injured or killed after

bounding off the edge of a cliff. Indeed, on January 15, 2005, a park visitor was

2 Indeed, the American Kennel Club, a nationwide organization that promotes

responsible dog ownership and basic good manners for dogs through a “Canine Good
Citizenship” program, actively promotes compliance with leash laws as a cornerstone of
responsible dog ownership. See ex. 85.
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recreating near the cliffs at Mori Point*® with his 1 % year old mixed-breed dog. The dog
was not wearing a leash. At approximately 2:00 p.m., the dog “ran off” the cliffs at Mori
Point, falling nearly 200 feet to the beach below. Although Park Rangers initiated a
rescue investigation almost immediately, it took rescuers nearly an hour to locate the dog.
At the time it appeared that the dog was in “bad shape but still alive.” Unfortunately, by
the time the dog was secured for transport and reached the top of the cliffs, “the dog was

not moving and appeared to be lifeless.” See ex. 86.

Sadly this is not an isolated event at the GGNRA. In the year 2000 alone the
GGNRA rescued 15 dogs—along with two dog owners who attempted to rescue their
dogs but became stranded themselves—ifrom the cliffs at Fort Funston, a popular but
extremely dangerous place for some park visitors to flout the National Park Service’s
leash law. See ex. 26. At least two of these dogs were injured, as were two Park

Rangers, during the rescue attempts. Id.

Each of these incidents could have been prevented if the National Park Service
had promulgated and enforced the reasonable leash law at the GGNRA. A simple leash
would have ensured that these pets would not unwittingly bound over the edge of a cliff,
protecting the dog’s life and keeping Park Rangers from placing their own lives at risk to

rescue the off-leash dog.

B. Off-leash dogs have been involved in literally dozens of dog fights and
dog bites at the GGNRA.

The GGNRA is renowned for its vast open spaces nestled into a cosmopolitan
urban setting. While this open space is an essential component of the park, it presents an
immense challenge to individuals who insist on allowing their dogs to roam the park oft-
leash. Unfortunately, too many dogs and their owners are not up to the challenge, and

literally dozens of dogs have been harmed in physical altercations while roaming off-

26 Mori Point is a relatively recent acquisition to the GGNRA located in Pacifica,

CA that links the adjacent National Park lands of Sweeny Ridge and Milagra Ridge.
Mori Point is clearly posted with signs explaining that pets must be leashed. See ex. 86.
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leash. For example, on September 4, 2004, a Pit Bull was off-leash?” at Ocean Beach
when it attacked another dog and “locked onto it.” See ex. 88. Fortunately the Pit Bull’s
owner was able to break up the altercation, but the bitten dog was bloodied and suffered
injuries to its neck. Id. Just over a month later, a Shepherd-mix bit a Weimaraner,
inflicting a wound in the Weimaraner’s hind leg that required stitches through several
layers of muscle. Both dogs were off-leash, and the owner of the Weimaraner was so far

from his dog that he did not even witness the attack. See ex. §9.

In one of the most brazen rejections of the National Park Service’s leash law, on
February 6, 2005, the owners of a large Husky were cited for repeatedly allowing their
dog to roam off-leash in the GGNRA near Mori Point—the very place where a dog
plunged to its death a month earlier. The dog owner “lets the dog run until he is ready to
come home,” and claimed that if “it was left alone it would come home.” See ex. 90.
When asked to leash the dog by a Park Ranger, the dog owner asserted that the Park
Ranger “did not know anything about [this] breed since they do what they want.” 1d.
The dog owner nonetheless attempted to leash the dog for over 10 minutes, but was
unable to leash or verbally control the dog. The Park Ranger issued a citation to the dog
owner, and warned that the dog could be impounded if it was observed running off-leash

in the future. Id.

A few minutes later, while the Husky was still roaming off-leash in the area, the
Park Ranger came across a couple walking their dog on-leash. The couple informed the
Park Ranger that they “see that dog running around all the time” and that the Husky
“disturbs [our] dog.” Moments later, as the couple continued their hike, the Park Ranger
observed the Husky “chase [the couple] and their pet off the trail and into the bushes.”
Eventually they escaped the husky, but the dog continued to roam off-leash when the
Ranger left Mori Point. 1d.

27 It is not clear from the criminal incident report if the dog was purposefully taken

off-leash or if the dog slipped its collar. In either event, the attack could have been
prevented if the dog was properly leashed.
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These off-leash altercations go on and on: on April 8, 2000, an off-leash dog bit a
leashed dog while being walked at Crissy Field, sparking an angry argument between the
owners of the two dogs.?® See ex. 91. On September 15, 2004, an off-leash dog came
out of the brush near Milagra Ridge and attacked an on-leash dog, biting the thigh and
finger of the on-leash dog’s owners. See ex. 23. The off-leash dog owner defended that
her dog “was just playing.” Id. On September 17, 2004, two off-leash pugs attacked and
bit a 100-pound Labrador Retriever—which was also off-leash—and the Labrador’s
owner. See ex. 93. On February 13, 2004 two off-leash Boxers attacked a Scottish
Terrier and a Giant Schnauzer while these dogs were being walked on-leash. See ex. 13.
Indeed, in the past five years there have been at least 70 reported instances of off-leash
dogs biting or attacking other dogs in the GGNRA. All of these incidents could have
been prevented if the dogs were properly restrained on leashes; but this will only happen
when the National Park Service promulgates and enforces responsible leash laws at the

GGNRA.

C. Off-leash dogs pose a particularly acute risk to small dogs, which may
be victimized by “predatory drift.”

Because dogs have descended from wolves, they contain an innate instinct to
hunt. Generally this instinct is expressed in benign activities such as chasing balls,
retrieving sticks, or playing Frisbee. However, evidence is emerging that dogs can have

more visceral predatory instincts triggered by other, smaller dogs, particularly when the

2% At first blush it appears difficult to understand how a heated argument could

occur when an off-leash dog bites an on-leash dog. After all, it is the failure to restrain
the off-leash dog that increases the severity of the altercation. But in what is becoming a
hallmark of irresponsible dog ownership at the GGNRA, people who allow their dogs to
roam off-leash often blame the on-leash dog for being bitten. They argue that a leash,
through physical restraint, causes a dog to act aggressively in a manner that an
unrestrained dog would not. This argument, however, has been rejected by reputable
animal welfare organizations for decades. Indeed, the Marin Humane Society recently
published an article about so-called “leash aggression” explaining that it is caused by
walking dogs off-leash—i.e., dogs become accustomed to doing whatever they like when
off-leash and therefore throw an aggressive “canine tantrum” when they are put back on
a leash. Dogs that are properly trained on a leash do not exhibit leash aggression. See
ex. 94.
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smaller dog panics or appears injured. This phenomenon is referred to as “predatory
drift” because an otherwise well-behaved and obedient dog “drifts” into a predatory
mode. According to the San Francisco SPCA, “predatory drift frequently results in
serious injury or death” to the smaller prey-dog, because a bite inflicted during predatory
drift incidents “is a much more serious kind of bite” than would normally occur in a
regular dog fight. See ex. 95. The risk of a predatory drift event is so great that the San
Francisco SPCA refuses to allow people to adopt dogs if they currently own a dog that is
either less than half the size or twice the size of the new dog they wish to adopt. 1d.

When dogs are allowed to roam off-leash, the consequences of predatory drift
incidents become particularly dire. Without a leash or other physical restraint on the dog,
it can become difficult or impossible to prevent the larger dog from attacking and killing
the smaller dog. Small dogs are thus particularly vulnerable to people who walk their
dogs off-leash, and thus at this time, with off-leash dogs roaming freely at the GGNRA, it

is particularly risky to take a small dog to the park, even on-leash.

I1l.  Running dogs off-leash at the GGNRA puts the welfare of wildlife at great
risk.

The GGNRA contains over 100 rare or special status plants and animals. 67 Fed.
Reg. 1424, 1428 (Jan. 11, 2002). In recognition of the critical importance the GGNRA
plays in the conservation of these species, the park was designated as part of the Golden
Gate Biosphere Reserve in 1989. Id. In addition, the park contains literally thousands of
other species, many of which find refuge in the park as either localized residents or

migrating visitors.

The GGNRA has a “heightened responsibility to preserve and protect those
species and their habitat everywhere they occur within the GGNRA.” Id. Unfortunately,
the increasing frequency and intensity of off-leash dog walking at the park has made it
exceptionally difficult to ensure that imperiled species in the park are not jeopardized.
Because they are physically unrestrained and cannot understand the sensitivity of the

GGNRA’s parklands, off-leash dogs are more likely to initiate activities that harm or
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harass wildlife. And once initiated, harmful or destructive behaviors are more difficult to

correct than those of dogs that are on-leash.

These impacts are exceptionally acute to shorebirds such as the federally listed
Pacific Coast distinct population segment of the western snowy plover (“snowy plover”).
The snowy plover is a diminutive shorebird that is in a race against extinction. It is
believed that fewer than 2,000 adult birds remain in this population. U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Western Snowy Plover Pacific Coast Population Draft Recover Plan,

p.7 (2001) (available at

http://pacific.fws.gov/ecoservices/endangered/recovery/snowyplover/) (hereinafter
“Recovery Plan”). However, despite the fact that potential nesting habitat for the snowy
plover exists in the GGNRA; despite the fact that between 20 and 85 snowy plovers
reside at Ocean Beach during the winter; and despite the fact that snowy plover nests
have been found on private lands north and south of the park’s boundaries, no snowy
plovers are believed to be nesting within the Park. GGNRA, Draft Snowy Plover
Management Plan, Ocean Beach, San Francisco, p. 14, 48 (1998). Ex. 96. While pre-

nesting activity has occurred at Ocean Beach, the nests have all failed, most likely
because of the “intense level of recreation activity on the beach.” Id. at 48. Of these
recreational activities, “unleashed pets represent the most significant recreational threat to
wintering snowy plovers . . . because of the prolonged and repeated disturbance created

when they chase birds.” Id. at 21.

Snowy plovers are believed to be particularly sensitive to disturbance by dogs

compared to other recreational activities.”> Lafferty, Kevin D. Birds at a Southern

California Beach: Seasonality, Habitat Use and Disturbance by Human Activity, 10

Biodiversity and Conservation 1949, 1960 (2001), See ex. 56. Unfortunately snowy
plovers face nearly constant harassment by off-leash dogs at Ocean Beach. Park

scientists estimate that snowy plovers are intentionally chased by dogs 400 times each

o Furthermore, off-leash dogs are about twice as likely to disturb snowy plovers as

leashed dogs. Lafferty, Kevin D. Disturbance to Wintering Western Snowy Plovers,
101 Biological Conservation 315, 323 (2001), See ex. 68.
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winter. Draft Snowy Plover Management Plan, Ocean Beach, San Francisco, at 22.

When flushed, snowy plovers must spend vital energy on “vigilance and avoidance
behaviors at the expense of foraging and resting activity.” Recovery Plan, p. 58. This in
turn results in decreased accumulation of the energy reserves necessary for snowy plovers
to complete their annual migration and to successfully breed. Id. Off-leash dogs can thus
negatively impact the survivorship and fecundity of individual birds by simply chasing

them.

The Park Service’s incident reports of off-leash dogs harassing shorebirds are
voluminous.*® For example, on February 1, 2005, during the snowy plover’s residence at
Ocean Beach, a Park Ranger witnessed an off-leash dog running along the high tide mark
and “chasing birds from the flotsam as it went along.” See ex. 102. The Park Ranger
contacted the owner of the dog, and after ascertaining that the owner was providing false
information to him, informed the owner that the park had “concerns with pets off-leash
within the Snowy Plover habitat area” and proceeded to write the dog owner a ticket.

The dog owner then became “belligerent” and claimed that the Park Ranger was only

issuing the citation “because [the dog owner] is Korean.” 1d.

Similarly, on April 15, 2000, a large Doberman Pinscher was seen giving chase to
a killdeer—another small shorebird—in Crissy Field’s designated Wildlife Protection
Area, “almost catching it in its jaws.” The killdeer was attempting to defend its nest. See

ex. 103. Half an hour later, another off-leash dog approached the killdeer and “almost

30 To list a few: on November 21, 2004, a Park Ranger witnessed a dog-owner

throwing a ball for his off-leash dog at Ocean Beach, which promptly ignored the ball
but “started running after [a] bird instead, causing the bird to fly away.” See ex. 97. On
October 26, 2004, a Park Ranger witnessed an off-leash dog run through a group of
shore birds “multiple times, causing the birds to scatter, without the owner noticing.”
See ex. 98. On January 22, 2002, an off-leash Golden Retriever growled and barked at a
horseback rider, and then chased birds off the beach. See ex. 99. On January 9, 2004, an
off-leash dog jumped into the Sutro Baths and began chasing after a bird, which had to
take flight to avoid being caught by the dog. See ex. 100. And on October 10, 2004, a
small off-leash dog chased a shorebird at Ocean Beach for approximately 50 yards.
When the dog returned to his owner the dog received a treat. See ex. 101. It is unclear if
the dog received the treat for chasing the bird or for returning to its owner.
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grabbed [the] killdeer in [its] mouth” as the killdeer attempted to lead the dog away from
its nest. The chase lasted over 30 seconds. Id. at 2. On April 17, 2000, the killdeer nest
was found destroyed and the eggs gone, “with fresh dog prints and scuff marks atop [the]

former nest area.” Id. at 3.

Unfortunately it is not only shorebirds that are being impacted by roaming off-
leash dogs. The highly imperiled mission blue butterfly, and the habitats upon which the
species depends, are also being impacted by off-leash dogs. See ex. 104. Protected
marine mammals are regularly harassed and even bitten by off-leash dogs, and the
endangered tidewater goby, as well as imperiled salmon, are also believed to be impacted

by off-leash dogs. 67 Fed. Reg. 1428.

These impacts need not occur. Dogs and imperiled wildlife can coexist at the
GGNRA, but only if the National Park Service’s reasonable leash law is promulgated at
the GGNRA and enforced. See ex. 96 at 23 (Even the snowy plover may coexist with
dogs but only “if significantly higher levels of [leash law] compliance can be achieved”).
Because the snowy plover begins returning to the GGNRA in July, it is that much more
imperative that the National Park Service initiate emergency rulemaking to ensure that

the leash law can be enforced at Ocean Beach throughout the winter season.

IVV.  Allowing dogs to roam off-leash at the GGNRA is inconsistent with the
purposes and goals of this National Park.

The GGNRA is one of our country’s boldest conservation experiments. Congress
squeezed the nation’s largest urban park between some of the most expensive real estate

in the country, a refuge for wildlife and city dwellers alike.

The experiment has largely worked. The GGNRA has become synonymous with
the high quality of life San Franciscan’s hold dear, intertwined with our identity as much
as the Golden Gate Bridge and the 49ers. It props-up property values, provides
recreational opportunities for thousands of visitors, and creates an oasis for a variety of

wildlife species.
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The boldness of Congress’ urban national park experiment was evident from the
inception of the GGNRA. Congress noted that, although regional and local parks such as
Golden Gate Park and the Berkeley Hills provide much needed recreation space for the
Bay Area, there was still a need to bring the values preserved in the National Park System
closer to people. Congress found that “many families in this urban impacted area do not
enjoy the affluence which would enable them to take advantage of the outdoor recreation
areas located even as close as the Point Reyes National Seashore,” and that while the
GGNRA “will not add significantly to the open lands in the city, [] it will ensure its
continuity as open space for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations of

city-dwellers.” 1972 U.S.C.C.A.N. 4850, 4851-52.

The cornerstone of Congress’ national urban park experiment was to ensure that
the GGNRA was not managed as if it were another city playground or ball field. Instead,
Congress commanded that the GGNRA be preserved “as far as possible, in its natural
setting, and protect it from development and uses which would destroy the scenic beauty

and natural character of the area.” 16 U.S.C. § 460bb (emphasis added). As such,

Congress further commanded that recreational and educational uses “shall” only occur if

they are “consistent with sound principles of land use planning and management.” Id.

The legislative history makes clear that Congress suspected, but did not mandate,
that certain uses may be compatible with sound management of the park. For example,
Congress suggested that park visitors might “fly kits [sic], sunbathe, walk their dogs, or
just idly watch the action along the bay” while visiting Crissy Field. 1972 U.S.C.C.A.N.
at 4852. However, contrary to assertions made by irresponsible dog owner groups
advancing a voice control agenda, nowhere in the National Park Service’s Organic Act,
the act establishing the GGNRA, or in the relevant legislative history did Congress
suggest that off-leash dog walking should be allowed: indeed, given that Congress must
have been aware that the National Park System had a nationwide regulation requiring all
dogs to be on-leash while visiting National Parks at the time the GGNRA was created,

the only reasonable conclusion from this portion of the legislative history is that Congress
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contemplated people walking their dogs on-leash while visiting Crissy Field. See Miles

v. Apex Marine Corp., 498 U.S. 19, 32 (1990) (“We assume that Congress is aware of

existing law when it passes legislation.”); United States v. Hunter, 101 F.3d 82, 85 (9th
Cir. 1996) (Ninth Circuit “presume[s] that Congress is knowledgeable about existing law

pertinent to the legislation it enacts.”) (internal quotations omitted).

Nor does the fact that Congress established the GGNRA as a National Recreation
Area, rather than a National Park, change the applicable principles of land management.
As a preliminary matter, Congress mandated that the GGNRA be managed in accordance
with the National Park Service’s Organic Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1 et seq., as amended and
supplemented. 16 U.S.C. § 460bb-3. The Organic Act itself requires that all units of the
National Park System be managed “to conserve the scenery, and the natural and historic
objects, and the wildlife therein and . . . leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of
future generations.” 16 U.S.C. § 1. Furthermore, in the past when the National Park
System attempted to manage Recreation Areas in a less protective manner, Congress

amended the Organic Act to prohibit such artificial distinctions:

[T]he national park system, which began with establishment of
Yellowstone National Park in 1872, has since grown to include
superlative natural, historic, and recreation areas in every major
region of the United States . . . ; that these areas, though distinct
in character, are united through their inter-related purposes and
resources into one national park system as cumulative expressions
of a single national heritage; . . . and that it is the purpose of this
Act to include all such areas in the System.

16 U.S.C. § 1a-1. (emphasis added). As pointed out in Bicycle Trails Council v. Babbitt,
1994 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 12805 (N.D. Cal. 1994) (aff’d, 82 F.3d 1445 (9™ Cir. 1996)), a
case that dealt specifically with management at the GGNRA, “[the National Park

Service] interpreted Congress’s amendments to the Organic Act to be clear in the
message that [the National Park Service] . . . was to manage all units of the park system
so as to effect the purpose of the Organic Act—primarily resource protection.” Id. at

*18.
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The National Park Service has already determined, through notice and comment
rulemaking, that the entire National Park System must have reasonable leash laws
enforced in order to effect the purpose of the Organic Act. Yet the GGNRA has failed to
enforce the leash law for decades, resulting in great degradation to the park. It is
precisely for this reason that the National Park Service must promulgate and enforce the
leash law at the GGNRA. The essential purpose of Congress’ urban national park
experiment at the GGNRA is to bring wildness closer to people. The GGNRA gives
people who otherwise cannot or will not drive to Death Valley or Yosemite an
opportunity to be exposed to things more than human. This of course applies to those
without the fiscal resources to travel to our distant National Parks, but it also provides
opportunities for the over-worked and time-stressed individuals who, because of life’s
daily grind, cannot scrape the time together to visit far-away places. For these
individuals and the rest of us living in civilization, urban national parks such as the
GGNRA provide an oasis of hope for a sustainable society. As Congress recognized,
National Parks, as opposed to city, county, regional, or even state parks, are uniquely
positioned to make this vision become reality because of their greater resources, their

relative insulation from political whims, and their less-parochial outlook.

National Parks such as the GGNRA cannot accomplish this purpose while
simultaneously accommodating all forms of recreation enjoyed by the public without
restriction. The National Park Service has thus recognized that the role of the National
Park System is to “provide opportunities for forms of enjoyment that are uniquely suited
and appropriate for the superlative natural and cultural resources found in the parks” and
that the park service will “defer to local, state, and other . . . organizations to meet the
broader spectrum of recreational needs and demands.” 67 Fed. Reg. at 1427. In San
Francisco, the GGNRA'’s reliance on the city of San Francisco to provide off-leash
recreation opportunities is well founded. The City of San Francisco now contains
approximately 27 designated off-leash areas throughout the city, and in 2002 the city
adopted a final “Dog Policy” for expanding off-leash recreation into even more portions

of the city. Available at http://www.parks.sfgov.org/site/recpark index.asp?id=2181.
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V. The situation at the GGNRA has been exacerbated since the National Park
Service’s leash law was formally invalidated.

As shown above, off-leash dogs in the GGNRA are having significant impacts on
the welfare of people, our pets, wildlife, and the park itself. The Park Service has been
making a valiant attempt to protect dogs, wildlife, and the park from off-leash dogs—and
in particular to protect park users from the outlandish activities highlighted above—but
the task has become almost Sisyphean. Irresponsible dog owners continuously flaunt
responsible animal welfare organization’s recommendations for ensuring the safety of
pets and wildlife, and law enforcement officials have been unable to dedicate enough
resources to ensure that the leash law is complied with throughout the park. When the
park is able to enforce existing laws, Park Rangers are often presented with false
information or met with intimidation tactics to try and subvert the GGNRA’s

enforcement process.

Unfortunately recent court decisions have made it even more difficult for the park
to cite dog owners who allow their dogs to roam off-leash and impact park resources.
For example, on December 12, 2004, a Park Ranger was attempting to explain the
importance of the leash law to six dog walkers who had their dogs off-leash. These
individuals “surrounded” the Park Ranger and attempted to debate the Park Ranger about
the Magistrate’s Order in an “openly hostile demeanor.” See ex. 105. In order to
prevent the contact from escalating “into a fracas requiring additional units, [the ranger]
departed the area.” Id. Similarly on March 1, 2005, Park Rangers found a dog owner
with three off-leash dogs sitting off-trail in sensitive butterfly habitats, only a few
hundred yards away from posted signs that contain leash law requirements and
information about the endangered mission blue butterfly. See ex. 106. When told of the
infraction, the dog owner became argumentative and stated “[w]e beat you at Fort
Funston, and at Crissy Field, we don’t have to leash our pets.” Id. He continued, “the

leash law was abolished and only applied to a few parks.” Id.

These confrontational attitudes are making it difficult for Park Rangers to protect

park resources from the impacts noted above. But they are also making it more difficult
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for park users to request reasonable accommodations from irresponsible dog owner
groups. Unless and until the National Park Service promulgates and enforces the leash
law at the GGNRA, the park’s ability to protect people, pets, wildlife, and the park itself
from the threats imposed by off-leash dogs will be greatly diminished.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Park Protection Organizations request that the
National Park Service promulgate and enforce 36 C.F.R. § 2.15(a)(2) at the GGNRA.
Due to recent court decisions that have unexpectedly eliminated these reasonable
protections for the first time, the Park Protection Organizations request that the regulation
be promulgated on an emergency basis, and that leash law enforcement begin no later

than 60 days from receipt of the petition.

34



President, Board of Supervisors City and County of San Francisco

AARON PESKIN
R e - TEEER

January 23, 2006

Superintendent Brian O’Neill

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Superintendent O’Neil:

For many years the issue of pet management at the Golden Gate National Recreation
Area has been of concern to my constituents and the city of San Francisco.

In a petition to you dated August 16, 2005, a broad coalition of groups proposed a
reasonable approach to pet management at the GGNRA. The proposal included
enforcement of the leash laws. Iurge you to follow the request made by that coalition
which included Action for Animals, Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth, the
United Pier Anglers of California, and the Center for Biological Diversity.

According to a poll included in the materials sent you with the petition, over 70% of Bay
Area residents are in favor of leash law enforcement at the park making it apparent that
GGNRA’s voice control measures have not been effective in resolving pet management
issues at the park. Leash law enforcement is likely to greatly improve visitor
experiences and is consistent with the public’s wishes.

Leash law enforcement will ensure that dogs have reasonable access to the GGNRA
without jeopardizing the safety of other dogs, wildlife, or park visitors. This is
particularly true during the proposed negotiated rulemaking process. Until that process is
completed and a long-term solution is identified, leash laws should be enforced so that
the park’s sensitive wildlife is protected and the park remains accessible to all.

L urge you to enforce the National Park System’s leash law at the GGNRA.,

Sincerely,

Aaron Peskin

Cc: Director Fran P. Mainella, National Park Service

City Hall » 1 Dr. Cartton B. Goodlett Place ® Room 244 * San Francisco, California 94102-4689 e (415) 554-7450
Fax (415) 554-7454 @ TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 » E-mail: aaron.peskin@sfgov.org



Cc: Director Fran P. Mainella, National Park Service
Regional Director Jon Jarvis, National Park Service
Secretary Gale Norton, Department of the Interior
Superintendent Brian O’Neill, Golden Gate National Recreation Area
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August 22, 2005 Association
Protecting Children & Animals Since 1877

Secretary Gale Norton

Department of the Interior

1846 C Strect, NW

Washmgton, DC 20240

Director Fran P. Mainella
National Park Service
1849 C Street, NW
Washington, DC 20240

Regional Director Jon Jarvis
Pacific West Region
National Park Service

One Jackson Center

1111 Jackson Street
-Oakland, CA 94607

Superintendent Brian O’Neill

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Secretary Norton, Director Mainella, Regional Director Jarvis, and Superintendent O’Neill:

I am writing to express the American Humane Association’s support for the adoption of regulations
requiring dogs to be leashed, or otherwise humanely restrained, while in the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, as described by the petition, submitted by a broad coalition of groups that includes
Action for Animals; Guide Dogs for the Blind; Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth;
Environmental Quality for Urban Parks; Center for Biological Diversity; Golden Gate Audubon Society;
Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay Chapter; California Naive Plant Society, Yerba Buena Chapter; San
Francisco League of Conservation Voters; and Dune Ecological Restoration Team.

As the oldest national organization dedicated to protecting children and animals, our main concern in
having unrestrained pets in a place like Golden Gate National Recreation Area is the increased potential it
poses for injury and harm to the animals themselves, as well as to the human visitors.

A companion animal is susceptible to 2 number of diseases — including rabies and bubonic plague — and
parasites that can be carried by wild animals. Many of these diseases can be a threat to human health as
well. A person has no way of keeping their unrestrained dog from chasing wildlife, consuming the
remains of wild animals, or coming in contact with fecal matter, all potential vectors of contagions.

T peteeana LT \:7

AT

2 taen WA

63 Inverness Drive East
Englewood, CO 80112-5117
303-792-9900
303-792-5333 fax

www.americanhumane.org




Secretary Norton, Director Mainella, August 22, 2005
Regional Director Jarvis, and Superintendent O’ Neill Page 2

Additionally, the majority of dogs will chase any species of wildlife if given the opportunity, regardless
of whether they are hungry or aggressive/protective, or if they’ve been bred or trained for hunting.
Without being able to physically restrain their dogs, owners have no way of preventing injury or death to
their pets when their animals are free to interact with wild animals or race across dangerous terrain.
Unrestrained dogs interfere with the enjoyment and safety of human visitors to Golden Gate National
Recreation Area. A horse approached by a dog may buck its rider or flee from the trail and become lost.
Humans may be frightened, tripped, or even bitten by dogs that are out of their owners’ control.
Dogfights may break out. Meanwhile, unleashed dogs can also cause damage to trails, public facilities,
and the ecosystern.

We understand the joy of sharing outdoor adventures with our pets and want to ensure those opportunities
continue to be available at Golden Gate National Recreation Area. However, without leash requirements
in place and enforced, the potential for adventure is too close to being the potential for accidental injury
for both dogs and people.

Thank you for your consideration of this important petition.

Sincerely,

Marie Belew Whe%

President & CEO
MBW/br

cc: Brent Plater, Staff Attorney
Center for Biological Diversity
San Francisco Bay Area Office
1095 Market St., Suite 511
San Francisco, CA 94103



THE AMERICAN SOCIETY FORTHE
PREVERTION OF CRULLTY T ANIMALS

September 7, 2005

Secretary Gale Norion
Department of Interior
1849 C Sireet, NW

Washington, DC 20240

Director Fran P. Mainella
National Park Service
1849 C Sireet, NW A
Washington, DC 20240

Regional Director Jon Jarvis
Pacific West Region
National Park Service

One Jackson Center

1111 Jackson Street
Oakland, CA 94607

Superintendent Brion O'Neill

Gelden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Secretary Norton, Director Mainella, Regional Director Jarvis and Superintendent O'Neilk:

On behalf of the American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) and its
111,000 Caolifornia members and donors, I urge you to support the adoption of regulations
requiring dogs 1o be leashed, or otherwise humanely restrained, while in the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, as described in the petition dated August 16, 2005 and submitted by a broad
coalition of groups. '

The ASPCA supports the enforcement of leash laws in general because such lows provide
important safeguards for people and pets. Enforcement of The National Park System's leash law
would allow pets reasonable access to the Park while protecting people, pets, wildlife and the park
itself from the threats imposed by off-leash dogs.


Brent Plater
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The petition articulately sets forth the factual basis for enforcement of the National Park
System's leash lows. Therefore, I again urge support for the promulgation and enforcement of
36 C.FR. Section ‘2.15(0)(2) at the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

S uel0le,

Al A, BucKley, Esq.
Legislative Liaison
ASPCA
P.O. Box 48 .
Pismo Beach, CA 33448
(B05) 474-9660

® Page 2
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September 20, 2005

Secretary Gale Norton
Department of the Interior
1840 O Bireel, NW
Washingtor, DC 20240

Diractor Fran P Mainelia
National Park Setvice
1849 C Strest, NW
Washington, DC 20240

Regional Director Jon Jarvis
‘Pacific West Region
National Park Service

One Jackson Center

1111 Jackson Street
Qakland, CA 34607

Superintendent Brian O'Neill
Giolden Gale National RecreationArea
Fart Mason, Buiiding 201
San Francisco, CA94123

Dear Secretary Norton, Director Maineka, Regional Director Jarvis, and Superintendent O'Neill:

Dogs Deserve Better based in Tipton, PA, is an ASPCA award-winning national nonprofit
education/legislation/frescue organization dedicated to fresing chained and penped dogs by bringing
them into the family home to live. DDB spays/neuters and provides veterinary care for thess rescues
as well. The organization cummently has 84 representatives in 27 slates and brarches in Puerto Rico,
Canada, and Australia. ‘

We urge you to support the adoptipn of regulations that require dogs be leashed or otherwise
humanely restrained while in the Golden Gate National RecreatiorArea as described in the petition
dated August 16, 2005 and submi by a broad coalition of groups.

Thank you,
Tmmm

Founder, Dogs Degerve Better

Tammy 8, Grimes, Founder » wwwdogsdeservebettercom » 1.877.636.1408 » 814.941.7447 ¢ FO. Box 23, Tipton, PA 16684
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Shirwin Smith To: kristi@ iR

. cC:
28[;17/2004 05:16 PM Subject: Re: my letter to the editor, SF Chron

Dear Kristi - We received your email, attached below, leiting us know about the letier you sent in to the
Chronicle. Thank you for sending us that, and for letiing us know your thoughts about off-leash dogwalking
and GGNRA's enforcement of the existing National Park Service reguiation that requires dogs, where they
are allowed in National Parks, to be on a leash.

With your concerns about the need for a balance of park uses and protection of endangered species, you
may be interested to know that we haye an opportumty to move forward to find an appropriate solution for
dog managementhere at GGNRA. The park was given approval by the Natienal Park Service to begin a
negotiated rulemakifig process here that may result in a regulation change. To learn more about
negotiated rulemaking (reg-neg), here is the GGNRA web site about the reg-neg, and all the steps that led
up to the NPS decision to proceed with rulemaking: http://www.nps.govigoga/petsiregneg/ However,
unless and until the existing regulation is changed, it will continue to be enforced here at the park. For
more information about the current regulation, please see: hitp:/fwww, nps govlgogﬁipetslpdflpets pdf

The status of the reg-neg process is that we're now working with the neutral facilitator who is managing
the first phase of the process, an assessment which will determine if such a process has a reasonable
chance of success. The assessment phase of negotiated rulemaking (reg-neg) began early this month
with interviews conducted with a broad range of stakeholder representatives. These interviews will give
the team a better understanding of stakeholders’ perspectives on dog management issues and how they
would like to see their interests represented in a reg-neg process. Once the team has completed the
interviews, they will prepare an assessment report summarizing their findings and recommending to the
NPS whether or not to proceed with establishment of a reg-neg commitiee at this time.

if the assessment determines that the park and the interested parties are ready to move forward, a
Negotiated Rulemaking Committee will be formed with the goal of reaching consensus on issues
surrounding dog management, If the process does go forward, there will be many opportunities for publlc
participation, both by attending reg-neg commitiee meetings, which are open to the public, and
participating in the public comment and scoping meetings of the NEPA (National Environmental Policy
Act) process which occurs along with the rulemaking.

Thank you for letting us know your concerns. If you have any other questions, please let me know.

Shirwin Smith

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Management Assistant

Ft. Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123
415-561-4947
shirwin_smith@nps.gov

Here's a copy of a letter to the editor I sent to the Chronicle today. I support all your attempts to
enforce leash laws and thank you for your efforts. Kristi -—-- I don't have room for a dog, but I
love seeing dogs in my neighborhood and watching them play in designated off-leash areas. But
1 don't understand why some dog owners and walkers insist that all parks should be leash-free.
T've been jumped on, licked, muddied, or nearly bitten many times by unattended or poorly
controlled dogs in park areas where leashes were clearly required. I visited Fort Funston once
and have never been back - uncontrolled dogs ruined my visit. I am happy to see my tax dollars
support off-leash areas; according to sfdog.org, there are at least 9 legal off-leash areas in the
city, plus several others whose status is under review. But those who impose their off-leash
philosophy at other parks, with no sensitivity for other visitors or endangered species, destroy
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my sympathy for dog owners and walkers. I dor’t own a dog, but I vote, too.
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Crissy Field Restoration 2000 Incident Log -

Human/Animal/Environment Interaction

One Date per Page Submit Weekly to L. Stringer Draft 3/29/00
Date: \l l‘?\ / 0 0 Time: u‘ ) C £ Observer(s): Entered
Notes: LA ARLD

Area: pog mENADE

Type of Incident: D/ Wity WTERACTION

Degree of Disturbance:

Species Involved:

Picture Taken?: v By:

Action Taken? p

Description of Incident:

OYE-LEPLH pbs  ALMIST KNILKED over ELOEILY bENTLEMAN WAL I
ANV PRAMENAIT W/ LANE ~0VNTALA BAY To (L mbs ope

Area: Type of Incident:

Degree of Disturbance: Species Involved:

Picture Taken?: By: Action Taken?

Description of Incident:

Types of Incidents: Areas: Please Include:

Person in restoration area Fenced dune (A, C, D etc.) Is person aware of rules, problem?

Dog in restoration area Voice control attempted? Obeyed?

Tracks in restoration area Ocean

Disturbance in restoration arca Beach (note nearest dune}

Cypress trees

Dog harassing wildlife Promenade

Dead wildlife found East lawn

Dead plants found

Wildlife killed Marsh inlet

Plaats killed Shell mound Degree of Disturbance:

Marsh upland (N,S,E,W) - : :
- 0= no obvious disturbance

Feces not removed Tidal marsh (N,S,E, W) . A .

Dog/ human interaction Marsh water 1= slight {i.c. bird agitated, plant damaged)
_ 2= moderate (i.e. bird moves, plant broken)
Other (specify) Dutte swale z;lzz\)fere (i.e. bird leaves site, many plants
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Crissy Field Restoration 2000 Incident Log

Human/Animal/Environment Interaction

One Date per Page Submit Weekly to L. Stringer Draft 3/29/00
Date: Time: Observer(s): | Enteted
A=~ \\'1‘5’0&-'1"
Notes:h 0-00 MYLA AR 6

Area: YINMEMDE.

Type of Incident: Yoy /wuman WTERM TV

Degree of Disturbance:

Species Involved:

Picture Taken?: ,n By:

Action Taken? AW

Description of Incident:

OFF Lopsn mMbC Tumawb OV BEOCCLN PEmgN (& WHERLCHANL “PERLON - PV kL
PO AN W WHOEL UAR Wap TO SHed PMys oFF

Area: Type of Incident:
Degree of Disturbance: Species Involved:
Picture Taken?: By: Action Taken?
Description of Incident:
Types of Incidents: Areas; Please Include:

Person in restoration area Fenced dune (A, C, D etc.) Is person aware of rules, problem?
Dog in restoration area Voice control attempted? Obeyed?
Tracks in restoration area Qcean
Disturbance in restoration area Beach (note nearest dune)

Cypress trees
Dog harassing wildlife Promenade
Dead wildlife found East lawn
Dead plants found )
Wildlife kifled Marsh inlet
Plants killed Shell mound :

egree of Disturbance:
Marsh upland (N,S,E, W) Degree of Di ¢
. 0= no obvious disturbance
Feces not removed Tidal marsh (N,S,E, W) . .1 .
Dog/ human interaction Marsh water 1= slight (i.c. bird agitated, plant damaged)
2= moderate (i.e. bird moves, plant broken)

Other (specify) | Dune swale i;lzz\)rere (i.e. bird leaves site, man},.' plants
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&
A( SUSPENSED CORRESPONDENCE

: - RECEIVED ACTION PERSON: R socintuman
June 6, 2003 ) REPLY DUE
JUN'1°0 2003 ; SUPT'S OFC:_( L:mg, | P 0 5d5
' | P : i
SUPERINTENDENT'S OFFICE WR/OTHER

Brian O'Neil COPIES PROVIDED O’Neill
Superintendent ‘ \ OR FORWARDED Borjes
Golden Gate National Recreation Area | VIA E-MAIL File
Fort Mason t P.03-22.3 Ll Eocard!
Building 201  Shirarin S #h
San Francisco, CA 94123 Yozt Povats

Dear Mr. O'Neil,

My name is Antoinette Mogannam. | am writing to you to make you aware of incidents that have
occurred on SF Beach right below Fort Funston involving off-leash dogs and to ask for your help.

On March 30, 2003 my horse was attacked by an ofi-leash pitbull on the beach just below Fort
Funston where 1 have been riding for'8 years. The same dog also bit my friend on her foot, but she
had boots on and was not injured. Actions against the owner have been taken and are still in
progress. My case # with the National Park Service is 002671@1421. The owner was charged with
36 CFR 2.34 (a)(4) and 36 CFR 2.15(a)(3).

Just two weeks ago on May 21%, another lady was riding on the beach when two off-leash pitbulls
running towards her caused her enough concern to try and get of the beach right away. She fell
off, was stepped on numerous times by the horse, the pitbulls chased her horse off the beach, then
hovered over her barking until the owners caught tip; put them on leashes, and called 911. She
had to be helicoptered to Eden Hospital in Castro Valley. She is OK. We are all still in shock.

A couple of months prior to these incidents another friend and his horse were aitacked by two ofi-
leash dogs. One dog, in that case, was put down and the injuries suffered by the horse and owner -~
were awful and tetrified us all.

We have problems being chased and harassed by all types of dogs and so are joggers. We
thought the leash law was supposed to protect us, not single us out for one attack after the other.
My friends and | are asking for your help. Dog owners are not obeying the leash law and are
instead migrating down to SF beach causing considerable danger to us, our horses, and ethers.
The rangers are great about getting out there to help us when incidents occur, but there just isn't
enough signs and patrols.

Will you help us get the message across? | am willing and more than grateful to help |
that you may suggest. '

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Antoinetie Mognam {was Antoinette Malouf when incident occurred)

San Francisco, CA 94116
W, 41540
H, 415 .
C, 415 Qppm
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Record of telephone conversation:

iy

Date: February 17, 2004
Time: 1:00 p.m.

Contact: Sandra O'Brien
Contact info: (415)¢Nsigy®
eclhiy achell.net

She and herdiusband have two dogs — Scottish terrier and giant schnauzer - that they
walk on leash at Crissy usually three times/day, 9 or 10 a.m., around 3 p.m. and
around:5 p.m.

Her husband was knocked down by a doberman on March 16, 2003, injuring one
knee.

On Friday, February 13, 2004, when he was walking the two dogs, they were attacked
by two boxers that they see frequently, always off-leash

Her husband fell again

Owmer of boxer unable to control her dogs, and yelled at Sandra's husband as he
kicked at the boxer attacking the terrier.

They have not turned in an incident report, and I urged them to do so, saying it's not
too late to send it in, and that such incidents should be documented

They say that they regularly see a number of dogs, the same dogs, off leash at Crissy
particularly the 2 boxers, a malamute and a Doberman and are concerned that there
isn't more enforcement, but understand it's hard for USPP and NPS to be everywhere.
Sandra has made copies of our "Reasons to Leash Your Dog" cards, blown up on red
paper and has given copies to people at Crissy to indicate that there is a leash law.
She has been in contact with Connie Leonard - last year — about the off leash .
problem; and just wanted to call again because of this attack on her dogs

Asked her to please report any future incidents directly to the USPP and to feel free to
call again if needed '
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S
PPN
e

(4153 Home
(415) SV ork

February 3, 2003

Gale A. Norton

Secretary of the Interior

United States Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW

Washington, DC 20240

Re: Dogs off-leash in Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA)

Dear Ms. Norton:

I would like to register a complaint against the GGNRA for not adequately enforcing the
dog leash laws in Golden Gate Park. The park is required to enforce leash laws under
Title 36, section 15 (a)(2) of the National Parks Service pet regulation. There has been
some public notice and education on the issue over the past two years. However, many
dog owners do not comply with the rule and continue to use beaches, trails and protected
reserves for off-leash activity. This seriously infringes on the use of beaches and trails

for the general public.

Crissy beach is an excellent example of a public beach that has been completely
dominated by off-leash dogs. On the weekends, there are literally hundreds of off-leash
dogs on the beach at any one time. This makes it impossible to have a picnic on the
beach or allow children to play. The dogs attempt to eat any food brought to the beach

- and tend to get sand on anyone sitting on the beach. Children are in danger of getting bit
or knocked over, since most of the dogs are full size and much larger in size.

I would recommend requiring GGNRA to enforce the leash laws by issuing citations and
posting more signs. Dog owners have completely ignored public information and

education on the issue.

- Sincerely,

13
. Cec: Ms. Fran P. Mziz‘gie S BMQHXH.
Brian O'Neill (GGNRA)

Christine Ottawaf IGHNHAN 1 93.‘! EU ) | . L\S 9 6 Lg |
CIAI303Y
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EDYTHE CAMPBELL | ﬂw

KENSINGTON, CA 94707
Wy

RECEIVE™
Mr. Brian O’Neill, Superintendent MAR 2
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 7 Loy
Building 201 S ST
Fort Mason _
San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Mr. O’Neill:
Subject: DOG LEASHLAW

I am an active and healthy 77 year old who enjoys and wants to continue to enjoy
visiting our National Parks.

1 do, however, have two hip replacements and must take care not to fall. Ialso
have an elderly mini-dachshund who also enjoys and wants to continue to enjoy visiting
any of the parks open to dogs.

Unleashed dogs pose a considerable danger to both of us. My experience is that
unleashed dogs are almost always large and exuberant. They tend to race up to me,
sometimes pushing me off balance. My 12-pound dachshund is terrified when a large
dog runs up and leaps on either of us. On one occasion a Labrador nosed under my dog
and rolled him around like a ball. He lost a toenail in that encounter. No malicious intent
on the part of the Lab, but nonetheless, both my dog and I were unnecessarily roughed

up.

Requiring dogs to be leashed is essential if I am to be permitted to visit our
National Parks. If owners of large dogs contend their dogs need running space, I suggest
a fenced area the size of a city block be created for their convenience. I would further
suggest beaches be excluded as possible sites for such fenced blocks.

Thank you for your atfefijion to my views.
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PEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR ) . i

O 17
August 1985}

e R

SUSPENSED CORRESPONDENCE

ACTION PERSON: (QZ . 523;2:{:
Solomon Sevy, M.D. . v
" 2440 Larkin Street REPLY DUE : e
-.San Francisco, CA 94109 ‘ . 7 :
g @415) 6734394 SUPT’S OFEFICE: ..Ll(daa.ﬁ;ﬁi_

COPIES PROVIDED: Mo Kenz
PG7-27¢6 '

F} Y/
Superintendant GGNRA |

Building 210 | ” |
Fort Mason, San Francisco, CA 94123 , — o

Dear Superintendant:

Why are dogs permitted to run wild and defecate on Crissy Field and
the beautiful bay beaches of the Presidio National Park? Not enough
owners and employed dog walkers actually clean up after their
animals.

Dog feces spread many infectious diseases. Infants and young
children, who have not learned to keep their fingers out of their
mouths are espec1a11y suscepuble to mfectlon :

Public health laws prohibit humans from defecatmg in pubhc places.
Why don’t the National Parks and the Health Department deal
effectively w1th th.lS real hazard?

Since the number of dogs in the park is steadily increasing, why can’t
these animals be given a fenced, designated beach area to do their
thing?

Sincerely yours.

Sol Sevy, M.D.
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National Park Service Date

Gold.er.l Gate National. RecreationArea i cyt Carsl Prinee

Presidio of San Francisco N R, toeidemarn
pre 3 o 2000 C . Powet

TR BT M. Sesett
Visitor Comment Form

As part of our continuing efforts to improve services and facilities in the Golden Gate
National Recreation Area, we encourage and welcome your comments, both negative and
positive, on your visit to the park.

You can leave this form with any park staff member, or mail it directly to:
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201
San Francisco, CA 94123
Attn: Park Superintendent

Comments: suggestion compliment (/ complaint

Wen owves vewy Dleased e <o o)
Uu\\C\&\{GD“ '5@‘%@@“@ S O O AU
SuYe \’\@\\%\f\@c)\ O\ d&/\@; ol oandh
oY Oaveso. fBeld . Noue caune
SO ot N e oAl chvuale A
Qvo\@dr\m/\ ONEN" OB WA
Onad\Adven. \oned  veen ¥uoddecl
C‘XG VDO s '*‘*\*Q/\C\f\“% @Q}\ O AN AT ﬁ\e
e o Nrendin Y doos o wR)
eanwe) Pl aOecl o SRR \adiacAn
lg_,_m..__ OCWN SOV @O WNOAACANCA ku

CAA L&C\C\)/\E V\SQ @A/LSO AW S\N{é _ \D‘{ cHres MATK_
%7?1' [SIPERN \)@\C e 11/00

(Optional) Name: Y ¢ avne , YOoOvinsonn ™
Address: NN . C O

Phone: ﬂ
Signature & date: ‘. i

I~ 1& o
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p——=—1 George Su : To: Chris Powell/GOGA/NPS@NPS
: cc: Shirwin Smith/GOGA/NPS@NPS
| ;23/_?_3/2003 08:32 AM _ Subject: From ParkNet - Dog Managament

George Su

Media Specialist / Web Coordinator
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

(415) 561-4758

george_su@nps.gov
hitp:/Awww.nps.govigoga

The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may
experience our heritage.

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA

—- Forwarded by George SWGOGA/NPS on 12/23/2003 08:44 AM -—

- To: George_Su@nps.gov
12/22/2003 02:02 AM :

cc:
EST Subject: From ParkNet - Dog Managament

This message was sent from http://www.nps.gov/goga/pphtml/contact.cfim

Please respond to the address below.

This email was sent by: SSEEETRGEGGIGNGE——

RE: Public comment on a range of potential management options for addressing appropriate pet
management within Golden Gate National Recreation Area, consistent with protecting national
park resources and assuring visitor safety. I have been running along the shore at Ocean Beach
for more than twenty (20) years. For the past several years I have stopped running at the Fort
Funston area due to the presence of a large number of off leash dogs. More recenilty, I was bitten
by a dog while running along the shore at Ocean Beach, around Ortega. By their very nature,
dogs chase moving animals, be they bird or man. Due to the presence of an increasing number of
off-leash dogs and recently being bitten by one, it is difficult for me to continue to run on the
beach, an activity which has been a long time pleasure for me. In addition, I ofien see off-leash
dogs chasing birds, disturbing their feeding at the shoreline. It is especially disturbing when I see
them chasing the plovers. I urge you to continue to require that all dogs on the beach be on leash
and that the leash law be vigorously enforced. Please don&#8217;t let Ocean Beach go to the
dogs. Sincerely, Bradley L Bettinger, M.D. 4022 Cesar Chavez St. San Francisco, CA
94131-1919
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SENI' BY:GOLDEN GATE N R A P 4-23- 1 ;12:04PM ¢ GOGA~6195440058 ) 9T

United States Department of the Intetior % {I.WV qwl

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE W W

Gulden {iare National Recreation Area \’pw
For Mason, San Prancieco, Califania 94123 S

1 1LEILY REFER TQ:

A7615 (GOGA-VRPCR) 1)

L
San Francisco, CA - \\_‘

Dear Mr. OwYang:

Mr. Alan OwYang

Please excuse the delay in responding to your letter of Y¥cbruary 1, 2001, regarding pets
on Ocean Beach, Unforlunately, your letter was inadvertently misplaced and it just
recently “resurfaced.”

We are currently reviewing our compliance with the National Park Service nationwide \L
regulation Lhat stales where pels are permitted in a park, they must be on a leash. w
Previously, on Ocean Beach, pets were allowed off-leash undey voice control from '
Stairswell 1 south to Stairwell 21. From Stairwell 21 to Sloat Boulevard, pots were \9‘3\)

required to be leashed to enhance protection of the endangered Western Snowy Plover.
Pets will continuc to be permitted on Ocean Beach; however, they will havetobeon a
icash regardless of where on the beach they may be. [t is also our policy that when a long
standing regulation is changed, that change is inslituted over time and that our law
enforcement staff use a reasonable and proaclive approach in educating the public to the
new rule. Ouar aim, of course, is to establish a cooperative relationship with park visitors
to obtain compliance. The battom line is that our law enforcement staff will have, as they
always have, the discretion as to the best approach io mitigate a violation ol the pel
regulation. T(an educational contact gains voluntary compliance, that will be the
preferred method of handling the situation. Ifsowoc cgregious incident has occurred, that
obviously will be dealt with in a different manner.,

The other factor pertaining Lo pets m Golden Gate National Reercation Area is that the
park is undertaking a public process Lo address dog walking as a recrcational use. This

. provess 1s called Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that could, if decemed
appropriate, alier the existing regulation or provide some language that would speeifically
address how dog use of the park would be managed. However, uniil or if there is a
change in the aforementioned service wide regulation, the existing regulation requiring
pets to be leashed will be enforced. Information regarding the process and all other
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elements related to the pet regulations are posted on the park web site at www.nps.gov/poga.
if you do not have access to the inlernel, many local libraries have computers available
for publie usc.

Specific to your safety concems, be advised that National Park regulations prohibit the
possession or use of a weapen. Also, should you decide to “defend” yourself by use of
some type of device to ward off 2 dog, you might very likely be exposing yourself to
potential liability issues. The best course to take is to report any incident that negatively
impactls your enjoyment of the park. Should an enforcement officer not be immediately
available, you may telephone the park commumications center at 561-5505. Please be
assured we will make every effort to rcspond and take appropriate action to cotrect the
problem.

Your interest in the park is appreciated and we hope you will coatinne to frequent and
enjoy not only Qcean Beach but also the many other arcas w1thm (olden Gate National
Recreation Area. Thank you again for your letter.

Sincerely,

Brian O'Neill
General Superiniendent
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SR Pebruary 1, 2001
Superintendent

Golden Gatre National Recreation Area
Fort Magon, Bldg. 201 '
8an Francigeo, CA 94123

Re: Leaah lLaw on Yederal land
Golden Gate XKational Recreation ‘Area

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am welting to you in regponse to & recent btown meeting I saw on
television, in which demands were made to abolish the leagh law now
loogely enforced at the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. I
wigh I had known about this weeting because, ewen though I would
have been out-numbered, I wonld have attended and wvoiced my
concerns and degire to retain the current leagh law. If possible,
please advise me of any upcoming weerings ragarding dogs oh the
beach and the leash law. :

I have lived on the Great Highway for a little over ning years. 1
am a native San Francisvan and it took me about &4iX monthg to find
an apazrtient nesyr the ocean and the heach. 1 am 43 yeare old and
Fondly remember frequenting Playland during the ’‘60s. I have
always enjoyed going to the beach, mostly to see the waves and the
sunset, <¢ollect local (albeit horing) sea shelle, go te the Musee
Mechanigue and the Cliff Houme. While living cut here on the Great
Highway, I €ry to walk the beach daily, when weather permita, I
have chrapnde ilung digpease and wslking is about all the exercimpe I
oan tolerate, That gtopped about six months ago and I now walk the
beach when I'm in a brave assd to overaims my faar and anxiety over
the doge that frequent Ocean Beach. That fear and anxiety
sometimes takes pracedence Sver any enjoymaent or health benefit T
t;a_\{ garner from an hour‘s walk on the beach and I will explain
alow,

For tha past few years, I have aotlced a preponderence of what I
tern as G dogs, sometimes in packs. These are rotweillers
and pit Dolle s ————
owners,. They ara not leashed and 1 alrnegs to them, leashed
dogs saem to be the exception, not the rule at Ocean Beach. VYes,
there are pigns everywhere and there is the ocassional drive of a

beach patiol jeep and I’ve even witnessed, to my joy and amusement,
one Of your guys getting out of his patrol jeep and apprehending
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{yeg, rumming after} a dog owner (who was algo rumning to avoid
gitation for hie unleased dog). Bub that's alwost a joke because
once any deog owner, who defies the leash law, gees the patrol jeep
cowming, they grap and leash their goge and unleash them again once
the patrol jeep leaves.

My own personal dog wmishaps at the beach are limited, but
memorable, and are as follows. A qan and his itty bitty dog (I am
not goud at identifying dog species, but the dog was hadry and
prissy) walke the beach regularly. The &og ig, of course,
unleagsed. Without fail and without provocation, that ittty bitty
dog will charge towards we whenever he/she ases we and stand guard
seven feat away from me growling aod showing 1its nasty little
fangs. The owner, knowing the dog bettexr than I, has naver really
tried to contyol the dog and I wust aseume only calls the dog off
when I appear to be ready to defend wmyself should the dog decide to
lunge towards me and bite me. After many encounters with this man
and dog, I finally sald to the owner,  there is a leash law you
know'. He replied, "Yeah, why don’t you tell me about it”, Like
dog, like master. They own the beadh and nobody else matters.
What that dog cwner fails to raalize is that the leash law protacts
his dog as much as it tries to protect wma. We all react
differently to a stressful gituation. I responded O the doyg
somewhai: calmly, otherg wmay react to the dog's agression with like
agression, Come to think of it... I haven’t seen that dog in
months .

Another incident. I was winding ny own business, walking on the
beach, when a BIG dog literally came running £rom behind we,
junped, and tackled me. I did not see it comiog and lucky for me,
he/ghe jupt wanted to play. However, agaln, the owner knows the
dog better than I and Y had no jdsa (until T gained control of wmy
flight or fight regponse) that the dog wanted ta play. The dog
looked to be 2 mix between a German shepard and something else. I
gave the owner a very stern look and she pimply said, “Sorry®, in
& very *it’me cnly natural my dog would want to tackle and play with
you and I'm slightly soarry for the ninor inconvenience™ way, T
think about this incident fraquently and think a dog ownex's
regponge o0 a vicicus attack may not be unlika that meek age...
"it’'s only satural wmy dog would want to attack apd kill you mtid Y'm
slightly soxrry that I haven’'t been able to adequately courb hia
killer instinet which I may ar may not have helped encourage”™.

A you can immagine, with the encountcers I have had (not to wention
the pit bull attack on our neighborhood's mail carrier, a few
months ago and a block

] R, ond now with the recent killing of the
woman -in PEULT C Heights by a couple of Canary mix dogs, I had to
write this letter to you in defense of tha lesash law. Like I
stated previously, I ooly kunew aboub the leash law controversy when
I saw it on TV. The fact that the igsue ie on hold for 120 days
only hecame known £0 wme when I called the Federal GGNRA Raxk Police
and they referred me to your office. I originally c¢alled the
Federal Park Police with the sole purpese of asking them, dn light

G0GA-6195440058 3% 6/ 7
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of the Pacific Heights incident, what I can carry, safely and
legally, to defend myself against a dog attack, i.a. stun ¢gun,
wace, high-ocrave seund device, etc. I tyy not to lat fear rule
life, but I algo think precavtiong ghould be taken in light of the
reality of the situwation. Dop’t get me wrong, I love dogs very
much and I get a lot of friendly dogs come up to me, wagging their
tails and wanting to be petied and "sorubbed®. 2An Idesl world
would be whan pecple raise dogs responsibly and lovingly and Y
guspect Lhat is the casa in the majority of deog ownexrs. BHub the
reality ia that not everyome ig responsible or loving and some dogs
are bred and ralsed as fighting or trophy dogs=. ..yl R I
do not ever want myself or anyons to end up like that poor woman in
Pacific Heights. The leash law should stay in effect Lo enpure
public safaty and if it skould comtinve to bie lodsely anforced or
abolighed altogether due to the effective canvagsing efforts of dog
owners and aniwmal rights groups, I would emly appeal to policy
makers that there ghould then bs concurrent legislation to allow
people like myself the right to defend themselves, by any means,
againgt any unwarranted attracke from ill-bredded dogs. After all,
it’'s omly natural...

Bincerely yours,

lan OwYang

AO . TR NP . . BRI SR

ec: Senator Barbara Boxer
Senator Dianne Feinstein
Congregsman Tom Lantos
Assemblyman Kevin Shelley
Senator Jackie Speaats
Supervisor Leland Yea
Mayor Willie Brown
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

CRIMINAL. INCIDENT RECORD

U.5. PARKPOLICE D

PARK RANGERITECH X

1 JUVENILE CASE (I

RGANIZATION CODE

3 SYSTEM AREA

- 4 LOGATION CODE

1| Golden Gate National Recreation Area — South Unit

CASENNCIDENT NUMBER

SEATION OF INGIDENT TBEAT | 8 WHEN T30 DAY
| o HOUR : OF
iker Beachiront — South @ Lobos Creek 432 | occure 1 mme WEEK
DFFENSEANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED:
S HENEH PR : DATE TIVE
R B .| Pets — Leash Law Violation 08/26/04 1150
IJ ‘| 14 LAST FIRST Ml C | X 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHDNEBUISINESS
T - v
N | Spaulding J.D. W 415-5566-8371
g 17 ADDRESS STREET cry STATE 2P 18 PHONE RESIDENGCE
s | Fort Mason #201, San Francisco, CA 94123 !
v 19 LAST FIRST Ml c 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
I v
C w
T 22 ANDRESS STREET cITY 8TATE 21 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
. _
Mo .
18 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A ]
R o>
E 22 ADDRESS STREET cITYy STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
S
T : 4R
E 29 RACE 30 SEX 31 AGE | 32 HGT 33 WET 34 EYES | 35 HAIR 36 HAIR 37 HAR 38 FAGIAL { 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
o . LENGTH STYLE HAIR -
w M 26 |5 |08 ] 145 | BRN | BRN
5 41 HAT 42 COATNACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT . 45 BHOES 46 SQCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
u
S .
P 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE g 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
P :
c 0
T 51 ADDRESS STREET CiTY STAT!‘E ZIp 52 PHOME RESIDENCE
? 53 RACE 54 GEX S5EAGE | 56 HGY 57 WGT | S8 EYES | 53 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 64 ARMED WITH
H : LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E
R 85 HAT 66 COAT/JACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
VEHICLE 72 YEAR 74 MAKE 15 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR § 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE BO IDENTIFYING FEATURESVIN -
0 INVOLVED IN GRIME STYLE ,
O KNOWN TO OPERATE
REMOVED TO REMOVED BY 82 NCICD
TELETYPED
1 IMPOUNDED I STOLEN 0 RECOVERED 0 BEIZED RADIO LODKOUTO
ARREST(S) DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE B7 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.15 (A) (2)
NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATEON OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS-
[Em PECTS. {2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIRE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.
While on patrol | was called to er Bedth-for a visitor complaint regarding off leash pets in
— the area of Lobos Creek. Pets are required {o be on leash at Baker Beach and every access
point to the beach is signed with universal signage reading “Leash Pets.” | responded to the
~— Lobos Creek area of the beach and found visitation extremely high and numerous small
children playing in the creek. | also noticed severalkoffig ©@s:in the area. A park visitor
pointed ou and a medium white dog playing in the surf just north of the
creek. The visitor claimed this dog along with another, hag:run-throgheive ¥
unrestrained.knecking-overchildren. The visitor wasn't sure where the second dog had run off
fo. he quickly leashed his pet as | approached. | explained to SN pets were
required to be on a leash and that | had received a complaint regarding his dog 4NN who
claimed not to have identification with him initially claimed the nam«ill NP -
check of DMV records found no such name on il then gave me his name as it
—— appeared on his CA Drivers License which showed valid, clear wants and warrants. As |
issued MVNUIENNERfor 36 CFR 2.15 (a) (2) for failure to restrain a pet.
I 54 TWESTIGATOR NOTIFIED
. 95
ATUS: DOPEN O SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: OARREST  0OEXGCEPTION 0 UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION
REPORTING OFFICER BADGE /ID " DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGE/ND 99 SUPERVISOR h B BADGE /ID DATE
1617 8/29/0
D. Spaulding 0 4 '|62%
%) %ﬂx}-ﬂ-@-{df f'Z/fS)OL(
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DAVID C. ANDERSON

DAVID C ANDERSON ESO

LAW OFFICE OF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

222 RUSH LANDING ROAD
P.O, BOX 1177
NOVATO, CA 84948
TELEPHONE:(415) 898-4775
FACSIMILE: (415) 808.9211

TO:
DOCUMENT:
RE:

DATE:

PAGES:

X The Recorder
Daily Journal
___Asbestos Litigation Reporter
_.._Mesley’s Litigation Reports
—Jury Verdicts Weekly, Inc.
___Trinda Digest
__ Liigation Research Group
¢ Son Franciaco Chroniete XX
2C San Franciseo Pxaminery(
_AOakland Tribune X
Press Demoermnt
San Jose Mercury News x
_,Q;Dally Journal {1.A.)
. Marin Independent Joumnat
Hayes Law Reports
X Sacramonto Bee -
X Vaileio-Times Herald
X Foiefie)d-Daily Republic
_KkVacaville Reporier
X Lot Anpeles Timex
2 _Channel 5
X Channel 7
2y Channel 2
2, Channel 13
A Channel 36
& Count TV
KSFO
éKCBS
X_XNBK
. Confidential Rpt
Tor Attornsyq

FACSIMILE COVER SHEET

(SEE BELOW)

PRESS RELEASE

MARIN COUNTY DOG BITE LAWSUIT

March 12, 2002

PAGE

(415) 749-5548
{415 252.0599
{610) 2250501
(610} 768-0830
(707) $39-1835
(510) 420-3006
(415) 258-0764
{415) 896-1107
(415) 7772525
(510) 208-5477
(707) $2t-5330
{a08) 2888060
(213} 6171029
(415) 382:0549
(302} 995-9108
(916)321-1109
(707) 643-5217
(707) 425-5924
(707) 447-7405
(213)237-4712
(415) 765-8916
(415) 956-6402
(510) 451-2510
(916) 374-5304
(40B) 953-3610
(415) 745-5549
(415} 658-5401

_{415) 765-4080

(4153 595-6367
(760) 721-3683

1f not receiving property,

Thank you.

p!ense call us |mmedlllely at 4!5 890-4'775
; d i intended

‘l A .
lht ndividual or entity o whmh nt ix -ddn:ss:d Hyou are not the !mcnded reclpient, o the peraon mnmaiblc
for delivering it v the intended recipient, do not use or disclose thia facsimile. If yo have received this
facsimile in error, please notify us immediately by telcphone, and return the origina! vin the V.S, Postal Servier.

KDL AW hsn\proasrclesneii, wpd

a1
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
DAVID C. ANDERSON at (415) 898-4775

BITE VICTIM SUES DOG OWNER DOCTORS; GIRL, 14 CITES ,
MISCONDUCT IN E.R.

A fourteen year old high school student from San Rafael who was bitten on the mouth
lasteymarmtrRodeoBeash filed.a lawsuit today against its owners, both physicians who reside in
Novato. The suit, filed in Marin County Superior Court, alleges that the Defendants, Aida
Bredesen, M.D. and Dale Bredesen, M.D., are strictly liable by California statute as a result of
their seven year old Labrador/Golden Retr.iever biting Tina Phan on the lips and cheek while she
was petting the animal during an outing on March 17, 2001, The animal was subsequently
quarantined by the Humane Socicty but not destroyed. The complaint also requests damages
resuliing from actions occurring afterwards at the hospital where the girl was taken.

Phan was with friends at the beach whe ghadamaassnent.,.,
down to pet the dog, it suddenly and without warning itslrsemen uth Accordmg to her
attorney, David Anderson of Novato, California law does not penmt a “free first bite” and
owners are civilly liable for any injuries and damages suffered by the victim. The incident stirred
public interest at the time due to the fact that Rodeo Beach, although a popular recreational spot
for many, is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area which does not require that dogs
be leashed. However, Bredesen was cited by park rangers for failing to comply with a provision
requiring that dogs be kept under voice control at all times.

Phan suffered scarring to both upper and lower lips and surrounding cheek tissue and has
lost some sensation in the region. According to her attorney, as appalling as the dog bite itself is,
an even more disturbing series of events occurred immediately following the dog bite,

According to the suit, Dr, Bredesen’s husband, Dr. Dale Bredesen, was also present at the time of
the incident but immediately left the scene with the two dogs in order to avoid the possibility of
them being taken into custody by animal control authorities. The Bredesens went to Marin
General Hospital where the girl was receiving emergency medical care and, without authorization
by the medical staff or consent from Phan or her mother, Lehoa Phan, entered the treatment
room. The suit further alleges that the Bredesens then interfered with the medical treatment
being rendered by asking that photographs be taken of her face, telling medical staff that Phan
was on Ecstacy, had provoked the attack by kissing the animal, and requesting that drug testing
be performed, Her attorney says that hospital records show that no testing was performed
because nothing in Phan’s behavior or appearance supgested she was under the influence of any
drugs and that she did not kiss the dog, and that the Bredesens were escorted from the emergency
room by a security officer, who Dr. Aida Bredesen, at a subsequent Humane Society “Vicious
Animal Hearing,” testified was drunk.
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March 12, 2002
Page 2

According to Anderson, the actions of the defendants at the hospital were “incredibly
callous, shocking, and aggressive,” particularly in view of the public furor arising from the Diane
Whippile fatal dog attack which had occurred recently and the faci that the Bredesens, as
physicians, crossed the professional line of appropriate conduct by violating the admonition:
“Physician, do no harm.” He noted: “This is, like the Whipple case, another situation where the
owners of dogs who attack unsuspecting people avoid taking responsibility but instead blame the
vietim.” The defendants’ primary concern from, the beginning was to protect their dog from
possible destruction rather than helping Tina. The dogs werd immediately whisked from the
scene to avoid quarantine, a story of her kissing the dog was concocted, and then, without any
evidence, they leveled the accusation that she wag under the influence of drugs. He says that by
invading what they, as physicians, knew was the sacrosanct privacy and confidentiality of both
the emergency room setting and the physician-patient relationship, the Doctors increased the
emotional trawma and suffering already cansed by the attack

The suit seeks damages for the emotional distress caused by the attack and Defendants’s
behavior as well as for medical treatment, future surgery, permanent disfigurement, and pain and

suffering.
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DAVID C. ANDERSON (SBN 83146) @[j [:E E@

LAW OFFICE OF DAVID C. ANDERSON

Now B°%1,63797494s N

ovato

Telephone S 15) 898-4775 Jolgrﬁoﬂrug%g{:;m'r
Facsimilc: (415) 898-92)1 mmcg}%ﬂ%;lw
Attorneys for Plaintiff

TINA PHAN, a Minor, by and through
LEHOA PHAN her Guardian Ad Litem,
LEHOA PHAN Individually

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF 'CALIFORNIA
TN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARIN -

TINA PHAN, a Minor, by and through ) Casc No. O 2 1249

LEHOA PHAN, her Guardian Ad Litem, )
LEHOA. PHAN Individually, ) VT FORE =
o ) (1) STRJCT L]ABILITY OF DOG’S
Plaintiffs, ) OWNERS FOR INJURIES CAUSED BY
) DOG TO ANOTHER (CIVIL CODE
vs, ) SECTION 3342);
) (2) NEGLIGENCE;
DALE BREDESEN, M.D.; AIDA. - ) % INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF
BREDESEN, M.D.;and DOES 1 through 25,) OTIONAL DISTRESS; and
inclusive, g (4) INVASION OF PRIVACY
Defendants. )

COME NOW Plaintiffs, and complaint and allege against Defepdants, and each of them, as

follows:

PRELIMINARY ALLEGATION
1. Defendants AIDA BREDESEN, M.D. and DALE BREDESEN, M.D. are individuals

who reside in Novato, California, located in Marin County.
2. Plaintiff TINA PHAN is a minor and was a fourteen year old gizl at the time of the
dog attack aileged herein. Her birthdate is July 17, 1986, Plaintiff TINA. PHAN, as a minor, brings
1

COMPLAINT
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—

this suit throngh her natural mother and Guardian Ad Litem, LEHOA PHAN.
3. Plainiffs are presently unaware of the true names and capacities of the Defendants
%
sued herein as DOES 1 through 25, inclusive, and therefore sue said Defendants by such fictitious

names. Plaintiffs will amend this complaint to allege their true names and capacities when the same

{| have been ascertained.

4, At all times material, DOES 1 through 25, inclusive, were the agents, servants, and
employees of the Defendants, and each of them, and in doing the things herein zlleged, were acting
within the scope or authority of such agency, service, or employment and with the permission and

consent of Defendants and each of them.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
FOR STRICT LIABILITY PURSUANT TO CALIFORNIA CIVIL CODE SECTION 3342
(As to Plantiff TINA PHAN Only) .

5. On or abowt March 17, 2001, Defendants, and each of them, wete the owners of a :_
certain dog believed to be a Labrador/Golden Retriever breed named “Copper.” | |

6. On or about March 17, 2001, at approximately 2:30 p.m., Plaintiff TRNA PHAN was
lawfully present ai Rodeo Beach, Golden Gate National Recreation Axea (hereinafier referred t0 ag
“GGNRA™), an unincorporated area of the County of Marin.

7. While Plaintiff TINA PHAN was present at Rodeo Beach, she encountered Defendant
AIDA BREDESEN, M.D. walf:ing_two dogs which she owned, one of them being “Copper..:’
Plaintiff asked Defendant AIDA BREDESEN, M.D. if the dogs were friendly and was told by
Defendant that they were. Relying upon this representation, Plaintiff subsequently began to pet
“Copper” and was suddenly and without waming attacked and bitten.

8. As a proximate result of the actions of Defendants’ Dog “Copper,” Plaintiff TINA
PHAN sustained serious injuries including, but not limited to, tom lips, severed cheek muscle and
skin, puncture wounds, and permanent faéial scarring, all 1o her damage in the amount above the
minimum jurisdictional limit of this Court, that shall proven at the time of trial. As a direct and legal
result of the actions of the Dog, Plaintiff TINA PHAN suffered, was hurt, and injured in her health,

2
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strength, and activity, sustaining injury to her nervous system and person, all of which injuries have

caused and continue to cause Plaintiff TINA PHAN great mental, physical, emotional, and nervous

pain and suffering.

9. As a further, proximate result of the actions of Defendants® Dog “Copper,” Plaintiff

and her mother were required 1o and did employ physicians, surgeons, therapists, and other he
care professionals to examine, treat, counsel, and care for Plaintiff TINA PHAN, and incurred

additional medical expenses as shall be proven at the time of trial.

alth

10.  Plaintiff TINA PHAN is informed and believes, and on such information and belief

alleges, that she and/or her mother on her behalf will incur sdditional medjcal expenses in the

- the exact amount of which is not presently known but shall be proven at the time of trial,

future,

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff TINA PHAN prays for judgment against Defendants and each of

them a5 hereinafier alleged.
SECOND C CTION

NEGLIGENCE
{Asq to Plaintiff TINA PHAN Only)

11.  Plaintiffs incorporate Paragraphs 1 through 10 above as though set forth in full

herein,

12.  Defendants, and each of them, were the caretakers and keepers of the Dog “Copper”

and owed a duty to Plaintiff TINA PHAN to maintain and control the Dog in such 8 manner that the

Dog would not attack, bite, or cause injury to Plaintiff.

?

13.  Atdhe time of said-dogattacksBeferidams Do+ Copper Wis fivon wlensh 5 dhy

St e

14,  Atthe time of se.id dog attack, Defendantsfailed-tomsmn

nslitEn DogtiGoppert. as

required by Federal and/ot GGNRA regulations, despite knowing that Rodeo Beach was a popular

recreation area frequented by many persons, including elderly, disabled, and children.

15.  Defendants pegligently and café]essly committed their Dog “Copper” to approach

Plaintiff TINA PHAN and failed to wam her not to approach, pet, or place her face nesr their

and knew or should have known that their Dog could bite her.
3
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16.  Defendants’ negligence was the legal cause of Plaintiff TINA PHAN's injuries when
their Dog bit and attacked her as alleged herein.
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff TINA PHAN prays for judgment ageinst Defendants and each of
them ag hereinafter alleged.
THIRD CAUSE QF ACTION
TIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAJL, DISTRESS
(As to Plaintiffs TINA PHAN and LEHOA PHAN)

17. Plaintiffs incorporate Paragraphs 1 through 16 above as though set forth in full herein.

18. At the time of said dog attack, both Defendants were or had been previously licensed
medical doctors.

19.  Atthe time of said dog attack, but unknown to Plaintiff TINA PHAN, Defendant
DALE BREDESEN, M.D.,was also present at Rodeo Beach with his wife, Defendant AIDA
BREDESEN, M.D., and their children. Immediately following said dog sttack and without notifying ;
Plaintiff TINA PHAN, Defendant DALE BREDESEN, M.D., took both Dogs, including “Copper” |
and immediately departed Rodeo Beach with both dops and children in the family vehicle.
Defendsut DALE BREDESEN, M.D, removed said Dogs so that they would not be present when
law enforcement authorities and/or GGNRA rangers and/or Humane Society representatives arrived
at the scene. His purpose in doing so was to prevent Defendants’ Dog “Copper” from being taken

into custody by animal contro} autherities.

20. Deapﬁemﬂwafmrﬂmﬁbmhrﬁefendamswexemedjglwd oclors, ne itherotier

ce 1o Plaintiff TINA PHAN nor called law enforcement or emergency medical personnel.

S R A

21, Plaintiff TINA PHAN was taken by ambulance to Marin General Hospital in Marin

by

County, Califomia. Shortly after her arrival, her mother Plaintiff LEHOA PHAN amived in the

Emergency room to lé.nd care, comfort, and support to her daughter who had sustained severe

physical and emotional injuries, trauma, stress, pain and suffering as a resujt of dog attack. While

both Plaintiffs were together in the treatment area of the emergency room of Marin General Hospital,

both Defendants AIDA BREDESEN, M.D. and DALE BREDESEN, M.D. entered the treatment area
4
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without notice to or consent from either of the Plaintiffs or the medical staff. Plaintiffs allege that
Defendants AIDA BREDESEN, M.D. and DALE BREDESEN, M.D. were able to do 30 cither
because they represented that they were friends of Plaintiffs’ fomily and/or that they were medical
doctors who witnessed the dog attack.

22, During the time which Defendants AIDA BREDESEN, M.D._ and DALE
BREDESEN, M.D. were present without notice to or consent in the treatment area of tﬁe emergency
room of Marin General Hospital, both interfered with the medical care and attention being rendered
to Plaintiff TINA PHAN by asking the medical and .n?lrsing staff to take pictlmes‘ of Plaintiff TINA
PHAN'’s face and by asking the attchding phyzician tb examine and to test Plaintiff TINA PHAN for
being under the influence of illegal substances, speciﬁcally the drug “Bestacy.”

23.  While in the treatment of the emergency room of Mann General Hospital without
authorization or consent by Plaintiffs, Defendants, knowing Plaintiff LEHOA PHAN'Was ﬁresem,
accused Plaintiff TINA PHAN of being under the influence of the drug “Eestacy,” and provoking the
attack by attempting to kiss Defendants” Dog “Copper.” Defendants knew or should have known the
emotionally traumatized, panic-stricken, fragile, and anxidus menta] state of both Plaintiffs at the
time of these statermnents. |

24,  Due 1o the disruptive, inappropriate, and unconsented to conduct and statements by

Defendants AIDA BREDESEN, M.D. and DALE BREDESEN, M.D., security personnel were

W summoned by the medical staff and Defendants were escorted from the treatment area of the

emergency room of Marin General Hospital.
25.  Defendants ATDA BREDESEN, M.D. and DALE BREDESEN, M.D.’s bebavior and

conduct was appallibg, extreme, unwarranted, aggressive, shocking, outrageous, and vaprivileged,
and was engaged in with reckless disregard of the probability of causing both Plaintiffs TINA PHAN
and LEHOA PHAN to suffer emotional distress and done with full knowledge that both Plaintiffs
were present at the time.
26.  Defendants ATDA BREDESEN, M.D. and DALE BREDESEN, M.D. knew or should
5
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have known that by deliberately, intentionally, wantonly, inappropriately, and/or with reckless
disregard engaging in the aforementioned conduct and making the aforementioned statements, they
would cause injury and damage to the emotional and psychological health, safety, and well-being of
Plaintiffs TINA PHAN and LEHOA PHAN.

27.  Asa direct and proximate and legal result of the extreme and outrageous conduct of
Defendants AIDA BREDESEN, M.D. and DALE BREDESEN, M.D., and each of them, Plaintiffs
sustained severe mental pain and suffering in a sum according to proof at trial.

28.  The nforementioned acts and conduct were malicions and despicable and cartied out
by Defendants with a willful and conscious disregard of the rights and safety of Plaintiffs, thus
entitling Plaintiffs 1o punitive damages to punish or meke an example of Defendants, and each of
them,

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs TINA PHAN and LEHOA PHAN pray for judgment against

Defendants and each of them as hereinafter alleged.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
ON O CY

. (Aswo Plain‘%ﬂ%z%l%OA PHAN)

29.  Plaintiffs incorporate Paragraphs | through 28 above as thongh set forth in full herein.

30, Ou or about March 17, 2001, Defendants ATDA BREDESEN, M.D. and DALE
BREDESEN, M.D., without Plaintiffs’ consent, invaded Plaintiffs’ rights to privacy by physically
intruding into Plaintiffs’ solitude and right to confidentiality and privacy of the medical condition
and affairs of Plaintiff TINA PHAN, minor daughter of Plaintiff LEHIOA PHAN, by wrongfully
gaining admittance 1o the area of the hospital emergency room where Plainﬁff TINA PHAN was
being treated as well as the private examination room where she was placed and by physically
trespassing, harassing, and annoying both Plaintiffs in the solitude of an atea of the hospital not
accessible by the public.

31.  The intrusion was offensive and objectionable to Plaintiffs and to a reasonable person
of ordinary sensibilities in that Plaintiffs wrongfully and deceptively gained admittance to the

6
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treatment area of the hospital emergency room and Plaintiff TINA PHAN's private examination
room, knowingly fave false information regarding Plaintiff TINA PHAN's medica) and mental
condition to physicians and medical staff, requested 'evaluaiion and testing of her being under the
influence of illegal drugs, and harassed, and annoyed both Plaintiffs TINA PHAN and LEHOA
PHAN.

32.  The intrusion was into a place and relationship which was private and confidential
and entitled to be private in that it involved an unconsented invasion into both the area of the
hospital emergency room and into a physician-patient relationship to which Plaintiffs had a
reasonable expectation of privacy, confidentiality, and protection from disclosure to Defendants and
to members of the publie. |

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs TINA PHAN and LEHOA PHAN pray for judgrment against
Defendants and each of them as follows:

1. ForPlaintiff TINA PHAN:

a. Non-ecomomic damages according to proof;
b. Economic damages aecording to proof;

c. Punitive damages according to proof;

d. Cost of suit herein occurred

e.  Such further and other relief as this Court deems just and proper.
2. For Plaintiff LEHOA PHAN:

a. Non-ecomomic damages according to proof;

b. Punitive damages according to proof;

c. Costs of suit hc.rein. occurred;
"
i
i
/it
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d. Such further and other relief as this Court deems just and proper.

DATED: March 11, 2002

KADCAMsanieomplaint.wpd

ii

AW OFFICE OF DAVID C. ANDERSON

TINA PHAI, & Minor, by and through
LEHOA PHAN, her Guardian Ad Litem,
LEHOA

AN, Individually
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| On 08/18/04 at approximately 1502 howrs, | received a repurt:of:off-leash. dogs-chasing:

J:horses-on.Fort-Eunston-Beaci=Whien | arrived on scene with Ranger Beckert at the base

in the-suf.when two horses walked:-by-and-she-was-unable to-gat-control-of-her dogs -as-they,

-beganto-chasesthe-harses. She did not have -any leashes with har, m friderpwas—

buckadoff:her-horse-and-landed-in- the-surf~The-cthervider SNEERFvas still on his

horse as it was heing chased, Eventuallynhe*;-fﬁlI?ufﬁ_sustaining-injur.yr._q_tp_-hi;-ankl&frdm'-haiﬂﬂ‘-'

stepped-on:tyhis Tiorss. The dogs continued to ehasesthertorseya/y oWanis the-Facifca ..

44 INVESTIBATOR MOTIFIED

Stabiess-(seesuppiamentais) AP returned claar warrants with the
verhal Sl /2 issued an
ATLIG: DOPEN 0 BUSPENDER CLOSED BY: .I:l ARREST GENCERTION O UNFOUNDED EBLBFD-BITI'CIN
REPCRTING OFFCER BAGGE MY OATE BA ASSESTING OFFICER BADGERD G SURERVISTR BADGEAD DATE
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U.8. PARK POLICE O

. ek NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TECH B
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE 0
! ORGANIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE 5 YEAR CASENNCIDENT BUMBER
811] 4]0 GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA [o]slo]o] [olals[o]1]o]2]a]s]
i LOCATION OF INCIDENT T BEAT 8 WHEN MO. DAY YR. g 24 HRS . MIN. 10 DAY
BID T . HOUR - OoF
VILAGRA RIDGE 431 loccorr |0 911 510 4] mme |1 E 3 I 71 wee l 4 l
1 OFFENSEANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED:
IATE TIME
PETS/DOG BITE o ot TE=Y0Y
W X 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
! v
o T | LASALLE ERIC D % 415-556-8371
M 2 17 ADDRESS STREET cITY STATE ZiP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P " -
L 5 | FORT MASON BLDG 201 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 :
A 19 LAST FIRST MY c 20 DATE DF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
:\1 Y v Ia g
Q EI;‘ 22 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE w. 2P 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
N
" -~
19 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A S
R |5
E 22 ADDRESS STREET cIry STATE Zip 23 PHONE RESHENCE
]
E 29 RACE | 30 8EX 31 AGE | 32 HGT I3WGET 34EYES | 35 HAR 36 HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL | 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
b LENGTH STYLE HAIR "
s 41 HAT 42 COAT/JACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT A5 SHDES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
U
s
p 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 45 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E s
c 4]
T 54 ADDRESS STREET - Iy STATE ZIip 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
(1? 53 RACE | 54 SEX 56 AGE | 56 HGT 57 WGT | S8EYES | 538 HAIR én HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 64 ARMED WITH
H LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E .
R 65 HAT 66 COATIJACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
T2 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE B0 IDENTIFYING FEATURESMVIN
0 INVOLVED IN CRIME 5TYLE - R
[ KNOWN TO OPERATE
H REMOVED TO REMOVED BY a2 NCIG D
TELETYPEQD
0 IMPOUNDED O STOLEN 0 RECOVERED 0 SEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT O
13 ARREST(S) DATE 84 TIME B5 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN B8 VALUE RECOVERED
BSITEM NARRATIVE: {1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE [TEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- ggTL g:‘EC g%OP b VALUE
PECTS. (2} INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.
On 09/15/04 at approx. 1837 hours communications advised me of call they had received
from San Bruno Police depariment that a dog had bitten two park visitors at Milagra Ridge.
The call was a few hours old but dispatch had the victims information. { called the victim
and received her side of the story. She stated that her and her
husband were walking their dog on leash at Milagra Ridge when another off leash dog
belonging to skl came-out.of the brush and attacked their dog. In the scuffie,
usband @ was bitten It the Upper right thigh area by
oo, @l had another dog on leash and was unable to handie the off leash dog
——| immediately. Per our phone conversation, i also stated that she had her
fingerbitterrbytheroftleash pet belonging totilimiy. @ and Eming Sl cventually
-—— separated the dogs and gathered veterinarian information from According to
the dogs rabies shots were current and she and her husbhand tended to
—1 their wounds. | informed; that | would have an officer be in contact with
her to set up a time to gather a statement. | then calied gl and asked her
94 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED
95 ’ 96
STATUS, DOPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: OARREST O EXCEPTION O UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION
BADGE /1 DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGEAD 89 SUPERVISOR BADGE /1D DATE
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- SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD‘ 1 JUVENILE CASE 0
I SYSTEM AREA ; B WHEN MO. DAY 4 YEAR CASE/NCIDENT NUMBER
GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA ot lo ol1 5 o 4 olalefo]1]o]2lal6]
5 NATURE OF INGIDENT 6 RECLASSIFICATION OF INCIDENT

PETS/DOG BITE

TEM 7 RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION

and obtained her side of the story. She informed me via telephone that her dog ( Del Ray) was off leash and did approach Bill and

G o leash dog but, WaSjustplayifiy. Iinformed her that I would like to get a statement from her and would need
" to come the residence. I{old her that an officer would be in touch and would call her about a suitable time to arrive. Ranger J.D.

Spaulding informed me she attempted to make contact witheJIJJJI on 09/20/04, but was unsuccessful. RanggrJ.D. Spaulding

—=  obtained a statement fromegiii anguiRNERMIREINEERRNINEINS A nother call oSNNS a5 made at 1755 hours

10/02/04.

— Case still pending.
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE O

2 SYSTEM AREA 8 WHEN MO, DAY

3

| 4YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER

Do

GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA oot |0 9]1 5 o 2] {olale[o]1]o[2]e]6]

5 NATURE OF INCIDENT ) 6 RECLASSIFICATION OF INCIDENT

PETS-LEASH LAW/DOG BITE

ITEM

T RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION
On 10/06/05, 1 received a phone call from the suspec! hose dog was off leash and later bit victims@iffland
O v hiic At S, o b 1 informed il during previous phone calls to her residence that {

would be sending a citation to the residence, but I needed to gather more information from her in order for that to happen.

According to statements from mand during a conversation that I had with@jjjJ over the phone, @R
admitted to having her dofroffHeasH B i i Eave me
her DOB and comiplete name. Wlth that mfonnatmn a computer check for wants and warrants was conducted. It retumed clear.

With the written staternents I gathered frorm IR 1 scnt citation VNN for 36 CFR 2.15 a2 to the residence
of 8. A computer check for wanis and warrants check returned clear. QU info is as follows:

o
G
R
- ]
SUR—

8 WARRANT(S) 9 101D TECH NOTIFIED 1% INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED 12

NYES
TUNG

O LATENTS .
| (IPHOTOS PAGE / or) PAGES

1 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY ) ARREST i1 EXCEPTION il UNFOUNDED Exhibit 23
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5 LOCATION OF INCIENT 7 BEAT 8 WHEN MOD. DAY YR. 9 24 HRS MIN. 10 DAY
DIo IT HOUR OF
Fort Funston 21 1o To ol1 7]0 4] " [T713]0] wi [6]
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P . .
5
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T \ .
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E STREET ity . STATE ZIP 28 PHONE RESIDENCE
s - A ;] B
T
E 29 a0 SEX 31 AGE 32 HGT - 34 EYES | 35 HAIR HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL | 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
D LENGTH STYLE HAIR LIS
s 41 HAT 42 COATHACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PGID
s _ |
3
P 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 5D PHOMNE BUSINESS
E ]
¢ ] 1
T 51 ADDRESS STREET City STATE i [ ] 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
O
T 53 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE 56 HGT 57 WGT 58 EYES 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 54 ARMED WITH
H - LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E
R 65 HAT 66 COAT/JACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SQCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR 78 TAG NUMBER TS STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURES/AVIN
N INVOLVED iN CRIME STYLE
x KNOWN TO OPERATE
i3] REMOVED TG REMOVED BY B2 NCICO
} TELETYPED
x IMPOUNDED 0 STOLEN [ RECOVERED O SEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT O
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aa . 90 91 92 93
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On September 17, 2004 at approx #:30pm, Ranger J. Goodwin and | were on patrol at Fort Funston when a white adult female later identified
as h - i &\ said that while she was walking her dog, two other

dogs described as Pugs were runming-ahiea: NSt Wlmhmand startedransaitercatisiiF it ierdog, SN dog is
described as a 100lb. Labrador named (S that mmﬂmahth time of the incident. (NP stated that she had to pick up Gina
by the collar to try and stop any further engagement, while doing so, thef3rgermaie-pug-biteFEraiTihe leg. Wl contacted the
owner who said that her dogs were up to date on their rabies shot. isengaged contact at this time. When 1 was contacted by
she denied any medical attention. | advised her that she needed to get the Rabies Tag No. for future reference. | cleared from

the scene at approx. 6:45pm,

On September 29, 2004, NP contacted Park Dispatch in regards fo trying to locate the dog that bite her and asked us to try and keep
a lookout for the dog

On Qctober 10, 2004 | was able to get in contact with JNEEE. via telephone. SN s5id that she was able to find the owner of the
dog through a dog ¢lub and contacted the San Francisco Dog Pound. The San Francisco Dog Pound had a record of the dog, a pug named

ith Rabies Tag No. exp. 12/23/2005. The owner of Smokey was identified as . | contacted
via telephone.

confirmed that the situation occurred and that both of her dogs were up to date on their Rabies shot.
A = dmitted that her dogs and

dey ralloffleastnatthetime-ofthe-insident-of-therdeg-bite: 4 remindedNENGE_GG
that alf dogs must be on a leash and restrained at all tlmes within GGNRA. There has been no further contact.

: Exhibit 24
94 5 48
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SANDY GOLDBERG and
HABITAT RESTORATION SUPPORT GROUP
5834 Taft Ave.
Qakland, CA 94618

September 25, 2000

GGNRA Advisory Commission
Golden Gate National Recreation Area, Building 201
Fort Mason, San Francisco, Ca 94123

RE: SUPPORT FOR PROPOSED HABITAT RESTORATION CLOSURE AT
FORT FUNSTON (65 Fed. Reg. 44546, July 18, 2000}

Dear Commission:

The Advisory Commission Should Support the Proposed Closure and Dune
Restcration Project ‘

We request that the the GGNRA Advisory Commission adopt a resolution supporting the
National Park Service (NPS) proposal to close approximately 12 acres of dunes at Fort
Funston to off-trail recreationa! use, as proposed at 65 Federal Register 44546 (July 18,
2000) and to restore native plants to the closed area. The area is cutrently covered in
part with “iceplant” an invasive, non-native plant. The SF Chronicle recently quoted a
Native Plant Saciety officer who described iceplant as a species that is “actively
smothering native California wildflowers while converting pristine coastal dune, cliff and
prairie habitats into desolate biological wastelands that our native flora and fauna cannot
survive in.” (SF Chronicle, Sept. 4, 2000).

The NPS’ proposal to remove iceplant and restore the dunes with native plants will
undoubtedly provide a vast improvement {o the habitat. It will create habitat for native
wildlife, such as California quail. | have seen Caiifornia quail and rabbits in the restored
areas of Fort Funston; however, you do not see quail or rabbits in any areas of the
dunes where dogs are aliowed to run off-leash and ofi-trail. The proposed closure will
keep people and dogs on the trail, and therefore make the 12 acre area available for
native wildlife. The proposal is consistent with the recent policy directive issued by the
Director of the NPS, indicating that protection of natural resources is the priority in
national parks and recreation areas. (See, Director's Order #55, dated September 8,
2000, copy attached). There can be no doubt that removal of iceplant and planting
native vegetation will protect the natural resources of Fort Funston.

The NPS is in a unique position to have the experience, resources and opportunity to
conduct the proposed habitat restoration project. This opportunity should not be
squandered to maintain the area for use as a dog play and exercise area. Past habitat
restoration on the Fort Funston dunes has been incredibly successful at establishing
thriving, diverse plant communities. The restored areas of the dunes are much more
attractive, interesting, colorful and scenic than the areas where iceplant predominates.
In addition, the closure and restoration project will increase the future stock of native
plants for cuttings and seed collection and natural plant dispersal; will allow native plants
that naturally sprout from the seedbank to survive without being trampled by people or
degs or being overcome by iceplant; and will increase the insect population,
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in the dunes, where native plants were growing. When { asked the owner to tell the dog
to stop, he said that he did not have to listen to me.

On several occasions, | have seen off-leash dogs run into a fenced off area that was
restored with native plants and run over the piants. The dogs’ owners were,
understandably, unable to control their dogs. It is impossible to control an off-leash dog
in an environment with dozens of other off-leash dogs and their owners and the odors of
hundreds more animails all around you. The dogs are simply too excited and stimuiated.

A long-time volunteer at Fort Funston was pulling weeds in a fenced restoration area
and a dog ran in and grabbed his leg in its mouth. | have heard about numerous
incidents where people were bitten by dogs at Fort Funston. | have heard about a
woman who was walking at Fort Funston who was knocked over by a dog and was
knocked unconscious. You aiso do not often see families with small children or babies
in strollers at Fort Funston. Due to all the dogs that run up and sniff the kids, and the
fact that many children are frightened by off-leash dogs approaching them, it is not
surprising that there are not many people who bring their children to Fort Funston.

None of these user conflicts would exist if GGNRA followed the existing federal
regulation and required peopie to waik their dogs on leash at Fort Funston. Although
there are many people who currently use Fort Funston for walking their dogs off-leash
and off-trail, they should not be allowed to use the Park in a way that impairs the ability
of other users to enjoy the Park. The interests of the broader public must be protected.

| work in the native plant nursery at Fort Funston several times a month and many
members of the Habitat Restoration Support Group work at the nursery every week, vear
after year. The work is fun and rewarding, even when you are out in the rain and mud
and poison oak. However, it is very disheartening to me and many other GGNRA
volunteers to find out (as we recently did through the dogwalkers’ lawsuit) that the NPS
is not doing everything it can to protect the resources and habitat at Fort Funston. The
fact that the NPS is allowing off-leash dog walking, in clear violation of a federal
regulation, is a failure to protect and prevent impairment of Fort Funston’s resources.
Maintaining Fort Funston as a “dog run” is not consistent with federal reguiations and the
NPS Director’s recent policy directive that states that protection of natural resources is
the Park Service's priority and that impairment of resources should not be allowed.

I urge the Advisory Commission not to compromise the mission of the NPS in response
to one angry and vocal special interest group. Please request that GGNRA begin
enforcing existing NPS policies and the federal leash requirement to prevent further
degradation of the unique resources of Fort Funston.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, z ’ '
SANDY GOLDBERG and

HABITAT RESTORATION SUPPORT GROUP
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[Electronic copy: signed original on file in Office of Policy]

Director's Order # 55: Interpreting the National Park Service Organic Act

Approved: /s/ Robert Stanton
Director, National Park Service

Effective Date: ;Septembér 8. 2000

Sunset Date: Upon approval of Manacement Policies

This Director's Order supersedes any conflicting instructions that may have been issued on the
meaning and intent of the National Park Service Organic Act (16 USC 1), and the 1978
amendment to the National Park System General Authorities Act of 1970 (16 USC 1a-1).

Table of Contents:

1.0 Background and Purpose of this Director's Order
2.0 Authority for Issuing this Director's Order
3.0 Interpretation of the NPS Organic Act
3.1 The Laws Generally Governing Park Management
3.2 "Impairment” and "Derogation': One Standard
3.3 The NPS Obligation to Conserve and Provide for Enjoyment of Park Resources and Values
3.4 The Prohibition on Impairment of Park Resources and Values
3.5 What Constitutes an lmpairment of Park Resources and Values
3.6 What Constitutes Park Resources and Values
3.7 Decision-making Requirements to Aveoid impairment

1.0 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THIS DIRECTOR'S ORDER

When authorizing activities to take place within areas of the national park system, National Park
Service managers must comply with all provisions of law. The most fundamental of those
provisions are found in the National Park Service Organic Act of 1916 (16 USC 1) and the
Redwood Act amendment to the 1970 National Park Service General Authorities Act (16 USC

The terms "National Park Service." "Park Service.” "Service." and "NPS" are used interchangeably in
this document.
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la-1). During the process of updating the 1988 edition of NPS Management Policies, the
Service decided to incorporate into Management Policies a detailed interpretation of those
provisions. The purpose in doing so was 1o help NPS managers understand their legal duties in
managing the national park system. and to establish policies and procedures that would help
ensure the law is proper!y and consistently applied throughout the national park system.

The draft of proposed revisions to NPS Munagement Policies was issued for a 60-day public
review and comment period, beginning January 19.2000 {65 FR 2984]. The Service
subsequently considered all the comuments received, and will adopt the year 2000 edition of
Management Policies in the near future. However. due to the importance of instituting as soon
as possible a Service-wide interpretation of the most salient provisions of the Organic Act and
General Authorities Act. the Service is issuing this Director's Order as a means of adopting
section 1.4 of Manugement Policies.

2.0 AUTHORITY TO ISSUE THIS DIRECTOR'SORDER - -~~~ -~

The authority o issue this Director's Order is found in the NPS Organic Act, and Part 245 of the
Department of the Interior Manual. which delegates to the Director of the National Park Service
the Secretary of the Interior's authority to supervise, manage, and operate the national park
system.

3.0 INTERPRETATION OF THE NPS ORGANIC ACT

The following wording is adopted for publication in NPS Management Policies as the agency's
interpretation of the meaning of the NPS Organic Act and the General Authorities Act of 1970,
as amended. All NPS personnel will conduct their work activities and make decisions affecting
the national park system in conformance with this interpretation.

3.1 The Laws Generally Governing Park Management

The most important statutory directive for the National Park Service (NPS) is provided by
interrelated provisions of the NPS Organic Act of 1916, and the NPS General Authorities Act of
1970, including amendments to the latter law enacted in 1978.

The key management-related provision of the Organic Act is:

[The Nationa! Park Service] shall promote and regulate the use of the Federal areas
known as national parks. monuments. and reservations hereinafter specified . . . by such
means and measures as conform to the fundamental purpose of the said parks,
monwments. and reservations. which purpose is to conserve the scenery and the natural
and historic objects and the wild life therein and tc provide for the enjoyment of the
same in such manner and by such means as will [eave them unimpaired for the
enjoyment of future generations. {16 USC 1)

Congress supplemented and clartiied these provisions through enactment of the General
Authorities Act in 1970, and again through enactment of a 1978 amendment to that law (the

"Redwood amendment.” contained in a bill expanding Redwood National Park, which added é%bit -

o e
or—


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 25


last two sentences in the following provision). The key part of that Act, as amended, is:

Congress declares that the national park system. which began with establishment of
Yellowstone National Park in 1872, has since grown to include superlative natural,
historic, and recreation areas in every major region of the United States, its territories
and island possessions: that these areas. though distinct in character, are united through
their inter-related purposes and resources into one national park system as cumulative
expressions of a single nationai heritage: that. individually and collectively, these areas
derive increased national dignity and recognition of their superlative environmental
quality through their inclusion jointly with each other in one national park system
preserved and managed for the benefit and inspiration of ail the people of the United
States; and that it is the purpose of this Act to include all such areas in the System and to
clarify the authorities applicable to the system. Congress further reaffirms, declares, and
directs that the promotion and regulation of the various areas of the National Park
System, as defined in section ¢ of this title, shall be consistent with and founded in the
purpose established by section | of this title [the Organic Act provision quoted above],
to the common benefit of all the peopie of the United States. The authorization of
activities shall be construed and the protection, management, and administration of these
areas shall be conducted in light of the high public value and integrity of the National
Park System and shall not be exercised in derogation of the values and purposes for
which these various areas have been estabiished, except as may have been or shall be
directly and specifically provided by Congress. (16 USC la-1)

This section 1.4 of Management Policies represents the agency's interpretation of these key
statutory provisions.

3.2 “Impairment” and “Derogation”: One Standard

Congress intended the language of the Redwood amendment to the General Authorities Act to
refterate the provisions of the Organic Act. not create a substantively different management
standard. The House commitiee report described the Redwood amendment as a "declaration by
Congress" that the promotion and regulation of the national park system is to be consistent with
the Organic Act. The Senate committee report stated that under the Redwood amendment, "The
Secretary has an absolute duty, which 1s not to be compromised, to fulfill the mandate of the
1916 Act to take whatever actions and seck whatever relief as will safeguard the units of the
national park system.” So. although the Organic Act and the General Authorities Act, as
amended by the Redwood amendment. use different wording ("unimpaired" and "derogation™) to
describe what the National Park Service must avoid, they define a single standard for the
management of the national park svstem. not two different standards. For simplicity,
Management Policies uses "impatrment.” not both statutory phrases, to refer to that single
standard.

3.3 The NPS Obligation To Conscrve and Provide for Enjoyment of Park Resources
and Values

The "fundamental purpose” of the national park system, established by the Organic Act and
reaffirmed by the General Authorives Act. as amended, begins with a mandate to conserve park

resources and vajues. This mandate is independent of the separate prohibition on impainneml;z. ibit 25
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and so applies all the time. with respect to all park resources and values, even when there 1s no
risk that any park resources or values may be impaired. NPS managers must always seek ways
to avoid, or to minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adverse impacts on park resources and
values. However, the laws de give the Service the management discretion to allow impacts to
park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of a park, so
long as the impact does not constitule impairment of the affected resources and values.

The fundamentai purpose of ail parks also-includes providing for the enjoyment of park resources
and vaiues by the people of the United States. The "enjoyment” that is contemplated by the
statute is broad: it is the enjovment ol all the people of the United States, not just those who visit
parks, and so includes enjoyment of park resources and values by all the people of the United
States, including people who directly experience parks and those who appreciate them from afar.
It also includes deriving benefit (including scientific knowledge) and inspiration from parks, as
well as other forms of enjoyment.

Congress, recognizing that the enjovment by future generations of the national parks can be
assured only if the superb quality of park resources and values is left unimpaired, has provided
that when there is a conflict between conserving resources and values and providing for
~enjoyment of them. conservation is t¢ be predominant. This is how courts have consistently
interpreted the Organic Act. in decisions that variously describe it as making "resource protection
the primary goal" or "resource protection the overarching concern,” or as establishing a "primary
mission of resource conservation.” a "conservation mandate,” "an overriding preservation
mandate,” "an overarching goal of resource protection," or "but a single purpose, namely,
conservation."

3.4 The Prohibition on Impairment

While Congress has given the Service the management discretion to allow certain impacts within
parks, that discretion is limited by the statutory requirement (enforceabie by the federal courts)
that the Park Service must leave park resources.and values unimpaired, unless'a particular law
directly and specifically provides otherwise, This, the cornerstone of the Organic Act,
establishes the primary responsibility of the National Park Service. It assures that park resources
and values will continue to exist in a condition that will allow the American people to have
present and future opportunities for enjoyment of them.

The General Authorities Act provides that exceptions to the impairment prohibition must be
directly and specifically provided hy Congress. These statutory exceptions must be found in the
express terms of legisiation. not inferred from it. In these cases, of course, the NPS must
faithfully follow the specific fegislative provisions.

3.5 What Constitutes Impairment of Park Resources and Values

The impairment that is prohibited by the Organic Act and the General Authorities Act is an
impact that. in the professional judument of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the
integrity of park resources or values. including the opportunities that otherwise would be present
for the enjoyment ol those resaurces or values. Whether an impact meets this definition depends
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on the particular resources and values that would be affected; the severity, duration, and timing
of the impact; the direct and indirect 2ffects of the {mpact; and the cumulative effects of the
impact in question and othzr impacis. An impact from an activity that is directly and specifically
authorized by Congress does not constitute an impairment.

An impact to any park resource or value may constitute an impairment. An impact would be

more likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it affects a resource or value whose
conservation Is:

e necessary to fulfill specitic purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation
of the park:

e key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the

[ park; 0T - e e+ e O e e e - —

o identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning
documents.

An impact would be less likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it is an unavoidable
result, which cannot reasonably be further mitigated, of an action necessary to preserve or restore
the mtegrity of park resources or values.

Impairment mayv occur from visitor activities. NPS activities in managing a park, or activities
undertaken by concessioners. contractors. and others operating in the park.

3.6 What Constitutes Park Resources and Values

The "park resources and values” that are subject to the no-impairment standard include:

o the park’s scenery. natural and historic objects, and wildlife, including, to the extent present in
the park: the ecological. biological and physical processes that created the park and continue
to act upon it: scenjc features: natural visibility. both in daytime and at night; natural
landscapes; natural soundscapes and smeils: water and air resources; soils; geological
resources; paleontological resources: archeological resources; cultural landscapes;
ethnographic resources: historic and prehistoric sites, structures, and objects; museumn
collections: and native plants and animals:

the park’s role in contributing i+ the national dignity. the high public value and integrity, and the
supetlative enviranmental guai~ of the nutional park system, and the benefit and inspiration
provided to the American peopic by the nutional park system; and

any additional specific values und purnoses for which a particular park was established.

Park resources and values do not include any attributes of a park whose conservation is not
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among the purposes for which a park was included in the national park system or is being
managed. For example. the term goneratly does not include non-native species or man-made
structures that are not historic or prehistorice. unless their conservation is a specific additional
purpose for which un individual paik was established.

3.7 Decision-Making Revuirements to Avoid Impairments

Before approving o proposed action that could Jead to an impairment of park resources and
values, an NPS decision-maker must consider the impacts of the proposed action and determine,
in writing, that the activity will not fead to an impainment of park resources and values. If there
would be an impairment. the action may not be approved.

When an NPS decision-maker becomes mwvare that an ongoing activity might have led or might
be leading to an impairment of parl: resources or values, the decision-maker must investigate and
determine if thers is. or will be, an-impairment. If so, the decision-maker must take appropriate
action, to the extent possibie within NPS authorities and available resources, to eliminate the
impairment. Whenever practicable. such an investigation and determination shall be made as
part of an appropriate park planning process undertaken for other purposes.

In making a determination of whether there would be, or is, an impairment, an NPS decision-
maker must use his or her professicnal judgment. The decision-maker must be guided by the
values expressed in the Organic Act and the General Authorities Act to assure the preservation of
the high public value and integrity of the national park system, the national dignity of parks, the
superlative environmental quality of parks. and the important role of parks in providing benefit
and inspiration for all the people of the United States. In making such a determination, the
decision-maker also must consider any environmental assessments or environmental impact
statements required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969; relevant scientific studies
of the park resources that could be affected. including those required by Title IT of the National
Parks Omnibus Management Act of 1998: and public comments.

—————————— End of Director’s Ordey -—==--v—m-
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FEDERAL REGISTER
Vol. 65, No. 1B

Notices

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR (DOI)
National Park Service (NP3)

Notice of New Poliecy Interpreting the Naticnal Park Service (NP8} Organic Act

85 FR 5808027
DATE: Friday. September 15, 2000

ACTION: Notice of new polioy.

To view the next page, type .np* TRANBMIT.
To view a specific page, transmit p* and the page number, e.y. p*l
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[*56003]

SUMMARY: The Director of the NP3 has approved "Director's Order #55; Interpreting the
National Park Service Organic Act." This Director’'s Order adopts section 1.4 of NHPS
"Managemsnt Policies" in advance of adopting the entire i0-chapter velume. We have done
this so that all NPS employees will have access to our official interpretation of the
1916 NPS Qrganic &3¢t /76 . 8. C. 1’} and the 1978 amendment to the National
Park System General Authorities dct of 1970 /746 UV . 5.0. Ja ~-1,). These
statutes, taken together, are the primary source of guidance for managing the national

arks JAll NPS personnel must conduct their work activities and make decisions affecting
the national park system in conformance with the interpretation in this Director's Order.

ADDRESSES: Director's Order #55 is available on the Internet at
http!/7www.nps.gov -refdesk /DOrdersindex htmdnew. Reguests for paper copies should be
sent to: NPS Office of Policy, Room 2414, Main Interior Building, Washington, DC 20240.
Copies may also be obtained by calling (202) 208-7456,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr, Chick Fagan at (202) 208-7456.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A draft of proposed revisions to NPS “"Management
Policies" was issued far a 60-day public review and comment period. beginning January 19,
2000 [6 8 FR 2884 )]. We subsequently considered all the comments received, and
will adopt the year 2000 edition of Management Policies in the near future. However, due
to the importance of instituting as soon as possible a Service-wide interpretation of ths
most salient provisions of the Organic Act and Gensral Authorities Act, we have issued
Director's Order #55 as a means of adopting section 1.4 of "Management Policies." This
Service-wide interpretation will help all NPS employess understand their legal duties in
managing the national park gystem, and will help ensure the law is properly and
congistently applied throughout the national park system.

Comments on Draft Section 1.4

Sigteen organizations and individuals commented on ssction 1.4 of the draft
"Management Policies.” Their comments and our responsss are summarized below. Most of the
comments listed are summaries or consolidations of comments that shared similarities.
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of the Parks, include NPE policiss that are relevant.

Commesn t #F7: Impeirments caused by actions that were reviewed aund approved
as acceptable in the past should be exempt from eliminating the impairment.

Owr resporse s The Organic Act and the Gensral Authoritiss Act do not
inelude any provisions to egempt prior authorized activities from the prohibition on the
impairment of park rescurces and values.

Comment #F - The pelicy should be clear that ags-yet undiscovered resources
must be protected from impairment. in the same way that known rescurces must be
protected.

Pur response. We agres that the rascurces and valuesg which the Organic Act
protects are not limited to those that we happen to know about today. We believe the
policy is sufficiently clear on this point.

Commen t #F . The new policy reguirement for an "impairment review" by the
NPS will be costly, contentious, and burdsnsome.

Our responssg . For the past 30 years the NPS has been complying with the
requiremant of the HNational Environmental Policy Act that we evaluate the environmental
consequences of our proposed actions. We plan to integrate into the WEPA compliance
process the new requirement for a detexrmination that there would be no impairment of park
resources and values from a proposed activity. We do not expect it to make the managemsant
derision-making process appreciably more costly, contentious, or hurdensome.

Comment #JF . The policies set forth in section 1.4 nead to be supplemented
by additional directives and procediures to help ensure their effective implesmentation.

Sur resporse . ¥We will judge over the coming months whether field managers

have difficulty applving the policy, and we will issue supplemental guidance, as
NeCassary .

Dated: September 8, 2000,

Loran Fraser,
ChrIefr . OFFfiece of Policy.

[FR Doc. 00~23732 Filed 9-~14-00: §:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-70-P
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Cliff Rescues at Fort Funston for calendar year 2000

DATE LOCATION - CASE# Ranger

No incidents occurred for the month of January.

No incidents occurred for the month of February.

March 23, 2000 Dog rescue north of Deck 2497

March 25, 2000 Dog rescue above FOFO sewer 2530

April 01, 2000 Dog Rescue near B. Davis 2763
April 07, 2000 Dog Rescue north of Deck ' 3002
April 09, 2000 Dog Rescue B. Davis 3090
April 16, 2000 Dog Rescue Sunset T. 3268
May 29, 2000 Dog Rescue B. Davis 4637
June 10, 2000 Dog + Human Rescue 5083
July 23, 2000 Dog Rescue B.Davis 6629
August 10, 2000 Dog Rescue B, Da;/is 7169
September 03, 2000 Dog + Human Rescue 7878
September 05, 2000 Dog Rescue near Deck 7954
October 24, 2000 Dog Rescue Sunset Trail 9698

November 26, 2000 Dog Rescue Sunset Trail .1 6870
December 30, 2000 Dog Rescue near Deck 11938
FORT FUNSTON CLIFF RESCUE TOTALS:

15 bogs Rescued (2 dogs injured)

2 Humans Rescued

2 Rangers Injured (arm scrape + shoulder/back injury)

- INJURIES
Ehmann none
Airey Dog
.b S}aermah Ranger
'{,Airrey none
McFarland none
Beckert Dog
Beckert none
Heeren nohe
Prokop none
Airey none
Ehmann none
Ehmann none
Lopez Ranger
Lopez none
Prokop none
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. Shirwin Smith To: michaeldran QTN

. CC:
g%f_IQ_SDOOE 12:30 PM Subject: Re: Dogs at Ocean Beach

Dear Mr. Cooksey: We received your email (attached below) about your experience with off leash dogs
during visits to Ocean Beach; we regret that your visits have been so unpleasant. Although, as you noted,
the park does have signs and brochures http://www.nps.gov/goga/pets/pdf/pets.pdf explaining that federal
regutations for National Park Service areas, including Ocean Beach, require that dogs be con a leash no
longer than 6 feet, there is certainly not always voluntary compliance by park visitors. We very much
appreciate your awareness of the regulation.

You note that you have had to contact a law enforcement officer previously for an off-ieash incident. Just
to be sure you have the best contact numbers, here are numbers for the GGNRA communications center;
561-5510 {for non-emergency), or 561-5656 (emergencies only). Please do use those numbers if you
need to report an incident and one of our law enforcement staff are not in the area: B

Because of the situation that you experienced, you might be interested fo know tbé{ we aie hoping to find
an appropriate solution for dog management here at GGNRA through a ‘hegotiated rulemaking process
that may result in a regulation change. lf you are interested in learning more about the negotiated
rulemaking process at GGNRA, here is the web site with information about that process, and the public
comment period - the Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking - that preceded it.
http:/iwww.nps.gov/gogalpetsiregneg/

Thank you for fetting us know your concerns, and if you have any questions, please let me know.

Shirwin Smith

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Management Assistant

Ft. Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123
415-561-4947
shirwin_smith@nps.gov

To Whom it May Concern, I'm wondering about the policy concerning dogs at Ocean Beach. 1
regularly walk my dog on a leash and harness at Ocean Beach. The problem is, very few other
dog owners use leashes, even though signs are posted instructing people to leash their dogs. My
dog is *constantly* acosted by other dogs, running free, far from their owners all over the
beach. Once, I even had to call the police because a man with loose pit bulls let his dogs come
after my small dog. Why is this policy not enforced? This weekend, I walked with my\dog twice
on the beach. More than 4 times loose dogs ran away from the guidance of their owners and
nattempted to start fights with my dog. It's out of control and needs to be policed or enforced in
some way or another. When people allow loose animals to run around, it not only are other
dogs threatened, and people, but it also ruins a public beach experience for those of us who live
very close to the beach. I'm looking forward to seeing some changgs. soon at Ocean Beach.
Thanks, Michael Cooksey ‘
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HABITAT RESTORATION SUPPORT GROUP
c/o Sandy Goldberg

QOakland, CA 94618

June 20, 2000 _

Brién O'Neill, Generat Superintendent Bruce Babbitt, Secretary
Golden Gate National Recreation Area, Building 201 Department of interior
Fort Mason, San Francisco, Ca 94123 1849 C Street, NW.

Washington, D.C. 20240
John Reynolds, Regional Director Robert Stanton, Director
National Park Service, Pacific West Region National Park Service
600 Harmrison Street, Suite 600 _ 1849 C Street, NW.
San Francisco, CA 94107 _ Washington, D.C. 20240
Dear Gentlemen:

We request that the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) and the National
Park Service (NPS) manage Fort Funston and GGNRA in compliance with 36 Code of
Federal Regulations, Section 2.15(a)(2), which requires dogs to be on a leash in national
parks and recreation areas. This reguiation states: .

“The following are prohibited: ... (2) Failing io crate, cage, restrain on a leash which
shalf not exceed six feet in length, or otherwise physically confine a pet at all times.”

The GGNRA and NPS recently, in documents filed in the U.S. District Court for the
Northern District of CA, in Fort Funston Dog Walkers v. Babbit (Case No. C 00 877
WHA), stated that this regulation prohibits dogs off leash at Fort Funston. NPS
regulations do not provide authorities the discretion to disregard the regutation for a
particular location in a national park or recreation area.

While some of the undersigned are dog owners and understand the desire to provide
areas where dogs can be walked off leash, national parks and national recreation areas
are not the appropriate locations for this activity.

GGNRA has had a policy allowing dogs off leash and off trail at Fort Funston (see
enclosed brochures) and other areas in GGNRA. Until recently, there were signs at Fort

Funston indicating that dogs could be off leash, or as it is sometimes referred to, “under

voice control.” As a result of this well-publicized, long-term policy a situation now exists
where hundreds of off leash dogs are found at Fort Funston.

This resuits in the following adverse impacts: |

¥ |t prevents natural growth of native vegetation and forces out native wildlife (such
as California quail). ,

ll Off leash, off trail dog walking has denuded slopes of all vegetation.

Exhibit 29


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 29


® The incredible diversity and beauty of the restored dunes, where dogs mustbe - -
on a leash and stay on the trails, demonstrates the high habitat value of the rest
of Fort Funston. [t is expected that Fort Funston will be included in the recovery
plan for the rare plant, San Francisco Lessingia. - This further indicates that this is
valuable habitat and off leash dogs should not be allowed to degrade it.

®m The “voice control” policy simply does not work with the large number of dogs
that visitors regularty bring to Fort Funston. Routinely, dogs are seen wandering
" without their owner anywhere in sight. Groups of dogs run and chase each
other, ignoring voice commands by their owners. It is impossible to prevent dogs
from running up to small children, who may be frightened. Numerous dog fights
have occurred, and numerous people have been attacked or bitten by dogs.

[ Frequerrﬂy‘dogs run or are chased by other dogs over the steep coastai bluff and
get trapped on the diff. Park rangers lower themselves over the ciiff to rescue
the dog, risking serious injury. These risks are unreasonable and unnecessary.

B The extent of off leash dog use at Fort-Funston degrades the experience of
visitors who simply want a quiet, peaceful walk to appreciate nature.

GGNRA rangers routinely observe many dogs off leash, however they make no effort to
inform people that they are required to put their dog on a leash or to enforce the leash
requirement, except in limited areas closed for habitat restoration. This reflects an
intentional policy of the GGNRA and NPS not to enforce the leash requiremenit found in
NPS regulations, but rather to affimatively aliow hundreds of people to viclate the

federal regulations.

The GGNRA and NPS have the responsibility to take'appropriate actions to educate
visitors about the leash requirement and to enforce the regulation requiring that dogs
must be on a leash. We request that the GGNRA and NPS immediately begin to do so.

- As volunteers, we have each dedicated hundreds of hours working to restore and protect
the GGNRA and we believe that it is equally important for the GGNRA and NPS to
uphold their obligation to fully protect the Park resources. We are hopefui that the Park
will do so. However, we also request that you consider this letter notice of our intent to
file a legal action in federal court to require the GGNRA and NPS to manage the
GGNRA and Fort Funston in compliance with 36 Code of Federal Regulations, Section

2.15(a)(2).
Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Sincenez, ' '
Sandy Goldérg, Chris 3ulpe, Joy Durighefio, Jaime Cabada, Ingrid Cabada, Adele

Fasick, Virginia Krasevac, Marianna Pieck, Peggy Van Diem, Shirley Suhrer, Charlie
Starbuck, Lucy Stofle-Anderson, James Dougherty, Dale Smith

Members, HABITAT RESTORATION SUPPORT GROUP

cc: Chuck O'Connor, U.S. Attorney’s Office; Ralph Mlhan Field Solicitor, Dept. of
interior; GGNRA Advisory Commission
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National Park Service
1.3, Department of the Interior

ENJOYING
THE PARK WITH
YOUR DOG

DOING YOUR PART

There are many opportunities to enjoy Golden Gate National Recreation Area with your dog. Itis
important to remember that nationa! patks contain resources that can be seriously damaged by dogs
that are not properly controlled. Rules pertaining to dogs are designed to provide 2 safe and enjoyable
experience for you and your dog, as well as other visitors, while also protecting park resources.

Your cooperation is necessary if this is to remain one of the premier nationat park sites in the country.
Please be mindful of restrictions on off-leash dog use and observe the rules of common courtesy and
dog etiquette. You may be cited and fined for a vielatio

Leash Length

It arcas-requiring leashes, dogs must be kept on a leash no longer thap six feet.

Deg etiquette

Always pick vp your dog's litter. It is unhealthy, contaminates the environment, and affects the territorial
behavior of some wild-animals. It is inconsiderate to leave your dog’s litter in public areas.

Many children (and adults) e frightened by dogs. Hikers, bicyclists; and equestrians may aiso be disturbed,
and even endangered, by dogs that are not effectively controlled. Please show respect for others by closely
managing your dog. Barking and apgressive dogs are not appreciated in any park area.

Service dogs

A service dog is one that assists someone who has & vision or hearing impainment. If you have a service
dog, please inguire at one of the park visitor centers for assistance in planning a hike.

What is “Voice Control”?

In some areas, dogs are permitted off-leash under “vtice control.” This means the dog must respond

immediately and obediently to single commands. In a veice-control area, a dog owner must ...

— be familiar with the houndary of the voice-coatrol area

— carry a leash at all tirnes

— leash the dog immediately if it displays aggressive behavior toward any person or other
animal or is not responding to commands .

— assure the dog does not dig holes, chase wildlife, destroy vegetation, or enter any fenced or closed
areas, or disturb other visitors. '

continues on reverse
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Write an e-mail message + Friday July 5, 2002 5:10:07 PM - Page i of 2
WebTV Netwark

M
SUSPENSED CORRESPONDENCE
ACTION PERSON: _Tverte i,

REPLY pug
SUPT's OFFICE: < ), }u 26

P

ey lelrl

e At i et |

COPIES PROVIDED O’Neﬂl
OR FORWARDED File

! .
| VIA E-mAIL !
| P02 255 Llarybety e Zalon

Write an e-mail message

From: gcaljaq@zabeermes. | o |
(Gary Aden) - B R
To: GGNRA-—Pubhc Affmrs Fort Mason Bldg 201 SF, CA ‘
94123 ‘ e '_:‘
Cc:

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Subject: Unleashed Dogs at Crissy Field

AR AR RUN LA RAAEA AR AY A LARC AR AN A AN SN AUNO A Te RN G AR AT YR AN SRS AARARAH T AN EA AR AT AR NN DR AN AR

To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Pamela Aden and I am a San Francisco resident. As a frequent
user of the GGNRA@ Crissy Field, T am writing to voice my complaints
regarding the lack of enforcement of the law that requires dogs be on a leash at
all times in the National Park.

-

=
=
=~
=
ol
o~
-
o
-
b
-
&

On May 27, 2002, I was jogging through the parking lot at Fort Point at the
base of the Golden Gate Bridge. Anp unieashed golden retriever dog trailing
- "25 feet behind it's owner spontaneously darted in front of me. I was literally
‘swept off my feet into a handstand after which I came crashing down onto my
_ left hip and both of my kneecaps. The dog's owner was oblivious to the
actions of her dog despite the fact that given the holiday this parking lot was
heavily trafficed by tour buses and cars.

- As a result of this dog owner's irresponsibility, I am unable to work due to a
. fractured wrist. Persistent left hip pain limits my walking. :

_ Since Memorial Day I have retarned to Crissy Field several times. Iam

. dismayed to notice 2 things: 1) Signs alerting dog owners to leash their

_animals blend into the environment and are not seen (or are ignored) by park

, users and 2) I have never seen a Park Ranger enforce the law even when
unleashed dogs are within their sight. Recently, I spoke to a ranger about this

i problem Her response was positiveto the subject of my writing this letter and

: also confirmed my belief that park rangers, in general, are uncomfortable

-enforcing the law.
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Wiite an e-mail message -+ Friday July 5, 2002 5:10:39 PM - Page 2 of 2
WebTV Network

I love dogs. I don't believe dog owners act maliciously, just selfishly when
they fail to appreciate that unleashed dogs pose a danger to other people trying
to enjoy the park.

Please do your job by: 1) Enforcing the law, 2) Post leash law signs that
standout against the environment and 3) Explore creating a dog park within the
Presidio where dogs can run off leash within a fenced in area.

Thank you for your consideration, I would appreciate a foillow up reply at the

return address on the envelope.

Sincerely, : ez
I Uorrneea T Xeey

Pamela Aden

3
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cy: C. Powel/

Yoette Ruan
S pirwia Semidh

April 28, 2004

Brian O'Neil
Superintendent
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason
Building 201
. San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Mr. O’Neil, i A

This past.Sunday, April 25, 2004, | was riding my horse on the beach just below Fort
Funston when | had a terrifying experience with an off leash dog.

The dog approached my horse barking then started trying to bite my horse's legs. | was
doing everything possible to avoid my horse getting bii and to avoid the dog getting kicked
while his owner helplessly tried to get controi of his dog. Nothing worked. The dog began
chasing us all along the beach and would not recall to his owner - it was awful and
frightening. | was riding bareback and it took all my pc.ser to stay on, conttol my horse, and
avoid trampling someone - | still can't believe no one was harmed! When | got the chance |
pepper sprayed the dog in the eyes. An observer was so scared for me, he grabbed the
pepper spray and kept spraying the dog-and his owner was finally able to grab him.

I was invoived in a dog attac'lfc Iast year on the same beach, and have attached a letter |
wrote to you for your reference. This incident and the ones mentioned in the attached letier
are only a few experiences of many, myself, others and our horses have to deal with on a
daily basis. It is becoming out of control and frightening!

Dog owners are not obeying the leash law and are instead causing dangerous incidents. |
suggest a "Big Sweep" at the beach and Fort Funston to enforce the leash law and believe
it's in everyone's best interest to do this before one of these incidents turns fatal!

Please consider me as a participant for meetings and for publlc comment regarding this
situation.

Sincerely,

Al

Antoinette Mogannam - _ o

cc: Shirwin Smith
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June 6, 2003

Brian O'Neil

Superintendent

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason

Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Mr. O’Nei,

My name is Antoinette Mogannam. | am writing to you to make you aware of incidents that have
occurred on SF Beach right below Fort Funston involving off- teash dogs arid to ask for your help.

On March 30, 2003 my horse was attacked by an off-leash pitbidkon the ;yéach just below Fort
Funston where | have been riding for 8 years. The same dog also bit my friend on her foot, but she
had boots on and was not injured. Actions against the owner have been taken and are still in
progress. My case # with the National Park Service is 002671@1421. The owner was charged with
36 CFR 2.34 (a)(4) and 36 CFR 2.15{(a)(3).

~ Just two weeks ago on May 21%, another lady was riding on the beach when two off-leash pitbulls

running towards her caused her enough concern to try and get of the beach right away. She fell
off, was stepped on numerous times by the horse, the pitbulls chased her horse off the beach, then
hovered over her barking until the owners caught up, put them on leashes, and called 911. She
had 1o be helicoptered to Eden Hospital in Castro Valley. She is OK. We are all still in shock.

A couple of months prior to these incidents another friend and his horse were attacked by two off-
leash dogs. One dog, in that case, was put down and the injuries suffered by the horse and owner -

were awful and terrified us all.

We have problems being chased and harassed by all types of dogs and so are joggers. We
thought the leash law was supposed to protect us, not single us out for one attack after the other.
My friends and | are asking for your help. Dog owners are not obeying the leash law and are
insteaa . igrating down to SF beach causing considerable danger to us, our horses, and others.
The rangers are great about getting out there to help us when incidents oceur, but there just isn't
enough signs and patrols.

Will you help us get the message across? I am willing and more than grateful to help in any way
that you may suggest.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

- Antoinette Mogannam (was Antoinette Malouf when incident occurred)


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 31


Shirwin Smith To:—
. cer
223?4’2004 09:22 AM Subject: Tennessee Valley

Dear Mr. Porter-Roth - Thank you for the information regarding dogs being walked on the Tennessee
Valley Trail down to the beach. | will forward your email to the Law Enforcement Operations Supervisor

for her information as well.

Can you tell me what time of day you normally walk in Tennessee Valley? That information could be
helpful for our staff.

Shirwin

Shirwin Smith

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Management Assistant

Ft. Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123
415-561-4947
shirwin_smith@nps.gov

This message was sent from hitp://www.nps.gov/goga/pphtml/contact.cfm
Please respond to the address below.

This email was sent by: (N GNP

I'walk in Tenessee Valley 2 to 3 times a week. I was there today and saw three people walking
their dogs to the beach from the main parking lot. There is a large "No Pets" sign at the
entrance to the trail, which these people ignore. When I mention the sign they either ignore me
completely or say, "I walk my dog out here all the time.” and keep walking. Most of the time the
dogs are leashed and are running off trail. I talked with a ranger once and she said that the
Tennessee Valley area is a protected area and dogs should not be there. According to 36 CFR
P2.15 Pets, all pets are restricted from I.V. Is it time to place a more prominent sign or to
somehow step up enforcement? Also, my daughter daughter rides out of Miwok Stables and has
said that dogs pose a real problem on the trail as the horses are not used to dogs and could
easily be spooked. Thanks, Bud Porter-Roth Mill Valley, CA
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FoRR 0-243
REV (1178

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT DF THE !NTERIDH
MATIOMAL PARK SERVICE

CASE INCIDENT RECORD

1. CRGANIZATION COOE

7, ORGAMIZATION [PARK) HAME

3. LOCATION CODE

4. CASENNCIDERT NO.

§ 111430 | Golden Gate Mational Recreation Area ¢g|7 |0 D E O [0 |4 ]2 LL
5. LOGATION OF INCIDENT €. \WHEN =3 DAY VR, 24 HRS. MIN. | 7. DAY
- UR OF
Fort Fuaston beach. ooooe |0 11t alo s |Tue]1 8|0 5| weeel®
8 OFFENSENNCIDENT CODE 5. NATURE OF INCIDENT 10. HOW REPORTED
L Petsnfisitor complaint. Ohserved.
11. REFORTED BY 12. AGDRESS 13, HOME
Bob Alrey-Van Diem Bldg. 201 Fort Masen S.F. CA 94133 FHONE <+ BUSINESS 415 3565371

14. RECEIVED BY

15 WHEN RECEIWED

16, TIME BROADCAST

17 WHEN INVESTIGATED

BEab Airey-van Diem | 0114405 1605 hrs. DATE 0111405 TIME 1505 hrs.

18, INVESTIGATED BY 1%, OFFICERIRANGER NO. 20, WHEN GEEARED DISPOETION

Bob Alrey-Van Diem 115 |8 | DATE DW14m5 TIME $830 hes. = _

e e e e e e S e SR e
RIVOLYED PERGONS ADDRESS PHONE SEX | RACE | acE BIRTH

gAY s . _____Jm _____JARJAl NA

2 '

3 i

4

79, DETAILS OF WNCIDENT
On 01/14/05 at approximately 1605 hrs., | responded to Fort Funston 1o take a visitor complaint repert. | calied SEEIP
and she stated she was qigding-her-horse th Fort Funsion besach just south of the sand ladder when seyveral dogs.off.leash,
rantowards -her Imitdas, None of the dogs bit ber harse but the owner did nothing te stop the dags from charging at her
horse. The woman with the dogs off ieash was verhally abusive to her. She had red hair, wearing sun glassses, blue
spandex knee high pants, and waswatking-ten.dgps. About five.ofihem-were.off-ieash:«The suspect exchanged wards
with and then headed up the sand ladder towards the Fort Funston packing lot. | checked the Fort Funston
parking area and the sunset trail for anyone matching the descripiton of the suspect. | never found anyone matching the
description. | took a reporl and cleared at 1630 hrs.

0. 3. 32,

GUANTITY FROPERTY STOLEH OR DAMASED ESTIMATED VALUE | RECOVERED -
: 33 OATE 34, VALUE

TP
SROGPERTY SOOE
OF HIGHEST WALIFE

a4

A
TATAL

ar
TOATHL

IMVESTIGATED £ (Signature and Daiq]

“”/L*—”\

Ec-h .-5.1reyr Yan D_'__u:u1

011505

APPROVERSY (3 nmm%

| , 0 [nj Exhibit 33

¥


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 33


National Park Service Date W‘Q/ U 3

Golden Gate National
Recreation Area Park Area I’Ut\u T

Visitor Comment Form

As part of our continuing efforts to improve services and facilities in the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, we encourage and welcome your comments on your visit to the park. You can
leave completed form with any park staff member, or mail it directly to:

Golden Gate National Recreation Area |

Fort Mason, Building 201 - Canep wesy 8°

San Francisco, CA 94123 qﬁ//ﬁ % Gt

Attn: Park Superintendent Ang 418 o
LpOLETES —

You may also send an email to: <
GOGA_Public_Affairs@nps.gov

DS o LAMY - Mexan

Comments:

'-_wmuuwm

Opt ional (Noxe The information on this form will become part of the Abhc record)
Nune: GUBOMSL TINE O

Address:

Phone: @g()

Visit our website at www.nps.gov/goga. ﬁ Printed on recycled paper

———
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. cc:
238?2/2004 06:26 PM Subject: Dogs at Crissy Field

Heillo,

We recently received your email regarding your experience with dogs while visiting Crissy Field. Federal
regulations for National Park Service areas, which includes Crissy Field - part of Golden Gate National
Recreation Area - do require that dogs be on a leash no longer than 6 feet wherever they are allowed in
NPS areas. Although the park does have signs and brochures explaining that regulation (
http://www.nps.govigoga/pets/pdffpets.pdf) there is not always voluntary compliance by park visitors. If
you need to report an incident and one of our law enforcement staff are not in the area, please do call our
communications center at 561-5510 (for non-emergency), or 561-5505 (emergencies only).

Regarding your question about beaches where dogs are not allowed, there are three: China Beach - west
of the Golden Gate, off of Camino del Mar; in Marin, Stinson Beach and Tennessee Valley Beach.

Because of the situation that you experienced, you might be interested to know that we are about to
address the dog regulation (here at GGNRA only) with a negotiated rulemaking process that may resuit in
a regulation change, but unless and-until the existing reguiation is changed, it will continue to be enforced
here at the park. i you are interested in learning more about the negotiated rulemaking process at
GGNRA, here is the web site with information about that process, and the public comment period - the

Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking - that preceded it.
http:/iwww.nps.gov/goga/petsiregneg/

Hope this information is useful. If you have any other questions, please let me know.

Thank you for letting us know your concerns.

Sincerely,

Shirwin Smith

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Management Assistant

Ft. Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123
415-561-4947

shirwin_smith@nps.gov

Hi I was wondering if you could address a concern for me. My family and I recently visited
Crissy Fields Beach Area and we were overwhelmed by the number of dogs allowed to run
around freely. Are there any rules about leashes? Could you let us know. In the two hours we
were there a dog urinated on my belongings and trampled over my two year old. I found it
Srustrating that hardly any dog was on a leash yet I had to keep holding my daughters hand as
though she had to be on a leash. I am a dog lover but the number of dogs was incredible and
they are allowed to just run around. Is there a section of the beach that does not allow dogs?
Also if there is a law because I didn't see any sign that said dogs must be on leashes then it is
definitely not being enforced. I love Crissy Fields and I want my children to enjoy it. Thank You
Concerned Parent P.S. If you are not the person I should be addressing this concern to could
you please let me know where I could send this e-mail.
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wowd  National Park Service  gpp, Date
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Golden Gate Natmnali

Recreation Area U b rg# S armeg Park Area

Visitor Comment Form

As part of our continuing efforts to improve services and facilities in the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, we encourage and welcome your comments on your visit to the park. You can
leave completed form with any park staff member, or mail it directly to:

(Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201 -
San Francisco, CA 94123
Attn: Park Superintendent

You may also send an email to:
GOGA_Public_Affairs@nps.gov

Comments:

We  bade ~ Toa w z?/c 2% %"ﬂﬂ ol
:%{(((/\;ﬂﬁ e raq éagfmf, ezt }9/ éfjﬁﬁc
who ot Jeacl Theiy  wmall  s/Ze
5@.@4445717% attered IZQ% ol teeks. The
FAc are @ﬁ' Nnew ﬁmf‘zaz@ Y
Hose Tt Flease %/soqm/‘é(
Aos siees  avd Sale  pree ff’r
Kidls ’

Optional ~ Name: | m ) o v | 101
Address: ' . SECH /0
Phone: L/( & -

Signature & date: Do d /

Printed on rzeycled paper

/42;»// %

For more park information, visil

X

Wwebsite at www.nps. gov/goga.
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. - - . 0 N ‘
mahoo.com Tor George_Su@nps.gov |

01/15/2004 08:16 PM e
ES4 / Subject: From ParkNet - Please police your parks

This message was sent from hitp://www.nps.gov/goga/pphtml/contact.cfin

Please respond to the address below.
This email was sent by: Wyahoo.com

My wife, my two children, and myself were trying to enjoy the Land's End/Sutero trail along the
cliff, however, there are so many irresponsible dog owners that we had to leave. At one point,
two women walking a pit bull named Suede refused to put a leash on their dog, even when the

* dog ran up to my children (2 and 5). My kids froze and the owners escorted their dog away,
thankfully nothing happened, but do you want to wait unti! a child gets mauled by a dog on your
trail before you do something? We saw at least 15 dogs not on leashes, and a couple of close
calls where dogs were pulled away, as well as dog poop on the trail.

T R T R
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Golden Gare National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123

N REPLY REFER TO:

November 18, 2004

Ms. Mary Cantini Norkin

Dear Ms. Noikin: - ‘s
Thank you for your letter to Superintendent O’Neill letting us know about your experience with
off leash dogs in the Fort Mason area. Although the park does have signs and brochures
(hitp://www.nps.gov/goga/pets/pdfipets.pdf) explaining the federal regulation, which requires
that dogs be on a leash no longer than 6 feet wherever they are allowed in National Park Service
(NPS) areas there is certainly not always voluntary compliance by park visitors. Please do call
our communications center directly if you need to report an incident and one of our law
enforcement staff are not in the area; the numbers are 415-561-5510 (for non-emergency), or
415-561-5656 (emergencies only). '

With your concerns, you may be interested to know that we have an opporiunity to move
forward to find an appropriate solution for dog management here at GGNRA. The park was
given approval by the NPS to begin a negotiated rulemaking process that may result in a
regulation change. If you would like to learn more about negotiated rulemaking (reg-neg), here is
our web site which gives the current status of the reg-neg, and all the steps that led up to the NPS
decision to proceed with rulemaking: http://www.nps.gov/goga/pets/regneg However, unless

and until the existing regnlation is changed, it will continue to be the regulation in effect here at
the park. '

The status of the reg-neg process is that we're working with a team of neutral facilitators which is
managing the first phase of the process, an assessment which will determine if such a process has
a reasonable chance of success. The assessment phase began in June with confidential
interviews conducted by the neutral team with a broad range of stakeholder representatives to
gain a better understanding of stakeholders’ perspectives on'dog management issues and how
they would like to see their interests represented in a reg-neg process. The interviews were
completed by Aungust; the team then prepared a Situation Assessment Report summarizing their -
findings. You'll find the Assessment Report at:

http://www.nps.gov/goga/pets/regneg/pdf/final_ggnra_assessment _report.pdf
Based on the results of the interviews, the report recommends to the NPS that the agency -

proceed with establishment of a reg-neg committee, and proposes names for committee
membership that would create a balanced representation of interests. The goal of the committee .

Exhibit 38


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 38


would be to “determine..whether there are circumstances under which off-leash dogwalking
could be consistent with (NPS) mandates and with significant interests of the public”. . Ifa
committee is formed, there will be many opportunities for public participation, both by attending
reg-neg committee meetings and participating in the public comment and scoping meetings of
the NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) process which will run concurrently with the
rulemaking.

1 hope this information is useful. If you have any questions, you can contact me at (415) 561-
4947, or Shirwin_Smith@nps.gov. .

Shirwin Smith e
Management Assistant
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
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Superintendent Brian O’Neill
Golden Gate National Parks
Ft. Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

o

T

Dear Superintendent O’Neill:

I have been a supporter of the Golden Gate National Parks Assoc1at10n, now called the
Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy for many years. Ln fact, 1 joihgd onto the
Golden Gate Keeper program when it started 2 or 3 years ago T am fiof wealthy. 1
support the park because I use and enjoy it every day, and 1 love our park.

The imresponsible mountain bikers in the Marin Headlands bother me. I get upset when I
see dogs frolicking in Rodeo Lagoon, and in the marsh at Chrissy Field. Irarely say.
anything because 1 know it is hopeless, but this morning I'had a very disturbing
experience.

I walk or run over Ft. Mason hill several times a week. This moring at about 6:30 T was
near the top of the hill, on the dirt road, when I was approached by 2 dogs. One of the
dogs, a boxer type, was very aggressive:. The other dog just seemed to be joining in the
fray. The woman with the dog called the dog away from me, but the dog stayed growling
at me. 1 told her that her dog was supposed to be on'a leash and to leash it, and she said
no, she would not. She did not have her dog under voice control either, because it took a
while for her to get to the dog and distract it with a treat.

I called 911, which I shouldn’t have done, but I just wanted to be put through to someone
who might be able to cite these 2 women with their unruly dogs. I got put through to
Animal Control, and they told me to call the Park Pohce by that tirne the women were on
their way, and 1 had to get to work.

I want you to be aware of this, because one of the dogs was very aggressive, and I am
sure that this will happen again. Ican give you a pretty good description of both dogs if
you need one.

Thank you for reading my letter.

Sincerely,

Mary Cantini Norkin
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i+ Darren Fong To: Daphne Hatch
Ak, EEaT R . S e
AT gﬁ;’_1r4l2{)01 02:01PM Subject: Fort Funston

Forward Header

Subject: Fort Funston

Author: "Roy Bridgman'motmail.com> at np--internet

Date: 3/12/01 1:45 PM

Dear Mr. Yee,

| was very disappoinied to read that you are continuing to pursue the battle
with the Park Service over dog access to protected areas of Fort Funston. We
are blessed with the presence of wildlife, particularly rare species in
California, and their presence in a metropolis like San Francisco is
particularly encouraging. Efforts fo protect this threatened natural

heritage should not be discouraged or dismissed in the name of dog walking.

_ Particularly in a supposedly progressive city like San Francisco, we should

be encouraging small sacrifices for such an important goal as wildlife
protection. The misguided beliefs of the SF SPCA should not be used to
determine land policies.

As a side note, the last time | visited Fort Funston, | took a friend from

out of town bicycling along the paved trail. During that ride an off-leash

dog chased me, barking for over 100 yards, despite the owner's calling. As
we have all lsarned from recent events, and should have known already,
without a leash, a dog can be dangerous and even deadly. A person has no

way of knowing how a person raises their dog or how much control they have
over it.

As a resident of the Sunset, a dog lover, a wildlife biologist, and a

regular user of nearby open space, | encourage you to put more thought into
this, instead of fighting the GGNRA's complex management tasks. It would be
more usefu! for you to turn your energies toward finding or creating, and

better managing recreational space for dog-walkers elsewhere.

Sincerely,

Roy Bridgrﬁan
2286 45th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116

AR - rynet.com

Get your FREE download of MSN Explorer at http://explorer.msn.com

Received: from hotmail.com ([64.4.18.132)) by ccmail.itd.nps.gov with SMTP
(IMA Internet Exchange 3.13) id 00018EDS; Mon, 12 Mar 2001 16:43:53 -0500
Received: from mail pickup service by hotmail.com with Microsoft SMTPSVCG;
Mon, 12 Mar 2001 13:45:20 -0800
Received: from 207.178.152.26 by lw12fd.law12.hotmail.msn.com with HTTP;  Mon, 12
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Marybeth McFariand To: Shirwin SmithGOGA/NPS@NPS
cc; Chris Powel/lGOGA/NPS@NPS, Yvette Ruan/GOGA/NPS@NPS, Kim

ggngoos 11:53 AM Coast/GOGA/NPS@NPS
Subject; Re: Fw: Dog Incident at Crissy Field
Dear Shirwin,

Thank you for forwarding this email. |1 am glad to share this with Denee. It is my belief that if there had
been a LE Ranger present and observed this situation or received a complaint from the visitors there
would be sufficient grounds for a pet violation contact and the issuance of a citation if that was what was
necessary to gain compliance. This is a prime example of "other things going on" that would necessitate a
contact. Again, our understanding is that these types of situations are being heard at the petty offense
calendar to be handled and not waiting until the appeal decision.

MB

Marybeth
{415) 561-5140 phone
(415) 561-5158 fax

(415} 716-8143 cellular

Shirwin Smith

Shirwin Smith To: Marybeth McFarand/GOGA/NPS@NPS
. cc: Chris Powel/GOGA/NPS@NPS
gg-?-uzons 04:50 PM Subject: Fw: Dog Incldent at Crissy Field

Hi MB - Chris suggested that this be sent along to you, FY!. We haven't had a communication of this sort
for some time. Perhaps this should be brought to Denae's (sp?) attention, relative to the court's handling.
of off leash tickets?

Shirwin

Shirwin Smith

Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Management Assistant

Ft. Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

415-561-4947 ‘

shirwin_smith@nps.gov

- Forwarded by Shirwin Smith/GOGA/NPS on 01/31/2005 04:45 PM -—-

“J. Rohertson” To: Yvette_Ruan@nps.gov, Chris_Powell@nps.gov,
Shirwin_Smith@nps.gov

cc: gavin.newsom@sfgov.org

01/30/2005 10:43 PM Subject: Dog Incident at Crissy Field

PST

Hello GGNRA Administrative staff,
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My name is Jean Robertson and I am a San Francisco citizen. I have
lived and worked in this city since 1988. I am currently a Principal at
an SFUSD Elementary Schocl. This morning my children, ages 5 and 11,
asked if we could have a picnic at Crissy Field. This is one of their
favorite spots to dig. Why not! we thought, it's Sunday. My husband and
I packed a lunch and the kids and off we went for what we though would
be a beautiful day on the bay.

As we approached the beach area with our sand toys, blanket and lunch -
we were alarmed to have a dog literally stop in front of us and
defecate. The dog's owner was 30 to 40 yards ahead of the dog, walking
with a friend, completely oblivious of their dog and its acticns. This
was NOT a good sign we thought.

We walked a few yards in the other direction carefully scoping out a
place in which to set up cur blanket. We began to settle intoc our
lunches when a dog {apprx. 35 pounds) suddenly appeared on our blanket.
This dog sniffed each of us in a spastic fashion, licked our sandwiches
and continued to frolic around, on and within our blanketed area. THe
dog was excited as he/she stepped on our legs and arms and kicked sand
up intc our lunches. The dog's owner came into view several seconds
later and verbally admonished his dog. The dog was clearly not under
voice contreol as he/she continued his/her antics. We asked the dog
owner to please remove his dog from our picnic blanket. He responded
with, "this is a "dog beach", what do you expect”? We were shccked and
couldn't believe our ears. Our reply was, "we are just a quiet family
trying to enjoy our lunch". The dog owner continued to imply that we
were wrong if we expected to come fo Crissy Field and NOT be bethered
by dogs - he stated over and cover, "this is a dog beach - this is what
you get when you come to a dog beach". Needless to say his dog
continued his sloppy antics several more times before finally running
off.

I want you to know that today is indeed a very sad day for the
Robertsons. Crissy Field has been one of our most treasured areas of
this city. What we saw and experienced today has left all of us with a
heavy heart. The beach was literally teeming with dogs and their
owners. In the past when we have gone to Crissy Field we were able to
share the space with the dogs and their owners. There was always other
people sitting on the beach enjoying a gecod book or playing with their
children. Dogs would frolic but otherwise leave us alone.

Today Crissy Field looked shoddy and messy. The smell of dog feces
permeated the air. The dog owner outlined above clearly put his dog
above humans and faulted us for being out in an area where dogs are
allowed to run free. It was clear that we were not welcome by this
particular dog owner. Needless to say our day was ruined. We left
shortly after and returned home.

How sad that in the dog owner's eyes Crissy field is off-limits to
picnicing families. His words, "this is a dog beach".

I thought you should know about this. Flease don't allow this
beautiful, treasured, open and natural area go to the dogs. I hope that
you care.

Thank you for listening. Sincerely, Jean Roberiscon
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Crissy Field Restoration 2000 Incident Log

Human/Animal/Environment Interaction

One Date per Page Submit Weekly to L. Stringer Draft 3/29/00
Date: Time: Observer(s): Entered
Blug foo
Notes: M
YA By

AT toomenng

Type of Incident: Vi /‘ ol IWTELMEION

Degree of Disturbance:

Species Involved: P

Picture Taken?: W By:

Action Taken? py

Description of Incident:

el - - LAAVE (T Loy 06 AN STRAMLRT AT e
R Y

B AT a7 A

Area: Type of Incident:
Degree of Disturbance: Species Involved:
Picture Taken?: By: Action Taken?
Description of Incident:
Types of Incidents: Areas: Please Include:
Person in restoration area Fenced dune (A, C, Detc.) Is person aware of rules, problem?
Dog in restoration arca Voice control attempted? Obeyed?
Tracks in restoration area Ocean
Disturbance in restoration area Beach (note nearest dune)
Cypress trees
Dog harassing wildiife Promenade
Dead wildlife found East lawn
Dead plants found
Wildlife killed Marsh inlet
Plants killed Shell mound Degfee OfDisturbanCE:
Marsh upland {N,S,E, W) — - .
\ 0= no obvious disturbance
Feces not removed Tidal marsh (N,S,E, W) 1= slight (i.c. bird agitated, plant damaged)
o i 1 t - " S
Dog/ human interaction Marsh water 2= moderate (i.e. bird moves, plant broken)
Other _(specify) Dune swale ii——“:e:{\)rere (i.e. bird leaves site, many plants
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National Park Service Date W‘Q/ U 3

Golden Gate National
Recreation Area Park Area I’Ut\u T

Visitor Comment Form

As part of our continuing efforts to improve services and facilities in the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, we encourage and welcome your comments on your visit to the park. You can
leave completed form with any park staff member, or mail it directly to:

Golden Gate National Recreation Area |

Fort Mason, Building 201 - Canep wesy 8°

San Francisco, CA 94123 qﬁ//ﬁ % Gt

Attn: Park Superintendent Ang 418 o
LpOLETES —

You may also send an email to: <
GOGA_Public_Affairs@nps.gov

DS o LAMY - Mexan

Comments:

'-_wmuuwm

Opt ional (Noxe The information on this form will become part of the Abhc record)
Nune: GUBOMSL TINE O

Address:

Phone: @g()

Visit our website at www.nps.gov/goga. ﬁ Printed on recycled paper

———
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George Durgerfan To: John Evans/GOGAMNPERNFS, Chriz PowellGOGANPSENPS

. co
g%f_ﬂrﬂfzﬂc}.ﬁ 09:21 AM Subject: charging dog incldent at Funsion

Hi Jobn and Chris,

Just FY, as | was jogging in to work this moming, 1 was charged by 5 growling deg. This occured at the
far north end of the paved trail at Funston at 0815, | told the owner to get the dog off of me in no uhcertain
terms and she complisd and then leashed the dog. [ did not identify myself as a ranger. | told Lee Walker
of the FFOW about it a few minutes later as we passed each other, As | am lzading a gronp this moming
and didnt have the time to wait for a responding officer, | didw't Teport it an any officiat way (le, 2 case
Incident), but am asking that it he noted. you think a case incident is best , I'll write one up.

Thanks. .
George

George Durgetian

Golden: Gate Mational Recreation AveafFt. Funston
Fort Mason Bldg. 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

415-238-2366

The Mational Park Service cates for special places saved by the American people so that all may
experience our hetiiage. .
george_durgerian@nps.gov

htlp: v nps.govigoga
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Brian O'Neil ' ﬁ@ﬁ @E‘@ : 6. )Vé"""&”
Superintendent, GGNRA MOY 28 720m R w“wyp;Q)?
Fort Mason, Building 201 ) ' ‘
San Francisco, CA 94123 SUPERRITERDEDY'S 57D

26 November 2003

Dear Superintendent O"Neil:

I am writing this letter with some regret because,
though I don’t own a dog, I enjoy them and admire their
joyful play. I have walked the Crissy Field beach several
times a week for a number of years and have never had any
difficulty with dogs. Unfortunately, twice in the past
couple of weeks I have been approached in a menacing way by
large dogs — one a Rhodesian ridgeback and the other what
appeared to be a sheepdog and Bearnaise mountain dog mix.
Both ran at me with ears back, growling, and glaring
directly at me. 1 stopped and stood still as their owners
called them back. Both dogs responded to the voice
commands and both owners were apologetic and put the dogs
on a leash. 1In both cases I was walking east and the dogs
and their owners were walking west, coming toward me. I
was carrying binoculars, as I, enjoy birdwatching along the
small Crissy Field lagoon, and I.was wearing dark glasses,
as 1 was heading directly into the sun. Alsc, in both
cases, lost in my own thoughts, I was unaware of the dogs
until they rushed toward me. WNeither I nor the dog owners
had any idea why their dogs behaved as they did.

I can understand why dog owners and dogs love that
beach, but it seems to me that it is just a matter of time
before someone is seriously bitten. If I hadn’t known
enough to stand still until the dog owners called their
dogs, who knows what would have happened. <Certainly a
child would have responded with a more demonstrative show
of fear. As 1 said to the second dog owner, whose dog cane
at me this morning, I don’'t want to be the victim of that
inevitable accident.

I also am bothered by the mindless way a number of dog
owners. let their animals chase birds in the Bay - loons,
cormorants, etc. They simply don’t see the birds or are
totally absorbed with their pets. Some education would
help, but in some cases I'm sure the dog owners believe
their dogs have the right to chase birds, which, of course
need all their energy to find food and care for themselves.
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At any rate, the current situation should not continue
until someone is bitten. Dogs are dogs, not people, in,
spite of what their owners may think, and we do not
understand them. That is what makes them interesting,
often amusing, and sometimes unpredictably dangerous.

Sincerely,

ol )AL

Sidney J.P. Hellister
]

94109
indspring.com
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mahoo.com Tor George_Su@nps.gov |

01/15/2004 08:16 PM e
ES4 / Subject: From ParkNet - Please police your parks

This message was sent from hitp://www.nps.gov/goga/pphtml/contact.cfin

Please respond to the address below.
This email was sent by: Wyahoo.com

My wife, my two children, and myself were trying to enjoy the Land's End/Sutero trail along the
cliff, however, there are so many irresponsible dog owners that we had to leave. At one point,
two women walking a pit bull named Suede refused to put a leash on their dog, even when the

* dog ran up to my children (2 and 5). My kids froze and the owners escorted their dog away,
thankfully nothing happened, but do you want to wait unti! a child gets mauled by a dog on your
trail before you do something? We saw at least 15 dogs not on leashes, and a couple of close
calls where dogs were pulled away, as well as dog poop on the trail.

T R T R
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March 19, 2003 __

San Francisco, CA 94109
R

Chris Powell
National Park Service

Dear Chris Powell:

I am writing to urge better enforcement of the leash laws and no pet policies
in our city parks. | walk in Golden Gate Park (the north western side),
Aguatic Park and Ocean Beach every day. | am constantly frightened by off
leash dogs running around and disturbed by the dog excrement | see.

What prompted me to write now is a recent walk in Mountain Lake. | read The
San Francisco Chronicle article last Thursday (March 13) about all the
wonderful improvements there, among other parks. | called steve Bt thank
him for his efforts. While there is a designated dog run area, | saw 11 dogs
running around off leash in the partswhere leashes are required!

| see dogs off leash EVERY DAY at these places. Dogs are prohibited at
Aquatic Park, yet there they run every day off leash. The signs are not
enough. | am tired of having to avoid piles of dog feces, urine drenched sand
or grass and the fear of a dog running up to me, while the owner hollers and
assures me “don’t worry he doesn’t bite.”

The dog population has exploded in San Francisco. Yes, there are many
conscientious, responsible dog owners, but someone is responsible for the
piles left behind and the urine that permeates every inch of our city. | am
frightened of dogs and sick of the filth careless owners leave behind.

Our parks are in need of better pet enforcement. If the sign says “no dogs”

- | expect that to be enforced. It is violated on a daily basis in Aquatic Park

and the other parks mentioned above. Please do more to protect the
people. Thank you for your con5|derat|on

Very tr'uly yours,

-
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RECEIVEL
FEB 2 1 2001
SUPERIITENDENT'S QFrcE

ational Park Service ‘
~ Date 0. | q oo |
Golden Gate National

Recreation Area Park Area E@-{k’ 6{\ Stom
Visitor Comment Form

As part of our continuing efforts to improve services and facilities in the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, we encourage and welcome your comments on your visit fo the park. You can
leave completed form with any park staff member, or mail it directly to:

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201
San Francisco, CA 94123
Attn: Park Superintendent

You may also send an email to:
GOGA_Public Affairs@nps.gov
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E #

Comments:

m@g\& &"-ﬂ— Qﬂm (—'DWAP\QQQ\ @’E %&R \v\cﬁﬂgm & Q&u“ﬁ/’ t\ok‘ae
of @q Mo ARl oA amad foc € Qunghion” N\\!e@ww A
l&&_)ﬂ&i&ﬁfj@f &54% 3 \owe seen Mds ara &Qs&ewﬁ‘e
See dp Re £Rere (toLavg &M{S Rt al ady war e E’M‘@m@«:\—
oot wﬁt\r\cm \norcas 48\\@{%) R \ooxcm-fs ]

by, \ Mok 15 ms o Soéngwf e 105 ok Monary, | was gy
oot Yherls Ao Hie Gast oF Yo €l dosesachoe) ol e | 633
Mpmq&g& Ly dwo \G\rag &OQS o gere. ner¥ ! QQQ,EL& g&c&”c\ A reirnce
(oo )[cmﬁs) éf—_o\ é&s«\n owier. Teey arealed pacred derg Aokt %

Greod we do a shmadelil ) \Q_I&S aith R owper Yo leach dhen
m&T do be jadoowed \07 ow R Mmm@ Ao no Inerun Tl diditpon.

~—

Opt ional (Note The information on this forin will become part of the public record)

Name: Mg. Koin Ewic L\\@T

Address: -
Phone: - F'f A ‘%4(\

Visit our website at www. nps, gov/goga. Printed on recycled paper
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

U.S. PARK POLICE 0

FORM 10-3438
(3/83)
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE LS. PARK RANGER 4
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE T
2 ORGANIZATION CODE 2 SYSTEM AREA 4 LGCATION CODE 5 YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
[}
81114 0| Golden Gate National Recreation Area 1]5lolo] [ols][a]l@]o]al7]7:
6 LOCATION OF INCIDENT 7 BEAT BWHEN MC. DAY YR. 9 24 HRS MiN. i DAY
3 owIT HOUR OF s
Stinson Beach 531 |occure 10 110 910 5] mee {11513 l 6| week l 1]
11 OFFENSE/ANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED:
. DATE TIME
l l Disorderly Conduct / Peis 1-9.05 1536
Il.’ 14 LAST FIRST Mi C X 15 DATE OF BIRTH 18 PHOME BUSINESS
c v
o P L w 2-16-43 e ——
M E 37 ADDRESS STREET cITY STATE ZIP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P g .
Log
:\ M c X 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
\ v
'y L 1-30-65 O——
N $ CITY STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
T t
___________________
19 LAST MIDDLE A 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BLSINESS
A 5
R (9]
E 22 ADDRESS STREET cITy STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
S
T
E 25 RACE | 30 SEX 31 AGE 32 HGT AIWGT 34EYES | 35HAIR 36 HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL | 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
v} LENGTH STYLE HAIR
g 41 HAT 42 COATIACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SCCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
s .
S
P 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E 35
Cc [¢]
T 51 ADDRESS STREET ciTY STATE ZIP 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
? 53 RACE 54 SEX 55 AGE 56 HGT 57 WGT 5B EYES 59 HAIR 50 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL 63 MARKS/SCARS 684 ARMED WITH
H LENGTH §TYLE HAIR
E
R 65 HAT 66 COATIACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT €9 SHOES 7C SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR { 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE BO IDENTIFYING FEATURESAIN
INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE
KNOWN TO OPERATE
81 REMOVED TO REMOVED BY B2 NCIC
TELETYPE [:
IMPOUNDED STOLEN RECOVERED SEIZED RADIO LOQKOUT U
B3 ARREST{S) DATE 84 TIME. 85 CHARGE!S) 86 COURT DATE B7 VALLUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
J6 CFR §
93|'TEM NARRATIVE: {1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT L EFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS-

PECTS. {2) INDIGATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.

On 1-8-05 at approximately 1536 hours, dispatch requested that | respond to ‘iR in Stinson Beach to take a

=] report from a woman about semeone:wha-hae-kicked:-herdeg. | met with Bently at¢ijjillllliey siore. She stated that she

Tk

td"&BMme children and’

had walked two of her dogs from the central bathroom at Stinson Beach onto the beach Wil said that hentiegestamsu
) had tried to kick one of her dogs. When she confrontedm about it that he

was hostile toward her and -pushed his chest against hers. | advised Wl that dogSwWETEOratiewed:-on.the-beach, but

that | would interview WIRENE. | met wath—on the beach and asked him what had happened. He stated that

get their food. He had kicked-at-threrdogsT

——— Clear 1830 hours

one of the two dogs had run up to the chlldren in hlS group and that he was worried that they might bite the kids trying to
FEkerthemteaverturadmeventeushed i@m. He stated thegililPhad

aggressively come at him to complain about the way he was treating her dogs. He had stood his ground to protect the

children from the aggressive approach from¥illlly. He also stated that he had never touched

95 215

STATUS QPEN SUSPENDEDR CLOSED BY ARREST EXCEPTION UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION

97 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE 7D DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BARGE/ND 93 SUPERVISOR BADGE /D DATE
Pat Norton 925 2-13-05

P 7 |
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. John Goodwin To: Shirwin Smith/GOGA/NPS

: . cc:
;%’.?_3” 2004 10:53 PM Subject: Dog Bite victim at Ft Funston

Hi Shirwin,

Mary Beth McFarland indicated | should get in touch with you regarding a dog bite victim which occured in
late September at Ft Funston. The victim, Leslie Zamarripa, stated she was bitten by a "Pug" named
"Conky". The victim was unable to provide any info on the owner of the dog. The victim has asked if the
Park could assist in locating the owner of the dog so it can be confirmed if the dog has current rabie
vaccination. McFarland indicated you may have some contacts with the dog community and perhaps can
help get the word out.

Thanks,

John Goodwin
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

e a2 .

JRM 10-343
- EV.(176) NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
CASE INCIDENT RECORD
ORGANIZATION CODE 2. ORGANIZATION (PARK) NAME 3.LOCATIONCODE | 4. CASE/NCIDENT NO. .
L] 8|14 |0 | GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL REC. AREA 071010 0|1 16 |3 ]5
LOCATION OF INCIDENT 6. WHEN MO. DAY YR. 24 HRS. MIN. 7. DAY
DIDIT HOUR oF [
JRT FUNSTON (BATTERY DAVIS) occur 10 2 |1 2 10 5 ™E |1 1 3 4 week | 7
JFFENSE/INCIDENT CODE 9. NATURE OF INCIDENT 10. HOW REPORTED
VISITOR COMPLAINT-PET OFF LEASH .
_REPORTED BY 12. ADDRESS _ 13. HOME
e S PAONE pusAiEss
"RECEIVED BY ) 15, WHEN RECEIVED 16, TIME BROADCAST | 17. WHEN INVESTIGATED
ANGER LASALLE 02/18/05 1134 HOURS DATE02/19/05 TIME1130 HRS
TINVESTIGATED BY 19. OFFICER/RANGER NO. 20. WHEN CLEARED DISPOSITION
ANGER LASALLE R|0 |4 |3 |5 | DATE 02719/05 TIME 1140 HRS 21.
22. 23, 24. 25, 26. 27. | 28. DATE OF
INVOLVED PERSONS ADDRESS PHONE SEX | RACE | AGE BIRTH
| v | W

. DETAILS OF INCIDENT

n 02/19/05 at approximately 1130 hours, | was confronted by Interpretative Ranger

>mFunst@ﬂwr~angewstatren JEEP stated that he was jogging to Fort Funston Ranger station from his home angswas:
"BatEryOavs. The owner, a white fermaisraeiuibfailedstercaiktherdegsbacicto her and allowed the dog to giv

about a dog incident at the
oo asedgb

1ase. -stopped running, causing the dog to stop and asked the owner if she was going to leash the dog. She replied,

lo.” P then asked the woman why. She then got a bewildered look. The woman then stated to - “You should have

opped running. *repned “ What you wanted me to stop and get bit?" The female then replied,™ Oh, I'm sorry_. youle Qe
; yErial.

ideieragedamarrem

physical description of the female subject was not given.

. 31. 32, ‘
AUANTITY PROPERTY STOLEN OR DAMAGED ESTIMATED VALUE RECOVERED
: 33 _DATE 34 VALUE
. PROPERTY CODE 37.
OF/HI.GHEST VALUE TOTAL 0o

(Sig

faturgiand Date}
' }/f‘( (5~

zlc %SA&EE ‘

APPROVED BY (Signature and Date}

l/?wq 63(-&4’ az.\'a. Yy
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"Kevin Kendrick" To: <Chris_Powell@nps.gov>

<P cc: <brian_o'neill@nps.gov>, <Holly_Bundock@nps.gov>,

. : <Ric_Borjes@nps.gov>, <Rich_Weideman@nps.gov>,
11/11/2003 10:49 AM _ <Shirwin_Smith@nps.gov>, <Howard_Leviti@nps.gov>,
PST <Mat-liis_bartling@nps.gov>, <lori_furtado@nps.gov>

Subject: RE: National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15

Chris -

I am following up on our meeting with Brian O'Neill on October 29, 2003 and
would like to know if there is an ability tec work together in a positive and
proactive manner to achieve voluntary compliance of National Park Service
Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15. :

I once again implore the NPS to act before we have ancther Diane Whipple
tragedy - only this time, the victim will most likely be a toddler.

Best regards,
Kevin

Kevin Kendrick

San Francisco,_CE !!!!9

t:
c:
e:

From: Kevin Kendrick {mailto:W]

Sent: Thursday, October 186, 20 12:03 PM

To: Chris Powell@nps.gov

Cc: brian_c'neill@nps.gov; Holly Bundock@nps.gov; Ric_Borjes@nps.gov;
Rich_Weideman@nps.gov; Shirwin Smith@nps.gov; Howard Levitt@nps.gov;

Mai-liis bartling@nps.gov; lori_furtado@nps.gov _
Subject: RE: National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15

Chris -

It has been 8 weeks since our meeting with General Superintendent Brian
0O'Neill on August 22, 2003 and 2 weeks since our phone call and my
subsequent email (see below) to you requesting an update on the specific
actions as outlined in our meeting. I have yet to receive a response and am
becoming increasingly frustrated with the progress (or lack thereof) in
regards to achieving voluntary compliance of National Park Service Pet
Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15 for the safety of our children. As of yesterday,
the vast majeority of dogs remain off-leash in viclation of the law.

At our meeting on August 22 with Brian, we concurred that public safety from
off-leash dogs will only come about through veluntary compliance of the
leash law and that voluntary compliance can only be assured through the
public awareness of the law and vigerous and uniform enforcement of the law.
As agreed, the Park Service would take specific actions during the month of
September to move towards voluntary compliance and I would suspend for the
month of September my FOIA request dated June 17, 2003.

I once again request that you let me know the specific actions taken during
September 2003 and more importantiy, what actions will the NPS be
implementing over the next 90 days tc achieve veoluntary compliance of
National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15,
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I would like to work with yvou and Brian in a positive and proactive manner
to achieve voluntary compliance of National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36
CFR 2.15. Working in this manner will allow us to dedicate our time and
resources to solving the problem.

However, given the lack of response and action from the NPS, I am compelled
to reassert my FOIA request to the NPS and will do so next week.

Sincerely,

Kevin

P.8. As of yesterday, I did not see new signs stating, "Failure to leash
your pet is a violation of National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36

CFR 2.15 and will result in a fine."” We agreed this was one of the short
term steps necessary to achieve voluntary compliance (see your email dated
Bugust 25, 2003 provided below}.

Kevin Kendrick

San Francisco, CA 94129
t:
e: e

————— Original Message----=

From: Chris Powell@nps.gov [mailtc:Chris_Powell@nps.gov]

Sent: Monday, October (06, 2003 8:31 AM

To: Kevin Kendrick

Subject: RE: National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15 - Meeting

Notes

Kevin,

Brian's correct email is brian o'neill@nps.gov. You can also send a copy of
any emails to Brian's secretary Loril Furtade, whose email is
lori_furtado@nps.gov. I will respond in writing to your gquestions in the

next few days.

Chris

————— Original Message~---———

From: Kevin Kendrick [l

Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2003 10:32 PM

To: Chris_ Powell@nps.gov

Cc: brian_cneill@nps.gov; Holly Bundock@nps.gov; Rich Weideman@nps.gov;
Shirwin_ Smith@nps.gov; Howard Levitt@nps.gov; Mai-liis bartling@nps.gov
Subject: National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR Z.15 - Meeting Notes

Chris -
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Thank you for the call today highlighting the steps the Park Service is
taking to make Crissy Field safe for toddlers as well as all other visitors
to the Park. I hope to work with you and General Superintendent Brian
O'Neill in a positive, proactive manner to achieve voluntary compliance of
National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15 at Crissy Field/Presidio
before a toddlexr is gravely injured by an cff-leash dog.

At our meeting on August 22 with Brian, we concurred that public safety from
off-leash dogs will only come about through wvoluntary compliance of the
leash law and that voluntary compliance can only be assured through the
public awareness of the law and vigorous and -uniform enforcement of the law.
As agreed, the Park Service would take specific actions during the month of
September to move towards voluntary compliance and I would suspend for the
month of September my FOIA request dated June 17, 2003.

The steps as ocutlined in your email dated August 25, 2003 as well as from my
notes of the meeting are both short term and long term. The short term
steps include: a) Discussing the current situation with organized dog
walking groups and asking them to educate and encourage compliance frcom
peers and members; b) Discussing and evaluating of law enforcement profile;
¢c) Increasing outreach materials to inform public of current regulation; and
d) Evaluating signage and ensuring that signage contains current regulation
and that it be placed in visible locations. The long term steps include the
Park Service making a decision on whether current dog walking regulation
remains in place at GGNRA (36CFRZ.15) or the park begins public planning
process to consider an alternative management plan for dog walking in GGNRA,
taking into account other users, safety concerns and rescurce management

concerns.

Please liet me know the specific actions taken during September 2003. More
importantly, what is the specific game plan over the next 90 days to achieve
voluntary compliance of National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.157?
When does the NPS expect that the public will have a sense of a material,
noticeable change of the current environment at Crissy Field? BAs cf my
visit today, I have seen no progress - the vast majority of dogs remain
off-leash in violation of the law.

Time is of the essence. 1 once again implore the NPS to act quickly before
we have another Diane Whipple tragedy -~ only this time, the victim will most
likely be a toddler. :

Best regards,
Kevin
Kevin Kendrick

San Francisco, CA 94129

t: - («sinieiiiviih
c: R
e: T

P.S. On my visit today, I did not see new signs which contain the current
regulation. We agreed this was one of the short term steps necessary to
achieve voluntary compliance (see your email dated August 25, 2003). The
current "Leash Your Pet" signs do not provide proper notice that failure to
leash your pet is a violation of National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36
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CFR 2.15 and will result in a fine.

————— Original Message-----
From: Chris Powell@nps.gov [mailto:Chris_Powell@nps.gov]
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2003 3:30 PM

To:
Cc: Holly Bundock@nps.gov; Rich Weideman@nps.gov; Shirwin SmithB@nps.gov;

Howard Levitt@nps.gowv
Subject: Meeting Notes

Kevin,

It was a pleasure to meet you and your sister Chris on Friday when you came
in to discuss your concerns regarding the current dogwalking situation on
‘Crissy Field and your safety concerns.

As promised, I wanted to outline the short- and long-term steps we will
discuss with our GGNRA staff to facilitate compliance with the current
dogwalking regulation (36CFR2.15), which requires dogs on-leash in national
parks where they are allowed. We agreed to touch base by the end of
September on these items, but please feel free to contact me at any time by
emall or at (415) 561-4732, Visitor safety is our top concern, and we thank

you for your suggestions.
Short—-term Steps:
1} Increasing voluntary compliance:
a) Discuss current situation with organized dogwalking groups and ask
them te educate and encourage compliance from peers and members
2) Discuss and evaluate law enforcement profile

3) Increase outreach materials to inform public of current regulation

4} Evaluate signage and ensure that signage contains current regulation and
that it is placed in visible locations

Long-term Step:

NPS will make decision on whether current dogwalking regulation remains in
place at GGNRA (36CFR2.15) or the park begins public planning process to
consider an alternative management plan for dogwalking in GGNRA, taking into
account other usgers, safety concerns and resource management concerns.

jﬁi

winmail. dat
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Chris Powell To: EMNE)att.net .
. cc: Rich Weideman/GOGA/NPS@NFPS, Yvette Ruan/GOGA/NPS@NPS,
23;'112’2003 09:29 AM Christine Hodakievic/GOGANPS@NPS
' Subject: Re: Dogs and bicycles in Crissy FieldE)
Dear Mregijiilawznd M. GID

Thank you for your note regarding conditions on Crissy Field. I'm sorry that you have had difficulties while
walking on Crissy Field due to off-leash dogs and bicycles. The GGNRA provides many different types of
recreational opportunities on Crissy Field, including dogwalking on-leash and bicycling and we ask all
users to remember that they are sharing the area with waikers, joggers, windsurfers and small children.

The National Park Service regulation requires dogs to be on-leash where allowed in national parks,
including Crissy Field and other areas of GGNRA. It is important that alf visitors to GGNRA voluntarily
abide by the NPS regulations and our protection and interpretive rangers work to educate users when they
are in the field. Unfortunately, when the situation warrants, citations are given.

if you carry a cell phone when at Crissy Field, you can call Dispatch to report an incident at (415)
561-5656. They will send law enforcement staff immediately if they are available and not resonding to
another incident. | have forwarded this message to our law enforcement and protection staff so they are -
aware of your past incidences on Crissy Field. and they may contact you if they need more information..
Please feel free to contact us in the future if you have questions or future interactions that you would like

to discuss.

Christine Powell
Office of Public Affairs
{415) 5614732

Brian O'Neill -
Brian O'Neilf To: Mai-Liis Bartling/GOGA/NPS@NPS, Howard Levit/ GOGA/NPS@NFPS,
03/12/2003 07-50 AM Rich Weideman/GOGA/NPS@NFPS, Chris Poweill/lGOGA/NPS@NPS,
PST ) Lance Ludwicik/USPP/NPS@NPS, Yveite Ruan/GOGANPS@NPS
cc:

' Subject: Dogs and bycicles in Crissy Field

—--- Forwarded by Brian O'Nefil/GOGA/NPS on 03/12/2003 07:50 AM —

At net To: brian_o'neill@nps.gov

. cc:
(()33{\21_5.’2003 03:37 PM Subject: Dogs and bycicles in Crissy Field

Dear Mr O'neill,we enjoy walking frequently in Criss.y Field, and lately we see
far more bycicles and dogs without a leash, on our latest trip there, we '
counted 16 large dogs without a leash, add to that the fact bycicles at high

speed and it actually makes it dangerous to go there for a walk.
Scmething should be done in crdexr to preserve that bheautiful area.

Sincerely yours. Jjiewmgmme ;1 eI,
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Shirwin Smith To: Chris Powel!GOGA/NPS@NPS, Rich Weideman/GOGA/NPS@NPS

. ] ce.
g181$812004 09:12AM Subject: Phone complaint -dogs at Crissy

Attached is a record of complaint call | received on Tues. Chris - I'll put a copy in the regneg contact file
because he could be a good interview subject for the neutral. Is reasonable and représents adiilts fearful
of injury by off-leash dogs. '

Telephone contact 10604.do

SES
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Record of telephone conversation:

Date: January 6, 2004

. Time: 4:05p.m.

Caller: Richard Sipser
Contact info: (NSNS

Walks frequently, and has for some time, at different times of the day on Crissy Field

beach — from East Beach to Warming Hut.

Dogs are everywhere — many of them big. There is apparenﬂy no effort by the NPS
to control off-leash activity

There are "no signs" about leash law

Never has seen a ranger patrolling on beach, and when speaking to g ranger at

Warming Hut, was told that they do not patrol beach. (1 asked further about this and

determined he had been talking to an Interp. ranger)

Mr. Sipser has osteoporosis and cannot fall due to high fisk for brbken bones — is
fearful of all the (especially) large dogs running loose

Thinks dogs and dog walkers should bave their own area, but that they shouldn't put
others at risk.

Also notes problem with dog feces not bemg picked up

Wrote in durtng the ANPR and is on our mailing list.

Would be willing to be contacted by neutral during interview phase of regneg
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Dan Kimball To: Brian O'Neill GOGAMNPS@NPS

; cc:
12/16/2003 01:16 PM Subject: Fw: Voluntary Compliance of National Park Serwce Pet Regulation, 36

MST CFR 2.15

Brian: The msg below (in hard copy) was forwarded to me by the Director. She asked that | get back to
her re: the current status of this issue. Would it be possible for your staff to put together a briefing
statement on this matter so that | could update her? Please advise. Thanks and Happy Holidays! Dan

L e g T e e S T s Y .
Ll

Dan B. Kimball

Assistant to Deputy Director Randy Jones

National Park Service

1849 C St. NW, Room 2230

Washington, DC 20240

Phone: 202-208-3818 or 202-208-4227; FAX 202-208-7947

Cell: 720-480-0474; emaii: dan_kimbali@nps.gov / K

'k**‘k******i‘***************'k******** P
Ly

----- Forwarded by Dan K!mba!lIFTCOLLINS!NPS on 12/16/2003 03:08 PM «-—

“Kevin Kendrick” To: <brian_o'netli@nps.gov>
> ce! <dbuiwa@sfchronlcie com>, <rkim@sfchronicle.com>,
; <chroniclewatch@sfchronicle.com>, "Feinstein, Senator \(Feinstein)"
;%?3/2903 10:52 AM <Senator_Feinstein@feinstein.senate.gov>, "Rep. Nancy Pelosi™
<ca08.pub@mail.house gov>, “Senator Speier™

<Senator.Speier@SEN.CA.GOV>, <Gale_Norton@ios.doi.gov>,
<Fran_Mainefla@nps.gov>, <Denee.Diluigi@usdoj.gov>,
<Diane kefauver@mail.house.gov>, <lori_furtado@nps.gov>,
<Holly_Bundock@nps.gov>, <Ric_Borjes@nps.gov>,
<Rich_Weideman@nps.gov>, <Chris_Poweli@nps.gov>

~ Subject: Voluntary Comphance of National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR

-2.15

Su’perintendent O'Neill —

Below is the San Fré‘ncisco Chronicle article on the pit bull attack of a police horse that

left both the police officer and the dog walker in the hospital. This aitack required

another police officer to discharge his 40—callbre semiautomatic Beretta twnce ina public
o i

park.

P
The attack highlights the danger to law enforcement offitere
when our leash laws are violated. The attack of the poli
avoided if the dog owner had voluntary complied with th i e

As background, 1 first contacted your office in March 2003 after a Shepard ran towards
my two year old with the owner of the dog chasing behind the dog pleading for him to
stop. The dog did not respond and | was forced to abandon my 7 month old son and
grab my two year old before the Shepard did. | was lucky the Shepard did not turn and
go after my 7 month old son. My two year old (now three) remains terrified of dogs.

It has been over three months since we first met on August 22. In this meeting, we
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- concurred that public safety from off-leash dogs will only come about through voluntary
compliance of the leash law and that voluntary compliance can only be assured through
the public awareness of the law and vigorous and uniform enforcement of the law. We

" agreed the Park Service would take specific actions during the month of September to

move towards voluntary compliance and [ would suspend for the month of September

- my FOIA request dated June 17, 2003. One of the short term steps the NPS agreed to

was “ensuring signage contains current regulation and that it is placed in visible.
locations” (see Chris Powell's email o Kevin Kendrick dated August 25, 2003 below).
We also agreed to work together in a positive and proactive manner to achieve
-voluntary compliance of National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15 thus
allowing us to dedicate our time and resources to solving the problem.

In this effort, | would like to know what specific measures the NPS has taken since
August 2003 and have these measures been effective over the pagt 90 days in
achieving voluntary compliance of National Park Service Pét Re;;ijla’tioh, 36 CFR 2.15.
| would aiso like to know what future actions the NPS will be implementing to achieve
voluntary compliance of National Park Service Pet Reéguiation, 36 CFR 2.15.

‘Time is of the essence. | once again impl'ore'the NPS to agt quickly before we have an

B

incident on Crissy Field similar to the pit bull attack of the police offi or fFGolden Gate
Park. Even worse, the victim could be a toddler.

Sincerely,

Kevin

P.S. What is the status on the new signs at Crissy Field with the current regulation as
you agreed in our August 22, 2003 meeting? This is one of the short term steps
‘necessary to achieve voluntary compliance (see Chris Powell's email dated August 25,
2003 provided below). - ‘

Kevin Kendrick _ -

eveeGiiiine.
= — =",
t

-+
c: .
e: k-

SFGate.on

www.sfoate.com Return to regular view

Pit bull attacks S.F. police horse _
Cop, dog, pet owner hurt in Golden Gate Park

Detnian Bulwa, Chronicle Staff Writer
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Monday, November 24, 2003 :
©2003 Sarn Francisco Chranicle | Feedbacl

URL: sfeate.conv/article.cgi?file=/c/a/2003/11/24/BAGLV3IIDIDI.DTL

A pit bull was shot, a cop and a dog walker were rushed to the hospital, and a police
horse named "AAA Andy" was badly hurt but alive - all this after a chance encounter
between two animals on a crisp Sunday at San Francisco's Golden Gate Park.

The chaos started at 12:50 p.m. as a young woman walked her black pit bull through the
park near the Conservatory of Flowers. According to San Fraricisco police, she made an
illegal and costly decision: She let the dog off its leash.

Witnessing the move was police Sgt. David Herrera of the departtﬁeiit‘s mounted unit. He
shouted ai the woman, ordering her to re-icash her caning, said ng Neville Gittens, a
department spokesman.

That's when the dog turned its atiention to Herrera's steed.

The pit bull charged AAA Andy, ripping at the horse's flesh on its back legs and its 1ib
cage, Gittens said. The dog's owner, whose name was not released, tried to intervene.
That's when things got really bad.

With the dog snapping away, AAA Andy threw Herrera to the ground. At about the same
time, the dog's owner attempted to pull her pet away from the horse. But when she got
close, AAA Andy kicked her in the face with a hind leg,

Gittens said.

She went down, joining Herrera.

[ 2
"Then the horse takes off runming;

AAA Andy galloped through the park along John F. Kennedy Dnve with the plt bull
close behmd

About a half-mile away, near the Eighth Avenue/Fulton Strest entrance o the park,
another police sergeant got involved. Sgt. Peter Dacre of Sad Franc1sco s Richmond
Station had heard Herrera's radio calls for help. '

Secing a park gardener and another citizen approaching the riderless AAA Andy, the
uniformed Dacre climbed out of his car to help settle down the jumpy horse.

"Then somebody shouted, 'That buggering dog is coming back!' " Dacre said.

"The dog started having another go at the horse. I was between the horse and the dog, and
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. I tried to kick (the dog)."

It was no use. Dacre said he unholstered his .40-calibre semiautomatic Beretta pistol and
ended the attack with two shots — one of which struck the pit bull and sent it scurrying -
into nearby bushes.

BRIV S e ey s imes g
ot g . -

9 Both Herrera and the dog owner were rushed to St. Mary's Medical Center. Herrera went
home in a few hours with back and neck injuries. The woman was treated for head
' injuries and a broken finger, Gittens said

Meanwhile, the dog survived the builet wound and was plcked up by Animal Care and
Control. Its condition was unknown Sunday night.

AAA Andy was bemg treated for puncture wounds late ngday a,t“f];e police stables in
Golden Gate Park.

Herrera, reached at home Sunday night, declined comment.

Police will review the dog's history to see if it has evér been involved in other attacks.
Then police will decide whether to cife or charge the dog's owner, Dacre said.

"1 think this just goes to the basic unpredictability of certain breeds of dogs," he said.
"The dog was frenzied. The whole thing lasted about 45 seconds."

E-mail Demian Bulwa at dbulwa@sfchronicle.com.

‘ | ©2003 San Francisco Chronicle | Feedback

Page A-15 . —_
From: Kevin Kendrickﬁ
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2003 12:03 PM

To: Chris_Powell@nps.gov

Cc: brian_o'neill@nps.gov; Holly_Bundock@nps.gov; Ric_Borjes@nps.gov;
Rich_Weideman@nps.gov; Shirwin_Smith@nps.gov; Howard_Levitt@nps.gov;
Mai-liis_bartling@nps.gov; lori_furtado@nps.gov

Subject: RE: National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15

Chris -

It has been 8 weeks since our meeting with General Superintendent Brian O'Neill
on August 22, 2003 and 2 weeks since our phone call and my subsequent email
(see below) to you requesting an update on the specific actions as outlined in our
meeting. | have yet to receive a response and am becoming increasingly
frustrated with the progress (or lack thereof) in regards to achieving voluntary
compliance of National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15 for the safety
of our children. As of yesterday, the vast majority of dogs remain off-leash in
violation of the law.

AnEHL
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At our meeting on August 22 with Brian, we concurred that public safety from
off-leash dogs will only come about through voluntary compliance of the leash
law and that voluntary compliance can only be assured through the public
awareness of the law and vigorous and uniform enforcement of the law. As
agreed, the Park Service would take specific actions during the month of
September to move towards voluntary compliance and | would suspend for the
month of September my FOIA request dated June 17, 2003.

I once again request that you let me know the specific actions taken during
September 2003 and more importantly, what actions will the NPS be
implementing over the next 90 days to achieve vo!untary compliance of National
Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15.

e A
I would like to work with you and Briariin a positivé‘”a'nd prelattive manner to
achieve voluntary complianceé of National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR
2.15. Working in this manner will allow us to dedicate our time and resources fo
solving the problem.

However, given the lack of response and action from the NPS, [ am compelled to
reassert my FOIA request to the NPS and will do so next week.

Sincerely,

Kevin

P.S. As of yesterday, | did not see new signs stating, "Failure to leash your pet is
a violation of National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36

- CFR 2.15 and will result in a fine." We agreed this was one of the short term
steps necessary to achieve voluntary compliance (see your email dated August
25, 2003 provided befow).

kej-ke

————— Original Message-----

From: Chris_Powella@nps.gov [mailto:Chris Powell@nps .gov]
Sent: Monday, Octcber 06, 2003 8:31 AM

To: Kevin Kendrick
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Subject: RE: National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15 - Meeting
Hotes .

Kevin,

Brian's correct email is brian o'neillénps.gov. You can also send a

copy of any emails to Brian's secretary Lori Furtado, whose email is
lori_furtado@nps.gov. I will respond in writing to your questions in
the next few days.

Chris

—-—-QOriginal Message--—— ,

From: Kevin Kendrick [mailto:k-j-k e A0
Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2003 10:32 PM A e ";,,f

To: Chris_Powell@nps.gov

- Ce: brian_oneill@nps.gov; Holly_Bundock@nps.gov; Rich_Weideman@nps.gov,

Shirwin_Smith@nps.gov; Howard_Levitt@nps.gov; Maiiis_bartling@nps.gov
Subject: National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15 - Mesting Notes

Chris -

Thank you for the cali today highlighting the steps the Park Service is taking to make Crissy Field
safe for toddlers as well as all other visitors to the Park. 1 hope to work with you and General
Superintendent Brian O'Neill in.a positive, proactive manner to achieve voluntary compliance of
National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15 at Crissy Field/Presidio before a toddier is -
gravely injured by an off-leash dog.

At our meeting on August 22 with Bnan we concurred that public safety from off-leash dogs will
only come about through voluntary compliance of the leash law and that voluntary compliance can
only be assured through the public awareness of the law and vigorous and uniform enforcement
of the law. As agreed, the Park Service would take specific actions during the month of
September to move towards voluntary compliance and | would suspend for the month of
September my FOIA request dated June 17, 2003. :

The steps as outiined in your email dated August 25, 2003 as well as from my notes of the
meeting are both short term and long term. The short term steps include: a) Discussing the
current situation with organized dog walking groups and askin them to educate and encourage
compliance from peers and members; b) Disc sment profile; ¢)
Increasing outreach materials to inform public
d) Evaluating signage and ensuring that signage
in visibie locations. The long term steps include
current dog walking regulation remains in place : ) or the park begins public
planning process to consider an alternative manages : og walking in GGNRA, taking
info account other users, safety concerns and resource management concerns.

N and that it be placed
g a decision on whether

Please let me know the specific actions taken during September 2003. More importanﬂy, what is
the specific game plan over the next 80 days to achieve voluntary compliance of National Park
Service Pet Reguiation, 36 CFR 2.157 When does the NPS expect that the public will have a
sense of a material, noticeable change of the current environment at Crissy Field? As of my visit
foday, [ have seen no progress - the vast majority of dogs remain off-leash in violation of the law.
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Time is of the essence. | once again implore the NPS to act quickly before we have another
Diane Whipple tragedy - only this time, the victim will most likely be & toddler.

Best regards,

Kevin

Kevin

Sl s - Satie wiad ;.‘«;w(-s -

P.S. On my visit today, 1 did not see new sighs which contaln tﬁe currehl::regulatton We agreed

.l

.this was one of the short term steps necessary to achieve voluntary compliance (see your email

dated August 25, 2003). The current "Leash Your Pet” signs do not provide proper notice that
failure to leash your pet is a violation of National Park Service Pet Reguilation, 36
CFR 2.15 and will result in a fine.

~----Original Message-----
From: Chris_Powell@nps.gov [mailto:Chris Powell@nps.gov]

Sent: Monda August 25, 2003 3:30 PM
To: * '

Cec: Holly Bundock@nps.gov; Rich Weideman@nps.gov; Shirwin_Smitheénps.gov;
Howard_Levitt@nps.gov o
Subject: Meeting Notes

Kevin,

It wag a pleasure to meet you and your sgister Chrls on Friday when you

came in to discuss your concerns regarding the current dogwalklng

situation on Crissy Field and your safety concerns.

Bs promised, I wanted to outline the short- and long-term steps we will
discugs with our GGNRA staff to facilitate compliance with the current
dogwalklng reqgulation (36CFR2.15), which requires. dogs on-leash in
Hational parks where they are allowed. We agreed to touch base by the
end of September on these items, but please feel-free to contact me at
any time' by email or at (415) 561-4732. Visitor safety is our top
concern, and we thank yvou for your suggestions.

Short-term Steps:
1) Increasing voluntary compliance: :

a) Discuss current sgituation with organized dogwalking groups and
ask them to educate and encourage compliance from peers and members

2) Discuss and éevaluate law enforcement profile

3) Increase outreach materials to inform publié of current regulation
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4) Evaluate signage and ensure that signage contains current regulation
and that it is placed in visible locations

Long-term Step:

NPS will make decision on whether current dogwalking regulation remains
in place at GGNRA  (36CFRZ.15) or the park begins public. planning process
to consider an alternative management plagp uai 11 GGNRA,
taking into account other users, safety C e management
concerns. ’ 5

-—--—QOriginai Message----- : =
From: Kevin Kendrick [mailto: k—]-wf S
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2003 11:49 AM . P
To: rick_borges@nps.gov
Cc: rich_weideman@nps.gov

Subject: Freedom of Information Act Request

This is a request under the Freedom of Information Act.

| request that a copy of the following documents {or documents containing
the following information] for the dates between January 1, 2002 to June 15,
2003 be provided to me:

- All reports, summaries, committee mmufé? emzlls or other documents
related to off-leash, leash or pets on leash, including but not limited to

the enforcement of National Park Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2 15 at
Crissy Field/Presidio.

- Ali reports, summaries, committee mmutes emails or other documents
related to signs for "Leash Pets" or “Pets on Leash" at Crissy
Field/Presidio. ‘

- All documehts including operation notes and law enforcement duties

related to off-leash enforcement including but not limited to the -
enforcement of National Park Serwce Pet Regulatlon 36 CFR 2.15 at Crissy
Field/Presidio.

- All law enforcement incident reports related to off-leash pets, includmg

but not limited to the enforcement of National Pam Service Pet Regulation,
36 CFR 2.15 at Crissy FlellereSIdlo .

- All FOIA requests related to off-leash, leash or pets on leash, including

but not limited to the enforcement of National Park Service Pet Regulatlon
36 CFR 2.15 at Crissy FleIdIPreSIdm
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| request a waiver of all fees for this request. Disclosure ofthe
requested information to me is in the public intefest because it is likety

to contribute significantly to public understandi {ihe opggations or
M%‘“‘u #

activities of the government and is not for compercial use, . ;-

L :gi:@w
Thank you for your consideration of this requje's"t‘;‘
Siﬁcerely, ‘

Kevin Kendrick -

- .‘.-?4{-’;_5, }”_‘,,_f

—-QOriginal Message----
From: Kevin Kendrick {mailt
Sent: Tuesday, June 17,2003 1:19 AM

To: Mai-liis_bartling@nps.gov; yvetie_ruan@nps.gov

Cc: rkim@sfchronicle.com; chroniclewatch@sfchronicle.com;
pfimrite@sfchronicie.com; Chris_Powell@nps.gov; Denee.Diluigi@usdoj.gov;
Diane kefauver@mail.house.gov; Fran_Mainella@nps.gov;
cmiddleton@presidiotrust.gov; Gale_Norton@ios.doi.gov,;
senator@boxer.senate.gov; senator@feinstein.senate.gov;
sf.nancy@mail.house.gov C -

Subject: RE: OFF-LEASH INCIDENT WITH 2 YEAR OLD

Dear Acting Superihtendent Ba_rtling and Chief Ranger Ruan:

| sent you the below email 21 days ago and have not received ANY. respohse. |

-Please et me what progress has been made to make Crissy Field safe from
off-leash dogs and what actions you have takén to enforce the National Park
Service Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15.

| once again implore you to act before a toddler is gré\iely injured by an
off-leash dog.

Sincerely,

Kevin

Kevin Kendrick
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. Cc: 'Chris_Powell@nps.gov'; 'tkim@sfchre:
~ ‘chroniclewatch@sfchronicle.com’, 'Denee. Dil
'Diane.kefauver@mail.house.gov'; 'Fran_Mainella@nps. gov

SR RSNt 581 £ g 1 s o e S

LR S e R

2
San Francisco, CA 94129

L
c:

R~
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From: Kevin Kendrick [mailto:k-j-k @i
Sent; Tuesday, May 27, 2003 3:22 PM
To: 'Mai-liis_bartliing@nps.gov', 'yvette_rua

'emiddleton@presidiotrust.gov'; ‘Gale_Norton@ios.doi.gov';
‘senator@boxer. 39“%@&&3{;%@?@9"0 feinstem senate gov
'sf.nancy@mail. hous gov' & .
Subject: OFF-LEASH INCIDENT WITH 2 YEAR oD

Dear Acting Superintendent Eartling and Chief Ranger Ruan -

| visited Crissy Field on Saturday, May 24th, to see what progress had been
made in making Crissy Field safe from off-leash doge.

As you recall, my family was walking along Crissy Field in March when a

shepard ran towards my two year old with the owner of the dog chasing behind
the dog pleading for him to stop. The dog did not respond and 1 was forced

to abandon by 7 month old son and grab my two year old who was approximately
ten feet away from me. | was lucky the shepard did not turn and go after my

7 month old son. As a result of the incident, my two year old is terrified

of dogs. | immediately reported the incident to the Park Police and.have

sent you numerous emails in an attempt io have the law enforced and make
Crissy Field safe for toddlers (see below). | have also copied other

concerned parties.

To date, | have seen no progress - the vast majority of dogs remain
offdeash in violation of the law. By my count, eight out of ten dogs from
10 am to 11 am on May 24th were off-leash. | also noticed that the "Leash

- Your Pet" signs are few and far between and do not include a statement such

as "Failure to leash your pet is a violation of National Park Service Pet
Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15 and will result in a fine”.

Please see the attached document that offers ideas on making Crissy Field
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safer for visitors from off-leash dogs. Also in the document is a sample of
pictures taken at Crissy Field on Saturday, May 24, 2003 between 10 am and
11 am showing violation of the Natlonal Park Service P_et Regulatron

| once again ask you to provide me with the specnf c. mea es and actions
(i.e. times of patrol, number of rangers dedicated, NS issued per
ranger, number of signs {o be posted, dates of postmg, efc, ).

The only way Crissy Field will be safe for infants and toddlers from the
off-leash dogs is if the law is vigorously enforced. | implore you to act
before a toddler is gravely injured by an off-leash dog.

A

Sincerely,

Kevin

Kevin Kendrick

~—0Original Message—-—
From: Kevin Kendrick [mailtos
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2003 11:07 AM

To: ‘Diane.kefauver@mail . house.gov'

Cc: 'sf.nancy@mail.house.gov'; 'Mai-liis bartlmg@nps gov';
'Chris_Powell@nps.gov'; 'Denee.Dilvigi@usdoj.gov' ‘
Subject: FW: OFF-LEASH INCIDENT WITH 2 YEAR OLD

Diane -

| appreciate the return phone call and any help Congresswoman Pelosi can
provide to Acting Superintendent Bartling to_ make Crissy Field safe and

allow her to vigorously enforce the law to protect our youngest and most
ulnerable citizens.

If you have any questions, please do not hes'i:tgiﬁ’d"é"éiiﬁ'me.
Best regards,

Kevin
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Kevm Kendrlck

-----Original Message---—--

- From: Kevin Kendrick {maiito:k-j-k gipashelines™

Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2003 12:41 PM o
To: 'Denee.Diluigi@usdoj.gov’ ' e oA /
Cc: 'Mai-liis_bartling@nps.gov'; ‘Chris_Powell@npsigov' ~
Subject: FW: OFF-LEASH INCIDENT WITH 2 YEAR OLD

Denee -
Thank you for taking the time to talk with nigg aed is the email
| sent fo Mai-Liis Bartling, Acting Superin Migestion, |

contacted you to find out the process for increasing the fine for off-leash
violations. ! believe the only way to make Crissy Field safe is to enforce
the law and make tha.monetary penaity for violating the law reflect the risk
exposure the vielimle 376 our youngest and most vulnerable
citizens.

Please feel free to-call me if you have any questions. |
Sincerely, H |

Kevin

' KevinAKe‘ndrick .

~-—-Original Message——--—

From: Kevin Kendrick [mailto: k—;—kmﬂ
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Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2003 12:14 PM

To: Mai-liis_bartling@nps.gov

Cc: yvette_ruan@nps.gov; Chris_Powell@nps.gov, michaél_feinstein@nps.gov;
brian_oneill@nps.gov; Fran_Mainella@nps.gov; cmidd ton@presidiotrust.gov;

tiombardi@presidiotrust.gov; Gale_Norton@ios. dmi%
senator@boxer.senate.gov; senator@feinstein g%'lfte
sf.nancy@miail.house.gov; Denee. Diluigi@usdoj.gov” "
Subject: FW: OFF-LEASH INCIDENT WITH 2 YEAR OLD

Dear Acting Superintendent Bartling:

Thank you for your email message responding to my conceérn about my family's
safety at Cnssy Field. o, ;‘ f,
While | appreciate your candid response, | am not convmced that it is SAFE
to bring my 9-month old and 2-year old back to Crissy Field. The reason for
my continued concem is the lack of specifics on how the LAW will be
enforced. | agree with you that education is important and increased
resources are needed. However, a specific plan of action on how to provide
a SAFE environment for our youngest and most vulnerable citizens is in order
- PREVENTION IS DEMANDED. Your response, while encouraging, is too
general

in nature.

For example, you state, "Although rangers .are not able to spend their entire
shift at Crissy Field, in the course of their day they do patrol Crissy

. Field on foot, bicycle or by.vehicle". This does not provide assurance io
me that it is SAFE to visit Crissy Field nor does it allow me to assess if
there are some times that are more SAFE than others.

On our phone call of May 5, 2003, | suggested a "RANGER ON DUTY“ time
period

designation at Crissy Field, similar to the "LIFEGUARD ON DUTY" system used
at our beaches. During these periods, visitors (especially those with

infants and toddlers) would have significant confidence that the SAFETY of
their families would be met. Dog owners would have fair waming that if

they choose {o violate the LAW when the "RANGER IS'ON DUTY", they would
not

receive the standard "Please put your dog on a leash" from t, e Ranger but
rather would receive an immediate citatiof] i Ve uestlons
asked. The word would quickly get out t&'1 NP dentmed in your
email (including Crissy Field Dog, San Fraf€ty oA Fort Funston
Dogwalkers, P-Dog, among others) and mol€imagdagilv o the individual
violators. Rather than cede the responsitfitypy asking the local dog

walking groups to educate their members on the reguiations”, you would

Exhibit 54


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 54


B e anpm g g
by e, “. = 52, .t ”

TR TR T IR

[ e a1 - [N

EDUCATE OFF-LEASH VIOLATORS OF THE REGULATION THROUGH THE

* ENFORCEMENT OF THE

REGULATION. | do not believe the problem is wnth the groups you identified
but rather is with the mdwudual violators.

-l also believe you might get a false sense of progress.by evaluating the

number of calls and complalnts to USPP Dlspatch The reason for the decline
in calls to dispatch, at least from this visitor, is that | no longer visit

Crissy Field. 1 am staying away because Crissy Field is NOT SAFE for my
toddler and infant; therefore, | have not called dispatch since the incident
described in my March email. | know other parents of infants and toddlers
who also refuse to visit Crlssy Field for fear of the safety of their

children. You are not receiving calls to dispatch from them. A mere study

of the number of complaints does not reflect the trug natureaj the problem .

of off-teash violators. | suggest that you personally Visit thé drea by the -

* Warming Hut, the path from the Warming Hut to East Beach, and the shore of
- East Beach on any late afternoon to truly understand the prdblem

| appreciate your mvutatuon to bnng further incidences to your attentlon

and your assurance that you will continue your cutreach and compliance
efforts. However, | can not afford to RISK THE SAFETY of my children .
without knowing that they are SAFE from off-léash ‘dogs. The only way Crissy
Field will be SAFE for infants and toddlers from the off-leash dogs is if

the LAW IS V!GOROUSLY ENFORCED and the would-be violators know that
they

will be cited and fined, time and ttme again, until they COMPLY WITH THE
LAW.

Please let me know what SPECIF!C MEASURES AND ACTIONS (| e. times of
patrol,

number of rangers dedicated, citations issued per ranger, number of signs to
be posted, dates of posting, etc.). | simply want to know WHEN IT WILL BE
SAFE for my family to return to Crissy Fle[d

Slncerely,

Kevin

Kev_in Kendrick
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----- Original Message-----

From: Chris_Poweli@nps.gov [mailto:Chris_Powell@nps. gov]
Sent: Tuesday, May 13, 2003 3:54 PM

To: Kevin Kendrick

Cc: Maiiis_bartling@nps.gov; yvette_ ruan@nps.gov
Subject: RE: OFF-LEASH INCIDENT WITH 2 YEAR OL.D

'N16 (GOGA-PASE)

: A, M ,fr
Dear Mr. Kendrick, 2

We have received your email message of April 23, 2003 regarding negative
encounters with off-leash dogs at Crissy Field and would like to bring you
up-to-date on our efforts to eliminate these situations.

You are familiar with the federal regulation thet requires dogs

on-leash,where allowed, in national parks. Although we have taken several
steps

{0 educate dogwa|kers on this regulation, it is unfortunate, as you point

out, that some dogwatkers only comply when an NPS staff member is present.
In additional to our enforcement efforts,, we are working to gain increased
compliance through park sighage, informationa brochures and our Golden Gate
National Recreation Area (GGNRA) website.

We have also asked local dogwalking groups,ipncluding Crissy Field Dog, San
Francisco SPCA, Fort Funston Dogwalkers, PDog, and others, to-educate their
members on the regulations. We recently melwith representatives of these
groups on March 28,2003, to inform them thatwe are receiving complaints
from visitors who feel unsafe or uncomfortablé with off-leash dogs in the

park and are forwarding complaints such as yaurs. They agreed to check

their websites to ensure that dogwaikers are receiving the correct

information. We will continue to stress voluntarycompllance whlch is the

key to all visitors having a safe, comfortable ws;t

During your phone conversation with Chief Ranger Yvette Ruan on 5/5/03, she
informed you that we presently have an increased rariger presence in the

field since the Department of Homeland Security lowered the threat status to
Level Yellow. The park is in the process of hiring additionat law

enforcement staff, which will facilitate a greater presence in the park.

Although rangers are not able to spend their entire stift at Crissy Field,

in the course of their day they do patrol Crissy Field on foot, bicycle or |
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by vehicle. The park experiences increased usage during the warm summer
months in a number of areas throughout the park. With the busy summer
season upon us, we plan to have our rangers will pay special atiention to
areas with greatest visitation. Based on this informational assessment,

we will schedule patrols so that our rangers can most effectively interact
with the greatest number of visitors.

During past conversations regarding these unfortunate contacts on Crissy
Field, we have suggested that you call USPP Dispatch.at.(415) 561-5505 when
an incident occurs so law enforcement personnel can immediately respond. |
understand you have Dispatch ten times over the nine months to report
offdeash dogs. Please continue to report these mcudences to D|spatch when
they occuir. : .

P 4' )

During a phone conversation of 5/9/03, you asked \ﬁhat tﬁe,process is for
increasing fines for off-leash citations. The bail schedule for fines is
reviewed and updated by the U.S. Magistrate every other year. You may
contact the U.S. Magistrate's Office through the Court Clerk at the U.S.-
Atiorney's Office at (415) 436-7200. The Court Clerk will advise you as to
how to proceed.

AlthoUgh | hope that your future visits to Crissy Field are without
incident, please continue to bring an further incidences to our attention. |
can assure you that we will continue our outreach and compliance efforis.

Sincerely,
Mai-Liis Bartling S

Acting Superintendent
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

- —Original Message—

From: Kevin Kendrick [mailto: k-j-km

Sent: Monday, May 05, 2003 5:06 PM '

To: Mai-liis_bartling@nps.gov

Subject: FW: OFF-LEASH |NCIDENT WITH 2 YEAR oLD

Mai-Liis -

Thank you for taking the time to talk with me today. | thought | would send
you the emails that | have sent on April 23, 2003 and March 13, 2003 so that
you wouid not have to spend time locating them.

As | stated to you, | have not received ANY response from ANYONE regarding
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my April 23, 2003 e-mail..

| fook forward to hearing from you as soon as possible and letting me know
that it is SAFE to return to Crissy Field.

Sincerely,

Kevin
Kevin Kendrick _ L
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--—QOriginal Message---—--
From: Kevin Kendrick
Sent: Wednesday, April 23, 2003 10:28 PM

~ To: brian_oneill@nps.gov; Mai-iis_bartling@nps.gov; yvette ruan@nps.gov;

Fran_Mainella@nps.gov, cmiddleton@presidiotrust. gov

‘tlombardi@presidiotrust.gov

Cc: Gale_Norton@ios.doi.gov; senator@boxer.senate.gov;
senator@feinstein.senate.gov; sf.nancy@mail.house.gov;
michael_feinstein@nps.gov; Chris_Powell@nps.gov
Subject: RE: OFF-LEASH INCIDENT WITH 2 YEAR OLD

[ am writing to foliow-up regarding the off-leash incident my family had at
Crissy Field in March (please see below). Please let me know what specific
measures have been taken over the past six weeks to enforce the law and how
will the law be enforced in the future. | would like to know WHEN IT WILL

BE SAFE for my family fo return to Crissy Fleld

| received a call after my iriitial email from Chief . Ranger Ruan. She stated
that resources to enforce the law would be forthcoming. | have returned
weekly to Crissy Field by myself and continue to witness off-leash
violators. As of today, | do not have the confidence that my family would
be SAFE if we returned to Crissy Field.

Please let me know what is being done to enforde the National Park Service

'Pet Regulation, 36 CFR 2.15. | wouild like to return to Crissy Field in the -

near future but can only do so if | know that my family will not be
assaulted. |look forward to your response.

Sincerely,
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Kevin Kendrick

---—Qriginal Message--—

From: Kevin Kendrick [mailto: k—j—kw
Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2003 10:36 AM

To: brian_oneill@nps.gov; Mai-liis_bartling@nps.gov;

yvette_ man@wvﬁmmw y
Cc: Fran_Mainella@nps goﬁr ris_Powell@nps.gov; .

michael_feinstein@nps.gov; cmiddleton@presidiotrust.gov;
tiombardi@ presidiotrust.gov; Gale_Norton@ios.doi.gov;
senator@boxer.senate.gov; senator@feinstein. senate gov,
sf.nancy@mail.house.gov

-Subject: OFF-LEASH INCIDENT WITH 2 YEAR OLD

Dear Supermtendent O'Nelll Actmg Supenntendent Bartlmg and Chief
Ranger Ruan:’

I am writing to tell you about a recent incident at Crissy Field in
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.

| have a 2 year old son, Ryan and a 7 month old son, Nicholas. We
love to take walks along the beach at Crissy Field. However, | NOW
FEAR FOR THE SAFETY OF MY TWO YOUNG SONS and Ryan is now

AFRAID OF

DOGS.

Off-Leash dogs have overrun the area. Today, | was walking with Ryan
and Nicholas when a large shepard ran towards Ryan (2 year old) with
the dog's owner chasing and yelling at him. The dog was noton a
leash nor did he respond to his owner's pleas to STOP. | was forced

to make a split second decision, run and grab Ryan out of harm's way.
This action required that | abandon Nicholas (7 month old} in his
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George Su To: Chris Powell/lGOGA/NPS@NPS, George Durgerian/GOGA/NPS@NPS

12/23/2003 08:06 AM oc:
PST 0 A Subject: From ParkNet - beach: fires and dogs

e — w——al

It mentioned dogs as well as bonfires.

George Su

Media Specialist / Web Ceordinator
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

(415) 561-4758

george_su@nps.gov
hitp://www.nps.gov/goga

The National Park Service cares for special places saved by the American people so that all may
experience our heritage.

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA

- Forwarded by George Su/GOGA/NPS on 12/23/2003 08:19 AM —

%_ P To: George_Su@nps.gov
3 ’_- cc:

12/17/2003 06:11 PM SUbject From ParkNet - beach fires and dogs
EST

This message was sent from http://www.nps.gov/goga/pphtml/contact.cfm

Please respond to the address below.

This email was sent by: SN

broken glass syringes hot coals trash trash trash trash trash. When are you going to eliminate this
unfortunate tradition. Ocean beach is no longer a deserted stretch of beach used by a few people.
Unless you are going to have patrols each and every night or are going to pick up the trash that
these people leave every evening you must stop this foolishness. I can not let my two children
play on the beach without shoes on at all times. I also can not let my children get out of arms
reach because of all the dogs that are off leash constantly up and down the beach. I have
witnessed dogs chasing snowy plover down the beach and through the dunes. This happens with
rangers and beach patrol trucks within view. Child safety is obviously not a priority with regards
to Ocean beach. You are allowing a tiny vocal minority dictate your foolish policy. I expect this
kind of policy from The City but not the Feds, A concemned resident of the Outter Richmond
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Abestract, Use of & Santa Ruwbars beach by people and bicds waied i bach time and space. Thers were
100 Birda, 1B people mnd 2 doge per kilometer, Bkl density varied primenly with sthe setesin ond Gde
white human actvity vacied mast between weekend and weekdiy, Bird disttnions along the beach were
determined mlnly b habitar grpe fpasticulardy & lsgoon and exposed mocky intertics] areagh, For crows
atl western gulls, these wik some evidence that access to wban fafiess [nereased abundance. Infemetions
hetweon bivds ond goople often canped birds to move er fiy sway, paticolily when people wane wihin
2 m. Dunng a shon observation period, LR of humans:and:38%. of: dogs disuried. birda. Mare thon
i i e v Sr Bind] specics varied in the fregaeney that thay were distarhed, partiatly
bu:uusea Fexr hln:{ spm:las foreged on the wpper beach where contect whth peopte wis less freqeent. st
disturbamies Dﬁcurl'ed Dovor unth:h:ath .Mthnu_gh d!sturhannaa canezd birds (0 mave awey from humans,
TR R v u J.t‘j.I dldmtaayn-immnmh ff -
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Key words:  berch, birds, disturbance, dogs, recrestion, shorgblrds

Intraduction

- About half of the shorebird species in Norh Awmerica are in decline, primarily due
to habitat destroction and degradetion (Howe et al. 1989, Brown el al. 200a). The
world's prowing coestal population continwes to incresse the encroachment of peo-
ple into shorebind hahils (Burger and Goehfeld 1991} A good exemeple j= Southern
California, where the climate and culture make beach rzcreation popular stong the
Pacific Flyway. The resplting distorbance from hum_ans and pete degeades habital for
ghorehirds because distubance may redoce foraging efficiency snd opportmities for
rest (Burger 1986; Brown et &, 2000b), Chronic, curlative disturbance coutd, there-
fore, reduce shorehird reproduclion and servivorakip. In panienlar, shon flights are en-
erietically costly for small birds {Nudds and Bryant 2000) and shorebinds unsuceessfu
in gaining necessary fat reserves have very low survival rates {(Brown at al, 2000b).

To better understand how managerment actions right reduce distorbance, T in-
vestigated recreatiomsl activity and the responses of birds (primenily shorebirds) on
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4 Souther Califomia Beach, My research objeclives were to determine: (1) factors
associated with bird and human use of the study site and (2) how disturbence varied
with bird species, human activity and the distante between the two. Based on similar
studies dote with other species (Burger 1986), T cxpectad that the effect of an activity
on birds would vary among activity types and that some bird species would be more
sengitive to disturbance than others (Burger and Gochifield 1998),

Peaple can disturb birds if they approach o closely of oo guickly. In addition,
some dogs may actively chass birds for prolonged periods. The sensitivity of shore-
bitids to doge 15 ilustrated iy the ohservation that snowy plovers react at kwice the
distance to dogs that they do to pedestrians (Fahy snd Yoodhouse 1995, I‘,affert}r
20011, Perhaps this heightened reaction is because being chased conditions bitds to
be wary of dogs or becanse birds instinctively view dogs as predators (Gabrielsen and
Smith 1995). Althongh they do pot remove habitel or kill birds directly, disturbances
cause birds to suspend feeding andfor éxpend energy in fight, movement or vigilance.
Trvpacts 1o birds are most likely a result of cumulative effects on reproduction and
survivorship, Birds that forage slowly or insffectively may not build the requisite fat
reserves that are espeeially important Lo stressed and depleted tnigrants who ninst rest
and feed to successfully resume their migratory journey (Puttick ¥979).

Stadies on piping plovers Indicate that reproductive suecess is 1ower in areas with
high humen dismrhance because of reduced foraging eificiency and the deplation
of fat reserves (Burger 1986, 1991, 1994). In arcas where peaple are absent, piping
plovers can spend 90% of their active time feeding compared with less thim 50% in
areas where people are common (Burgsr 1994). Disturbance can also cause birds to
abandon habitat (Burger 1986). On. the northeast coast of Nosth America, gulls and
tems are least likely to be permanently displaced, ducks uswaily move a short dis-
tantce while herems, egrets and shorebirds are most likely t0 he displaced the furthest
digtence (Buorger 19813, In Ventura County, for example, shorebird sbundance is Tow
om beaches with high human vge, presumably becavse disturbance conses birds i
seck: more isolated locadions (MoCrery and Pierson 2000). Fet activity, m particilar,
reduces shorshind abundance (Burger 1951; Klein 1993) and those birds that remiin
must spend mare energy on vigitmee and escape at the expense of foraging and st
{Pfister o1 #l. 1952; Burger 1993; Butger 1984).

For this sludy, | observed shorebirds and buman activity on the beach. In par-
ticwlar, 1 noted whether activity distuobed birds. Shorebirds were disturbed very fre-
quently. The effect of disturbance was Infuenced by the type of activity and varied
among bind species. Bffects of disturbance on shorebird feeding ﬂrm:l distribition wers
difficult to determine,

Materials and methods

The study site (Figore 1) was a 2.85-km siretch of cosstling that summommds Coal 07
Point between Ellwond Beach and the community of 1s1a Vista (Santa Barbara Coun-
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ty, California). Thiz srea has a rich high-intertidat invertehrale assemblage, presum-
ably due to the large amount of drifl algae deposiled on the beach from offshore kelp
forests {Dugan et al. 20007, and attvacts a diverse and abundant ehorebird community.
The Southem Pacific Coast Repional Shorebird Plan constders Cozal Oil Point an
important area for shorebitds (Page and Schuford 20000,

With an aspistant, ] condocted sweekly shoreline surveys from Janoary 1999
lanuary 2000 along the beach between 10 &84, and 2 E.M, The survey transect was
estahlished o cover a recent {1999 1US Fish and Wildlife Serviee desipnation of
weslern snowy plover critical habitat. T divided (he siedy area into L1 sectors based
ont landmarks, property boundaries and existing trinsects. We noted the weather and
tide conditions at the siart of the survey and collested beach profile data at each sector
For each sector, we connied the number of feeding and non-feeding irds (ell speciex),
as wall as other antmals snd humens using the beach, We only counted birds if they
Interacied with the hahital, Usually, this meant that the bird was on the beach. We did
net connt bieds that flew over-head with the exception of raptors which we counted
if they were in clear view of {he baach {due to their polential to distert), We moved
rapidly emough 50 thet the chance of dovhle counting waz low, Nonethelass, it was
possible to record pecple or hirds in more than one wrangsstl or bo fiss e entirely.
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We alsn recorded distarbances that clearly cansed birds to fiy or mave. We actively
avoided distarbing birds and when birds reacted 40 05 we did not record the event as a
disturbance. Disturbance agents were classified according to type, behavior, dirtance
from bird(s) and location on the beech. Distorbed birds were slassified according to
species, behavior prior bo distuthance, numbet ofF birds and response. Sunre.sr dates
altemated belween weekends and weekdays,

Depending o1 the comparison made, T analyzed data vsing Pearson’s or Spea:—
man corrzlation coefiicients, Flsher's exact test, Kroskal-Wallia, Multivariate repeat-
ed megsares analysis of eovariance (ANCOVA) and x7 2 w 2 contingency ‘tables
when the data met the assumptions of the test employed. Courfté were standardized
for sector length prios 1o analysis. All deta were. correlational 2o associations do not
necessarily inply cause] relationships among variables,

Hesults

13 %81 birds represemting 57 species were counted during 48 surveys. Figue 2 lists
the species and shows the frequency and abundance of the mosl commeon species. Hall
of the birds ohserved were feeding. The western snowy plover, a federaily threastened
bardl, was the most atundant species and represented 25% of the birds seen,

Bird abundances and density (Figure 2, Table 1} varied among seasons according
to migtation patterns, bul did not vary significantly from weekend to weekday. Bird
density also decreased marginedly with tida! height and varied significantly, but, tnaon-
sisiently with temperature (Table 1), The density of bisds varied sipnificantly among
sectors along the transect (Figure 3, Table I}, The birds were atiracted ko areas with
exposed, rocky substrate (areas G-K, see Figures | and 3, had exposed rocks on same
days; at these sites, the relative abondance of birds was positively associsted with the
percent of the beach profile that was exposed mock, r = 061, n = 231, £ < Q01
The propertion of rock suhstrate in these sectors was higher in the winter {due to sand
resnoval by winter storms) and at low tide. Snowy plovers were not zeen in e five
seabors closest ko the town of Isie Visia. Proximity 1o Isla Vista associated positively
with crow (¢ = 082, 1 = 10, P < 0.05) and westemn gull abundance {r = 0,71,

n = i, P = 0.05). There were no indications that human activity reduced bird
abundance at the scale of a sector. For example, the relative abundance of birds in a
particolar sector {i.e., the extent to which bird density deviated from the mean density
at that sector) was not negatively asscciated with the amount of human activity in a
sectar (average ¢ = 0,09, 5 = 10, # = (L05), '

During the average observation period there were 31 people along the trensect
{18 per kilometer). The average (and standard deviation) counts over the 48 dates
werg 31.8 {208} people walking or jogging,18.9 {23.0) siting, 4.8 (4.4) dogs and
0.2 (0.9} horses, Other potential distarbence apents incTuded 7.6 (8.7 crows and 0.2
(0.5} raptors. People were evenly disitibuled throughout the transect excepl for & high
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Figure 2, Frequency and abupdance of eomion bird epecies. Species aabrevintions (from the Bnglish) as
it Klimkiewicz and Robbine {1%74) fsted below by feeding goild, Convmeen shorebirds wens: whimbred
(WHTM, western aoowy phver (SITPLY, willet (WTLL), samberding {SATDY, madled godwit (MADG).
semipalmated plover [SEFL), blzck-bellicd plovar [BBPL), westem sandpiper TWVES A ), grasier yellovdegs
{ORYE), American pipit (AMPT), teast sandpiper (LESA), bleck tamstone (BLTUY, longddlled curlew
[LCHCATS, Klldeer (KILLY, and dunlin ¢RURTLY. Shooebirde seen but not plewed were: aorbid, spothed
sandpiper, ruddy tumstene, long-billed dowitcher, Atvertean avoces abd wandenng wartler, Common giells
and tems were; western gull (WEBGT), Hesoman's goll (HEEG), Catifoonda gul! (CAGU), dog-billed gull
RBG), voyal fem (RO, oeew gull (MEGLY, and Boneparte's gell (BOGUY, DBulls and lems scen but
not plateed ware: Least iem, Forgter's tem and Casgdan tem. Comman “Mlse placivores! wete: snowy egret
[SNEG), great egret (GREG), double-crested cormoraat (DCCO), Mise, plsclvores seen ot nat photted

. wers: provm pelicen, green heron, common mecgeneer and great blue hetod, Commen Eand binds were:
Amercen erow {AMOCR), American pipit CAMPLD, Sey’e phosbe {3APHE bam swallow {BASWY), clitf
swillow [CLSW), American kestrel (AMEKE), Wuckey vwilure (FUAUY, Land birde scon but oo plotted
were; white-tailed kite, melin, weatern Klnghird, Inggerhesd shrike, Suropean siading, white-croemed
sparvew, Cooper’s hawk, redkshouldared hewk, and violet green swallow. Waterfow) sesn bot nod plotted
weais Canada gooss and hrant.

Theble 1. Multivariave repested measures pnalysiz of bird desity, Seclos,
notdmes, ware uaed as rapeated messures skes the same vde, emperature,
araann emd weskend decignation affected sl seotots within & given date,

Sovrs WIKs A F daf F

Seolor 138 - 4.41 027 LM
Seasom it 249 30,78 0000,
Weekend 050 106 16, 27 QL0575
Berson * weekend 014 bl g, T 000
‘Tamiperemurs 0,37 4.5 I, 27 (AHHY?

Tide 055 220 1027 0.0E05
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Figure 3. Beach width, substrate type snd denslty of birds and humans along the wansect.

dengity at a sunbathing area in the middle of the transect {F) end a low density at the
maost eastern sector (K, east of the Camino Majorca Stairs} which was often narsow
ar covered by water (Figure 3). Mot surprisingly, human activity (Figure 4, Table 23
was subztantially higher on weekends.
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Eigeere 4. Seasnmsl variation in beach nse by humans end birds (nclodes al) bind species). Sample size
included it biar or nexi to point Weckend effect for kdsds semoved for simplicliy. Broos bare indicate 35%
confidence duervala. Averapes were based on s weckly .85 kun heach trengect, Soe Tables | and 3.
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Fatde 2, bultivomate repeaied measares Bnalysis of humaeh
+density- Sea Table I

Souros ik'ss F - A P
Sector -~ o4 051 10,77 DE6S
Scason 047 a8 T 01T
Weekend N %13 10,27 OOORR
Seagon & weskend .47 078 30, 7% LT
Temprishne 0.8 059 16,27 0504
Tede 158 094 10X 08437
)
-y A

Truring the 2— 10 min we obsarved themn, 10% the people disturbed an avetage of
10 birds each (of which about 7 flew}. Joggers, which were lesn ebundant than walk-
ers, had the same probability of disturbing birds but disturbed rwice as many birds per
disturbing person {Table 33 Walkerz, on the ather hand, wers more cften in groups
50 that there was, on-average, no difference between the naber of birds distorbed
by a walking event or a jogging event, Pepple not moving along the beach were much
less Tkely 10 disturb birds and, when they did, they disturbed far fewer birds. dMom
distrbaaces nocorred when 4 disturber wag within 20 m of a bird (Figure 3.

On sverage, there were 11 dogs to svery 100 people, for en average density of
2 dogs per km, The to the increased amount of human activity on the weekends, dog
abundance was mare than twice 25 high on weekends (8) as o weekdays (3) (t-tesl,
P = 0.005}. Thirty-nine percent of dogs observed disturbed 22 hirds each, 75% of
which fiew (Tahle 4), Leashing reduced both the probahility that & doeg distmbed birds
{2 % 2 4% = 51, Fisher's exact test, {1 tailed) P = 0.018) and the number of birds
per disturbance {Tahle 43, However, only 7% of pets were leashed, About 9% of dogs
chased birds doring the brief chservation period. Mol surprisingly, dogs thet chased

Tebir 3, Distuchance i shonthirds by people, Dlstarbence was defined 28 cauring 2 bird 10 woove or Gy
Activity cortesprnds to the botal sounts described 43 means in the Resols, "% thet distorh” wes hased
o4 & 2-10 min obserwten period and wes thua on underestimse of whet & persim distarbed ducing their
entice tme on the beach, Ddzparors wers divided Jam wallkers, Jogeers and bike riders, A dlstrbance
event could b raused by moee than ene digturber, £.4-, B jogpers, 50 data woe dvided aceordingly.
‘Birdefdisturhence” w=s the number of hirds distucsed per event. "Birdeidistorber” was the number af
hirds distorked per humzn thl waes invalved o 2 disturbance. Stapdard deviations were et caleataced
for the Iatber bepngt of the difficulty &y assigning Gishartsed bbrds to individualt b & groop of disnobers.
Adrcraft wers wesenl, bot weve not recordod. They did not canse dlsnrbances in this shedy,

Walk Jag StiPlay  Blke  Toal
Activity [n} 152 T - 2431
Tristurbed {%) ' [ Q4 - L]
o of mvents, Mo of disturbers 128, 201 1y, 123 4.7 E 11 259, 344
Min of disturbed birds i 3160 1% KK 5352
Birdafdisurbancs {501 173{21.% 2403 (63_8) 415.5) 13 (3.8% 26T
Birds disturbecdd| sturher i . 4.0 12 $d 16

Drigturbeer] rirda tuet few (%) 52 B4 El . §E T
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Figure 5, Relstlve frequency distribution of distantes betwesn timds that were disturbed end the distuelning

-agenk. Bach disturbance type sums &k ahe, See Tibde: 3 and d for the retatin: abukddnce of the disturbiance
REENRS.

birds were significantly mere likely o digtorb Bivds then were unleashed dogs that
did not chase birds (2 x 2 x* = 41, £ < 0.0001}. Although dogs that chased birds
distorbed a greater number of birds per event than unleashed dogs that did not chase,
this difference was not statistically significant.

Therd was substantial varistion among bird species in the proportion of ndivid-
uals that were disturbed (Figure 6). Neither size of bird, guild (e.g., pull, shorebind,
piscivore), frequency of occurrence or density bed an effect on the proportion of
individuals of & particular species thal was disturbed (Multiple Tegression with all
P = 0:08). A srnsller proportion of land birds (10%) was distrbed than other birds
{39%} (n) = 33 of the moat common species, Mann-Whitey IV = 143, P = 0.022).
Adthough a higher proportion of sguatic bird specias that frequented the water's edge

Tarble 4. Disturbance to shombinds by dops, Soe Table 3 for explanetion. Al chesing
diaps wers unteaghed tut weers nel incloded in the unlesshed totals,

Logghed  Unleashed  Chasing Toeal

Activity (tots] 5, see Table ) 18 1l 25 264

MHswsbed 195 n 3 160 39

Mo, of events, Mo, of distucbers 3,2 6l 75 25,25 58, 103
Mo, of disturbed birds 1 1329 ™ 2220
Birdetdistorzance {500 55063 2250309} 200 {3EE1C 2A2{392)
Birdsidaturber 35 18.3 9. A

Disnrhed birda that Beer (%) L] (] 81 T2
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were disturbed (78%) than aquatic birds thal were more typically founrd on the dry
sand (199%), this was not significantly different, perhaps dee o low swnple size
(Hz = 26 of the most common aquatjc species, Mann—Whitney IF = 20.5, ¥ = 0.08).
There was & non-random distitulion of the Iocations (dry sand, modst sand, saturated -
sand or roek, x? = 6032, df = 3, P < 0.000}) of distarbances (number of disturbed
hirds) indicating that distuchances were concentrated in moist and saurated sand
(Figure 7). The same pattemn was evident for disturbance cvents and disturbers. These
resulis were likely due to the easily observable pattern that rapre humnans and birds
fexcept snowy plovers) were on (he lower beagh (though thess data were not specifi-
cally taken for hamans unless a distuthance coourmed},

The proportion of bivds disturbed increased with the amount of activity in each
beach gector {Spearman g = 041, n = 366, P < (.01} The sverage distance that
birds reacted to humans incrzesed with the proportion of birds hat were disturbed
on a particitlar dey (r = 0,49, 1 = 37, P < (.01), suggesiing disrbenee sensi-
tized birds. In conirast, the distance that bisds reacted to dogs was independent of
fhe amommt of distrbance on a penteular date (¢ = —0.03, 2 = 37, P > 0.05). The
proportion of alt birds feeding did not decline significantly with increased disturbance
tates (= —0.18, n = 45, P = 0.03) or with ircreased beach activity {r = —0.14,
# = 45, P = (.05} athough for some common bitd species {hlack-bellied plov-
e, r = —047, n = 2T and willat, r = 142, = = 21} the association befween
disturbance and feeding was steonger.
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Figure 7. Location of disturrances among substole type (obeerved) telative o avallable sobatrste type
{experied). Expected valuzz for esch substrite type arg the totel number of distrbed blds dmes
the propovtion of & partcolar substrste type ecorded K she beach {averaged over All daes), Peo-
ple and bieds wese gencrolly 1ot on the beach (medst and enturated), whth the sxcepion of & gunkathing
aren, whers mom of the people wees on the dry sand, The departure from crpetien, therefose, is mon
likely becanse peaple and Wrds did not use the habitat evenly (hecsuse we did not record habitet use,
I could not evAlyse ihis quanttasively),

When averaged over the course of the year, there was oo association hetwesan the
spatial distribution of birds and the spatal distribuiion of people slong the transect
{r =042, n =il P > 005 Although disturbed birds always moved away from
the activity thal disturbed them {see also Smit and Visser 1993), an analysis of the
distribution of birds among gectors and dates did nol ceveal thet birds increasingly
occupied less populated sectors as overall beach activity increased {r = (L0, p = 45,
F = 0.0}, a wend that was congistent for all commen species, This was true for

an independent study of snowy plovers which found that plovers did not find more
isolated Iocations 1o roost as human activity murc&sed from the early moming to the
afterncon {Lafferty 2001).

Driscussion
Large-scale seasonal variation and habitat features such #5 6 lagonn and rocky inter-
tidal area derermined the distribution of birds at Coal OFF Point, Workischool sched.
ules influenced patterns of humnen activity within the study srea. Although people
distirhed birds, their presence did not significantly alter the large- -seale disteibution of
I:urds Dlﬂturbimbes were f!:f.quent aru:l varied according to the type of human sctivity,
AT ATH R SHEESRE hst di sturbances uceurred on the wet sand,
the area where many l:urd& fal:i and humans walked and jogged.
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" Distribotion

At Coal Of) Point, a lagoon mouth (Deverenx Slough) in the center of the trangect
{sector ) altracted birds around its margin (and snowy plovers that roosted on the
dry sand of the delta) and a rocky point provided rich foraging habitat at lew tide for
many species, especially in the winter where rocks were exposed. Crows and westem
pulls may have been more common near the college stedent community of Isls Yista
because these species will feed on garbage (Ward snd Low 1997). The change in
sector use with season by birds was most likely due to the fact that rock wap more
exposed at the eastern sectors in the winter and due 1o the fower abimdance: u:d' SROWHY
plovers (the species with the highest site fidelity to the lageon mouth) in tha SUIMIMET
tonths.

The weekdsy—weekend effect was the main factor detertnining human density.
Unfonunately, due to the seversl day spaces beiween counts, 1 ¢oufd not determine
whether bird densities along the wansect actnally-dectined in respomze to weekend
actvity. In comparizon {o birds, spatial vexiation in how people used the site wai
relatively low excepl for high auwmbiers of people sunbathing at a sector called Sands
Reach, particularly on weekends (the spatial distribution of people in-the water was
strongly infloenced by two soffing ereas — wi did not count surfers i they were in
the water), Although one might expect sunamaer beach crowds, winter months had as
much activily, presumably dug 0 good winter surfing conditions, overcasl Summer

“weather and the fact thit many students were away during summer break.

The lack of an aszociation betweeh the spatial distdbution of binds and the spa-
tial distribution of people slong the Iransect suggests that habital feafures may be
more important in determining the distriibution of birds fhan buman activity, at leagt
at the spatial scule st which 1 divided the trangects into sectors. When, disturbed hinds
mgved, they did not ofien move oul of the sector where they were disturbed, making
the effect of disturbance on displacement difficult to detect o the scale of a sector.
Thiz is consistemt with MeCrary and Pierson (20600, who did not see an effect of
huran activity on shorebird abundencs when they limited their analysis to a pariic-
ular beach: only when they compared human and bird use among heaches did they
see a negalive associstion. Burger {19861 also saw an effect of disturbance on bird
distribution when compering sites at laves spatjsl scales,

Disrurbance

Fitness inopacts to birds from single acts of distwbancs are difficult to assess (Burger
]986), ::xwpt for nestmg hjrds which may suffer dramaticslly from a single event.
: e GE BEEIRR "Fﬂm%%ﬂﬁﬁ %@%ﬁ'&k&wm
PEgde 'Wﬁﬁ“ﬁh disturbances 1HyE P
eAlEoLRne plaraaalang e by-demandingmigrati ..t,l.dés.@qui Bry-
ant EIEH}D} Tha Iack nf an assumauon batwaen fae.dlng {fclr mcsl blrds} erled huraan
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activily eontrasls with the results of Burger and Gochifedd (1991) who found that -
man activity altered foraging rales of sanderlings, underscoring that species specific
differences {ai soen in this stndy) may be important in this regerd (Burger and Goch-
feld 1998). That birds reacted to humans at a greater distance on days where the rizk
of getting disturbed was high suggests that hirds can. be hypersensitized to humans.
It is also imeresting (hat birds changed their sensitivity to hyinans hoe not to dogs,
perhaps becanse being chased always gives birds & vaiid concern about the présence
of dogs. These data differ from Filzpatrick and Bouchez' (1998) observation that
shorebinds can become habiated to distorbances, This might ba because hab}lualtl:ln
may equire predictable patterns of human sctivity which bifd$ can learn pose no
threat to them {Burger 1989; Burger and Gochfeld 1991). At Coal Oil Peint, huran
activlly is neither predictable nox inconseguential for birds. Other factors shown o
increase sengdtivity of birds, but nol investigated here, include time of day (Burger
and Gochfeld 1991), watercraft (Busger 1998), noise Jevels (Burger and Guchfeld
1998) and locetion m locaticn vanaucm {Bu er lQEﬁ McCrar:,r and Pmmn zmm

m E'.‘r'erj.f 100 people was shghﬂy 1&33 than tha 15 d-:rgs per 100 people observed at 13
Veptura County beaches (40 miles south of the study}, where three beaches had over
30 dogs per 10 people (MeCrary and PFierson 20007, Mlhuugh the countywide [eash
taw was posted at the main beach entrapee, this law was not Emfm‘ce.d explaining the
near absence of compliance by dog oweers.

The differemial spsceptibility among bind species to disturbance wes partially ex-
plained by habitat vse. Most disturbances occured atl the loweer beach wheré many
birds were foraging or resting and many people were walking or jogging. Birds that
tended to roost {stiowy plovers) or forage {whimbrel} in the apper beach were less
frequently disturbed, This is best explained by the likelibood of a distorbance greaily
increasing as the distance between the disturber and the bird decreases. Fitzpatrick
and Bouches (1998); BEurger (1981) also nole that different spectes responded differ-
entially to disturhences. Fitzpatrick snd Bouchez {1998) suggesi that this relares o
differences among species in eryptic plumage. Although it 15 net clear that plumage
explains most of the variation seen in my study, such a pattemn is consistent with the
ohgervation that snowy plovers rely on cryptic coloration and remaining motioniess Lo
avoid predators and were moch more hesitant to Ay (25%) from 8 disturbaoce celative
to other species (75%},

Conrervalion
Given the kigh rates of disturbance and the regulting implications for shorebind con-

agrvation, what actions could reduce impacts? The muin finding from this study is
that the rate of distorbance at a particular location was primarily a fanciion of: (1) the
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type, location and frequency of human activity snd (2) the distribution, abundance
and species composition of the bird community. Manzging any of these factors could,
therefire, reduce disturbance rates, One goal might be 10 minimize overlap betwesn
hirds and humeans by concentrating human activity away froin preferted shorehird
habitat (such as lagoon and rocky intertidal areas). Possible mansgement actions to
acoomplish this mi ht mcludc the sirategic disizibution nf parkmg lots and baach—
accesE points. ik
impast-aetivity ol rasRanEas iy
Chanping human hehavmr i hkﬂ]}’ 1o be a ::hallr.nge, rﬂqulnn;g sustain
etlucation, nobReation end enforcement, e
Although bLittle is presentty done specifically to protect shorebirds, the guiding
land-use document for coastal Califomiz, The California Coaslal Act, acknowledges
the need to ‘regulate the thme, place and manner of public access™ to proteet the “fra-
gility of the netural tesources in the area’ {California Public Resources Code Seclion
30214{x3}}. This goal is consistent with the Southern Pacific Coast Regmnal Shore-
bird Flan thet proposes limiting human disturbance to shorebinds and, in padticular,
restricting dogs frow beaches with important shorebird habitat and leashing dogs
on all other beaches (Page and Shoford 20000, As conficts between wildlife and
human recreation become more acute, coastal policy, planning and implersentation
may benchit fiom studies soch ss iz,

rsffprts of
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE a
Pacific West Region ‘ .
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700 /g .

Ozkland, California 94607-4807 A
INREPLY REFER TO: . /& oA
JUN 11 2003
A3615 (PWR-RD) _ :
RECEIVED

Mr. Ron Kocng JUN 1 3 2003

!an Francisco, California 94123-4901 SUPERINTENDENT'S OFFICE

Dear Mr. Koenig:

Thank you for your letters of May 13, 2003, to this office and the Director of the National Park
Service regarding negative encounters with off-teash dogs during your visit to Crissy Field in
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA).

From your letter, it looks like you are aware of the Federal regulation (36 CFR 2.15) that
requires dogs to be on-leash wherever they are allowed in any national park, including GGNRA.
Although park staff have taken scveral steps to educate dogwalkers on this regulation, it is
unfortunate that some dogwalkers only comply when a National Park Service staff member is
present. We are working to increase awareness and understanding of the regulation through park
signage, informational brochures and the GGNRA. website —~ www.nps.gov/goga.

GGNRA staff have also asked local dogwalking groups, including Crissy Field Dog, San
Francisco SPCA, Fort Funston Dogwalkers, P-Dog and others, to educate their members on the -
leash regulation. Park staff members met with representatives of these groups this past March to
inform them that we are receiving complaints from visitors who feel unsafe or uncomfortable
with off-leash dogs in the park. As a result of that meeting, the park will forward complaints
such as yours to the appropriate dogwalking groups. The group representatives, in turn, agreed to
check their websites to ensure that dogwalkers are receiving the correct information about
GGNRA sites and the leash requirement. We will continue to stress voluntary compliance, which
is the key to all visitors having a safe, comfortable visit.

Regarding the presence of law enforcement rangers at GGNRA sites, the park was able io
increase the number of rangers in the field when the Department of Homeland Security lowered
the threat status to Level Yellow. The park is also in the process of hiring additional law
enforcement staff to provide a greater uniformed presence in the park. Although rangers are not
able to spend their entire shift in any one location, in the course of their day they do patrol sites
heavily visited by dogwalkers, such as Crissy Field, on foot, bicycle or by vehicle.

GGNRA experiences mcreased usage during the warm summer months and park management
plans to schedule patrols so that our rangers can most effectively interact with the greatest
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number of visitors. However, the law enforcement staff may not always be in the immediate area
when an off leash incident occurs. We suggest that park visitors wishing to report an incident call
the Park Communications Center at (415) 561-5505 so that GGNRA law enforcement personnel,
either park rangers or park police, can respond as quickly as possible to the situation.

Although we ho'pe that your futwre visits to GGNRA. are without mishap, please do bring any
further incidents to our attention. Meanwhile, the park will continue its outreach and compliance

efforts.

Thank you for your concern and mterest in GGNRA.

- Sincerely,

Jonathan B. Jarvis
Regional Director, Pacific West Region

Exhibit 57


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 57


an Francisco, CA 94123-4901 .
s S —————————— RON KOENIG

May 13, 2003

Regional Director
- National Park Service, Pacific West Region
One Jackson Center
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700
Oakland, CA 94607

Dear Director:

RE: Crissy Field, San Francisco

The Park Service must enforce its regulations in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, or
these parklands will fall into ruin.

On Sunday, | took my mother to Crissy Field for a picnic. We had hoped to enjoy its incredible
beauty and to abserve migrating waterfowl in the restored marsh. However, the failure of the
Park Service 1o enforce regulations against free-roaming dogs ruined our afterncon.

Dogs in search of food repeatedly interrupted our meal. However, far worse, they chased the
birds and kept them on the wing with their barking. Only a few hardy seagulls braved the
onslaught with sporadic landings. Adults were also wading in the marsh, inside the fenced in
area, with their children and dogs, thus ensuring that no wildfowl would alight and feed.

The canines rooted_aroﬁnd in the young vegetation and defecated on the plants. We did not
witness a single pet owner picking up fecal matter for disposal

It is 2 shame that the Park Service allows such gorgeous habitat to be ruined by self-centered
pet owners. We saw only one doy out of about one hundred that was even on a jeash. Despite
dog-ban symbols everywhere, there was no enforcement anywhere. The one patroi car we saw
was merely cruising up and down the main drag oufside the beach and marsh area, never

entering, stopping, or patrolling in the public areas.
Qur national parks are a blessing to be valued and enjoyed by all of us. However, if the Park

Service will not control human and pet destruction, we will quickly lose these treasures. There
seems little point in spending money 1o restore habitats just fo provide expensive playgrounds

for dogs and their seffish masters.

The cost of having even one ranger on patrol would be less than the cost of cantinually
repairing the dogs’ devastation. Dlogs are a menace {o this environment. | am appalled that

you allow this to happen.

| ask that you provide personnel who will enforce anti-dog regulations and keep Crissy Field and
our other parks in the GGNRA a welcoming, pristine environment for everyone.

Sincerely,

Ron Koenig
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ottt 1 Terri Thomas To: Daphne Hatch, Sharon Farrell, Darren Fong
JESs Sal] ' cc
BR = 01/10/20Q0 11:12 AM Lo
HHEEH pet Subject: crissy dogs
Sharon, Daphne, Darren,
FYl,
Terri

Forward Header

Subject; crissy dogs
Author: Lisa Hillstrom at NP -GOGA-PRES
Date: 1/7/00 12:03 PM

rich and naomi,

attached are some photos from my quick camera rove this am .

in one hour i encountered two different professional dog waikers . to
their credit they were managing their dogs pretty well , but as usual
there are concerns about that many dogs at once : impacting the
resources, walkers not being able to manage /control/monitor so many at
once, exciting/stirring other dogs who are off leash , and a general

feel that dogs are "taking over” the area. (pictures tell a thausand
words)

i did actually compliment one of them for her conscientious efforts
after i had photographed her (photo series 16,17,18), explained the
problems/concerns people have raised especially the dog feces pick up
problem. she admitied that someone actually picked up after her dog
hehind her (she didn't see it). OOPS!

my general observation today is the dog community works together

and when they see the ranger in uniform they look out for each
other;none of them want anyone fo spoil it for the others and they
quickly heip out other dog owners /walkers who are having problems

or don't/can't pick up after their dogs .

i also encountered a woman with 2 small dogs, they slipped under the
fence and were in the marsh area , she had no voice control whatsoever .
i captured her dogs in the fenced off marsh area with a photo  (#21).

some comments :

* the signage for the marsh is not noticeable , need some further down
the beach especially for dog walkers . people still think the inlet

¢ area is accessible for-dogs , this is not clear.
* thank you, what a wonderful project ! can't belleve lt'

* the weekends are when you really need to be down here , the “regulars"
are responsible and clean up after themselves .

T AR,

=
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Shirwin Smith To: Yvette Ruan/GOGA/NPS@NPS, Constance
. Leonard/GOGA/NPS@NPS
;cgjrsfzom 03:00 PM cc: Chris Powel/GOGA/NPS@NPS
Subject: Fort Mason Complaint

Hi all - got a phone call this morning from a commercial dog walker, Jason Shine, who walks dogs on Fort
Mason 4 or 5 times a day. He says he keeps his dogs on leash, because of the leash regulation {(and he
mentioned the big sign at the entrance) and asked if we are enforcing the leash taw, because so many
dogs are out there off leash. Apparently this causes him problems, when off-leash dogs come and tangle
with his leashed charges, sometimes knocking him over in the process. He has mentioned the leash reg
to others, but they just dismiss his comments. He also notes that especially in the moming, he sees the
same people over and over - a regular crowd.

He's hoping that, as long as there is a leash law, that there will be mare enforcement of it at Fort Mason. |
told him | would pass the information and his comments on to our LE Division.

Shirwin Smith

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Management Assistant

Ft. Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123
415-561-4947
shirwin_smith@nps.gov
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CITY AND CDUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
ANIMAL CONTROL & WELFARE COMMISSION
Getober 31, 1997

Q1 BROVE STREET

PHAONE SS8-8778
ROOM 1715.-HB

=
2 Eo
Mr. Jack Wheat = - N
Golden (Gate Mational Recreation hLrea B
450 Golden Gate ivenue = it
fan Francisco, CA Q4102 £
. ! = e R
Nesr Mr. Wheat: 4. i = m5
. .

The fnimal Contrel and Welfare Commission has receivéd
comwplaints regarding loocse dogs roaming Great Highway sec-
tion of Ocean Beach, disturbing those who would like to enjoy
this recreational ares and leaving feces which is a nuiasamce
as well as detrimental to health,

de have bee informed that your Depertment has siven per-
nission for owners to exercise thelr dogs off leash at Gcean
Beach, Would you nleasse confirm this. Are signes posted so

-1

S

&t

that people using the beach are aware that they are in an area {'"%
s

e

subject to looge doga?

Gur concern is who has enforcement of Ban Francisco areas
under yvour jurizdietion and whet laws prevail. In a discus-
gion with Cfficer Tendler, Court liaison Cfficer, we were told
that the beach ls under & proprietary interest hasis and that
the 3.F. Police Department has equal suthority sbout involve-
ment. The S.F.G3.P.Cubh. ig The contrachual ininsl fontrel COf-
ficex for the City and Jounty of Han Francisco. Under what cir-
cumstances ie that sgency sllowed to fullfil its obligation Ho
enforce Municipal Fealth Codes Sec. 40 -and 41.12(a) perbaining
to nuisance &nd off-leashi Would wyou please send us & cony of
vour animal lsws? '

e are wondering if thezs areas are nroperly policed. I
you advise that you are doing an appreciasted job may we tell our
Ssn Francisco citizens of your commibmsnt?

A reply at your earliest convenience will be sappreciated.

1 | Sinceraly Fﬁ;ﬁg;ﬁﬁﬁg£i
. A
| | ’h ‘ Cy
= o . .
=8 | D=2 | Henry Hehindel
2 IxEC [C2Er 8 Chairman
L i 13} e 1EE3950 .
Qg :_gﬂn.ﬂ—:rc:':gﬁ =15
coERETE B "EEEEOE w0
ﬂiﬁﬂn'ﬂﬁm*‘m%mmﬁ:mﬂﬁ' [+
cﬁn.m;nqluELEacoE:men} S R
\AESY K
| | _ l_
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BECEIVED
Noy 12 2003
November 9, 2003 ﬁl_}?‘[ﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ'ﬁ LFFINE

Golden Gaie Nationa! Recreation Atvea
Fort Wason Building 201
Ban Francisoo 04123

te: Do Managementfreg-neg Frocess

Dear Staff of the GENRA:

This letter is written in response to your recent memorandum regarding offleash decisions. As you noted,
1 had writien before, and in that letter I expressed my opposition to dogs cunning free in our Mational Parks.
Now T am writing again to tell you that my opposition has increased snd Tusge you to act in the public
behalf by stricily enforcing leash Jaws,

I belisve in the democtatic process but this issue has been aired sufficiently and I think it is time for
decision rather than handing the process over to yet another committze, Our freasury has heen squandered
and the corrent sdministration is meving siep by step fo diminish our parklands. Let’s not waste more of
our time and money on endless debate on dogs. How many dog maulings do we need?

Last week 1was on the beach at the foot of Ocean Boulevard io Carmel, 1t is now a dog beach rather than a
beach for people. Large animals running everywhere, surrounding small children and otherwise making
the beach unpleasant. One dog owner covered his dog’s dropping with a light layer of sand which the next
wave wonld quickly wash away. This is not healthy for the public domain. ' - '

You ha?e, itin yqi.lr power to be r.is:_i_ai?& Just de il

. L
Singerely, :

£ g——————

Elaine Anderson

HI Cerrito, CA 94330
aickbieilnich o
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Author: GOGA Public Affairs at NP-GOGA
Date: 3/26/01 3:14 PM
Normal :

TO: Roger ScottTO: Chris PowellTO: Rich WeidemanSubject: Dog droppings at the marina this
last SUNDAY-~--~----- - - - - - m oo e m o m s m e m e — e Megsage Contents

Forward Headex
Subject: Dog droppings at the wmarina this last SUNDAY
author:
Date: 3/26/01 10:36 AM

March 25, 2001

Dear GGNRA
I see that the GGNRA is getting a lot of slack from pet owners.

I would like to make a comment. please read the enclosed letter..
I have been walking Fort Funston for almost 40 years, and I have seen it go
from a beautiful pristine area with wildlife to nothing more than a dog
toilet for a bunch of people who let their animals run rampart Some pick up
their animal's defecation, most don't, and what about the gallons of urine
from a day of terrcr from all the dogs that are deposited on the native
plants?
I have seen cars filled with as many as seven dogs by dog walkers, and watch
these animals tear through native plants, chage birdsg, and harass peocple, and
all on a daily basis. Yet pet owners think this is their right. Whatever
happened to PEOPLE FIRST? '

This last Sunday I wags down at the Marina area.. And saw this mans animal
defecate, right on the trail, people going by, and he didn't even bother to
pick it up I brought it to his attention and he vyelled at me and said that I
was a PET HATER//

WHAT IS WRONG WITH THIS PICTURE???

Also another issue here is the GALLONS of DOG URINE that are randomly

deposited on NATIVE PLANTS.. .. Daily ...... Are you people BLIND??..Don't
you see what is going on??

I am tired of hearing that its only a FEW people.. It may be a "few" that
don't pick up their animals feces.. But EVERY PET OWNER allows their deg to

URINATE ANYWHERE.. Is that any better?.

Well its time to give theses places back to the people to enjoy. Fine these
idiots, who ruin it for others.. they Don't own these places, it's for
PEOPLE And NOT PETS..

I applaud the GGNRA for taking a step toward preserving these places, and
lets hope they keep it that way. It's time to give these areas back to the
pecple where they rightfully belong.

Thanks for your time
Lawrence Kulig

]

San Francisco ca 94114

check out my UPDATED site http://hometown.aocl.com/kuligart/index.html
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B3 ARREDTIAY BATE B TRAE BE GHARGENS) B COURT DATE BT WALUE 5 FOLEN F8 VALLIE RECOVERER
36 CFR 215 {I}[E}, 215 {aH5) .
““m HARRATIVE: (4] COHTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, (NDICATE ITEM NUMBES AT L EFT, INCLUDE ADDITHINAL WITHESSES AND SUS- “g.ﬁ_ “m' :'}‘ﬂ;, mmue
FECTS. (2) MOIGATE HOW NOTIFIED OF HNGIDENT, DESCRIBE DETALS OF IMCIOENT, (1) HESCRME PAOPERTY AND S VALUE, . gt

On 08/07/04, at 1800 hrs, white on foot patroPofSatre:-Rark::l.obsarved a German Shepherd mix dog running throughout the park
wittiout & feash. 1 followed the dag for approximataly ten minutes but digd nat obsarve an owner claim the dog. During the
approximate ten minutes 1 followed the dog, | chsarveditzisfecrironca in a fiowerbed and urinate muliple imes. The dog
travaled & the north parking lot of Sutro Park where | ghserved it apprach a white aduit male. | askad ihe white adult mala if the

dog was his and he reptied yas. The white adult male was Identified by & Califomnia driver's license e

"SRR vas |ssyed MU

Park Dispatsh indicated there were negative wantsiwarranis
b Clear at 1920 s,
-L
?l’.ﬁ.m& B OFEN O BSPENDER CLOSEDEY; O AHREST 0 EXCEFTION ONECARDED
97 REFORTING GEFICER BADGE 1D BATE BA ASSIGTENG OFEIGED SADGEAD BADGEND  DAIE
John Goadwin 2233 BRIOBIE s @Eza
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FORM 10-3438 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR U.S. PARK POLICE

(3183)
) NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TEGH »
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE GASE
2 GRGAN!ZATIDN CODE. 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCAT > 5YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUN! BER -
14 {440 Golden Gate National Recreation Area [7T6Tol: ] [olals lolal2lzials
8 LOCATIDN oF INCIDENT T BEAT 8 WHEN MD. DAY YR. 9 24 HRS
oo b L L oo, ] HOUR P
Ocean Beach near Lawion St. 422 |ocourr |1 1Y 4000 TIME it 2 | 0
11 OFFENSEANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT ’ 13 WHEN RECENED
ERE FEER R FEFE : - . DATE TIME
i A IR | Pets- Failure 10 Restrain on a Leash 11-14-04 0820 hrs.
| 14 LAST FIRST ’ Ml [ X 15 DA’?E OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
Vv
o T [ Warmerdam Mark G. W 415-556-8371
M N [17 ADDRESS STREET ThY STATE e 16 PHONE RESIDENCE
P .
L & | Bldg. 201 Fort Mason- SDVP San Francisco CA 94123 i
.:‘ 18 LAST FIRST M & 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
Y | | .
n $ 22 ADDRESS STREET ciy STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
s
1
—t
24 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 25 DATE OF BIRTH 26 PHONE BUSINESS
A 5
R - - o1+
2 2t ADDRESS STREET : CITY ) STATE zie 28 PHONE RESIDENCE
8 ' )
7 .
£ | 29RACE | 30SEX 3t AGE | 32HGT 33WGT | 34EYES | 35HAIR IS HAIR 37T HAIR 38 FACIAL | 3B MARKSISCARS 40 ARMED WITH
o LENGTH STYLE HAIR v
W | M ? 6 |5 | 200 { bm | bm | shit
5 41 HAT 42 COAT/JACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERSISKIRT 45 SHDES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
U
] ) .
Z 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
5
c 8] .
T 51 ADDRESS STREET cITY STATE Zp 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
o]
T 53 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE | 56 HGT 57T WGT 58 EYES | 59 HAIR G0 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 64 ARMED WITH
H LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E
R B5HAT 66 COATIACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERSISKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
T2 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77T COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER T3 STATE BOIDENTIFYING FEATURES/VIN
OINVOLVED iN CRIME STYLE
0 KnNOWN TO OPERATE :
B1 REMOVED TO REMOVED BY 82 NCICQO
TELETYPEQ
0 WPOUNDED 0O STOLEN 0 RECOVERED 1 SEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT T
83 ARREST(S) DATE 34 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 8B VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.15(a)}{(2)
BQITEM NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE REMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WHTNESSES AND SUS- o s VALUE
PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.
- - L OR11-14-04; a3t approx. 0820 hrs.; 4@%9&@%@#%1&4%- - S
— QR walking northbound on Ocean Beach near Lawton St. with his medium sized dog
{which was off-leash and runnmg unrest med) | absewe@th@@ogﬁefeeatemndﬂmbsewl Ied
he told me 1hat he didn't know about the Ieash Iaw and he told me that he had only lived in
San Francisco for two months. When | told him that | was going to verify his address,
W told me to go ahead and write him a ticket. He told me that he lied to me about
living in San Francisco for only two months. There is a clearly posted and visible sign at
every legal pedestrian crossing on the Great Highway in this area that states, “DOGS MUST
BE ON LEASH." | issued GINEMMEEN a verbal waming for giving false information to a federal
—] officer and for not plck[ng up h et's excrement. | issued him WM for 36 CFR
2.15(a)(2), Failarety AEel’0h 4 Leash ($50). Treleased WSl on-scene and
——1 cleared at approx. 0835 hrs.
94 INVESTIGATOR NC;'ITFFE’ﬁ .
ad G5 96
STATUS  OPEN | SUSPENDED CLOSED BY il ARREST LTEXCEPTION ;TUNFOUNDED © DISPOSITION
47 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE WD DATE . 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGEND 99 SUPERV] ST BADGE D DATE
%232 11-18-04 ‘ ~
' / L EXN g’éf\ / 7
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U.S. PARK POLICE O

FORM 10-3438 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
zres) )
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE : .S. PARK RANGER -4
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE 00
2 ORGANIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE 5 YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER.
[ 84 1 | Golden Gate National Recreation Area 1 H :
5 LOCATION OF INCIDENT 7 EEAT BWHEN 24
DDIT HOUR
Ocean Beach Dunes near Lawion St. 461 | occur? 4 Me
11 DFFENSEANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED
T T . . DATE 12:-03-04  TIME 1000 hrs.
o Pets- Failure to Restrain
\ 14 LAST FIRST Ml X 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
| \' .
[
o} Warmerdam Mark G. W 415-556-8371
M E 17 ADDRESS STREET ciry STATE ZiP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P B -
L 5 | GGNRA B201 Fort Mason San Francisco CA 94123
:\ a9 LAST FIRST 1] c 20 DATE OF BIRTH ) 21 PHONE BUSINESS
v '
Ny
A L4
N ('l? 22 ADDRESS STREET CyY STATE rd o] 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
N :
]
P, -
T8 LRET FIRST MIDDL & 5 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A
E 22 ADDRESS STREET ciy STAYE zZip 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
S T -
T ot S ——
E 28 RACE | 30 5EX 31 AGE 32 HGT I3 WCT 34 EYES | 35 HARR 36 HAIR 37 HAR 38 FACIAL | 39 MARKSISCARS 40 ARMED WITH
D LENGTH STYLE HAIR
w M 34 |56 | 132 | blu | bind [ med
5 A1 HAT 42 COATIJIACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/ISKIRT 4% SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURI_TY 47 PDID
s ‘
s
Z 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
s
C . 8
T 51 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE ZIP §2 PHONE RESIDENCE
o .
T 53 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE | 56 HGT 57 WGT 58 EYES | 59 HAIR G0 HAIR &1 HAIR G2 FACIAL. | 63 MARKSISCARS 64 ARMED WIETH
H : LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E
R 65 HAT 66 COAT/IACKET &7 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/ISKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY ™ POID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 78 BODY 7T COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 78 STATE B0 IDENTIFYING FEATURESAVIN
0 INVOLVED IN CRIME . STYLE
0 KNOWN TG OPERATE
81 REMOVED TO REMOVED BY 82 NCICO
EO
O IMPOUNDED O0STOLEN O RECOVERED 0 SEIZED RADIC LODKQUT 2
83 ARREST(S) DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.15(a)(2)
Q?TEM NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDIMONAL WITNESSES AND SLIS.

PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND TS VALUE.

calling this dog. | contacte

responsible for this dog and that he was aware of the leash law.
aware-thatthis,dog-had-defecatedrimtirertnnes. | advised WIENSENMY that there is a
clearly posted and visible sign at every legal crosswalk on the west side of the Great
Highway in this area that states, “DOGS MUST BE ON LEASH.” SR told me that
his address was within a couple blocks of Ocean Beach and that he frequently visited the
beach. |issued him a verbal warning for not picking up this dog’s pet excrement and MVN

———Pfor 36 CFR 2.15(a)(2), Faiture to Restrain Pet ($50) | released

scene and cleared at approx. 1015 hrs.

On 12-03-04, at approx. 1000 hrs., | observed a medium sized dog defecating in the Ccean

Beach Dunes near Lawton St. ThHesdoga

B ; ’ id-nelsestherownenin.the-arear.
| looked over the dunes onto the beach and observed a white male, later identified as Aleks~

and he toid me

that he was
was not

on-

94 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED

a5

STATUS. X0 OPEN

[t SUSPENDED

CLOSED BY 1TARREST [T EXCEPTION

JUNFOUNDED

96
QSITON

&7 REPQRTING JFFICER

BADGE AD DATE 95 ASSISTING OFFICER

M. T - 2232 12-04-04
wpeyy =

BADGEAD

29 SUPERVISO £20GE /D

Exhibit g5 |
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FORM 10-343B UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR U.S. PARK POLIGE

(3183
NATIONAL PARK SERVIGE PARK RANGER/TECH |
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE
2 ORGAN ZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE 5 YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
'8 [_,1 1 4 I 0| Golden Gate National Recreation Area — South District 0
& LOCATION OF INCIDENT 7 BEAT 8 WHEN MO 10 DAY
. pDIDiT G : OF
QOcean Beach at Kirkham 421 | occurr | Rel0 400 WEEK
11 OFFENSEANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT - 13 WHEN RECE!VED
ENSENCIDENT CORE . _ e E
1. NER | Pets — Failure o restrain , 01.04.05 0842
14 LAST FIRST il (] X 415 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
! v
5 T | Beckert Eric . W 415-556-8371
M g 47 ADDRESS STREET CiTY STATE Zip 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P e ;
t 2 | GGNRA Building 201 Fort Mason San Francisco CA 94123
A 18 LAST FIRST Mi [ 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
{ v v
[
AL W .
N ? 22 ADDRESS STREET ciyy STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
Ty
M .
24 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 25 DATE OF BIRTH 28 PHONE BUSINESS
R - Lt o
g 27 ADDRESS STREET cITY STATE ZIP 28 PHONE RESIDENCE
S
3  J»
E 29RACE | 30 5EX 31 AGE 32 HGT 33WGT 34 EYES | 35HARR 36 HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL 39 MARKSISCARS 40 ARMED WITH
o LENGTH STYLE HAIR
W M 36 {5 |7 { 185 | Hzl | Brn | Med
5 41 HAT 42 COAT/IACKET ) 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/ISKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 4 D
4}
5
=] 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E ]
c’ ) U
i 51 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE ZiP 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
o] s e
T §3RACE | 54 5EX 55 AGE 56 HGT 57T WGT 58 EYES | 589 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 82 FACIAL 63 MARKSISCARS 84 ARMED WITH
H ! LENGTH STYLE - HAIR
E
: ,
&5 HAT 66 COAT/JACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURESVIN
0INVQLVED IN CRIME STYLE -
0 KNOWN TO CPERATE
1) REMOVED TO REMOQVED BY B2 NCIC O
. TELETYPE O
0 (MPOUNDED  DSTOLEN 0 RECOVERED 0 SERED _ RADIO LOOKOUT )
83 ARRESTIS) DATE 84 FIME 85 CHARGE(S) 88 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.15(a)(2)
s NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- 93

TEM | pECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE. VALUE

While on patrof of Ocean Beach near Judah | obsewed~ and his

—— RotwilerpassThe kéash-your P&t sign at the entrance to Ocean Beach. | contacted
south of Judah at Kirkham on the beach<illlllestated “| suppose | get a

ticket?” | asked him if he had a leash for his dog and any bags to pick up after his dog.
stated that hexdid:not-haveseitherwithehim: His dog had defecated-on-the-beash

just prior to my contact with him. “SiJIlR located a plastic bag that had washed up on

the beach to remove the debris.

| advisecyjilmi® of the parks concern with unrestrained pets and issued him MVN

———{ P340951 for failure 1o restrain pet sSilllldcparted the beach area stating that he
' 1 appreciated our efforts.

94 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED

ag 96
QTYATUS  PORER CSUSPEHDED CLDsSED BY T ARREST NEXCERPTION TIUHFQURDEDR . DISPOSIMON

T T e ETEE HALGE A0 DeTE aE A SRSTIG GFFICCR TRAGRA

Eric Beckeﬂ R94 01-04-05 :
</ ﬂ/ Capnd 597 5“/06 {rac;
i /4, )
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

U.5. PARK POLICE [

FORM 10-3438
= NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TECH ;
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE |
2 BRGANIZATION CODE 5 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE 5 YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
4] 0 | Golden Gate National Recreation Area fo]7 ] 0 [o] [olalelo]l1]1]2]0]4
§ LOCATION OF INCIDENT 7 BEAT B WHEN MO, . DAY 9 24 HRS AN, 10 DAY
, DY 80 .4 HOUR 1]0 4,|_0 OF IE
Qcean Beach at Kirkham, San Francisco, CA 421 jocourr |1 00 dmme 11D 210] wee |
11 OFFENSEANCIIENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT -
T T T F paTE 10/08/04 TimMe 1040 hes
T, G B ] . ;| Pets-Leash Law
v 14 LAST FIRST Mt G 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHGNE BUSINESS
r v
c . -
o ' | Goodwin John [ W _ {415) 556-2371
M E 17 ADDRESS STREET cITY STATE | o 18 PHONE RESIO!_ENCE
P
5 " -
L 3 | Golden Gate National Recreation Area .
A 18 LAST FIRST i c. 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
{ v v
Ny
A W
N $ 22 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIENCE
L
M
18 LAST FIRST MIDDLE X 20 DATE OF BIRTH 2% PHONE BUSINESS
A S
134
g 22 ADDRESS STREET cny STATE zIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
S .
T
E 29 RACE 31 AGE 32 HGT 33WGT 34 EYES 35 HAIR 36 HAIR 37 HAIR 3B FACIAL, 39 MARKSISCARS 40 ARMED WITH
0 . LENGTH STYLE HAIR .
W F 18 |5 ] 3 1 120 | Blue | Bld
s 41 HAT 42 COAT/JACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHCES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
- u
S
E 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
c 5
T 18}
51 ADDRESS . STREET CITY STATE ZIP 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
o}
:' 53 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE 58 HGT 57 WGT 58 EYES | 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL B3 MARKSISCARS 64 ARMED WITH
£ LENGTH STYLE HAIR
R
65 HAT 56 COATIJACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71PDID
T2 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURES/VIN
O INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE
0 KNOWN TO OPERATE
B1 REMOVED TO REMOVED BY 82 NCIiC O
TELETYPE D
I IMPOUNDED D STOLEN D RECOVERED [J SEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT O
83 ARREST{S} DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) . 86 COURT DATE A7 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.15 (a)(2), (a)(5) :
gslTEM NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE [TEM NUMBER AV LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- BN ?-fz oa; 193 VALUE
PECTS. {2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3} DESCRIEE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE. B

.On 10/08/04, at 1040 hrs, whrle on foot patrol along Ocean Beach at Kirkham, | observed two small dog

SR unring unleashed on the beach. | ebServetr Ot HOgs ETEEEE o
unsuccessful. | followed the dogs south on the beach for approx. ¥ mile. | spoke with numerous individuals on the beach but

YT e,

no one took responsibility for the dogs. After approx ¥z hour, a white adult female, identified a
stated“Shewas-lookingfor"
Gy i 1ot identify the “friend”.

Ocean Beach parking lot. Ocean Beach is signed in numerous locations that pet owners are responsible for leashing their pets
and cleaning up after them. Park Dispatch indicated @il ad a non-extraditablconmusiihout o

approached me.

tated the dogser

thé 'saRaRattempted to catch the dogs but was

ho

ated the dogs were hers and a “friend's”.

Dunng the contact“repeatedly referred to me AstmiEuckand-Fucking Bastard”.
“d6GS Ahd ad Vise MMM they located them.

-fOManm Clear at 1130 hrs.

pfrorriherWwiven she parked her car in the

(&)

| advised the Ocean Beach

was issuediijifiiiih.

94 INVESTIGATOR MOTIFIED

a6

95

STATUS: O OPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: x ARREST 0 EXCEPTION 0O UNFOUNDED DISPOSFTION

97 REPORTING OFFICER BADRGE /D DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGE/ND 99 SUPERVISCR BADGE fiD DATE

John Goodwin 2233 10/10/04 . i Ty Aoy
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BLLCHGICAL
COMNSERVATION

Bialogical Conservation i1 ¢2ogl 215-323

worw.elaevier.comflocete bscon

Disturbance to wintering western snowy plovers

Kevin D. Lafferty*
HEGE. Western Ecological Rezearch Cehtor, ofe Marte Science Institute, Unfrersity of California, Santa Barbara, CA 931600, (054

Recetved 15 Aupust 2000 received in revised form 20 Jannary 2}, ecceptad 11 February 2401

Absiract

In order Lo detter understand the nalure of disturbances o wintéring enowy plovers, 1 observed snowy plovers and aclivities that
reight disturh them ai a beack rear Dievereux Slough in Sants Barbara, California, USA. Digturbance (activity thal caused plovers
te move or fly) to wintéring poputations ofthreateried western gnowy plowers was 16 times highsr-st a public”bEdsh than at pro-
teated beaches. Wintering plovers reacted to disturbance at halfl the distance {~40 m) a6 has been reported for breeding snowey
plovers { ~80 m). Humans, dogs, crows and other birds were the main sourcss of disturbance on the public beach, and each snowy
plover was disturbed, on average, once every 27 weckend min and once gvery 43 weskday min, Dogs off leash were a dispropor-
tipnate source of disturbance. M&wm&hﬂl%ﬂfﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁ@?ﬁﬁmm ﬁﬁ':WﬂEaﬁ i bmmans and other shorebirds, |
Plovers were less abundant near trail heads, GRer-sheyt-tinrrscetesph SPETETBTE TH A SOCCEESThIty AR Heftge from,
distuighaire, mem_ﬁfﬁﬁ‘iﬁﬁm trossrsini: aﬂﬁlﬁ"ﬂ ﬂs&d dai,a frorn thc&& obgervations to parameterize a miodel
that predicted rate of disturbance given varions managenent actions. The mode! found that prohibiling dogs and & 30 m buffer
zong serrounding a 400 mostreich of beach provided the most protection for plovers for the least amount of impact to beach

recreation. Published by Elsevier Science Lid.
Keywards: Shorshirds; Pels; Recreation; Coastal; Conzervaltion

1, Iniroduaction

Shorebirds appear to be declining on large spatial
seales (Howe et al., 1989, Brown et al., 20{0a). Many
use sandy beaches and are subject to disturbance from
humans and pets that may reduce foraging eficiency

and opportonities for rest (Brown et al., 2000b). For

thiz reason, the 1S Shorebird Conservation Plan calls
for increased rescarch to determine how distorbance
affects shorebird populations so that managed areas can
be used for educational and teereational purposes while
comtribuling to overall shorebird recovery goals {Brown
et al., 2000h). Beach nesting specics are arpuubly the
most sensitive species to disturbance and several, parti-
culatly coastal plovers in the genus Charadrius, are
endangerad or threatened.

Western  snowy  plovers {(Charadrineg  alexandrinug
wiviesus) are small shorehirds that use sand-spits, dune-
backed beaches, unvegetated beach strands, open areas
around estuaries, and beaches at river mwouths for nesling
and roosting (Wilson, 1980; Steozel et al., 1981). The
snowy plover bresding season on the West Coast of

* Fan: + 1-50%-593-3062,
E-mnif address: lafertylifescinesh.cdu

(HE-32070 /5 - se¢ (roni matter Published By Elssvier Svience Ltd.
FIT: 50006-3207(0100073-1

Morth America begins in early March and continues
ittt September. Some winter where they nest, while
others migrate (Page et al., 1995). Winter roosts may
consist of 200-300 birds spread over 200 m along the
upper beach; birde within the roost tend to apgregate.
Individuals ofien sit 1n small depressions {on many
beaches these are human (ootprints) or, when the wind
iz blowing, in the lee of beach debris.

The 1J5 Fish and Wildlile Service, lists western snowy
plovers as-a Threatened species vnder the Endangered
Bpecies Aol Habitat destruction, increased predalor
pressure, and increased beach recreation all correspond
with the onpoing decline of snowy plover populations
{Page et al., 1995). Beach recreation tends to be highest
during the plover breeding seasom (March~3eptember),
If a parent is forced away from a nest, ils eggs raay die
due to exposure of predation. Human activities detrs
mental to nesting include disruption of incubation and
broading and trampling of eggs and chicks. Causes of
disturbance inclnde pets (Stenzel et al.,, 1981; Warriner
et al., 1986; Hatch, 1994), beach driving {Stenze] e1 al
1981: Warriner et al., 1986; Page, 1938); horseback rid-
ing {Page, 1588); beach grooming (Stenzel et al., 1931,
surf fishing (Fahy and Woodhouse, 19435), fatcon fiying,
camping, jogging, clam digging, livestock grazing,
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sunhathing, picoicking, bang pliding, kitc flying and
model girplane flying (US Fish and Wildlife Service,
1995). Due o these impacts, snowy plovers-have stop-
ped breeding at 51 of the 30 former western TS coastal
nesting locations {Page and Stenze]; 1981}

Few human activities are lethal to roosting plovers
and impacts are best understood in terms of how
reduced oppottunities to forage or rest could have
comulative impacts on reproduction and survivorship.
In particular, short fliphts are encrgetically costly for
small hirds (Nudds and Bryant, 20007, Although ener-
getic impacts are difficult to gquamtify, they can be
indirectly inferred by quantifying distuebance rates
hecanse shorebirds nnsuccessinl In gaining necessary fat
regerves apparently have very Jow survival rates (Brown
et al., J000b). An additional impact i the possibility
that plevers will abandon a wintering site if disterbance
is too jntense.-For example, al Goleta Beach in Santa
Barbara County {CA}, snowy plovers stopped breeding
(but continued to winter) concurrent with the opening
of beach access to homans. After three decades of
increasing recreation, they permanently abandoned this
site for wintering (M. Holmgren pers. comm.}.

Because information suitable for managing wintering
birds iz relatively unavailable to managers, 1 investi-
gated recreational activity and the responses of winter-
ing  western  snowy plovers to understand  how
management actions might reduce disturbance to plo-
vers during the oon-breeding period. Based on similar
sludies done with other species and with breeding snowy
plovers, [ predicted that the effect of human activity on
plovers would depend on the type of activity and
decrease with increasing distance from plovera. T also
predicted that rates of disturbance would be lower at
areas where wintering plovers currently breed than at an
area that they have abandoned for breeding. A unigque
aspect of the study was the use of disturbance rates to’
build a model! that compared the efficacy of hypothetical
management aptions such as removing dogs &8 & qource
of distarbance or closing sections of the plover roost to
foot traffic. :

2. Methods
21 Study sirer

The primary siody site was the public besch near
Dieversud Slouph 32°25700% N, 1199527307 Wy Dever-

eux Slough is on the University of California Coal O
Point Reserve on the Santa Barbara County mainland

{California, UJSA). Snowy plovers no longer breed at

Deversux Slough, but wintering snowy plovers roost
among cobble, drift and depressione oo a sandy delta
formed by the slough month. At this site, snowy plovers
are the most abundant bivd species (Lafferty, 2001).

They forapge on invertebrates along the tidal margin and
decomipesing drift -kelp:-The - beach: -has “a-ricl high-
intertidal invertebrate community, presumahbly due to
the large amount of drift alpae deposited on the beach
from off-shore kelp forests (Dugan et al.,, 2000), Pags
and Shuford (2000} consider this site to be important
snowy plover and shorebicd habitat, and the 1JS Fish
and Wildlife Service designated 2.85 km of shoreline as
Snowy Plover Critical Habitat in 1999 (such designation
does not provide for active management). In addition to
Deverenx, we visited three sites (Santa Rosa ksland, San
Nicolas Teland and Point Mugy Naval Basey to-obtain’
an indication of the rates of distorbance to wintering
plovers on beaches where they s60) breed. Homan nse of
ihese beaches 18 very low becanse there is little to no
public access.

2.2, Focal observations

With the help of an assfstant, T obgserved the plover
ropost from a stationary position that was clogs enough
to eastly wview plovers through binceulars, yet far
enough. that the plovers appeared to behave as if the
obsarver was not present. Each potential disturbance
agent that either came within 50 m of the roost, walked
between the roost and the ocean or flew over the roost
(e.g. aircrafi) was noted whether it disturbed plovers or
not, We estimated the shortest distance between the
activity and plovers to within 5 m and recorded dis-
turbances as causing. plovers ejther to mowe or iy
Observation pericde lasted for a minimmm of 30 min
and occurred between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 2:00
p.m. We chose this time period because it was laie
enongh that beach users were present but early enough
that wind rarely interfered with sampling. Every 30 min,
we connted plovers and noted the number that were
rooating or actively foreging. We also noted weather
and tide conditions at the glart of the survey and col-
lected. beach profile data {width of wet sand, drv sand
and moist sand). Sampling dates alternated  between
weekdays and weekends. We did not watch plovers on
holidays. :

Cm 7 and B Apol 2000} (one weskend day and one
weekday), we conducted dawn 1o dusk observations of
16 non-breeding male bicds at Deversux so that I could
extrapolate mid-day distorbance rates into daily dis-
turbance rates and determing how disturbance and plo-
ver behavior chaoged over the course of the day, ;

Including the dusk 1o dawn sorveys, we obsenved the
Deverenx plover roost for 34 h, 18.5 h of which were
between 10:0 am. and 2:00 p.m. (mid-day}y. We con-
docted 8.5 h of weekday mid-day observations, for 464
plover observation h (a plover observation hour i the
equivalent of watching ene plowver for | h or 2 plovers
for 30 min). Ten hours of mid-day cbservation were
made on weekends, for a total of 300 plover observation



KD Lafferty } Bislogieal Gonseregtion K7 (2004 ) 375325 117

k. We analyzed data collected before 10:00 am. and
after 2:00 pam. separately from the mid-day observe-
tions (as specified in Section 3). We vsed the same Focal

observation technigues at 3anta Roesa Jsland (four ~4 h -

observations south of Skunk Point, September 1519,
1999), Point Muga Navat Base (two 3 b observations at
Nike Zeus, October § and 14, 1999) and San Micolas
Island {two 4 h observations at Coast Guard aod Ten-
der Beaches, February 3, 20003,

" 2.5, Beach SHFVEYS

. In addition to the focal observations, we conduacted
48 weekly shoreline surveys from January 1959 1o Jan-
uary 2000 along the beach between the hours of 10:00
am. and 2200 pm. (see Lafferty, 2001). The survey
transect covered the 2.8 km lomg Critical Habitat and

“helped map the location of the plover roost relative to
beach leatures such as trailheads. Along the transect, we
counded the mumber of plovers, as well as other animals
and humans using the beach, moving rapidly enoogh 30
that ithe chance of double counting was low. We alsc
recorded disturbances that clearly caused birds o fly or
move, Disturbance agents were classified according to
type and behavier. Survey dates alternated betwesn
wegkends and weekdays. These data provided addi-
ticnal information on the types of activities that dis-
turbed plovers. '

24 Pata analvsis

I condueted statistice] tests with the software packape
Systat 52,1 (Witkinson, 1989}, To evaluaie disturbance
rates, I used the Poisson distdibmdion’s estimate of the
standatd deviation with a2 sample size consisting of the
number of plover observation hours to obtain con-
fidence intervals of the number of disturbances per plo-
ver per howr. § evaluated the percentapge of dogs vs,
percentage of humans that disturbed plovers and the
percentage of walkers vs. percentage of fogmers that
disturbed plovers with a Chi-Square test. I ran logistic
repressiong 1o compare how the probability of dis-
tnrbance decreased with distapes for dogs and humans,
1 celeulated Pearson’e correlation cosficients to test for
agsociations betwezn selected combinations of the fol-
lowing variables; average distance between people and
the plaver roost, tidal height, beach width, average dis-
tance at which plovers were disturbed, prior human
actvity, prior rates of disturbance and plover feeding
activity (see Section 3 for combinations testéd). Because
1 could not transforny the data to weet the assumptions of
ANOVA, I vsed a Kruskal-Wallis test to compare the
means of feeding activity in the afternoon and morning
among the disturbed and undisturbed beaches and to
compare plover density (at Devereilx) at roost areas adja-
cent Lo trail heads vs. areas nod adiacent o raif heads,

25 Management moidel

To investigate the effect of different management
oplions (closed arcas of vanious sizes, pets vs. no pets), [
copstructed a determinietic mathematical mods] to
investigate how disturbances to plovers might change iF
dogs did not disturb them andfor if buffer zones of var-
jons distances were maintained around  wintering
plovers {e.g. using .signs and physical barriers). The
metnc 1 used for companson was the oumber of flights
caused by a disturbance, per bird, per hour, or (f{B)h.
This was the product of thres proportions derived [rom
the data: (1} the number of birds that flew divided by
the nomber of disturbed birds, or {4, (2) the number of

. disturbances per bird, per disturbance event, or {df&)fe

and {3} the number of disturbance events per hour, or g/
k.

A premise of the modsl was that disturbance should
decline with increasing distance hetween plovers and the
source of disturbance. I used the logistic regressions
mentioned in 24 i determine the association between
the distance of an activity and the probability of a dis-
tarbance, p, according to the extinclion function p= 1/
f1+exp(—{l—C*)) whete O is a constant that deter-
rranes how Fast the impact of san activity falls off with
distapce and | 15 the distance, in m, between the plover
rocst and & particalar activity.

Multplying p; zoross the observed distribution of
activity at different distances f from the roosl yvielded the
association efh=Y p N, where & was Lhe hoorly rate of
activity at distance f and § was summed from 0 to infi-
nity. I simulated I0, 20 and 30 m-buffer zones by mov-
ing all gctivity observed pear the roost to the 10, 20 and
30 m distance bins (respectively) prior to summing
acrogs distances and calenlating fh/h. 1 simulated the
effect of removing dogs as a spurce of disturbance by
calentating #ib/h for dogs and people separately and
comparing the difference between people only and dogs
and pegple.

Ta determine the relationship between the lateral
length of a beach closure and the frequency that a
cloged area wouold contain all plovers, 1 first obained
gast and west coordinates for the outer boundaries of
the plover roost on each beach survey. 1 then used a
simple iterative optimization modsl to determine the
shortest distance along the shore that would contain a
particular proportion of the roosts ohserved,

1. Results

3.1, Fpcal ohservations

. Al Devereux, we watched an average of 64 plovers per
observation date (=38, 5.D.=49), yielding 1032 plo-

ver observation b, We ohserved 79 disturbances of the
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Fig. [. (&) The nearest distance people came to the roest, The distance axis represents the minimom distance (than 3 person came to 8 SNOwY p]bver.
The solid Rl mpresenis those people that dissorbed plovers (in this case, the distance represents how close the pérson was st the time of disturbanes).

{1} The neareat distance dogs came to the roost {aee Fig, 4a),

tivity (measured as the average distance at which plo-
vers were disturbed) changed with respect to the pre-
vious amount (summed over 2 h) of human activity
{R=0.02, =34, F=0.05) or hwman disturbance

{(A=011, n=3, P=0.05). There was no association
between the average distance belween plovers and peo-
ple and the previous two hours of human/pet activity
{R=019, n=49, F£>005) or disturbance evens
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Fig. 3. The west—cast distrabuiion of snowy plovers, The location of the roost varied from day to day and often included more than noe distance bin,
Dreviprens Slough mouth was hocated between the S50 and 704 m marks.

(R=0.03, #=49, F>0.05), suggesting that disturbed humman activity. A similar analvsis across dates found
plirvers, though they moved away from each disturber, negaiive but non-significant associations between the
were not successful at finding areas with low levels of average distance at which humans disturbed plovers and
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Fig. 4. The effect of removing dogs as dlsturharﬁ andor establishing a buffer zote around the plover most ul' varions diptance. These prodictions

were based on data shown in Figs, 1-).

the atnount of human activity on the beach (R=—0.41,
=16, F=005) and the proportion of the roost that
was disturbed on that date (R= —0.20, n= 6, P> 0.05),

Daring the dawn to dusk surveys, an average of 43%
of the plovers fed in the morning vntil about 10:30 a.m.
Later, most plovers {95%) roosied unless disturbed.
Plerver feeding activity declined with the abundance of
beach users {R= —0.42, #=53, P <011 who were imore
gbuondant in the afternoon. Only after dark did we see
plovers feeding again.

Data on the proporiion of plovers feeding before and
after 10:30 a.m. from the protected besches allowed a
preliminary investigation into the effect of disturbance
on feeding activity. Thiere was a significant effect of time
of day (39 early vs. 9% lpte, Mann Whitney [7=2073,
n=113, df. =1, F=0.001), but ot an overall affect of
protected vs. public beach (24 vs. 24%, Mann Whitney
U= 1451, p=[13, dLf.=1, F=0.37) on feeding. How-
aver, leas late-day feeding coccurred at Devereux relative
to the protected beaches {5 vs. 13%., Mann Whitney
V=564, n=82, df.=1, P=0.002).

3.3, Beach surveps

Snowy plovers roosted in ope or twe clusters along an
850 tn streteh of dry sand near the month of Deversux
Slough, Plover habitat ntilization dropped off sharply to
the east of the slough and more graduoally to the west of
the slongh (Fig. 3). Roosting hirds typically ocewrred in

gne of two dense aggregations and the mean lateral
stretch ol beach oocupied by the plover roosl was Lypi-
cally 37 m (mode and median) wide. The density of
plovers was lower in areas at the heads of four beach
access trails compared with other aress where plovers
roosted (0.1 birds per 2500 m? vs. 4.6 birds per 2500 m?,
#=19 sites, Manno Whitney =11, P={0.045).

3.4, Causes of intense disturbance

1 combined data from the foca) observations ang the
heach transects to assess 3994 disturhed plovers.
Huwmans - disturbed: 2270; ; Hows 531, horses
166, airplanes B0 and birds 66 plover. When only con-
sidering the 1333 plovers that flew, humans disturbed
628, crows 322, dogs 316, hdrses 66, and birds 1 plo-
ver(s). By dividing the numbers of plovers that few by
the total number of disturbed plovers, it was possible to
determine that plovers fiew relatively little in response

-to other birds (21%) and humans {28%}, an inter-

mediate amount in . Tesp

A TR RS e resparls.a t

1.5, Managemen!

Fig. 4 presents results from the management maodel

- . which estimated intense (flight response) disturhances

under difierent scenarios. Removing disturbance due to
dogs deamatically reduced disturbance in all scenarios
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Fig- 5. The association between the size of an optimally placed closed area and (1Y the average number of plovers on the beach that would be
comlained within a 30 m buffer from human aetivity (solid 1ina) a0d (2) the proportion of dates oo which the plover roost would fall within 2 30 m
buffer from humen sctivity [Dashed Jineh. The prediclions were based on a model parsmeterized irom the data represented in Fig, 3.

fe.g. simply removing dogs reduced disturbance from
0.3 to 0.18 fights per bird per h). The 5 m and 10 m
bufler zones were relatively ineflactive, while 20 m and
30 m buffér zones reduced disturbanee to 67% and 38%
of the total, respectively. Although not shown, the
resulis from the model were directly proportional v the
amount of human activity, In other words, doubling the
frequency of people andjor dops simply would have
doubled the rate of disturbance for all categaries.

Increasing the lateral length of heach that was hypo-
thetically closed to human activity sharply imcreased the
proportion of dates on which the plover roost was pro-
tected up until & distance of 400 m, at which over 90%
of the roosts and 96% of the plovers pained protection
{Fig. 5). Increaging the closed area bevond 400 m did
not achieve as great a2 pain in protection per metre
ciosed.

4, I)_iscussinn

4.1 Dbgervaiions

~ The main result from this study was that snowy plo-
VErs Were mdost fre:quenﬂy disturbed when approached

ﬂ'lf. b::ach Such a l'.ugh rate of dlstul:banm events {4.3
per ) may prevent snowy plovers from using Deversux

1o breed. Similarly, at Goean Heach (San Prancisce),
there are 475 disturbance "evenis-per h 1o wintering
snowy plovers and snowy plovers do not nest {Hatch,
1996}, Plovers did oot appear to sigmificantly acclimate
to high rates of disivrbance at Devereny (in frct, most:

. shorebirds at Deverena have increased sensitivity when

disturbance is high (Lafferty, 2001},

Plovers flew readily in response to crows, perbaps
because crows can prey on eges and chicks. Crows also
disturb other bied species uszing the beach (Laflerty,
2001). Crow atmundance has sleadily increased in Santa
Barbara County owver the Jast teo decades {Lehman,
i904y. Along the beach, their abundance increases with
proximity to a nearby (<2 km) orban area {Laferty,
2001y, probably because crows thrive in urban settings
fWard and Low, 1997), Crows fed on litter left by beach
users and usgd céxotic trees planted near Ihevereax

Slotgh o Toost and nest.

Disturbance appeared to alter the spatial distribution
of piovers at Devereux. Roosting plovers were less
abundant near the heads of beach trails, sugpesting that
repeated foot traffic degraded these areas for plovers so
that plovers avoided them. In contrast, within the main
roost area at the mounth of Deverenx Slough, plovers
that moved in response to a disturbance were not able
to find predictably isolated arcas to roost, perhaps
because, unlike at the heads of trails, f{oot traffic
through the delta area was relatively random. Snowy
plovers, because of their site fidelity and narrow habitat
requirements, have, few alternative rooating sites, Some
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shorebirds do lezve disturbed areas (Burger, 1981,
1986). On Yentura County (CA, USA}Y sand beaches,
for exagmple, shorebird sbuodance declioes with
increased human vse, presnmably because disturbatice
canses birds to seek more isolated locations (MeCrary
and Pierson, 20000,

Birds that forage slowly or ineffectively may not build
the requisite fal reserves meeded for migration and
reproduction (Puttick, 1979). Studiss on the clossly
related piping plover, Charadrius melpdus, indicate that
reproductive success 3 lower in areas with high human
disturbance because of reduced Toraging efficiency and
the depletion of fat reserves (Burger, §98G, 1991, 1994;
Flemming ¢t al., I988). In mreas where people are
absent, piping plovers can spend 90% of their foraging
time feeding compared with less then 50% in areas
where people are common (Burger, 19941 Human
activity also affects the foraging of wintering sanderlings
(Burger and Gochfeld, 1921} The shift in foraging from
afterncon to the early moring at Deverenz, may have
been & result of higher amounts of disturbance in the
afternoon. However, the extent to which human activity
or time of day actually affected feeding was unknown
because prey availabilily, setiation and wind probably
aleo affected snowy plover foraping patterns in this
siudy and varied with the time of day. For example,
taltrid smphipods {(Megalorchestin spp) were mote
abundant during the morning and late evening hours
while kelp flies, Coelopa vapduzeed, appeared active all
day. Had we observed plovers more in the sarly mom-
itg when they were feeding, we might bave seen a more
pronounced effect of disturbance on feeding rates, Dis-
rbance tnight foree shorebirds to fead at night (Burgey,
1984; Burger and Gochfeld, 1991}, Flovers have excellent
night vision {Rojas et al., 1999) and fed on amphipods in
near total darkness at Devereux, perhaps bhegause dig-
turhanee limited opportunities to feed in the day.

In gensralystiorebirds T ONE SRR THERE
dogson:thesbeseh{Laffeity; FUOTE-SHEY o the
Eagt Coast, piping plovers react at twice the distance
and are displaced twice as far by dogs as they are by
pedestrians (LIS Fish and Wildlife Sexvice, 1996}=8uch
setsitivity oeryderive fromsing rehasednbymdops or
becayse: birds -inFtiiElvely = view: dogemmsepredators
(Gabtielsen and Smith, 1995). Pet-activitycan-radie
shorebisd-abimdanes: LBurger; 1981; Klein, 1493} a:nd
Ahose-birds-thet- wemain. rmuawmﬂa%g{wpg
mglance and. Seape at the expansa o -

e g)gagmg and
il .‘- 1‘&"@2 ?B'ﬂ%

as sensitive to distorbance as breeding plovers at Van-
denberg Afr Force Base (VAFB). At VAFB, 40% {vs.
1284 at Devereux) of the people wsing the beach and
F0% (v, 31% at Devareux) of unleashed pets disturbed
plovers (Fahy and Woodbouse, 1995). ln addition,
breeding plovers reacted at greater distances to a dis-

The'vﬂntenng plovers in this study were Iess t:l'.tan half

turbance; it was only at = 80 m (vs. 3040 m at Dever-

eus) thatl activity did not disturh plovers (Fahy and

Wopdhouse, 1995}, Therefore, data from Devereux
should not be applied to breeding snowy plovers.

4.2, Managemenr

The disturbance data were useful for parameterizing
models which indicated that pétive management (pet
prehibitionfelosed areas) of a small fraction (-~ 15%) of
the Critice] Habitat at Deverenx could preatly reduce
disturbance. Although beach closures have successfuly
protected snowy plovers during the breeding season
{Page 1990), closures 16 protect wintaring birds are, to
my knowledge, imited 10 Point Muoagu MNaval Base and
the mouth of the Santa Yoez- River, The hypotheda
nature of the manapement model should he cast in light
of the diiculty of obtaining compliance. For example,
at nearby Vandenberg Air Force Base (VAFB), 30% of
beach users entered -powted: closed areas where plovers
I::read and roost (Fahy and Wuudhouse, 19953,

Hvpian ct. regulations is
CEANES T ﬁw’i‘ﬁéé‘ﬂ'ﬁ:tbf‘%g: Jg f&!ﬂ%ﬁ“t}lv
turbayTeEr SOy ivery i§a pRaet 6f the sHective:
ness Bl Irast- and:the: kevel-of. complianee. Although
leashing makes it difficult for pets to chass birds and
reducas the probability of disturbance and the number
of birds per disturbance, lesshedprets-sill:distorh birds
{Lafferty, 2001). For exampie, Fahy-andWoodhouse:

(1995} obasovedothatzloashed - pets. were-about. half as, -

likely=todistarb. anevwy: plovers. as unleashed  pets, With.
education and posting, but without epforcernent, 10%
of owners Jeashed iheir pets at Ocean Beach (Hatch,

1994}, 7% of pets were on leash along the Critical
Hahitat at Deverenx (Lafferty, 2001} and 21% of pets
were on leagh in the Devereux plover roost. At VAFR,

posting and a moderzte enforcement presence (153% of
daylight hours) brought complisnce with the leash law
to 30%. Full-time enforcereent at Ocean Beach brought
compliance to near 100%, mostly becauss pei owners
moved their activity to adjacent beaches lacking enfor-
cement {Hatch, - 1996).

Increazing coastal buman populations throughout the
world will continue to generate conflicts between coastal
recreatiom and shotebind populations hecause both
depend on 2 very narrow strip of habiatat. For this rea-
son, the Southern Pacific Coast Regional Shorebind
Plan proposes limiting buman disturbanee to shorebirds
{Page and Schuford, 2000} Although fawa requiting the
protection of listed species such as the snowy plover
may influence the wmanagement of coastal habitats,
Brown et al (2000b} recormend that manigement
gtratemies consider entire shorebird gmids rather than
single species. It is therefore worth comsidoring that
wintering snowy plovers are iess freguently disturbed
than most other shorebirds because {1} snowy plovers
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are relatively hesitant to move or Iy from a person or
dog and {2) snowy plovers roost in the dry sand away
from most fool traflic (Laferty, 2001). Despite these
differences, snowy plovers can act as an important
umbrella species in the sense that restricting pets on
beaches in order to protect snowy plovers will benefit
the cotire shorebird guild,

Thers are two ways that managing for snowy plovers
could inadvertently inerease disturbance to other shore-
hirds. Firstly, vestricting pets only from core snowy
plover ropst areas might increase the dengity of pets
immediately outside the managed area (Hatch, 1996}, In
the case of Deverenx, shorgbicds are very abundant at
the rocky point just east of the plover roost and displa-
cing pets to this area could inadveriently increase the
effect of dogs on other shoretirds, Therefore, it may be
nseful to aplcipate an edge effect of enforcement in
terrs of the distribution of other wildlile using adjacent
habitats. Secondly, regquiring people 1o walk slong the

wet sand to avoid snowy plovers concentrates actvity .

nto preciscly the location where disturbances to most
other bird species occur, Thiz means that upper beach
closures to protect plovers should be Mmited to core
plover areas in a manner consistent with the menage-
ment mode! developed here.
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Shirwin Smith To: Yvette Ruan/GOGA/NPS@NPS, Constance
05/17/2004 01:48 PM o Leonard/GOGA/NPS@NPS
PDT Subject: Fw: off-leash dogs at Crissy Field-East Beach

Can either of you give me any information to respond to this guy? Is it correct for me to mention that we
are conducting daily patrols in heavily used areas? Is there more to mention? I'll also send him info about

the reg-neg, but would like to at least respond to his complaint.

Shirwin
— Forwarded by Shirwin Smith/GOGA/NPS on 05/17/2004 01:44 PM ——
"Chris Apicella” To: <Chris_Powell@nps.gov>, <Shirwin_Smith@nps.gov>,
<Yvetie_ Ruan@nps.gov>
- cc:
05/17/2004 11:35 AM SUbjeCt: offfeash dogs at Crissy Field-East Beach
MST '

| am writing to express my dismay over the de-facto use of the East Beach of Crissy Field as an offeash
dog park. On many sunny weekends, | have counted up to 40 dogs running around off-leash in both the
parking lot and the beach area. As a non-dog owner, | believe I have a right to enjoy the beach equally as
the rest of the public. 40 dogs running arouind off leash seriously compromises this ability. Though the
dog walkers seem to think their views are in the majority, there is a silent majority of us regular users who
have been harassed and intimidated into silence and | feel the need to speak up.

| cannot bring my lunch and sit on the beach without numerous dogs coming up to me. Dog owners have
told me that | should know better than to have a picnic at a dog park.

I cannot sit in the grass without becoming overwhelmed with the smell of urine and faces. | am not sure i
there are any documented health risks associated with this but there is an incredibly large amount of dog
feces that does not get picked up.

I have seen numerous dog fights and large dogs running up to small chifdren.

The upsetting part of all of this is that attempts to point of the leash law to these Individuals is almost
aiways met by harassment and intimidation. | recently spoke to one of the park rangers who wouldn’t do
anything because he was tired of being surrounded and intimidated by the dog owners. The dog walkers
are an organized and vocal group with an attitude that those who shout the loudest get their way. This is
entirely unfair and the rules should apply to everyone for the benefit of all of us. The situation has gotten
completely out of hand and something needs to be done.

Regards,
Chris Apicella
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"George Durgerian” To: chris_powell@nps.gov

<usfour@hotmail.com cc!
= Subject: Fort Funston update - 02/28/2003
03/03/2003 12:06 AM
GMT
Chris,
FYT.
George

—————— Original Message Follows----

From: "Fort Funston" <{umenesllNgme. - -
To: « .net>

Subject: Fort Funston update - 02/28/2003

Date: Fri, 28 Feb 2003 07:43:43 -0800

1. Cleanup:

It's that time again - Saturday, March 1st, at 9:30am we'll meet in the
upper parking lot near the chipped trail ( at the opposite end from the
hang glider platform). We have everything you'll need - buckets, bags,
gloves . . . Then we'll meet at the picnic tables under the trees for

coffee, doughnuts, prizes

Just bring yourself, vyour kids, and of course, yocur pups. (We're
beginning the best clieanup months - great weather and no foxtails.)

2. Horse/Dog incident _
There was an incident on the beach last Friday between a dog & horse. There
are several versions, but everyone seems to agree that the horse and rider
.were injured, the dog's owner had multiple dogs and only one leash, she was
unable to get the aggressive dog under contrcl, and the dog was put down
later the same day. Sad for everyone involved.

Please - carry a leash for each of your dogs & be prepared to use it when
volce control isn't working. If you aren't 100% sure how your dog will
react, put it on a leash when you see a horse. We're sharing the
recreational use of Fort Funston and the beaches with horse riders, joggers,
bikers & others. Eelp us maintain good relations with the stables to the

south.

3. Renew membership:
Time to renew your annual membership? Send $10 to PC Box ofjif, Daly City,

94017-0959 or use PayPal and pay to <l . com.

Enjoy your walks!

MSN Messenger - fast, easy and FREE! http://messenger.msn.co.uk
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National Park Service Date 25 Javuae.s 1004
Golden Gate National
Recreation Area Park Area _C.&1557 Funo

Visitor Comment Form

As part of our continuing efforts to improve services and facilities in the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, we encourage and welcome your comments on your visit to the park. You can
leave a completed form with any park staff member, or mail it directly to:

ED Golden Gate National Recreation Area W ‘

RECE! Fort Mason, Building 201 ()
RA 7004 San Francisco, CA 94123

S\K?E?«E‘&S\’ﬁ%ﬁﬁ‘% Elﬁ\ﬁ@ _Attn: Park Superintendent

You may also send an email to:
GOGA_Public_Affairs@nps.gov
Comments:

APTEE. ForLowmt THE DELIGY § covsTeucnion] oF THe FPher
1

WITH Geear  INTeRest |, | WAS  VEB~ PLEASID WiTH THE RESUUTS

ou)_OPENNEG @Y, TUerJe THE Fileost YEag, | Vo1 A Fow

TIMED ANO WAS  Pubasun | TO Sk THE WOTLANDS  PrESLeNE

G idi G TO  comiE 13 Tor TS OwIN.

TN / WAS SHHNOCKEED Ay THE CEzZefioATion OF THe Phac’s

VWATUEAL” AR, . MOST OF THE MADE PETRS g NeEpeuay Au THE BencH
. 2 ]

WS comPuTELY  ovoeedN By 106S., AT UDST 157, Wezd OFF LEASH,

THOUGN SHuie> WASTY D> NoT WPl To &t A PRegugs, THE  Siedey

OF Dog URAME WAS AT TS rNeBFPo/EENG . THS 1S WoT  COonsIsSTeIT
W) H uuoresTaicing OF THE MGearusits Zacle V) ooe owvoes
wWNEY THE  PRer ~p> PReFOTEOD.  TO0GS +rhi BL OFF LensSk- ST Foew
Optional (Wote: The information on this form will become part of the public record) T2/ i IV cat7 Prer
’ - ' DOg EOuND . PLS falf
Name: , THE LEASP L /!
)
Address: AP0, 'P LB O SEE s
ErS5TE10rvD FEOH BEACH
Phone: Acckss I Ge -
LOGs + KOS PLMIVG Y
Visit our website at www.nps.gov/goga. TRE Ifmkb Do NOT “.‘b Printed on recycled paper
Mt

“TRadK “Mou.
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The National Park Service cares for special
places saved by the American peopie so that
all may experience our herifage.

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA

Rick E. Thurber To: will_elder@NPS.gov

arthlink. cc: chroniclewatch@sfchronicle.com
net> Subject: Natll Park Service is Agents of Abuse
05/26/03 08:22 AM MST

We are a family with a dog who would very much like the Park Service to
either begin enforecing the Leash Law or officially open the GGNRA and
the Presidio to dogs. (You can confirm the fact that we are dog owners

if you like- we will come by your office and introduce you to 'Jimmy'
our dog) .

It is very difficult for us to use the park as it is with the '’anything
goes' policy currently in effect. Az it is, dog owners are abusing the
park when they allow their dogs to roam off leasgh and thereby disturb
and / or destroy park features and plants, disturb othetr park visitors
and create a potential for dog attack and injury te other dogs,
children or adults. Just two weeks ago a co-member of the YMCA Presidio

gym had his off-leash dog hit by one of your park rangers driving im an
official vehicle. - :

Members of the Park Service are in fact agents of abuse for allowing
this abusive condition to DAILY take place.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

U.S. PARK POLICE O

FORM 103428
3183 .
) NATIONAL PARK SERVICE U.S, PARY RANGER «
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE I
2 ORGANIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE 5YEAR CASE/INCIDENT NUMBER
s GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA g tol | I |
& LOCATION OF 7 BEAT 8 WHEN MO, bDAY YR. 9 24 HRS MIN. 10 DAY
: [alis] 13 B 2] HOUR . ]
B o HN MUIR 461 | occure m™E | i
11 OFFENSENNCIDENT COD! 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEWED
PETS-LEASH LAW sl o 72-1‘-2 TN
W 14 LAST . FIRST ML T X 15 DATE OF RIRTH r 16 PHONE BUSINESS
] v
G .
G L LASALLE ERIC D W 4152-556-8371
M E 17 ADDRESS STREET city STATE ZiP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P
L 2 | FORT MASON BLDG 201 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 :
A 9 LAST FIRST 1)) [ 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
1 v v
Ny
A W
N ? 22 ADDRESS STREET cCry STATE ZiP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
N
1
M.
0 LABT EIRST MIDDLE ] 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A
R [____ 1 NS | S
2 22 ADDRESS STREET ciry STATE Zip 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
: | e—— S—
T
E 29 RACE | 30 SEX 31 AGE Az HGT 35 HAIR 365 HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL 39 MARKSISCARS 40 ARMED WITH
) LENGTH STYLE HAIR -
() M 28 |5 17 | 154
s a1 HAT 42 COATIIACKET 43 GHIRT 44 TROUSERSISKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47
5 iy
s
P 48 LASY FIRST MIDDLE A 48 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E s
c T
T 51 ADDRESS STREET ciy STATE ZIP 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
o] .
T 53 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE 56 HGT 57 WGT 58 EYES 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 82 FACIAL 63 MARKSISCARS 64 ARMED WITH
H . LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E
E _
65 HAT 66 COAT/JAGKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDITY
72 VERICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURESIVIN
O INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE
0 KNDWN TO OPERATE
B REMOVED 70 REMOVED BY 82 NCICT
TELETYPE 3
0IMPOUNDED [ STOLEN ORECOVERED _ (3SEIZED RADIO LODKOUT B
93 ARREST(S) DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERE
93 NARRATIVE: (1} CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ISTEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS-

ITEM

PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIOENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND TS5 VALUE.

VALY

swe %ﬂgﬁa ukofthe=way:te-avoid q?gwt d

per hour.

egew«vl%otlﬁed communications of the problem

and atternpted to slow traffic down

g then ran out of traffic toward a car parked on

the shoulder naxEty -WWWW’F&I’T@U §t8h. | made contact with the

subject/owner later identified as NGNS and asked him what happened Atth

same time | requested his identification. Wistated that he thexdeg'
attemnpted:to-put-hinrbackinto-the:ca
him putting the dog in the car. ' stated ves. | logkedzaround:in-the-carfor:
netseerone., | conducted a computer check for whnis and wamrants and informed

needed to have his pet on leash at ali times and locations on GGNRA. | cleared at approx.

1410 hours with a verbal waming.

=) asked if his pet was on [eash in the area prior to
sleash-and-did,

at he

-

24 INVESTIGATOR NOTHED

85 96
STATUS Xl OPEN 1 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY NARREST NEXCEPTION T UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION
§7 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE A0 DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGEAD 99 SUPERVISCOR BADGE /D C
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Brian O'Neill ' To: Mai?Lii§ Bart_ling/GOGAlNPS@NPS, Chris Powel/{GOGA/NPS@NPS,
11/15/2004 10:38 AM o Shirwin Smith/GOGA/NFS@NPS
PST Subject: Fw: GGNRA rule-making—?NOT inclusive?

-—-- Forwarded by Brian O'Neill/GOGA/NPS on 11/15/2004 10:38 AM ~—-

Robert R Planthold To: brian_o'neili@nps.gov
: — o cce
- Subject: Fw: GGNRA rule-making--?NCT inclusive?
11/15/2004 08:54 AM
EST e

[ Just so you're as informed as the consultants. Bob Planthold ]

————————— Forwarded message —--=—===-=—-

From: Robert R Planthold sy

To: ,gbourne@cEp.csus.edu

Cec:

Date: Sun, 14 Nov 2004 22:51:51 -0500

Subject: GGNRA rule-making--?NOT inclusive?

Message-ID: <20041114.225236.-3815427.1]1.pelitical bob@juno.com>

I'm known to you as a possible alternate in the GGNRA proposed
rule-making for off-leash deg use.

After getting the packet Friday, 12 Nov., I see scme inconsistencies and
potential problems from what has been printed in the 14 Sept. edition of
the Sit.Rep.

IF T can persuade some GGNRA employee to give me an e-mail for Sup't.
0O'Neill, this will be forwarded to him as well.

Basically, the ADA and the various disability communities need to be more
specifically included and emphasized than what is the case with the
material and criteria on pages 5 and 6.

Specifically, the 3rd bullet on page ¢ mentions "relevant federal laws"
without including the ADA. While many [ non--disabled] might think that
current or planned physical accessibility means compliance, that
overlooks that the ADA alsc reguires PROGRAMMATIC access. ‘

Programmatic access means at least that whatever off-leash decg usage rule
i8 made MUST also be usable by any and all people with any number of
disabilities. Refer to the Sat. e-mail copied below for instances of
that. More broadly, the rule-making must be such that anyone with a
cognitive, developmental, sensory, psychilatric, or mobility disability
must be able to use the off-leash dog areas as well as be reascnably safe
from abuse of off-leash dog areas.

Just think of the litigation liability if the rule-making process DOESN'T
include such discussions and realistic planning for usage by and safety
for the disabled.

Programmatic access may also involve the rule-making process itself,
since rule-making is an ongoing program that is applied to any number of
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situations.

From that, the evidence on pages 21 and 22 of those contacted for input
on the issue of off-leash dog use doesn't show outreach to nor
consideration of the various disability communities.

The closest you have is the staff person to whom I might be an alternate;
yet he is neither disabled nor a senior.

ONE person to speak for the interests of approx. 30% of the combined
populations of seniors and ALL the disability communities in SF?

In case you think there isn't much demographic data to show a
proportionate interest in GGNRA recreation use by seniors and the
disabled, such that this 30% of the population has a far lower level of
reason to be fully included amongst those involved in this negotiated
relegating process, let me offer an example and then a simple analysis.
In the fall of 1987, then SF Supe. Harry Britt questioned the need for SF
to comply with the disability-access provisions of California's Building
Code [ Title 24 ] in tearing up sidewalk corners to install wheelchair
ramps by saying he didn't see any people with wheelchairs in the Castro.
fle used the very lack of physical access that prevented the presence of
people with disabilities as a way to justify nc need for such access
because they weren't there.

A tautology of sorts.

So, with GGNRA, you might have tc consider that the p. 3 admission of 20+
years of violation of the NPS rules reguiring dogs to be on a leash could
easily have deterred people with disabilities and seniors from using the
GGNRA parklands as much as they would like. fThat this ended in 2001
doesn't automatically mean everyone knows that and believes it is
effectively enforced, even while discussions about a negotiated rule are

in process

Even the reference in the first bullet on p. & is indicative of an
unfamiliarity with the ADA. To talk cf "handicapped individuals" over 14
years after the passage of the ADA is akin to using the phrase "colored
people" as a way to describe those people who are African-ABmerican in
origin. "Handicapped" is a 19th century English slang term for
beggars--cap in hand became transmogrified to handicapped.

I suggest that KEY INTERESTS AND CONSIDERATIONS on p. 5 is incomplete
with regard to the "limited number of identifiable interests that will
be significantly affected by the rule" when there are no specific
disability agencies such as the Golden Gate Reg'l. Ctr., the Bay Area
Hearing Society, Rose Resnick Lighthcuse for the Blind, DCARA, United
Cerebral Palsy of the Bay Area also sclicited for input with regard tc
their affected constituencies.

My analysis implies a. delay in starting this negotiated rule-making
process while specific and focussed disability outreach happens; yet,
such will aveid adverse publicity and lessen potential high-cost personal
damages lawsuits by people with disabilities or seniors who might get
injured by a rule that doesn't include responding to the special needs of
these two legally-protected classes.

I figure it's better to be forewarned now than suffer later.
This also might argue for more complete information be provided to

- potential alternates sc that their expertise and insights can come into
play sooner rather than later. Bob Planthold [ 415-431-6453 ]
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————————— Forwarded message ————--—-—=
From: Robert R Plantheld <political beb@junc.com>
To: gbournelccp.csus.edu

Cc:
Date: Sat, 13 Nov 2004 10:57:23 -0500

Subject: GGNRA rule-making
Message-ID: <20041113.105812.-3870895.4.political_bobfjunc.com>

Greg, it occurred to me there might be benefit from having some protocol
about whether / when alternates easily participate in the discussions.

Sections on Membership l-b and Meetings-1lg are not clear.

Membership 1-b: Alternates "represent” when the primary is not present.
Does representation simply mean voting?

Or does "representation” also mean speaking only when the primary is
absent?

Similarly, with Meetings--1-g: Is an alternate a "member" or a
"non-member attendee", according to 1-g?

[ By the way, p. 2 has a section l--Membership; p. 3 has a section
1--Meetings. ]

It might be that an alternate disagrees with the primary delegate OR
spots something that the primary delegate missed. If an alternate speaks
only in the absence cf a primary, then that might mean earlier work gets
questioned when an alternate takes the place of a primary; yet, if
alternates speak freely as a peer to a primary, that can extend the
discussions substantially.

The latter approach means meetings might last longer; the former means
there could be. frustration or zig-zagging when an alternate gets to vote
in the absence of a primary.

I understand that the 4 sub-committees offer opportunities for alternates
to do more intensive work than they might have opportunity to speak on
when the primary attends the full group. 5till, I ask you to consider
some of this so the process can start with more clarity.

Finally, a separate process issue is that there ought to be some
determination about whether ANY sub-committee mtg. can EVER be held in
ANY site that is not properly accessible for the disabled.

Accessibility is more than simply a doorway and ramp; it includes
bathrooms, water fountains, pay phones, and even doors easily-openable by
someone with limited hand strength.

[ 2 side issue then is that non-~federal bldgs. can be subject only to ADA
access requirements, while non-federal bldgs. are also subject to Calif.
Bldg. code [ Title 24 or 25 ) access requirements where those are more
prescriptive or restrictive.

From that flows whether there should be a pecsitive statement made about
how meetings' public documents can / will be made available in advance to
those with blind / low-vision--upon timely advance request--by those who
need materials in alternative accessible formats, i.e., Braille,
audiotape of a report, large-print format, ASCII disk.

Similarliy, whether an audio—amplification device can / will be made

available--upon timely advance reguest-~for those who are
hearing-impaired.

Exhibit 74


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 74


Ob':‘

[ For this latter technology, the SF Méyor's Office on
Disability--554-6789~-can provide product names or regquirements .]

I'd rather you be aware of some of these technical concerns now, so you
have time to address it.

It's been a point sorely missed by various groups involved in this issue
that those with disabilities, whether or not having a [ guide ] dog--have
a persconal vulnerability concern. The deaf can't hear a warning to watch
out for anyone or anything approaching from behind--as in a human running
backwards while playing frisbee with his pet, ner can the blind see
anyone approaching from any angle. Those semi-ambulatory, such as
myself, need to have a path that is safe from being bumped into in such a
way as to imperil balance.

Hope this helps. Bcb Planthold
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To: Chris Powel/GOGANPS @NFS
co: Shinwin SmihGOGAMNPSENFS
Subject: From ParkMet - off-leash dog walking at Crissy Field

George Su

Media Specialist / Web Coordinator
Golden Gate National Recraation Area
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

(418) 561-4758 :
gearge_su@@nps.gov
hitp:/fwweir.nps.goviooga

The National Park Servica cares for special places savad by the Amerlean people so that all may
axparlance our herftage,

EXPERIENCE YOUR AMERICA

— Forwarded by George SWGOGANPS on 12/11/2003 02:16 PM ——

e © To: George_Su@nps.gov

1 04- ot
,1525'?“200 04:46 PM Subject: From ParkiNet - off-leash dog walking at Crissy Fietd

This message was sent from hitp://wwiv.nips. gov/goga/pphiml/contact.cfim

Please respond to the address below.

This email was sent by: /A EGGEG—————

Could someone please tell me the status of off-leash dog use at the East Beach of Crissy Field?
There are "Leash your Pet" signs all over the place that are generally ignored and not enforced at
all. In fact, I was specifically told by a dog owner whose dog was disturbing me while eating
lunch on the beach, that T was "in the wrong" for trying to eat lunch at a "off-leash dog park." If
that is the case, it doesn't seem very fair.
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Kyle Mizokami To: Shirwin_Smith@nps.gov
cc:
04/30/2004 04:40 PM Subject: Re: Anglers' Representative

MST

An in person or phone interview would be just fine. Mid-May is fine as
well, I will look forward to it.

Incidentally, I just had an email to Kim Coast bounce back to me a few
moments ago. Would you happen to know if she's on leave?

Kyle

On Apr 30, 2004, at 4:36 PM, Shirwin_Smith@nps.gov wrote:

Mr. Mizokami: Terrific! I'm so pleased that you're willing to take
part

in this assessment process. OQur hope is that it will begin around
mid-May.

Letters will first go out to each potential interviewee, explaining the
process and introducing the assessment team. Then the team will
contact

each representative and set up a time fer the interview, which can be
in

person, or possibly by phone.

Hope that's enough detail for now. If you'll be out of town during

that
time, perhaps a phone interview will work.

Again, thank you for your time -

Shirwin

Shirwin Smith

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Management Assistant

Ft. Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

415~-561-4947

shirwin_ smith@nps.gov

Kyle Mizokami
To:
Shirwin Smith@nps.gov
ce:
04/30/2004 04:27 Subject: Re: Anglers’®
Representative '
: PM MST

VVVVVVVVVVVVVVYVVVVVVVYVVVVVVVVYVVVIVVYVVVYVVYVVYVVVYYVYVVYVYYYVY
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Ms. Smith:

>> Mr. Mizokami:

> :

>> I am one of the people at Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA)
>> who .

>> is working on the negotiated rulemaking issue for dog management at
>> GGNRA {

>> for information, go to http://www.nps.gov/goga/pets/regneg/)

> Hello! I've been following the dog management issue at GGNRA for

> several years now, and I must say, you certainly have your work cut out
> for you..

>

>> I received
>> your contact information through your emails with Kim Coast regarding

>> fishing at Crissy Field, and I thought perhaps you could give me some
>> advice about getting representation in the negotiated rulemaking

>> process '

>> for anglers who use GGNRA lands. We are trying to reach as many user
>> groups in the park as possible who would be significantly affected by
>> a :

>> change in the existing regulation, and from your email to Ms. Coast, I
>> gathered that you, and other anglers, determine what areas of the park
>> to :

>> use based on the presence or absence of cff-leash dogs. That is what
>> brings me to c¢ontact you now.

> I'm heartened that the concerns of anglers are being taken into account
during the dog management rulemaking {(although I am disappointed that
we had no input in the rulemaking that declared the Crissy Field
Wildlife Protection Area off-limits to angling.) The dog management
issue impacts anglers greatly at Crissy Field and I believe that we
should have a voice in the process.

v

You are correct: to a great extent, where dogs are allowed dictates
where we fish. You've no doubt read my email to Ms. Coast, so you have
a general idea of what my personal experiences have been. I have spoken
to other anglers and my experiences are not uncommon.

v

As a visitor to the park, you likely are aware that GGNRA is subject
to the

section of the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 2.15) that requires
pets

>> in any NPS areas where they are allowed to be con a leash no longer

>> than 6

>> feet. Although the park does have signs and brochures explaining

>> that

>> regulation, you are certainly aware there is not always voluntary

>> compliance by park visitors

> Offhand, I would estimate compliance at about five percent. I haven't

> been there for a few months, though.

>> » .

>> The park now has an opportunity to move forward to find an appropriate
>> solution for dog management here at GGNRA through a negotiated

>> rulemaking

>> process that may result in a regulation change. We're is about to

>> begin

>> the assessment phase of the process and are putiing together a list of

VVVVVVVVVYVVYYYVYY
VvV VYV
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>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
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>>
>>
>

>

>

z

>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>

v

VMY VYV VY VY VY Y VY Y

people representing various interest groups surrounding the off-leash
issue. We 'would like to have the variety of park users represented,
and

were wondering if you would be willing to be one of the names we
submit to _

the assessment team to potentially be interviewed for this process.
Here's

the description of the purpose of the assessment:

Assessment Phase: This initial step will determine whether the
establishment of a negotiated rulemaking committee is feasible and
appropriate. A neutral convener, hired with the assistance of the
Institute, will identify and interview affected stakeholders to assess
their willingness to constructively participate on a committee, and
whether

constructive negotiations would ox would neot be possible. If the
neutral

convener deems that a proposed rule could be reached collaboratively,
the

convener will identify individuals representing a balance of
perspectives

for participation and will) establish the parameters for moving

forward.
Yes. Please consider me for interviewing by the assessment team. I

would very much like to share my experiences.
My contact information:
Kyle Mizokami

San Francisco, CA 94115

This would a confidential interview; the report that results from the
process would mention only points of view expressed during the
interviews

and would not identify the interviewees. Let me know if you would be
willing to be on the list of potential interviewees to represent the
interests of anglers, or if you know of another person who would be
willing.

to be interviewed. If you have any questions, please contact me by
email

or phone - I'm generally in beiween 9 a.m. and 6 p.m.

Everything sounds good. Oh, when would this interviewing process take
place? My schedule is flexible; however, a rough time frame would be

useful.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

Kyle Mizokami
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GDUI GUIDE DOG INTERFERENCE/ATTACK SURVEY RESULTS
Number of Respondents: 119
SECTION 1 - INTERFERENCE

1. Have you and your dog guide ever experienced interference by a loose or
uncontrolled dog?
Yes 106 (89.1% of all respondents)

2. If yes, how many times in the last 6 months have you and your dog
experienced interference?

Respondents who indicated one or more incidents in prior 6 months: 90 (75.6%
of all respondents)

Range of incidents in prior 6 months experienced by those respondents who
reported at least one incident: low=1, high=90

Average number of incidents in prior 6 months months experienced by those
respondents who reported at least one incident: 7.9

3. Have you and your dog ever experienced interference by the same dog more
than once?
Yes: 54 (50.9% of all who have experienced interference)

4. Have you and your dog ever experienced interference by a dog that was
leashed but inadequately controlled?
Yes: 78 (73.6% of all who have experienced interference)

5. Have you and your dog ever experienced interference while traveling on a
public right of way such as a sidewalk or a side of the road?
Yes: 95 (89.6% of all who have experienced interference)

6. Do you ever plan alternate routes to avoid known dogs?
Yes: 50 (47.2% of all who have experienced interference)

7. As a result of interference, my dog exhibited the following behavior (Please
choose all that apply):

a. fearful of other dogs: 19 (17.9% of all who have experienced interference)
b. fearful of traveling in the location where the incident occurred: 28 (26.4% of
all who have experienced interference)

c. aggressive toward other dogs: 25 (23.6% of all who have experienced
interference)

d. other: 24 (22.6% of all who have experienced interference)

e. no behavior changes: 36 (40.0% of all who have experienced interference)

8. Have you ever needed to work with a guide dog trainer to “retrain” your dog
after problems with interference?
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Yes: 19 (17.9% of all who have experienced interference)

9. As a direct result of interfering dogs, did you have to retire your dog?
Yes: 4 (3.8% of all who have experienced interference)

10. During an episode of interference, did you ever feel that your health or safety
was at risk due to the interference?
Yes: 67 (63.2% of all who have experienced interference)

11. To what extent do you fear incidents of interference by a loose or
uncontrolled dog? (Please choose one.)

a. minor concern but does not effect my behavior: 41 (38.7% of all who have
experienced interference)

b. moderate concern such as planning safer routes away from known dogs: 48
(45.3% of all who have experienced interference)

c. major concern such as limiting travel in order to avoid known dogs: 11 (10.4%
of all who have experienced interference)

d. other: 4 (3.8% of all who have experienced interference)

e. none: 2 (1.9% of all who have experienced interference)

SECTION 2 - DOG ATTACKS

12. Have you and your dog guide ever been attacked by a loose or uncontrolled
dog?
Yes: 50 (42.0% of all who respondents)

13. If yes, how many times in the past 3 years have you and your dog
experienced a dog attack?

Respondents who indicated one or more attacks in prior 3 years: 38 (31.9% of
all respondents)

Range of attacks in prior 3 years experienced by those respondents who
reported at least one attack: low=1, high=6

Average number of attacks in prior 3 years experienced by those respondents
who reported at least one attack: 1.9

14. Have you and your dog ever been attacked by the same dog more than
once?
Yes: 11 (22.0% of all who have experienced attack)

15. Have you and your dog ever been attacked by a dog that was leashed but
inadequately controlled?
Yes: 25 (50.0% of all who have experienced attack)

16. Have you and your dog ever been attacked while traveling on a public right of

way such as a sidewalk or the side of a road?
Yes: 37 (74.0% of all who have experienced attack)
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17. Do you ever plan alternate routes to avoid known dogs?
Yes: 24 (48.0% of all who have experienced attack)

18. Please choose the word that best describes the extent of your dog’s physical
injuries after an attack. (Please choose one.)

a. mild: 19 (38.0% of all who have experienced attack)

moderate: 14 (28.0% of all who have experienced attack)

severe: 4 (8.0% of all who have experienced attack)

d. none: 13 (26.0% of all who have experienced attack)

19. As a direct result of an attack, my dog exhibited the following behavior:
(Please choose all that apply):

a. fearful of other dogs: 20 (40.0% of all who have experienced attack)

b. fearful of traveling in the location where the incident occurred: 22 (44.0% of
all who have experienced attack)

c. aggressive toward other dogs: 17 (34.0% of all who have experienced attack)
d. other: 7 (14.0% of all who have experienced attack)

e. no behavior changes: 9 (18.0% of all who have experienced attack)

20. As a direct result of an attack, did you have to work with a guide dog trainer
to “retrain” your dog?
Yes: 17 (34.0% of all who have experienced attack)

21. As a direct result of an attack, was your dog temporarily or permanently
disabled?
Yes: 11 (22.0% of all who have experienced attack)

22. As a direct result of an attack, did you have to retire your dog?
Yes: 3 (6.0% of all who have experienced attack)

23. During an episode of a dog attack, did you ever feel that your health or safety
was at risk due to the attack?
Yes: 29 (58.0% of all who have experienced attack)

24. Please choose the word that best describes the extent of your own physical
injuries resulting from an attack. (Please choose one.)

a. mild: 12 (24.0% of all who have experienced attack)

b. moderate: 5 (10.0% of all who have experienced attack)

c. severe: 1 (2.0% of all who have experienced attack)

d. none: 31 (62.0% of all who have experienced attack)

25. To what extent do you fear subsequent attacks by a loose or uncontrolled
dog? (Please choose one.)

a. minor concern but does not affect my behavior: 14 (28.0% of all who have
experienced attack)
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b. moderate concern such as planning safer routes away from known dogs: 21
(42.0% of all who have experienced attack)

c. major concern such as limiting travel in order to avoid loose or uncontrolled
dogs: 12 (24.0% of all who have experienced attack)

d. other: 1 (2.0% of all who have experienced attack)

e. none: 2 (4.0% of all who have experienced attack)

SECTION 3 - COSTS RESULTING FROM INTERFERENCE AND
DOG ATTACKS

Note: Of 119 respondents, 108 (90.8%) experienced either interference, attack
or both.

26. Did you have new or additional expenses as a result of the
interference/attack(s)?
Yes: 25 (23.1% of all respondents who reported an interference or attack)

27. What types of new or additional expenses resulted from the
interference/attack(s)?

(Please choose all that apply.)

a. Veterinary services: 16 (64.0% of respondents who had additional expenses)
b. Medication (for your guide dog): 9 (36.0% of respondents who had additional
expenses)

c. Medical Services (for you): 9 (36.0% of respondents who had additional
expenses)

d. Medication (for you): 5 (20.0% of respondents who had additional expenses)
e. Replacement/repair of personal property: 1 (4.0% of respondents who had
additional expenses)

f. Lost wages: 2 (8.0% of respondents who had additional expenses)

g. Transportation: 10 (40% of respondents who had additional expenses)

h. other: 6 (24.0% of respondents who had additional expenses)

28. Average dollar amount of each category of additional expenditure for each
respondent who indicated any additional expenditure)

a. Veterinary services: $138.24

b. Medication (for your dog guide): $110.84

c. Medical services (for you): $21.08

d. Medication (for you): $5.84

e. Replacement/repair of personal property: $1.00

f. Lost wages: $12.00

g. Transportation: $32.72

h. Other: $37.32

Average dollar amount of additional expenditure for each respondent who
indicated any additional expenditure: $359.04

Average dollar amount of additional expenditure for each respondent who
experienced either interference or attack: $83.11
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29. Please identify any other negative impacts or consequences - monetary or
otherwise - that resulted directly from the interference/attack which are not
adequately covered in the preceding questions and answers:

Number of respondents who indicated having experienced some other type of
negative consequence of interference or attack: 21

SECTION 4 - FEELINGS/ATTITUDES ABOUT INTERFERENCE
AND DOG ATTACKS

30. Dog interference and attacks jeopardize my ability to move safely through
the environment

a. Strongly Agree: 69 (63.9% of respondents)

b. Somewhat Agree: 38 (35.2% of respondents)

c. Undecided: 1 (0,9% of respondents)

d. Somewhat Disagree: 6 (5.6% of respondents)

e. Strongly Disagree: 4 (3.7% of respondents)

31. Dog interference and attacks jeopardize my right to travel freely on routes of
my choice.

a. Strongly Agree: 97 (82.9% of respondents)

b. Somewhat Agree: 15 (12.8% of respondents)

c. Undecided: 5 (4.3% of respondents)

d. Somewhat Disagree: 12 (10.3% of respondents)

e. Strongly Disagree: 3 (2.6% of respondents)

32. Dog interference and attacks jeopardize the ability of my dog guide to safely
and effectively perform its duties.

a. Strongly Agree: 107 (90.7% of respondents)

b. Somewhat Agree: 9 (7.6% of respondents)

c. Undecided: 2 (1.7% of respondents)

d. Somewhat Disagree: 5 4.2% of respondents)

e. Strongly Disagree: 4

33. Loose or uncontrolled dogs pose one of the most dangerous situations for
guide dog teams in today’s environment.

a. Strongly Agree: 113 (95.8% of respondents)

b. Somewhat Agree: 4 (3.4% of respondents)

c. Undecided: 1 (0.8% of respondents)

d. Somewhat Disagree: 2 (1.7% of respondents)

e. Strongly Disagree: 2 (1.7% of respondents)

SECTION 5 - DEMOGRAPHICS
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34. Your age:
Average age of respondents: 46.3
Age range of respondents: low=21, high=72

35. Your gender:
Male: 31 (26.1% of all respondents)
Female: 88 (73.9% of all respondents)

36. Your dog’s age:
Average age of guide dog: 5.0
Age range of respondents: low=2, high=11.5

37. Your dog’'s gender:
Male: 56 (% of all respondents)
Female: 62 (% of all respondents)

38. I live in the following area:

Rural: 12 (10.1% of all respondents)
Suburban: 53 (44.5% of all respondents)
Urban: 54 (45.4% of all respondents)

39. | typically travel in the following area.
Rural: 3 (4.1% of all respondents)
Suburban: 28 (37.8% of all respondents)
Urban: 43 (58.1% of all respondents)

40. What state do you live in:

Respondents reside in 33 states, the District of Columbia and 3 different Canadian cities.
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M E 17 ADDRESS STREET city STATE ZiP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P
L 2 | FORT MASON BLDG 201 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 :
A 9 LAST FIRST 1)) [ 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
1 v v
Ny
A W
N ? 22 ADDRESS STREET cCry STATE ZiP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
N
1
M.
0 LABT EIRST MIDDLE ] 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A
R [____ 1 NS | S
2 22 ADDRESS STREET ciry STATE Zip 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
: | e—— S—
T
E 29 RACE | 30 SEX 31 AGE Az HGT 35 HAIR 365 HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL 39 MARKSISCARS 40 ARMED WITH
) LENGTH STYLE HAIR -
() M 28 |5 17 | 154
s a1 HAT 42 COATIIACKET 43 GHIRT 44 TROUSERSISKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47
5 iy
s
P 48 LASY FIRST MIDDLE A 48 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E s
c T
T 51 ADDRESS STREET ciy STATE ZIP 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
o] .
T 53 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE 56 HGT 57 WGT 58 EYES 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 82 FACIAL 63 MARKSISCARS 64 ARMED WITH
H . LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E
E _
65 HAT 66 COAT/JAGKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDITY
72 VERICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURESIVIN
O INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE
0 KNDWN TO OPERATE
B REMOVED 70 REMOVED BY 82 NCICT
TELETYPE 3
0IMPOUNDED [ STOLEN ORECOVERED _ (3SEIZED RADIO LODKOUT B
93 ARREST(S) DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERE
93 NARRATIVE: (1} CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ISTEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS-

ITEM

PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIOENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND TS5 VALUE.

VALY

swe %ﬂgﬁa ukofthe=way:te-avoid q?gwt d

per hour.

egew«vl%otlﬁed communications of the problem

and atternpted to slow traffic down

g then ran out of traffic toward a car parked on

the shoulder naxEty -WWWW’F&I’T@U §t8h. | made contact with the

subject/owner later identified as NGNS and asked him what happened Atth

same time | requested his identification. Wistated that he thexdeg'
attemnpted:to-put-hinrbackinto-the:ca
him putting the dog in the car. ' stated ves. | logkedzaround:in-the-carfor:
netseerone., | conducted a computer check for whnis and wamrants and informed

needed to have his pet on leash at ali times and locations on GGNRA. | cleared at approx.

1410 hours with a verbal waming.

=) asked if his pet was on [eash in the area prior to
sleash-and-did,

at he

-

24 INVESTIGATOR NOTHED

85 96
STATUS Xl OPEN 1 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY NARREST NEXCEPTION T UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION
§7 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE A0 DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGEAD 99 SUPERVISCOR BADGE /D C
Exhibit 78
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

U.S. PARK POLICE

FORM 10-343B
(3/83)
. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TECHY
- CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD | 1JUVENILE CASE D)
2 DRGANEZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 2 LQQAWHDN CODE C_}_\SEHNBIDENT NITM-QER
[53{, K fl 4.0:| Golden Gate National Recreation Area Lo , 0 ;
5 LOCATION OF INCIDENT 7 BEAT 8WHEN MO. DAY YR 9 24 HRS MIN. | 16 DAY
; Do L 1 HOUR ; OF
Fort Funston hang glider deck. 462 | occure |1 LILT G40 . WEEK
19 DFFENSEANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEWVED:
A RN ENES T R DATE TIME
li - L { | Sar land/Pets/Leash law. 12111704 1426 hrs,
14 LABY FIRST M C_1 X 1 15 DATE OF BIRTH 18 PHONE BUSINESS
| ' v
S 7 | Airey-Van Diem Bob Wi 415-556-8371
M g 17 ADDRESS STREET cy STATE h ZiP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P
L 5 | Bldg. 201 Fert Mason S.F. CA 84123
:‘\ 0 LAST FIRST [¥] C 2D DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
N ‘I" ) v
A M
N ‘:; 22 ADDRESS . STREET oy STATE >4 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
b
{
o .
10 LAST. FIRST , MIDDLE 4 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
- ,
: L ar X o
g 22 ADDRESS STREET cny STATE Zip 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
5 . .4
E 20 RACE | 308EX 371 AGE | 32HGT IBWGT 34 EYES | 35HAR 36 HAIR AT HAR JBFACIAL | 38 MARKSISCARS 40 ARMED WMTH
D LENGTH STYLE HAIR - .
W F 39 |5 |10 150 | HZL | AUB | Long NA NA
s 41 HAT 42 COATIJACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERSISKIRT, - 45 SHOES 46 SOQCIAL SECURTY A7 PDID
4]
5
P 46 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A_ 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E s
[ o LM)
T 51 ADDRESS STREET oY STATE 2P 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
i .
T S53RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE | $8 HGT 57T WGT | S8EYES [ 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 81 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKSISCARS 64 ARMED WITH
H LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E
R 65 HAT 66 COATMACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES T0 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR { 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 |DENﬂFVTI‘~iG FEATURESVIN
[INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE .
0 KNOWN TO OPERATE
8 REMOVED TO REMOVED BY B2 NCIC O
{iIMPOUNDED D STOLEN NRECOVERED  OSERED ' RADIO LQQKOUES
83 ARREST(S) DATE B4 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.19(a)(2). '
ganEM NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE TEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIGNAL WITNESSES AND SUS-
PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3} DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE
Fort Funston near the hang glider deck. | responded from the ranger office and contacted
{EIMEon the sunset trail fifty yards north of the hang glider deck. | located the dog,switched
the incident over to the {CS channel. Ranger Warmerdam set up the lowering system while
Ranger Agnew prepared to climb. Ranger Goodwin was communications and edge control.
We lowered ranger Agnew down the cliff side and-hesreseuedthe-dog«Fran a computer
Check on“and she had no wants or warrants. | issued her a MVN
PYIIPWicr 36 CFR 2.12(a)(2) for failure to restrain pet on a leash. | took a report and - I
all units cleared at 1515 hrs. 84 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED
a5 06
STATUEZ LDPFH T SUSPENDED CLOSED BY T &RREST D EXCEPTION TTUNFOUNDED DISPOSITION l I
47 REPOIRTING LFHICER BEADGE /IC DATE | 9 ASSISTING OFFICER B4R 22 JUPERVISOR EQARGE g DA

Bob Airey-Van Diem

Sl AL

15
;_\_L‘

12/15/04 | Warmerdam.

e

2] 1oy
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Crissy Field Restoration 2000 Incident Log

Human/Animal/Environment Interaction

One Date per Page Submit Weekly to L. Stringer Draft 3/29/00
Dateres 14 /91 Time: ¢ e Observer(s): Enered
511/ G Peie Brossow

Notes:

Area: LpsT iofheld

Type of Incident: Pp[./ yy Map INTERA T

Degree of Disturbance:

Species Involved:

Picture Taken?: y#  By:

Action Taken? Y¢§

Description of Incident: bi)lwaww%wg\% STVIINS A kU\" p\ v

Ly, jJ\JMDS TP

A TV Y-
)
Area: Type of Incident:
Degree of Disturbance: Species [nvolved:
Picture Taken?: By: Action Taken?
Description of Incident:
Types of Incidents: Areas: Please Include:
Person in restoration area Fenced dune (A, C, D etc.) [s person aware of rules, problem?
Dog in restoration area Voice control attempted? Obeyed?
Tracks in restoration area Ocean
Disturbance in restoration area Beach (note nearest dune)
Cypress trees
Dog harassing wildlife Promenade
Dead wildlife found East lawn
Dead plants found
Wildlife killed Marsh inlet
Plants killed Shell mound Degree of Disturbance:
Marsh upland (N,S,E, W} — - -
< 0= no obvious disturbance
Feces not removed Tidal marsh (N,S,E,W) . .. .
Dog/ human interaction Marsh water 1=slight (i.e. bird agitated, piant damaged)
2= maoderate (i.¢. bird moves, plant broken)
Other  (specify) Dune swale i;ls::l\)rere (i.e. bird leaves site, many plants

Exhibit 8
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FORM 10-2438 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR U.S. PARK POLICE O

{3183} .
. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TECH x
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD ' _ 1 JUVENILE CASED
ORGANIZATION CORE 3 BYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE 5 YEAR i CASE/NCIDENT NUM3§R
8 ] A l 4 l 0 | Golden Gate National Recreation Area l ; l- 4l4 I
LOCATION OF INCIDENT 7 BEAT 8 WHEN MO, DAY YR, 9 24 HRS MIN. 10 DAY
: i i e [ e adm g HOUR [ .0 (¥ l -1 OF
‘t Funston cliff area, San Francisco, CA 411 loccure 10 912 610 4| wwe [21010031 weex
1 OFFENSEANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEJ VEI;: 2003
| . DATE 09/26/04 TIME 2003 hrs
Lol | ‘ Hazardous Condition/Leash Law
14 LAST FIRST : FY (¥ X 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BLISINESS
i : v
G [
o | 1 Goodwin John ] W (415) 568-8371
M g 17 ADDRESS STREET CIy STATE Zlp 13 PHONE RESIDENCE
P . :
L § Golden Gate National Recreation Area, Ft Funston, San Francisco, CA 94123
A - FIRST 41 [s) .20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
Y < )
A oSN
A .
N ?r STREET chy STATE 23 PH CE
T
bl
FIRST MIBDLE . A 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A S
R p . J L 1
2 STREET cITyY STATE ZiP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
s — ol o
E 29 RACE | 30 SEX 31AGE | 32HGT 3IWGET 34 EYES { 35 HAIR 36 HAIR 37 HAIR as FACIAL | 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
i LENGTH STYLE HAIR .
W M | 40 |6 |0 190 | G | Bm
S 41 HAT 42 COATIACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES ‘46 SOCIAL SECURITY 4 D
s
p o
E 48 LAST FIRST WMIDDLE _A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
c S
T . v
51 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE Zip . 52 PHONE RESIDENGCE
0
T .
E S3 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE | 56 HGY 57T WGT 58 EYES | 59 HAIR &0 HAIR 81 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 64 ARMED WITH
E ' LENGTH | STYLE HAIR
R : |
85 HAT 66 COATHACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT " 89 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 1 PDD
‘2 VEHICLE T3 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 768 BODY 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURESAIN
0 INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE
D KNOWN TO OPERATE
H REMOVED TO REMOVED BY 82 NCIC D
. TELETYPE
0 IMPOUNDED [ STOLEN 0 RECOVERED 0 SEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT
13 ARREST(S) DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S} 85 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.34 (a)(4), 2.15 (a)(2) :
'::TEM NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- an ‘ ‘QéEc g%mp 93 VALUE
PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE. |

on 09/26/04, at 2003 hrs, | received a report from Park Police Dispatch of an individual WIth@ﬂagmtrappedv@nathewcl'ff ea.nears,
“t. Funston. The reporting party was the individual's wife, identified as (R, . | responded to Ft Funston ina
narked patro! unit with lights and siren activated. At Ft Funston | was joined by Rangers John Evans, Jennifer Spaulding, and
zric Beckert. At approximately 2020 hrs we arrived to Ft Funston. | observed the individual, a white adult male, approx. 75’ down
a cliff, approx: 300 yards north of the hang glider deck. With the white adult male wasremoifieashrlarge-dark-gray.Doberman, A
‘ope rescue was performed, with Ranger Spaulding rappelling to and reaching the white adult male and dog. Ranger Spauldmg
‘he white adult male and dog were safely raised to a safe position away from the cliffs.

The white adult male was identified-by a California driver's ficense as (SN . Park Police Dispatch indicated
stated he was waiking his two dogs with Mgl when his

‘ " stated the Dobernramwassnot-emadeashatthetime. SN further stated he
made hIS way to the Doberman but could not safely return to the cliff edge.

SR was issuediiigI for 36 CFR 2.34 (a)(4) and QIR for 36 CFR 2.15 (2)(2). Both violation notices were
marked Mandatory Appearance. All units were clear at 2230 hrs.

35 1]

STATUS. DOPEN (0 SUSPENDED [ CLOSED BY: [ARREST 0 EXCEPTION £ UNFOUNDED iDISPOSITIDN

17 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE D DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGE/D 95 SUPERWISOR BADGED  DAIE
John Goadwin 2233 10/01/04 . - L T B-Fe

%ﬂ’; _ : Exhibit 80
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

U.S. PARK POLICE ]

FORM 10-3438
(383)
MATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TECH @
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE 00
2 CRGANIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LDQ'A'HON CODE 5 YEAR CASEI'INClD ENT NUMBER
81 1.]4 10| Golden Gate National Recreation Area Oy7 1010 ro _ 1_."l:.3f;3_-6-|..7
6 LOCATION OF INCIDENT T BEAT 8 WHEN MO. DAY YR. a 24 HRS MIN. 10 DAY
oo o cF o] HoUR OF
Fort Funston 462 |omom (1 01 1o a] S l1falile] we
11 OFFENSE/INCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INGIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED
) R S BEE P ' DATE THAE
N e 1— Land Rescue (DOG) 1011 1/04 1319
14 LAST FIRST M C b 15 DATE OF BIRTH 18 PHONE BUSINESS
! v
c R
S * | Lopez-Milano Raquel W 415 556-8371
M g [ 17 ADDRESS STREET cny STATE 2P 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P
L ¢ | South Unit Protection GGNRA CA 94123
f\ 19 LAST FIRST . M 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
N Y v
Q ? 22 ADDRESS STREET oIty STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
3
|
—
19 LAST FIRST MIDOLE A 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A 5
R — - o1 o
B "2 aorEss STREET oY STATE 7P 25 PHONE RESIDENCE
5
3 O
E 28 RACE | 305EX 32 HGT 33WGET | 34EYES | 35 HAIR 35 HAIR 37 HAIR 3B FACIAL | 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
D ' LENGTH STYLE HAIR
5|7 130 | B | Red | Long | Strt. -
g 41 HAT 42 COATIACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES 4B SQCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
U
5
P 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE LA 48 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E s .
© |, Dog o
. 1 5t ADDRESS STREET ciTy STATE i 22 PHONE RESIDENCE
[e] .
T 53 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE | SBHGT 57 WGT 5B EYES | 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/ISCARS 64 ARMED WITH
H LENGTH STYLE HAIR
2 |
24
65 HAT B8 COATIACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 7 COLdR 8 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE B0 IDENTIFYING FEATURESAN
O INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE
0 KNOWN TO OPERATE
81 REMOVED TO REMOVED BY 82" NCIC D
TELETYPEQO
O IMPOUNDED OSTOLEN 0 RECOVERED 0 SEIZED RADIO LOOQROUT O
83 ARREST(S) DATE 84 TIME 845 CHARGE(S} 88 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 215 (A) (2)
P e | NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE TEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- Tl B R
PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INGIDENT. {3} DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE. SR R
|
On 10/11/04 at approximately 1319 hours, a radio broadcast was made to report a dog over
the cliffs,at-Fort-Eunston. Myself and Rangers Spaulding, Beckert, Camiccia, Forbes and
Public Safety Lifeguards Dobrowski and Robles responded. | made contact with
SRR .o was the owner and reporting party who made the call via 911-CHP.
She stated that-hesyellow:-Lab:was-off leash;-as-well-as:the-bisek-tab:hat was currently
with her. | asked:her-to-leash-her-black-tabxbut she stated that she had.ne-leashes: Her
yelIBws;La;!;:ahasedvaﬂemaﬁbailvand;rranftfv\the-.cliff. A search of the cliffs was fruitless, until
anothe i fourtd-tHe"Eabowalking near the hang glider deck and notified the ||fe- -
guards. The deg.was.reuniied w 1&1@h}§ ownerm retumed clear | # NVESTIGATOR NGTIFIED
of wants._She was cited for 36 C 2.15 (A) (2) oft-leash for two dogs.
95 96
STATUS: 0 OPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSEDBY: [OARREST 0 EXCEFTION 0 UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION
97 REPCRTING OFFICER BADGE /1D DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGE/ID 99 SUPERVISOR BADGE /ID DATE
R. Lopez-Mifano #511 10/11/04 ‘ )
Eidyti 82/ 13(¢

o
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CAUTION

COYOTE HABITAT

Forma bl Dok g o 2 Kaeiiet ot vam s e

PETS MUST BE LEASHE*
Covyotas pccur in this area and haua been observad following or

approaching hikers, particularly tmse with pets. Leash psis or
leave themn at home.

* Avoid hiking or running alone or ﬁﬁ&y dark.
* Heep children and pets under close supervision.
If you encounter a coyole at close range:
* REMAIN CALM- DO NOT RUN.
* PICKUP SMALL CHILDREN AND PETS IMMEDIATELY.
* STAND UPRIGHT, MAINTAIN EYE CONTACT, BACK
AWAY SLOWLY. |
* BE ASSERTIVE- If approached, wave your arms, speak
firmly or shout, and throw sticks or rocks.
* IF ATTACKED, FIGHT BACK AGGRESSIVELY.
We would like your help in leaming rmore abowt the jocations and bahavior af
coyotes in the park. Please report sightings to the nearest visitor center. Dall
Park Dispatch ot (115)561-5510 a¢ suon as possible If you encounter an oy
agnressive coyole. Leews your name and phane number. gi’”' s TG,
Golden Gate Mational Recreation Area 15
U3 Depariment of Interior  National Park Service

Beornaeseal nf Fhbe edorm i dllooad and ereld raosadd v Sedom e sl
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DR 10-342
EV.{1176)

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

CASE INCIDENT RECORD

DRGANIZATION CODE

2. ORGANIZATION (PARK) NAME

3. LOCATION CODE

4. CASE/NCIDENT NO.

J 8 |1 T4 0 | Golden Gate National Recreation Area 2 1310j0 0 10 |2 IS E [ 1
-OCATION OF INCIDENT 5. WHEN MO. DAY YR, 24 HRS. MIN. | 7. DAY
DID T HOUR OF
yuth BEKEf Beach. OCCUR 0 9 0 0 4 T'M_E 1 7 p 7 WEEK 4
WFEENSENNCIDENT CODE 9. NATURE OF INCIDENT 10, HOW REPORTED
Pets/Lost pet. Obsetved.
REPORTED BY 12, ADDRESS 13. HOME
b Airey-Van Diem Bldg. 201 Fort Mason S.F. CA 94123 PHONE ~ BUSINESS 415 5568371
RECEIVED BY 15, WHEN RECEIVED 16, TIME BROADCAST |17, WHEN INVESTIGATED
ib Airey-Van Diem 08/01/04 1727 hrs. DATE 08/01/04 TIME 1727 hrs
INVESTIGATED BY 19. OFFICER/RANGER NO. 20. WHEN CLEARED . | DISPOSITION
. . 2t
b Airey-Van Diem 1 |5 | 8 | DATE 09/01/04 TIME 1815 hrs.
22 23 24, 25, |- 26. | 27. | 28.DATE OF
INVOLVED PERSONS ADDRESS PHONE SEX | RACE | AGE BIRTH
Y M | w | NA NA
A

DETAILS OF INGIDENT

On 09/01/04 at 1727 hrs., | was contacted by 4let the South end of Baker Beach. He stated at approximately 1530 hrs.,
S tHEBEEEH %earched all of Baker Beach but could not find it. 1 advised him that | would check

| w and China Beach for the dog. | was not able to find the dog. | took a report and
cleared at 1815 hrs.

heslgst
th

3.
JANTITY

PROPERTY STOLEN OR DAMAGED

32.
ESTIMATED VALUE

RECOVERED

_33. DATE

34, VALLIE

PROPERTY CODE
OF HIGHEST VALUE

36,

37.
TOTAL

00

ISTIGATED BY (Signature and Date)

Airey-Van Diem - _09/02.'04
Ll Ll Y

APPROVED BY (Signature

Q;t‘—% Q(-[{ {DL\ Exhibit 83
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FORM 102438
(3ie3)

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

1.5, PARK POLICE I

Yo

-

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TECH
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 4 JUVENILE CASE D
2 ORGANIZATION CODE 1 SYSTEM AREA 4 L.OCATION CODE 3 YEAR CASH]NCID ENT NUMBER }
8| 1] 410/| Golden Gate National Recreation Area . ol7lo0lo] [0[4]e UT'i {2 [Bl 0] 4
5 LOCATION OF INCIDENT 7 BEAT 8 WHEN MO. DAY YR. 9 24 HRS MIN. 10 DAY
: DT " T T oHouR [ Al 4 OF
Fort Funston —Horse Trail 411 loccure (1. 14T 640 4] wve 11 J-"S_ -3':]'1 WEEK
11 OFFENSE/INCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED:
: T ] DATE TIME
C ] sl Pets: Off Leash 1111604 1631
14 LAST FIRST M o X 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
! v
$ T | Lopez-Milano Raquel _ W 415 556-8371
M E 17 ADDRESS STREET CITy STATE ZiP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P . .
¢ 3 | South Unit Protection GGNRA CA 94123 B
IA 19 LAST FIRST Mt C 20 DATE OF BIRTH “F21 PHONE BUSINESS
N Y . ‘\”U
Q ? 22 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
T
19 LAST FIRST MIDDLE 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A S _
R [ ] v B
g 22 ADDRESS STREET CITy STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
5
s -
E 29 RACE | 30 SEX 3 AGE | 32 HGT 33 WGET 34 EYES | 35HAR 35 HAIR A7 HAIR I8 FACIAL | 38 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WiTH
o LENGTH STYLE HAIR
A F 512 | 118 | B | Bik | Shid Strt_| None :
5 41 HAT 42 COATIJACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERSISKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY DD
U L
s
P 48 LAST FIRST MIDOLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E s
C — 4} :
¥ 51 ADDRESS STREET ciTY STATE . ZiP 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
D
T 53 RACE | 54 5EX 55 AGE | 56 HGT 57 WGT 58 EYES | 59 HAIR 60 HAIR &1 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/GCARS 64 ARMED WITH
" LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E
R 65 HAT 66 COATIACKET G7 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 16 BODY 77 COLOR 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURES/VIN
1INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE .
[1 KNOWN TO CPERATE ‘
81 REMOVED 7O REMOVED BY 82 NCIC 0
: TELETYPE O
[(IMPOUNDED O STOLEN 0 RECOVERED 0 SEIZED ] RADIO LOGKOUT O
&3 ARRESTIS) DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.15 (a)(2)
Q?TEM NARRATIVE: (1) CONTIMUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEET, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITHESSES AND SUS- : Sgﬁ 14 e | :gﬁ = R Ul
PECTS. () INDIGATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETARLS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE. - STL | REC. LPROP | VALUE
On 11/16/04 at approximately 1626 hours, | was on foot patrol with Officer Ramos on the
horse trail at Fort Funston. As we walked, ! observed 6 unleashed whitcSijjjjjjrunning
near G | asked her to place all the dogs on leashes. It took about 5 minutes for her
to get them leashed. She provided me with verbal information which returned clear of
wants and warrants. | explained the rules and regulations to her about leash law. She stated |
that two of her dogs were on leash prior to my contacting her because they were high energy. =
Most of her dogs were barking at passing dogs. | gave her the benefit of the doubt and cited
her for four dogs off leash. — WmW“mTiWWHWUWM
94 INVESTIGATOR NDTIFIED
95 96
STATUS; OOPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSEDBY: [QARREST £ EXCEPTION O UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION
57 REPCRTING OFFICER BADGE /iy DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGE/D 98 SUPERVISOR BADGE fiD DAT
R. Lopez-Milano #511 11/16/04 TL 4
- bbb sa | ;?f
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Love means never
forgetting to use a leash.

Every dog deserves the
protection a leash provides.

A\iways leash your dog
when yoU're outside.
‘Safety and peace of mind are assured when
you use a leash.

Have a heart; if you love your dog, leash
your dog.

For more information about responsible
dog ownership visit www.akc.org

7

SV AMERICAN
)/ KENNEL CLUB"

VA
A5
o

R
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Eﬂ?;l')ﬁ 10-3438 UNITED STATES DEFARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR U.S. PARK POLICE O

MATIONAL PARK SERVICE - PARK RANGER/TECH x
- CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE 1)
> ORGAMIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION COOE 5 YEAR CASEANCIDERNT NUMBER
1
8| 1|4} 0] Golden Gate National Recreation Area 0|8 ﬁ) 0 l ] l 5 I- 0i0 rﬂlti 8 [1 |
6 LOCATION OF INCIDENT 7 BEAT 8 WHEN MO. DAY YR. g9 24 HRS MIN. 10 DAY
oo b R P HOuR b b T o] OF
Mori Point, San Mateo County, CA occure |0 411510 5] ‘e j104]0101 we |27
11 OFFENSEIINNDE!\T CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED:
- DATE 04A5M5 TIME 1435 hrs
, O | Hazardous Condition / Pets-Leash Law
14 LAS'E' FIRST hl L tx 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
¥ M RY)
C .
or Goodwin John | W (415) 556-8371
M E 17 ADDRESS STREET oy STATE 2P 18 PHONE RESTDENCE
P .
S . . »
+ = [ Golden Gate National Recreation Area, Ft Funston, San Francisco, CA 94123 .
? 18 LASY FIRST [T [ 70 DATE OF BiRTH 51 PHONE BUSINESS
N Y v
A
N ? 22 ADDRESS STREET oY STATE aup 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
T .
|
— ‘ —
19 LAST FIRST MIDOLE . |_A 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A I3 .
s 1 r B e o A |
E 22 ADDRESS STREET cIry STATE 7P 23 FHONE RESIDENCE
s L) . )
2 . -
E 29 RACE | 30 SEX 3Z2HGT 33WGT | 34 EYES | 35HAR 36 HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL 1 39 MARKSISCARS 40 ARMED WITH
o LENGTH STYLE HAIR ,
B M | 5 |5 lm 200 { Bmm | Bm '
s : LT P
u 41 HAT 42 COATIACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
s
P
E 48 LAST . FIRST MIDGLE A 49 DATE OF BiRTH 50 PHDNE BUSIMNESS
: >
31 ADDRESS STREET cirY '\ STATE ZIPp 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
0
T . )
H S3RACE | 94 SEX 55 AGE { S6HGT &7 WGT S8 EYES | S9HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 83 MARKSISCARS 64 ARMED WITH
g : LENGTH STYLE HAIR
65 HAT 66 COATIJACKET . 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT §9 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 POID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY TTCOLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURES/VIN
0 INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE )
0 KNOWN TO OPERATE
81 REMOVED TO REMOVED BY 82 NCIC
TELETYPEQ
0 IMPOLUNDED 0 STOLEN 0 RECOVERED L SEZED RADIO LOOKOUT D
83 ARREST{S) DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
‘ 36 CFR 2.34 {a)(4), 2.15 (a)}(2), '
QBFFEM NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ABDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- VALUE
PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.

On 01/15/05, at 1435 hrs, while on foot patrol at Mori Point, | was contacted by Steve Engler, Battalion Chief for the North County Fire
Authority (NCFA), who indicated that he was responding to a report of a:deyBH YRS ENT a7 MEHPBIt At approximately 1455 hrs, Engler anc
| located the reporting party and dog's owner, identified by a California driver's license a , at the western tip of Mori
Point. Park Dispatch indicated that there were negative wants/warrants fo stated h|s dog, a 1% yearold " Ta
offthe-cliffat MarrPat SR stated his dog was-ofHIESERHt e HME GFIFEeEast. Mori Point is clearly posted that pets must b
leashed. SN stated he lost a visual of his dog when it went off the cliff. Despite spending the next 4 hour searching for the dog

along the cliff edge, neither Engler nor | could locate the dog. At approx. 1530 hrs, | was approached by an individual who identified himsel
as who stated he was fammar with the area below the cliff and could safely reach it tc
search for the dog. - stated he "fished the area many times for stripers” and knew “a safe way of reaching the beach below the cliffs”.

advised Y of the risks involved ancWiJIP stated he was aware of the risks. At approx. 1545 hrs, | observed thatiiiilll? had reached
the beach betow the cliff and located the dag on the beach. -stated tHEIEF Wasimbad:shape:but stillalivels-At approx, 1600 hrs,
Ranger Jennifer Spaulding, two additional NCFA vehicles with six personnel and Bill Brissenden from thw%ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬂmﬁé"&wWTﬂpHS)
arrived on scene. At 1618 hrs a climber from the NCFA deéStBrtsurdown tEEFPIoR 200" St réaching the dog:at.approx. 1630 hrs.
observed the climber secure the dog to a litter. At approx. 1645 hrs, | observed the climber ascend the cliff with the dog on a litter secured
above the climber. The climber reached the top of the cliff with the dog at approx. 1710 hrs._ | observed the dog was not moving and
appeared to be lifeless.  Aftertiedog WaS plFesd Ty the PHSVERsE riseu

WP (o 36 CFR 2.34 (a)(4), $250.00 bail and AR for 36 CFR 2.15 (a)(2), $50.00 bail
All parties were clear of Mori Point at 1730 hrs.
55

95

STATUS. GOPEN [ SUSPENDED J CLOSEDBY. OJARREST O EXCEPTION 0 UNFOUNDED DISFOSITION 1

97 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE /iD DATE 58 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGEAD 39 SUPERVISOR ijgﬁ .o
. o 4 . ,gg -

John Goodwin 2233 0120105

ia /Qs_.//



Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 86


Cliff Rescues at Fort Funston for calendar year 2000

DATE LOCATION - CASE# Ranger

No incidents occurred for the month of January.

No incidents occurred for the month of February.

March 23, 2000 Dog rescue north of Deck 2497

March 25, 2000 Dog rescue above FOFO sewer 2530

April 01, 2000 Dog Rescue near B. Davis 2763
April 07, 2000 Dog Rescue north of Deck ' 3002
April 09, 2000 Dog Rescue B. Davis 3090
April 16, 2000 Dog Rescue Sunset T. 3268
May 29, 2000 Dog Rescue B. Davis 4637
June 10, 2000 Dog + Human Rescue 5083
July 23, 2000 Dog Rescue B.Davis 6629
August 10, 2000 Dog Rescue B, Da;/is 7169
September 03, 2000 Dog + Human Rescue 7878
September 05, 2000 Dog Rescue near Deck 7954
October 24, 2000 Dog Rescue Sunset Trail 9698

November 26, 2000 Dog Rescue Sunset Trail .1 6870
December 30, 2000 Dog Rescue near Deck 11938
FORT FUNSTON CLIFF RESCUE TOTALS:

15 bogs Rescued (2 dogs injured)

2 Humans Rescued

2 Rangers Injured (arm scrape + shoulder/back injury)

- INJURIES
Ehmann none
Airey Dog
.b S}aermah Ranger
'{,Airrey none
McFarland none
Beckert Dog
Beckert none
Heeren nohe
Prokop none
Airey none
Ehmann none
Ehmann none
Lopez Ranger
Lopez none
Prokop none
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FORM 16-0428

{383}

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD

U.5. PARK POLICE

PARK RANGERITECHH,

1 JUVENILE CASE O

ORGANIZATION GODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
| 8 [ 1 f 4 |0 | Golden Gate National Recreation Area ; 0 l 0 l 9 l 7 | 3 I 6 |
LOCATION OF INC!DENI' 7 BEAT 8 WHERN MO, MIN. 10 DAY
. pioiIT P QF
Jeean Beach @ Lincoln Way. 4218 | occune WEEK
1 OFFENSEANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT H
LES LN - ) DATE E
Pets/Dog bite. 08/04104 1707 hes,
) | 14 LAST FIRST it C X 15 DATE OF BIRTH 168 PHONE BUSINESS
v .
c . .
0 ; Airey-Van Diem Bob W 415-556-8371
] E 17 ADDRESS STREET cIrY STATE ZIP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P
L3 Bldg. 201 Fort Mason S.F. CA 04123
:‘ 18 LAST FIRST oM G| |20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
v i . v
]
A ! _- w4 NA
N $ 22 ADDRESS STREET cImy STATE FAl 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
1 e e
I
—_nr o —.._ M NA e
19 LAST FIRST MIDOLE g 20 DATE OF BIRTH 24 PHONE BUSINESS
A
A ol oix] __NA
2 22 ADDRESS STREET cImy STATE zIp 23 PHONE RESI E
s L]
:
E 29 RACE | 30 SEX 31 AGE | 32 HGT 33 WGT J4 EYES | 35 HAIR 36 HAIR a7 HAIR 38 FACIAL | 383 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH i
D LENGYH STYLE HAIR
W M | NA [6]1 | 180 | Bt | Brw | Short None | NA NA
s 41 HAT 42 COATIACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
u
S
P 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A | 49 DATYE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE RUSINESS
e 8
¢ Wiw o
T DRESS STREET CITY STATE ZIp 52 PHONE RE! NCE
?- 53 RACE | 54 S8EX S5AGE | 56 HGT 57 WGT | SBEYES | 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 82 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 64 ARMED WITH '
H i LENGTH STYLE HAIR
: M 122 [5101/30|B3rn|Blk None. | NA NA
R 85 HAT 66 COATISACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERSIKIRT 89 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
2 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL - 78 BODY 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURESVIN
0 INVOLVED iN CRIME STYLE ’
0 KNOWN TO OPERATE
a REMOVED 10 REMOVED BY B2 NCIC O
. TELETYPE O
0 IMPOUNDED 0 STOLEN D RECOVERED 1 SEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT G
3 ARREST(5)DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S} 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 86 VALLE RECOVERED
- 36 CFR R.[5@)0.). -
':'I'TEM NARRATIVE: {1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- 181 |93 VALUE

PECTS. {2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INGIDENT, {3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.

On 09/04/04 at approximately 1707 hrs.,, | responded to-QeeanBeath at Lincoln Way for a

report-efa-dogrbitevictim. | was contacted by SEEEEENL- EEEENE on the beach.

W s 2 yitness to the

stated that a zQQﬁQQmQIﬂi’M[@W@%Qﬁ

dog fight which.occurred-infrant-ef.him on the beach. He

ne-attacked ST beck:doy: SN

stated-her-black.deg-was.on.leash-angd-abeigepitbul-attacked-herdog.andlocked onto it ..

Ghe stated the owner of the pitbul, later identified aof IR, bfokerup-the-fight-and-tiven: left

the area. At approximately 1710 hrs., SFPD officers returned to the scene of the dog fight

with I | asked IR what happened He stated, "My-d65SIi

54 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED

andvthemwemhfou e-black-deg-and-getintorarfighit”
B ' %
STATUS: 0 OPEN O SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: D ARREST 0 EXCEPTION 0 UNFOLINDED 1 PISPOSITION
37 REPORTING OFFICER - BADGE /iD DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGEND 9% SUPERVISOR BADGE /D DATE
3ob Airey-Van Dlem 09/22/04

Kl o=l

359

S 26 oy
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

. e SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE GASE D
2 §YSTEM AREA . BWHEN DAY 4 YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
Golden Gate National Recreation Area ogl?u'g? 0 9 0 4 0 4 014 I' | 0 ‘ 019171316
5NATURE GF INGIDENT 6 RecDTs'ErﬁcAnon OF INGIDENT
Pets/Dog bite. T

SR v in an ares that was clearly signed,”Leash Pets!” If he could of kept his dog on a leash he could of prevented a dog fight.
None of the people at the scene were injured. The black dog suffered some injuries to the neck area. There was some blood visible.
stated she was going to take her dog to a vet. I issued MNllP. a citation: MVN JJJE®or 36 CFR 2.15(a)(2) for
failure to restrain a pet on a leash. I took a report and cleared at 1725 hrs.

WARRANT(S) 5 101D TEGH NOTIFIED 17 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED 2
0YES DLATENTS
aNo 0 PHOTOS : ‘ . PAGE JOF (_BAGES
STATUS: 0O OPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSEDBY: {1 ARREST 0 EXCEPTION 0 UNFOUNDED

%ﬁfﬁ BADGEHD DATE 15 INVESTIGATOR BADGE/ND DATE 16 SUPERVISOR BADGEID DATE
- 9/22/04 ]
A Uiem =159 09722/ QBA % 266 o /{o/d«{
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FORM 10-3438 ' UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR . U.S. PARK POLICE

(3183)
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE ' PARK RANGERITECH X
CRIMINAL. INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE
ORGANIZATION GCODE 3 8YSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE 5 YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
| 8] 1] 4] 0] Goiden Gate National Recreation Area 114lofo] {olalelof1]1l3]a]1
LOCATION OF INCIDENT 7 BEAT BWHEN MO. DAY ¥R. 9 24 HRS MIN. 10 DAY
- . . D IT HOUR OF
-oastal Trail above Muir Beach 551 jocoure |1 010 9|0 4] mve [11810])1} wemk |7
1 OFFENSE/INGIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED;
. ) DATE 10/09/2D04 TIME 1801
l Pets- Bite/ Attack
w 14 LAST FIRRT Mi cix 115 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
¢t v
o]
M g 1 55 STREET CIty STATE Zip 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P -
]
- e - y a0
"q 19 LAST FIRST ’ ] c 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
v : v
N
A W
N C 22 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENQE
T
.7,
24 LAST FIRST MIDDLE 25 DATE OF BIRTH 26 PHONE BUSINESS
A s .
R ; 3]
E 27 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE o 28 PHONE RESIDENCE
3 L ]
T e .
E 29 RACE | 30 SEX 11 AGE | 32HGT JIWGT 34 EYES § 35 HAIR 35 HAIR 37 HAIR 3B FACIAL [ 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
b LENGTH STYLE HAIR ae
M ,
S 41 HAT 42 COATIJACKETY 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
]
5
=3 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E S
c 4]
T 51 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE 2P 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
0 L__J ___J L]
¥ 53 RACE | 84 SEX 55 AGE | 56 HGT 57T WGT 6B EYES | 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 64 ARMED WITH
H - LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E M .
R 65 HAY 66 COATUACKET &7 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 S0CIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
2 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLCR | 78 TAG MUMBER 79 STATE BO IDENTIFYING FEATURES/A/IN
O INVOLVED IN CRIME : STYLE
x KNOWN TO OPERATE
1 REMOVED TO REMOVED BY B2 NCIC 3
TELETYPED
IMPOUNDED O STOLEN U RECOVERED 0 SEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT O
3 ARREST(S) DATE B84 TIME B85 CHARGE(S) . 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
ngEM NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE [TEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- gg“n_ Q;‘QEC giop 93 VALUE
PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.

Jn October 9, 2004, Ranger A. Faria and | were- trol-at:MuirBeach=-\hile at the Muir Beach parking iot, an individual later identified as
snt@rmedmnamsﬁagwwﬁ'@awéﬂ i %ﬂ"él’fé‘f'eaﬁﬁﬁ”“ﬂﬂ atibtherdogs Glleported that WhiiErwaIKing iz leashed dog.
ipprox. 1 mile up the Coastal Trail, at approxumately 5:00 p.m. anplieT-asy Hat c.ﬁﬁﬁéﬂ"approaehedﬁ |swlc}_og.r? stated that his
log, while trying to defend itself, bitfiiverother-dr rthesi quartet - dog is described as a browr/ tan"shepherd mix named
IR The unleashed dog was described as ag er the altercation, both parties traded information. The individual that
vas walking the unleashed dog was identified by SR as‘ from Greenbrae, CA. As reported from P was watking
iis neighbor's dog named jggime. The owner of (lllJi was identified as —from

contacted Y via telephone. @llMBraported that WM was required to g ra-the-biterbot QP refused to give a
eport regarding the incident. | reminded JMBRthat all dogs MUStEE BT Hrieash-a mezwhile in the Golden Gate Rec. Area (GGNRA).

\s of now all, there has been no further incident. We cleared from the scene at approx. . 6: 15pm.

On October 15, 2004, | contacted all parties invoived. Sl declined to give a witness statement and | again reminded QiiiPthat all dogs
NUSTBEBAA18a5Hh and restrained at all times within GGNRA. The owner o+ ERNIP reported thayiliimme had received stitches in
several layers of the muscle in the right thigh totalsng $400.00. oI urther stated that he ofterricts WM TUTT OIS AT WtHOUE 5 16a5hs:
B dmitted to N that he didmt ArerinoiETEI 8 dog bite happen and said that betirdogswereoff-leash-atthe time of
he incident. | reminded GEEEE that all dogs must be on a leash and restrained at all times within GGNRA. | then contacted' nd
nformed him that all parties have been contacted and updatec@iil®on the condition of R 1 reminded QE®hat all dogs must be on a
eash and restrained at all times within GGNRA. All dogs were reported to be up to date on their rabies shot. There has been no further

sontact,

14 a5

STATUS: O OPEN 11 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: DQARREST DO EXCEPTION DUNFOUNDED DISPOSITION

i?fBEPORTING OFFICER BADGE /iD ITTE‘ 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGE/D —[ 99 SUPERVISOR BADGE /D DATE
J-HEQBAULG 416 el A FRmAA 1613 Exbibit 89, .
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o ¢
Crissy Field Restoration%ﬁﬂ’lncident Log

Human/Animal/Environment Interaction

One Date per Page Submit Weekly to L. Stringer Draft 3/29/00
Date: Time: 4 . pa Observer(s): Entercd
o b o T30 | gk AROb
Notes:
CTEVE WERuAmne; N

ATER! L0 W& N0S

Type of Incident: D00, /Bymas  INTERALTIbE

Begree of Disturbance:

Species Involved:

Picture Taken?: ) By:

Action Taken? MY

Description of Incident:

k1 BEADY Av awnee. CAUAML N L oFF T Tiupp Mpwny To SEE wiAT WAL
Vollly 6n. A LARGE ol WG GNITEING AND SUMNG VP on M EWBELY LAY, THE WOMAN
W ' . s
zi\p L.m “‘E SWNEe N T Pon'T Ui pob S ko T Won'T THiske THEY sm\,w‘f\wﬁmw ey
ELEAN" THE owWnEY \biierp TuE Wng

N OAND XepT walkKiyl Sh wWaTH #ig pofr

Y Lagn,
Area: Type of Incident:
Degree of Disturbance: Species Involved:
Picture Taken?: By: Action Taken?
Description of Incident:
Types of Incidents: Areas: Please Include:
Person in restoration area Fenced dune (A, C, D etc.) Is person aware of rules, problem?
Dog in restoration area Voice control attempted? Obeyed?
Tracks in restoration area Ocean :
Disturbance in restoration area Beach (note nearest dune)
Cypress trees
Dog harassing wildlife Promenade
Dead wildlife found East lawn
Dead plants found
Wildiife killed Marsh inlet
Plants killed Shell mound D : -
egree of Di ce:
Marsh upland (N,S,E, W) ___ Degree of Disturban
. 0=no obvious disturbance
Feces not removed Tidal marsh (N,S,E,W) o . . .
Dog/ human interaction Marsh water 1= slight (i.e. bird agitated, plant damaged)
2=moderate (i.e. bird moves, plant broken)
Other (specify) Dune swale i;liz\;ere (i.e. bird leaves site, many plants
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

U.S. PARK POLICE O

FORM 10-3348
112
a NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TEGH X
#
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE [
2 ORGANIZATION CODE 3 8YSTEM AREA 4 LOCA‘FION CODE 5 YEAR CA E INCIDENT NUMBER.
8 l 1140 | Golden Gate National Recreation Area : l 0] 0 [ol Sla : y
& LOCATION OF RCIDENT 7 BEAT B8 WHEN MO YR g 24 HRS MIN
L. DI [ m i F Ta o] HOUR 7T 1 -
Mori Point 411 loccus |0 210 610 5| ™ |1 [3[410
11 OFFENSENMNCIBENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED:
. . DATE TIME
[ l I l I I Pets — Leash LLaw / Running-at-large _02/06/05 1340
w | 14 LAST FIRST M C| G| 15PATEOF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
! v
T .
¢ ~» | Agnew James X W On file 415-561-4378
M E 17 ADDRESS STREET cITY STATE ZIP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P8 _— . i
L ¢ | Building 1227 Ruckman Avenue San Francisco CA 94123
Y} 19 LAST FIRST Ml C 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
N | v
;S z
T 22 ADORESS STREET CITY STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
M
A FIRST MIDDLE A 25 DATE OF BIRTH 26 PHONE CELL
R ) Sls
R . 3 = 06/18/53
E STREET ciTY STATE ZIPp 2B PHONE RESIDENCE
z L ]
E 34 EYES | 35HAIR 36 HAIR 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
LENGTH 8TYLE
BRN | BRN
S 42 COATIJACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 47 PRID
s e
P A —— oo SR
E 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
c E
T 4]
51 ADDRESS STREET ClTY STATE ZIP 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
o
T
H 53 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE | 56 HGT S7WGT | 58EYES | S9HAIR 60 HAIR 51 HAIR 62 FACIAL 63 MARKS/SCARS 64 ARMED WITH
E o LENGTH STYLE HAIR
R
65 HAT 66 COATIACKET 87 SHIRT 88 TROUSERS/SKIRT 89 SHOES 70 SCCIAL SECURITY NUMBER 71 PDID
72 VEHICLE 73YEAR | 74 MAKE 78 MODEL 76 BODY STYLE 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 79 BTATE 80 IDENTIFYRNG FEATURES/VIN
O INVOLVED IN CRIME
[J KNOWHN TC OPERATE
8 REMOVED TO REMGVED 8Y 82 NCIC O
TELETYPE O
O MPOUNDED [ STOLEN 0] REGOVERED O SENIZED RADIQ LOOKOUT [
83 ARREST(S) DATE 84 TRAE 85 GHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 98 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.15{a)(2) :

NARRATIVE: (1) CONTIUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS-
PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. {3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.

Meai-large. 1 issued

SUMMARY' On02/06/2005 at 1310 hours, while on foot patrol of thevurFPBIft

53, I observed a large whité'and |

{owner of the pet) Violation NoticofBI for 36 CFR 2. 15(a)

2)- unleashed pet and was clear of the contact at approximately 1350 hours.

9SSTATUS:  [IOPEN  DISUSPENDED | CLOSEDBY.  CIARREST  CIEXCEPTION O UNFOUNDED 95 DISPOSITION
37 REPORTING GEFICER BADGEND ~ DATE 54 AGSISTING OFFICER BADGEND | 99 SUPERVISOR BADGEND  DATE
James X%. Agnew 2475 02/06/05 “Zeb 2166 1/ 13 l o5
‘ Ve e
Oéfo3 Exhibit 90
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FORM 10-3448 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

S NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
‘ SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE OO0
2 SYSTEM AREA 3 WHEN - -MO. - 1 DAY ) . YR 4 YEAR CASE NUMBER
D|D|T [} [} L] N [ N . . P
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 0CCUR 0:2]0:6/0:5| |0/5(« 00|12 28
S NATURE OF INCIDENT i 6 RECLASSIFICATION OF INCIDENT
Pets — Leash Law / Running-at-largg

RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION:

UMMARY:  On 02/06/2005 at 1310 hours, while on foot patroi of the Mori Point area, 1 observed a large white and grey
jusky dog running-at-large from the small pond to approximately one-third of the way up the hillside. The dog ran unattended
hroughout the area, witheutarrapparent-owner, and I made contact with several park visitors in the immediate area to attempt
0 determine if the owner was present At approximately 1320 hours I was able to catch the dog by the collar and obtain owner
nformation from the tag (NIEGEEGNGERENSEEO R . 1 calied the phone number, identified myself as a
\ational Park Service, and requested to speak with the owner of "Wl A female stated that she was the owner and Yetsithe
logerun-unti-herisresty-togomesheme® I informed her of the regulations and advised her to come get her pet. She stated that
she lived nearby and could not see him from her home. At that time I advised her to meet me at the small poend or the dog
wvould be immediately |mpounded I watted several mlnutes and then called the owner again. She stated that therdogra alwaysrmm
ins-away-fromrhersar & W Teomerhemeshd-again advised her of the circumstances and she replied

1er husband would meet me.

. then observed a WMA exit a residence on the NPS boundary line and head in my direction, I contacted?
) on the south-side of the Coastat Connector 1 {main coastal access) trall across from the small pond

dentified the dog as his and stated that heetsthe-deg-run-allthe-timeirthe aFEE"ari-that “he triy-comes-heme.when.h
nants-te.” I requestecilifl? leash his pet and take it home. il stated that 1 “did not know anything about that breed
since they do what they want.” I observed SRl®attempt to leash his pet for over 10 minutes while I checked his status with
3GNRA Dispatch and informed him of the regulations-insplace-to-protest-the-reseurees., During the entire contact ST was
Jnable to leash, or physically or verbally control his pet Jilll®" continued:to-rurrat-large-threughoutthe-Meri-Peint-area. I
advused“ that he needed to control his pet and that he would be impounded if he was observed to be running-at-farge

oy a NPS Park Ranger in the future.

The Meu-RPeint-area-isswell marked with signs stating “Leash Pets” and Information bulletins describing the protEeiEd T
Zntiangered-Species that exigt i the area.

[ issued nr Viclation Noti«QiP0 for 36 CFR 2.15(a) (2) — unieashed pet and was clear of the contact at
approximately 1350 hours. Neither SN nor I were able to restrain

[ remained in the area and observed_ running-at-large while I continued a foot patrol of the area. A couple (WMA &
NFA) walking their pet-onrteash-contacted me and spontaneously stated without provocation that they “seg?tha;:“dog,runn,; ng

around-ali-thestime! as they simultaneously pointed to Wiliijiil" I asked if he was a problem and they complal )5
ilStlJFbS theiFdsy ™ TWatched the couple continue their-walk westward along the Coastal Connector 1 trail for apprommately 100
/ards and observed "~ claase»themmndktheiﬁepet«nweﬁmewtra1I»and»mte«~therbushesw~¢hey were aventually able to make

W icave them alone. I continued to patrol the area and was contacted by a WFA with 3 juveniles who also stated she “sees

‘he dog always running around.”

WL continued to run unrestrained as I continued my foot patrol and until I left Mori Point at 1410 hours.

SUSPECTS: S
ﬁ large white and grey Husky canine.

VEHICLE: Not Applicable

PROPERTY: Not Applicable

END OF REPORT
32 WARRANT(S) 33 34 1D TECH NOTIFIED 35 INVESTIGATOR MOTIFIED 35
0 YES O LATENTS Page 2
anNo 01 PHOTOS
37 STATUS: O OPEN Q SUBPENDED I CLOSED BY: G ARREST O EXCEPTION B UNFOUNDED
38 REPORTING OFFICER BARGEND DATE 32 INVESTIGATOR BADGEAD DATE 40 SU ERVISOR BADGEAD DATE
Jarfles % gnew 2475 02/06/05 “é 21b¢ / i3 /aS‘
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BTd Hestoration 2000 Incident Log

Human/Animal/Environment Interaction

One Date per Page Submit Weekly to L. Stringer Draft 3/29/00
Date: J b“" i Time: OIS a0 Observer(s): fecs Shvnge Ertered
Notes™ = ' NS Al Sat Wlender Prgran,

Area: %’cblmf) “GD_# of: Due D Type of Incident: ’Dﬁ }nm\ o - Jereac S
Degree of Disturbance: Species Involved:
Picture Taken?: pyo~q By: Action Taken? oy ¢,

Description of Incident:

,\p,gf,u c}da,S wer€ a}‘:juu\:j ]b.od 4N 7’]\1 bec\r}) e 74"‘*"1’}‘“
G SEC
e b

ukee. He SA’I'UN’§ G S-Ey P‘OJfEhM wag M(Lfmc‘
C)bﬁ welfer usas 3’\9-3 @ Mo vthar hecavst P [
oINS s ey, The G{Hﬂckmj clog ol T
\Oj voie , and  had hy  be luggedmer ST TPEEAG Uy,
Pen “‘(\"W\ begia e ordue hodly 3t e e Df dogs neediry h

be on leash . mc, Chlive 4 ‘5{)% e’v‘f“r/ﬁhhj Qo ’ﬁi‘?éftf/ Bad dbnost Cana # g/@-u)‘ — f"f:f;teﬁ‘
Area: Type of Incident: o
: - !
Degree of Disturbance: Species Involved: t‘aé‘:i.,
Picture Taken?: By: Action Taken? own,
Description of Incident: "
Types of Incidents: Areas: Please Include:
Person in restoration area Fenced dune (A, C, D etc.) Is person aware of rules, problem?
Dog in restoration area Voice control attempted? Obeyed?
Tracks in restoration area Ocean
Disturbance in restoration area Beach (note nearest dune)
Cypress trees
Dog harassing wildlife Promenade
Dead wildlife found East [awn
Dead plants found
Wildlife killed Marsh inlet
Plants killed Shelt mound Degree of Disturbance:
Marsh upland (N,S,E, W) - -
. 0= no obvious disturbance
Feces not removed Tidal marsh (N,S.E,W) 1= slight (i.c. bird agitated, plant d 8
. . t = €. amage
Dog/ human interaction Marsh water 2= moderate (i.e. bird moves, piant brolbcen)
Other  (specify) Dune swale i;}zcd\;erc (i.e. bird leaves site, many plants

e
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FORM 10,2438

(3

o UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OFlTHE INTERIOR

U.8. PARK POLICE O

. ek NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TECH B
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE 0
! ORGANIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE 5 YEAR CASENNCIDENT BUMBER
811] 4]0 GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA [o]slo]o] [olals[o]1]o]2]a]s]
i LOCATION OF INCIDENT T BEAT 8 WHEN MO. DAY YR. g 24 HRS . MIN. 10 DAY
BID T . HOUR - OoF
VILAGRA RIDGE 431 loccorr |0 911 510 4] mme |1 E 3 I 71 wee l 4 l
1 OFFENSEANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED:
IATE TIME
PETS/DOG BITE o ot TE=Y0Y
W X 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
! v
o T | LASALLE ERIC D % 415-556-8371
M 2 17 ADDRESS STREET cITY STATE ZiP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P " -
L 5 | FORT MASON BLDG 201 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 :
A 19 LAST FIRST MY c 20 DATE DF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
:\1 Y v Ia g
Q EI;‘ 22 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE w. 2P 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
N
" -~
19 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A S
R |5
E 22 ADDRESS STREET cIry STATE Zip 23 PHONE RESHENCE
]
E 29 RACE | 30 8EX 31 AGE | 32 HGT I3WGET 34EYES | 35 HAR 36 HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL | 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
b LENGTH STYLE HAIR "
s 41 HAT 42 COAT/JACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT A5 SHDES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
U
s
p 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 45 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E s
c 4]
T 54 ADDRESS STREET - Iy STATE ZIip 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
(1? 53 RACE | 54 SEX 56 AGE | 56 HGT 57 WGT | S8EYES | 538 HAIR én HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 64 ARMED WITH
H LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E .
R 65 HAT 66 COATIJACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
T2 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE B0 IDENTIFYING FEATURESMVIN
0 INVOLVED IN CRIME 5TYLE - R
[ KNOWN TO OPERATE
H REMOVED TO REMOVED BY a2 NCIG D
TELETYPEQD
0 IMPOUNDED O STOLEN 0 RECOVERED 0 SEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT O
13 ARREST(S) DATE 84 TIME B5 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN B8 VALUE RECOVERED
BSITEM NARRATIVE: {1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE [TEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- ggTL g:‘EC g%OP b VALUE
PECTS. (2} INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.
On 09/15/04 at approx. 1837 hours communications advised me of call they had received
from San Bruno Police depariment that a dog had bitten two park visitors at Milagra Ridge.
The call was a few hours old but dispatch had the victims information. { called the victim
and received her side of the story. She stated that her and her
husband were walking their dog on leash at Milagra Ridge when another off leash dog
belonging to skl came-out.of the brush and attacked their dog. In the scuffie,
usband @ was bitten It the Upper right thigh area by
oo, @l had another dog on leash and was unable to handie the off leash dog
——| immediately. Per our phone conversation, i also stated that she had her
fingerbitterrbytheroftleash pet belonging totilimiy. @ and Eming Sl cventually
-—— separated the dogs and gathered veterinarian information from According to
the dogs rabies shots were current and she and her husbhand tended to
—1 their wounds. | informed; that | would have an officer be in contact with
her to set up a time to gather a statement. | then calied gl and asked her
94 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED
95 ’ 96
STATUS, DOPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: OARREST O EXCEPTION O UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION
BADGE /1 DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGEAD 89 SUPERVISOR BADGE /1D DATE
R435 Exhibit 92
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w7 h .
FORM 10-3448 .- . ' UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

wme e NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
- SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD‘ 1 JUVENILE CASE 0
I SYSTEM AREA ; B WHEN MO. DAY 4 YEAR CASE/NCIDENT NUMBER
GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA ot lo ol1 5 o 4 olalefo]1]o]2lal6]
5 NATURE OF INGIDENT 6 RECLASSIFICATION OF INCIDENT

PETS/DOG BITE

TEM 7 RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION

and obtained her side of the story. She informed me via telephone that her dog ( Del Ray) was off leash and did approach Bill and

G o leash dog but, WaSjustplayifiy. Iinformed her that I would like to get a statement from her and would need
" to come the residence. I{old her that an officer would be in touch and would call her about a suitable time to arrive. Ranger J.D.

Spaulding informed me she attempted to make contact witheJIJJJI on 09/20/04, but was unsuccessful. RanggrJ.D. Spaulding

—=  obtained a statement fromegiii anguiRNERMIREINEERRNINEINS A nother call oSNNS a5 made at 1755 hours

10/02/04.

— Case still pending.

B8 WARRANT(S) 9 101D TECH NOTIFIED 11 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED 12

0 YES O LATENTS
GNO 0 PHOTOS PAGE ZeF ZrAGES
STATUS: L] OPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: 0 ARREST I EXCEPTION 0 UNFOUNDED

14 REF Tl F[CER BADGFJID DATE 15 INVESTIGATOR BADGEND DATE 16 SUPERVISOR - BADGE/D DATE
5 /4 07-/' :
4 ot o972 (o /oq (oy
7
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Ea

a

FoRm10.3448° o ! UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

(3183)

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE O

2 SYSTEM AREA 8 WHEN MO, DAY

3

| 4YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER

Do

GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA oot |0 9]1 5 o 2] {olale[o]1]o[2]e]6]

5 NATURE OF INCIDENT ) 6 RECLASSIFICATION OF INCIDENT

PETS-LEASH LAW/DOG BITE

ITEM

T RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION
On 10/06/05, 1 received a phone call from the suspec! hose dog was off leash and later bit victims@iffland
O v hiic At S, o b 1 informed il during previous phone calls to her residence that {

would be sending a citation to the residence, but I needed to gather more information from her in order for that to happen.

According to statements from mand during a conversation that I had with@jjjJ over the phone, @R
admitted to having her dofroffHeasH B i i Eave me
her DOB and comiplete name. Wlth that mfonnatmn a computer check for wants and warrants was conducted. It retumed clear.

With the written staternents I gathered frorm IR 1 scnt citation VNN for 36 CFR 2.15 a2 to the residence
of 8. A computer check for wanis and warrants check returned clear. QU info is as follows:

o
G
R
- ]
SUR—

8 WARRANT(S) 9 101D TECH NOTIFIED 1% INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED 12

NYES
TUNG

O LATENTS .
| (IPHOTOS PAGE / or) PAGES

1 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY ) ARREST i1 EXCEPTION il UNFOUNDED Exhibit 92

BADGED 15 INVESTIGATOR BAGGEAD DATE 16 SUPERVISOR BADGE/D DA
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FORM 103438 ' UMITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR U.S. PARK POLICE

(3/8%)
. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGERI/TECH X
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE
2 ORGANIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE 5 YEAR CASE/INCIDENT RUMBER
81 1] 4]0/ Golden Gate Nationat Recreation Area lo]7]o]ol {olalefol1]1]3]a]1]
5 LOCATION OF INCIENT 7 BEAT 8 WHEN MOD. DAY YR. 9 24 HRS MIN. 10 DAY
DIo IT HOUR OF
Fort Funston 21 1o To ol1 7]0 4] " [T713]0] wi [6]
11 OFFENSENINCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED:
H . DATE 09/97/2004 TIME 1730
l L | | | Ppets-Bites Attack
14 LAST FIRST i [ o 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BIISINESS
c ) v
(]
M g 17 ADDRESS STREET CITy STATE ZIP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
P . .
5
ey . ‘oassna L ] o P
:\ 19 LAST FIRST Ml c 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
v V'
N
N _
N $ 23 ADDRESS STREET cY STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
T \ .
by
24 LLAST FIRST MIDOLE 25 DATE OF BIRTH 26 PHONE RIIRINESS
A 5
R T
E STREET ity . STATE ZIP 28 PHONE RESIDENCE
s - A ;] B
T
E 29 a0 SEX 31 AGE 32 HGT - 34 EYES | 35 HAIR HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL | 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
D LENGTH STYLE HAIR LIS
s 41 HAT 42 COATHACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PGID
s _ |
3
P 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 5D PHOMNE BUSINESS
E ]
¢ ] 1
T 51 ADDRESS STREET City STATE i [ ] 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
O
T 53 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE 56 HGT 57 WGT 58 EYES 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 54 ARMED WITH
H - LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E
R 65 HAT 66 COAT/JACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SQCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR 78 TAG NUMBER TS STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURES/AVIN
N INVOLVED iN CRIME STYLE
x KNOWN TO OPERATE
i3] REMOVED TG REMOVED BY B2 NCICO
} TELETYPED
x IMPOUNDED 0 STOLEN [ RECOVERED O SEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT O
B3 ARREST(S) DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VAILUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
aa . 90 91 92 93
ITEM NARRATIVE: {1} CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- STL REG PROP VALUE
PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESGCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND TS VALUE,

On September 17, 2004 at approx #:30pm, Ranger J. Goodwin and | were on patrol at Fort Funston when a white adult female later identified
as h - i &\ said that while she was walking her dog, two other

dogs described as Pugs were runming-ahiea: NSt Wlmhmand startedransaitercatisiiF it ierdog, SN dog is
described as a 100lb. Labrador named (S that mmﬂmahth time of the incident. (NP stated that she had to pick up Gina
by the collar to try and stop any further engagement, while doing so, thef3rgermaie-pug-biteFEraiTihe leg. Wl contacted the
owner who said that her dogs were up to date on their rabies shot. isengaged contact at this time. When 1 was contacted by
she denied any medical attention. | advised her that she needed to get the Rabies Tag No. for future reference. | cleared from

the scene at approx. 6:45pm,

On September 29, 2004, NP contacted Park Dispatch in regards fo trying to locate the dog that bite her and asked us to try and keep
a lookout for the dog

On Qctober 10, 2004 | was able to get in contact with JNEEE. via telephone. SN s5id that she was able to find the owner of the
dog through a dog ¢lub and contacted the San Francisco Dog Pound. The San Francisco Dog Pound had a record of the dog, a pug named

ith Rabies Tag No. exp. 12/23/2005. The owner of Smokey was identified as . | contacted
via telephone.

confirmed that the situation occurred and that both of her dogs were up to date on their Rabies shot.
A = dmitted that her dogs and

dey ralloffleastnatthetime-ofthe-insident-of-therdeg-bite: 4 remindedNENGE_GG
that alf dogs must be on a leash and restrained at all tlmes within GGNRA. There has been no further contact.

: Exhibit 93
94 5 48
STATUS: OOPEN U SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: [DARREST  0OEXCEPTION 0 UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION
97 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE /iID DATE | 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGEAD 99 SUPERVISOR, - BADGE /1D DATE
J. Herbaugh 2476  10/14/2004 | J. Goodwin A o
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parts of the country; dog
parks are seen as a necesgity
— a way for people to exercise
their pets and have them social-

IN MARIN AND OTHER

ize with other dogs. Dogs need -

regular exercise — and some of

them need a lot of 1t

choige

When all of the dogs vwltmg a
dog park have been
exposed to socializa-  1AILS
tion, they play well OF
together and there
aren’t many prob Mﬁ!ﬂ
lems. Bubthespotens
tindsfemmrrolsiore

andthe responmble dog g'uard.lan

knows this and is prepared.
Many people use dog parks to
gocialize with friends and ac-
quaintances, too. This is great
fim, except that when one is chat-
ting with a friend, it's hard to

watch one’s dog — adsiireveds:

regapmwatolingalt only takes a

moment for something to hap-
pen.

Dogs can also learn bad things
at dog parks. Here are some ex-

‘Elﬁiﬁ“When the owner calla, the
dog sometimes doesn’t respond.
When the owner chases, the dog
runs away. In just minutes, the
dog learns she is amarter, faster
and more agile than her owner.

‘E’s face it, dogs have dif-
ferent playing atyles Some are

" very physical and love to body-
slam each other. Some like to-

I fite photo/Marian Little Utley

CAUTION: Although dog parks can be a great place for exercise and for pet

chase or to be chased. Some are

" cautious and sensitive, If a dog

learns that careful, shy dogs are
fun to bully, then he’s learned

: somethmg we would rather he

» Some dogs learn that they
have to protect themselves and
they use aggression to do so.
These dogs — usually the shy,
cautious ones — neFE R ide

OARrEere,

Vas mngnce dogs

“owners to socialize, they can also be a place where dogs learn bad behavior.

use this method to drive away
seary dogs, they’ll do it again and
again, .

» Dogs learn that they have a
right to meet and greet all other
dogs. While this may not seem to

-be aproblem, it breeds something

called “ Fitn,” which
is really iffik These
dogs pull madly on their leashes
to meet other dogs, the owners
pull back angrily, the dogs pull
harder and often bark, and on-
coming dogs see their posture
and believe they are bemg aggres-

. Dog Parks — the Good, the Bad and the Ugly

By 'I‘nsh ng

parks They’il guard the:r own
balls or toys -— or they’ll find
those of another dog and guard
them. )

» Some dogs can’t seem to calm
down once they’ve become excit-
ed They re the ones who wﬂl get

— not because they re aggresswe
but because they have too much
energy and no place to put it.
People contribute to dog park
problems as well, Often, they
don’t recognize problem behav-
ior — or they chastise a dog for
behaving 1mproperly when It re-

1W :']'s‘hey m1ght but it might
not be the way you wanted théih
to. If a dog is traumatized at*a
young agein a dogpark, it may de-
velop lasting behavmral issues:—

seasive, Often, 1t’s best that oWn
ers of those dogs concentrate on
walks or runs rather than visiting
a dog park. Those owners are re-
lieved after they realize that dog
park play is not mandatory.

THSIBEREL® the director of behdvior
and training at the Marin Humane
Society, which contributes Tuils of
Marin articles and welcomes animaol-
related questions and stories aboutthe
peopleendani R
Contact & S HumaneSoci-
etywomgronrite to Thils of Merin, 171
Bel Marin Keys Blud. Novato, CA
94949,
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Size Differences in Dogs

Predatory Behavior

Everyone knows that dogs like chasing balls, cats, sticks and Frisbees, but not everyone
knows why. Dogs are descended from wolves, which are predators. Many dogs have
thus inherited, to some degree, instincts to hunt. Activities like chasing moving objects,
stalking, and grabbing and shaking stuffed animals are all examples of these instincts.

Wolves are all about the same size and live in the same social group for their entire
lives. Dogs, by contrast, have been selectively bred to achieve a staggering variety of
sizes, and also regularly meet dogs that are new to them. Selective breeding has also
exaggerated different aspects of predatory behavior. This is why border collies herd
sheep, pointers point, terriers love killing small animals and se many dogs love chasing
and retrieving. Problems arise when predatory behavior is directed at other dogs.

Predatory Drift

Even dogs that are not usually into hunting-type activities may have predatory reflexes
friggered if the situation is close enough to a predator-prey-interaction. A good example
is when one dog flees from another. The rapidly retreating animal looks like prey.

Another example is when a doggie argument occurs and one dog panics and begins to
vocalize or struggle like a prey animal. A predatory reflex in the other dog may then kick
in. When this happens, it's called predatory drift — what began as a social interaction
drifted into a predator-prey interaction. Predatory drift frequently results in serious
injuries or death to the dog that is struggling and panicking. This is because the prey-
killing reflex is a much more serious kind of bite — often a grab and shake - than that
which occurs in a regular dogfight.

The risk of predatory drift is greatly increased when there is a significant size difference
between the two dogs arguing. For this reason, all interactions between very large and
very small dogs should be closely supervised, especially if there is reason to expect any
arguing. The risk goes higher still if the smaller dog is prone to panic and/for the larger
dog has demonstrated any predatory propensities. Because of this risk, The SF/SPCA
uses a “50% rule” in its adoption policy — the smaller of two dogs must be at least half
the weight of the larger dog.

WThe 5an Francisco SPCA Behavior and Training Department Exhibit 95
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GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

SNOWY PLOVER MANAGEMENT PLAN
OCEAN BEACH, SAN FRANCISCO

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT — DO NOT DISTRIBUTE

Exhibit 96


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 96


TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE AND NEED
OBJECTIVES
AUTHORITIES, LAWS, AND POLICIES

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE AND GGNRA
ENDANGERED SPECIES
BACKGROUND

SITE DESCRIPTION
SENSITIVE SPECIES AND GENERAL WILDLIFE USE
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

SHORELINE M ANIPULATION
SNOWY PLOVER USE

USFWS CONSULTATION HISTORY

SNOWY PLOVER NATURAL HISTORY

DESCRIPTION

MONITORING PROGRAM
ABUNDANCE AND DISTRIBUTION
HABITAT USE

ANNUAL CYCLE

BREEDING
WINTERING

DALY ACTIVITY PATTERNS

RESTING
FEEDING

ISSUES, CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ACTIONS

SNOWY PLOVER MANAGEMENT AREA
DISTURBANCE

VISITOR ACTIVITIES

Unleashed Pets
Campfires

INTERNAL DRAFT — DO NOT DISTRIBUTE

LW Y g by M

16

10
12

13

14

14
14
15
17
17

17

18

18
19

20

20
21

21

21
24

Exhibit 96


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 96


Horses and Bicycles 25
Kite Flying and Model Airplanes 5
Extreme Visitation Days 26
GGNRA AND CCSF OPERATIONS
. ) : 27
Routine Patrols and Maintenance Activities 28
Resource Management, Monitoring and Research Activitics 29
Interpretive Activities 30
Heavy Equipment Operation 31
Emergency Operations ' 32
Boat Salvage ' 33
Beach Cleanup, Log Removal, Carcass Burial 33
Oil Spill / Contaminant Cleanup 36
Special Events / Special Use Permits 36
EXTERNAL ACTIVITIES 37
Aircraft Overflights 37
HABITAT ALTERATION 38
TRASH ACCUMULATION 38
SAND MANAGEMENT 39
Outside the Snowy Plover Management Area 40
Lincoln Way to Stairwell 21 (O’Shaughnessey Seawall) 41
Lincoln Way to Noriega Street, and Santiago Street to Sloat Boulevard 42
along the Noriega-to-Santiago Streets Seawall 42
SHORELINE STABILIZATION 44
NATIVE DUNE RESTORATION 45
(CONTAMINATION EVENTS 46
0il and Chemical Spills : 46
Sewage Spills 47
PREDATION | 47
POTENTIAL SNOWY PLOVER NESTING 48
ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 50
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ON WESTERN SNOWY PLOVERS 51
RECOMMENDED MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 52
MONITORING, RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND RESEARCH 52
INJURED AND DEAD SPECIMENS : 53

MANAGEMENT ZONING 53

INTERNAL DRAFT - DO NOT PISTRIBUTE

Exhibit 96


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 96


e
e )
PUBLIC USE AREA RESTRICTIONS 53
INTERPRETATION AND PUBLIC INFORMATION 54
ENFORCEMENT AND SAFETY 56
INTERNAL CONTROLS 56
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 57
ANNUAL REPORTING 57
PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS 59
LITERATURE CITED 60
TABLES 62
TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED SNOWY PLOVER PROTECTION MEASURES 63
TABLE 2, SAND MANAGEMENT STRATEGY FOR OCEAN BEACH' 67
FIGURES 70
FIGURE 1. MAP OF OCEAN BEACH AND SNOWY PLOVER MANAGEMENT AREA 71
FIGURE 2. DECISTON TREE FOR MANAGEMENT IN THE EVENT OF SNOWY PLOVER NESTING ON
OCEAN BEACH 72
APPENDIXES 73

INTERNAL DRAFT - O NOT DISTRIBUTE
Exhibit 96


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 96


SNOWY PLOVER NATURAL HISTORY '

DESCRIPTION

The snowy plover is a cosmopolitan species comprised of at least five races that range over an
area that includes portions of North and South America, Europe, Africa and Asia. Its North
American habitat includes beaches, lagoons, salt evaporation ponds, barren or sparsely vegetated
salt flats and braided river channels. The total U.S. population is estimated at 21,000 with
declining numbers along the Pacific and Gulf coasts due to habitat degradation and increasing
recreational use of beaches. It is the Pacific coast population of the snowy plover that is now

~ designated as threatened by the USFWS (Page et al. 1995). The current nesting population along
coastal Washington, Oregon and California is estimated to be around 1,900 adults (Page, pers.
commt.).

The snowy plover is a small, pale-colored shorebird with dark patches on either side of the upper
breast. It breeds on coastal beaches from southern Washington to southern Baja California and in
the w estern i nterior around s aline lakes and ponds. Both coastal and interior breeders winter
along the Pacific coast. The mean life span of snowy plovers is about 3 years, but at least one
individual was 15 years old when last seen (Page et al. 1995).

Between 20 and 85 snowy plovers currently inhabit Ocean Beach during the non-breeding
season, from July through mid-May. There are no confirmed nesting records for snowy plovers
on Ocean Beach, although they breed on nearby sand beaches north and south of GGNRA.

MONITORING PROGRAM

In accordance with NPS management policies and guidelines, and to provide data necessary for
development of an appropriate management plan based upon an understanding of the number and
distribution of snowy plovers on Ocean Beach and their interactions with human activity,
GGNRA established a snowy plover monitoring program in cooperation with the Point Reyes
Bird Observatory (PRBO) in late 1994.

Due to the heavy recreational use of beaches in or near urban areas, there was concern abont the
¢ffects of various beach uses on the declining snowy plover population. Although studies have
been completed on disturbances to shorebirds (Burger 1981; Burger 1986; Burger 1991; Burger
1993; Burger 1994; Burger and Gochfeld 1991; Gabrielsen and Smith 1995; Staine and Burger
1994), none of the research was specific to wintering snowy plovers, thus a monitoring program
was put in place.
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DISTURBANCE

Ocean Beach has always been a popular 1 ocation for recreational activities, i ncluding fishing,
surfing, dog walking, kite flying, horseback rldmg, beach walkmg, blrd watchmg, Jogglng,
plcmckmg, campﬂres and beach artles i freaTeTs Hicd i}

2ol (N Other human actmtles w1th the potent1al to adversely nnpact snowy plovers and
thelr habitat on Ocean Beach include nighttime vehicle use directly in their path, prolonged
vehicle and/or heavy equipment operation during the day, beach grooming, beach cleanup
activities, and emergency operations.

VISITOR ACTIVITIES

Ocean Beach’s location in the midst of San Francisco and the region’s mild Mediterranean
climate attract high levels of beach recreation year-round. The most common recreational
activities on Ocean Beach include walking, jogging, dog walking, fishing, and surfing. Less
common pursuits include kite flying, horseback riding, sunbathing, picnicking, group gatherings,
and nighttime campfires. Visitation depends on several factors, including weather, time of day,
day of the week, and season. Visitation on weekend a fternoons a verages four to eight times
higher than on weekday momings, and maximum weekend visitation (nearly 2,000 people
encountered per hour) may be more than ten times greater than the weekday maximum. Local
neighborhood beach use probably accounts for most weekday visitation, while weekend use
includes visitors from a much larger geographic area.

Visitation is highest during the spring and summer months. Weather conditions account for wide
day-to-day variability in recreational beach use. Beach walking, jogging, dog walking, fishing,
and surfing are activities that occur at Ocean Beach regularly, even during cold, wet and windy
weather. The greatest numbers of people are encountered north of Judah Street, with the fewest
between Lawton and Vicente Streets (Hatch 1996). This pattern largely reflects the location of
adjacent parking lots.

UNLEASHED PETS

Unleashed pets represent the pgreatest rccreatlonal threat to snowy plovers and mlgratory
shorebirds on Ocean Beach because degssms o RS D M— T

the natural habltat or home for these bu'ds Dlsturbance associated with dogs can be prolonged
and difficult for birds to avoid without r epeated ¢ scape m aneuvers, o flen r equiring flight and

INTERNAL DRAFT - DO NOT DISTRIBUTE 21

Exhibit 96


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 96


increased energy expenditure, or fleeing entirely from the area. Dogs appear and behave
similarly to natura! shorebird predators like foxes and can elicit instinctive flight or fright
reactions by blrds (Gabrlelsen and Sl’ﬂlth 1995) ]n contrast disturbance created by joggers and

While there is no published scientific research ondistumssHEETEEHGWY Ploverss several scientific
papers have been published on disturbance to WPMWhlch are closely related to snowy
plovers and occupy similar habitats on the east and gulf coasts of the United States. Piping
plovers were listed as a federally threatened species in 1986. Their decline is attributed to many
of the same factors affecting the Pacific coast population of the snowy plover. A review of the
scientific literature on shorebird disturbance indicates that repeated disturbances reduce foraging
efficiency in piping plovers and other shoreblrds probably forcing them to increase the total time
dedicated to feeding activities. Inereased ENErEy ‘,enﬁg"%o due to repeated, disturbanee during
the breeding season is hypothesmed to reduce foraging time ""chepiete fat reserves, and possibly
result in decreased fitness (fewer offspring produced) in piping plovers, whose reproductive
success is lower in areas with high human disturbance (Burger 1991; Burger 1994).

The GGNRA snowy plover monitoring program docurnented 9 e TS ITE
andwshombmdsm(:i;onr”r”tﬁ over “I’GU“ FAS Per™ rdoess

Ak

(betweeniramnd-84-bin

Tl T PO9dam -‘-‘?MW"T@%‘“’”TIM results ina

conservative estimate of nearly=SiP00"iHE £yj r-@iﬁﬁmﬁﬁ"ﬁmﬁ%@sﬂy

migratory Shoreb1rdS) per year andm‘thﬁ'n‘ FITStATTes: Ty Chasirg 8’5
plOVEE TR Witierimgseasons—yn average of 3.25 plovers were chased per incident leadmg toa

cumulative estimate of approximately 1,350 snowy plovers chased in a year A significant

amount of inadvertent snowy plover disturbance by dogs also occurs when dogs are chasing other

birds or running loose on the beach.

From December 1994 through May 1996 the NPS snowy plover momtonng pro am

! Estimate of numbers of dogs chasing birds in a year was determined by taking the total number of survey hours (~275 hours),
assuming an annual average of 10 daylight hours of beach use per day, dividing 275 survey hours by 10 daylight hours per day =
27.5 days or approximately 4 weeks of daylight hours), multiplying the number of dogs observed chasing birds during the 275 -
survey hours (381} by 13 to get the estimated number of dogs chasing birds over 52 weeks in a year. 381 x 13 = 4653,

% Estimate of number of dogs chasing snowy plovers in a year was determined by totaling the number of hours of direct plover
observation (~100 h ours), assuming an annual average of 1 0 d aylight h ours of beach use per day (100 hours of observation
equals approximately 1.5 weeks of daylight hours), dividing the number of dogs observed chasing plovers during 100 hours (19)
by 1.5 to get number of dogs chasing plovers in one week (12.7), multiplying dogs chasing plovers in one weck by 33 weeks to
get number of dogs chasing plovers over 7.5 peak months of plover presence on Ocean Beach. 12.7 x 33 = 419. An average of
3.25 plovers were chased per incident or 419 x 3.25 = 1362 cumulative total snowy plovers chased.
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NPS leash regulatxons on the 2-mile portion of Ocean B each b etween S tairwell 2 1 and S loat
i it 99" ‘Gfmwy*plvver observations-sinee-Pecember- 1994 Tave HéEn,

The GGNRA General Superintendent approved a policy in July 1996 that identified “voice-
control” areas in the park where obedienit pets may be off leash. Voice-control areas on Ocean
Beach are south of Sloat Boulevard and north of Stairwell 21 (near Fulton Street) (GGNRA
1996). Interpretive and regulatory snowy plover protection signs informing the public of this
change in park policy were installed beginning in November 1996. A public meeting, brochures,
maps, interpretive walks, ranger patrols, and media outreach were all used to inform the public
about the presence and vulnerability of snowy plovers and the changes in enforcement of NPS
leash regulations. Enforcement of the leash regulation in the Snowy Plover Management Area
began on January 1, 1997. The USFWS April 22, 1997 letter to the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors and accompanying “Justification for Enforcement of the National Park Service's
Leash Law on Portions of Ocean Beach, San Francisco, California” are included in this document
as Appendix B. :

Analysis of snowy plover monitoring program data on degree of dog control between July 1997
and January 1998 documented an increase to 26 percent of dogs leashed in the Snowy Plover
Management Area and 13 percent in the voice-control areas. Roaming dogs in the snowy plover
area increased from 50 to 57 percent and increased to 72 percent in the voice-control areas. The
percent of dogs chasing shorebirds remained at declined to less than 5 percent for the entire
beach. Prior to enforcement of leash restrictions in the Snowy Plover Management Area, the
highest numbers of dogs occurred between Stairwell 21 and Rivera Street, as well as just south of
Sloat Boulevard. With the advent of leash restrictions between Stairwell 21 and Sloat Boulevard,
there has been a significant shift in dog use to the north and south ends of the beach outside of
the snowy plover area and to other “voice control” areas of the park (Hatch, Stenzel et al. 1997).
Overall dog use on Ocean Beach has declined by almost 50 percent and to an even greater extent
in the snowy plover area. See Section 4.2.1.2, Campfires, for discussion of potential nighttime .
impacts of unleashed pets.

The park’s new pohcy to enforce leash restnctlons m the area where snowy plovers occur should

dramatlc dechne in numbers of dogs n the plover arca is believed to have 31gn1ﬁcantly reduced
the level of disturbance associated with roaming dogs. Ranger patrols and public contact, both
by resource protection and interpretive rangers, need to continue on a routine basis in order to
gain increased compliance and ensure protectlon of snowy plovers Addltlonal interpretive
and/or resewseswprotectionsstali TESUITes Ty bt HeTesR ATy 0 els e

ployes-protectiof THIASITEs.

The NPS is committed to pursuing funding to accomplish interpretive initiatives to further snowy
plover protection in the park. Potential avenues for public outreach include establishing a
volunteer program for viewing snowy plovers and migratory shorebirds, conducting programs for
neighborhood schools and community organizations, production of an educational and training
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for plovers banded previously. Peregrine falcons, a federally endangered species, have been
observed capturing other larger shorebird species on O cean B each and m ay occasionally t ake
snowy plovers. Merlins may also prey on local shorebirds. Ravens and gulls may prey on
injured adult plovers and shorebirds.

Predator control is not proposed for snowy plover management on Ocean Beach. The park does
not propose to eliminate known peregrine roosting habitat in close proximity to Ocean Beach. '

Predation is a2 much more significant threat t o birds during breeding season, when vulnerable
chicks and eggs are targeted by predators, including ravens, gulls, striped skunks, raccoons,
foxes, feral cats, and other species. In the event of snowy plover nesting, predator exclosures
would be erected immediately to prevent predation by ravens, gulls and mammalian predators to
the extent possible. Increased beach cleanup efforts and removal of garbage and pet litter from
the beach may help to reduce the incidence of predators that would affect nesting plovers.

Predation does not appear to have a measurable impact on wintering snowy plovers at Ocean
Beach.

POTENTIAL SNOWY PLOVER NESTING

There are no known recent or historical records of snowy plover nesting on Ocean Beach,
although anecdotal reports of snowy plovers nesting on Ocean B each during the 1950°s have
been encountered. Snowy plovers probably nested in the vicinity of Ocean Beach prior to
development and destruction of the dune field that once extended for several miles inland. Pre-
nesting behavior has been observed from March until mid-May on Ocean Beach, and it is
possible that nesting has been attempted but failed due to the intense level of recreational activity
on the beach. The park received letters from a concerned citizen and the Golden Gate Audubon
Society recommending fencing of potential nesting habitat when pre-nesting behavior and late
departure of plovers occurred in May 1995. While the park was considering how to address the
situation, the plovers departed.

Discussions with the USFWS and Gary Page at Point Reyes Bird Observatory (PRBO) led to the
decision in subsequent years not to pursue actions, like fencing, that might encourage snowy
plovers to nest on Ocean B each unless an active nest was confirmed. Itwas felt that snowy
plover reproductive success would likely be higher if they were encouraged to nest in other
locations. "The level of recreational disturbance and potential for nest/chick predation by
unnaturally elevated predator populations associated with the urban environment are believed to
be severe impediments to nesting success on Ocean Beach.

Nesting of snowy plovers on Ocean Beach is considered to be a highly unlikely event given the
level of daily recreational activity on the beach. Snowy plover surveys will continue to be
conducted once every one to two weeks throughout the breeding season, when plovers are
normally absent from Ocean Beach. In the event that snowy plovers are suspected of nesting, the
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identified as MWWW, at the bgttom of the| sand laiide'r, amf} i
H — R [
ciced/released him on- scene far %ﬁ‘"mm ng Wildlife ai kf_’et.
Eaa |NVESTIGMOR Mqﬂneu
‘ j cIB o
a6 Co 9% L
STATUS: O OPEN O SUSPENOED CLOGED BY: O ARRERT [l EXCEPTION O unsousoeD| - i ) DISPOSITION |
’ 1
37 AEFORTING QRAGER - BADGE/D DATE 88 ABHIETING GFFICER BADGEAD - | |99 GUPERVISOR @  EaDGEMD DATE
01/22/00 a. peckert 94‘3- f i /
"‘%f %/ AREE Exhiit 96 .
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| FORM 34D Y . UNITED STATES OEPARTMENT OF THE r;msmm

(a9

S REYURE OF TRGIGENT T RECLAEGIFICATION OF INCIDENT.
Pets-~ Dog off-leagh; DJ.st:urb:Lng W11dlife S E

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE : '
_ ‘ SUPPLEMENTAL ORiMINAL INCID;ENT AEGORD . ! AVENLE CASED
TGYSTEM AREA 3 WHEN L gay f YR 4 YEAHA GABE/NCIDENT NUMBER
GOGA- South | el [ 0[5 2] 210 |2 .oleuoToTolvuT

Fi

TEM

COMPLAINANT'S INFORMATTION:

‘€72 Fourth Ave.

. : -
7 RESULTS OF INVRETIGATION : i - :ooo] B i

Jamie T. Hoff L |

San Bruno, Ca. %40&§
65Q0-255-7073
DOB 02-06-62

The complainant, Jamie T. Hoff, t:old me that she was 3 & Fhe beach below
Fort Funaton, when she observed a golden xetriever '1ng ff leash aft:er birde on che
beach. Hoff told me tha:: this dog barked and growled lat he !;oree wh:.le it was I’.'I-lIm.'Lng
off-leash on two different occa' ong th;}t day. She sa:ud thg pers«nn responslble fo::

the golden retriever N5 - B W%ﬁé“ﬁ%ﬁﬁ ,! : ; , }

When Ranger Beckext and myself arrived at the Fort Fuqlston tajjdladderr Em'le observed an '
off-leash golden yetriever chasing birds on the beach jwith a white ma¥e walking
northbound and watching this dog. Upon r¥eaching the bottoém| of the sandladder ar.
approx. 1240 hrs., we contacted subject HAMMANN with hia golden retr:.ever off leash. He
was headed up to the Fort Funstén Parking lot. I als observud complamant Hoff: on
her horse on the beach. She latér told me that the subject we hontacted {HAMNN) :
was indeed the subject she had éleen with the off-leas goldlen .Iretnever ! Hoff algo
told me latex that she would tegtify in court on this matter co
| |
I divected HAMMANN to put his dag on-leash and advised hm\ that pats neeq.ed to be on
laash in all areas of GGNRA and that it waewil-leg i S .
h:vqﬂmmmm said: that !:here axe fewer and fewer area& t:p et
He algo said that he had not rece:.ved his warning yet. . |

& | .
I issued HAMMANN MVN P120651 for 36 CFR 2.15(a) (2), Fah.lure]to Laash Pet !and MVN PJ.20?24

'for 36 CPR 2.2(a)(2), Teasa.ng/Fr:.gh:eningfmscurbmg ocE W:ldliife.

All units cleared at apprax 1300 hrs. and at approx. 1305 llu:si PRl obserqed that the

*LEASH PETS" sign was clearly poeted and visible at thel west end of the liort Funston
l

Par}c:.ng Lot. : , . L

{
|
|
|

T WARRANTIS] ® W 10 TEOH NOTHED W INVEG 1TGATION NOYIFIED T 3]
£ YES O LATENTS CIB N :
am O PHOTOS . X ’ . i o PAGE OF  PAGES,
STATUS:. T QPEN Oatmrensen ] I CLOSED BY: [TARREST ::lgxca-nim: ; C““@’O‘-"#E" o
2 REPOFTING OFFICER BADGEAD DATE 5 INVEGTIGATOR “BADGEAD DATE | W SAGGED “BATE

Ww_iuz 01-22-032

| - :
i ' .5 A
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Nﬁ\ﬂONAL PARK SERVICE ,

SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL INCIDENT ORD . 1 JIVEMILE CASED
BYSTEM ARER SWHEN MO, AYEAR  CASEINGIDENT NUMEER
Golden Gate National Recreat:on Area - South District oo 101 1 0 2 [0 {2l [oa i:ﬂ [7]0T&

e
* RRTORE OF TRCTOENT

§ RECLASSIAICATIQN OF
Failure to Restrain PetsfHarassmg Wildllfe :

. ; -} E] T
[TEM  7RESVLTS OF INVESTIGATION - . - [ 1 : !

On ) anuary 22 2002 Ranger Mnrk Warmerdam and I contacted, t}NDR.EW HAMMANN about hig dog running
GhagiTEIRE preshe surf line below Fort Funston} B thannerdamand I observed Hammann

. witha dog that was chasmg birds off the beach, We contacted Has ann-at the bottmm pf the stmrway south of

. the Hang Glider Deck as he and his dog were coming up from thé beach His dog¥ e
—{  Hammann stated right away, “T have:not received a waming yet”. iy formed that the contact

_| wasnot only for having his pet off leash but also because he-was ailty $.birds ! from the

beach. Hammann stated and that his dog did not harm any of thelt birds, (8 40 ,_nhembeach.

— Hammann was agitated about being contacted and feit that he shct\uld receive a warnig qmor to aticket. I

informed Hammann that signs were put in place approximately one yea{ago and thaz th(; park staff had been .

—  actively telling people to leash their pets. I told him about the hi ory. of the Pet Policy at Golden Gate NRA |

- and the legal problems with the past lnnguage of the parks policy;and nformed him of ¢ Advanced Notice of

1  Proposed Rule Making that was in pmgress Hammann stated tim he w[as ,nware of all ?%e changes but felt they
were uafair to the tradltmnal users of,thxs area. .

l

i

1
T nwfa'ncn'myr Mql':dFIEO T ! 2
: ' ; RCE. DR _PACES.

WARRANTIST CEN 7015 TECH NOTIFIED
aYes i D LATENTS ‘
o CIEHOTOS :
§Tatus: O oOPEN 0 SUSPENDED A l cLoSED av: O ARREST [ a smspnou n UNFDUNDED

t
REPORTING OFFICER BADGEND DATE 15 INVESTIGATOR BADGEAD f DATE‘ ] 1GSUPERWSGR H RADGEAD DATE
i i Exhibit 99

Sric Beckedt ,, .. .R§44  01/2002 | - S o F
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FORM 10-3438 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR U.S. PARK POLIGE

{3/83)
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TECH
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE
2 ORGANIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA ZLOCATION CODE 5 YERR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
- 8. 140 Golden Gate National Recreation Area ~ South Unit A
ETOCATION OF INCIDENT TBEAT . | 8 WHEN 9 21 10 DAY
1 oo HOUR oF
Sutro Baths : 461 | occur? TIME 310 WEEK
71 OFFERSEANCID 12 NATURE OF INGIDENT 3 WHEN RECEVED:
' T : DATE TIME
‘ | Pets — Leash Law 01/09/2005 0930
W[ 14 LAST FIRST v € [x | 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 FHONE BUSINGSS
| v
c L .
o | [ Camiccia Danijel C W {415) 556-8371
M g [ 17 ADDRESS STREET cIY STATE ~ ZIP 18 PHONE RESIDENGE
P
S N
L | B201 Fort Mason San Francisco - CA 94123
A 19 LAST FIRST M C [ x [ 20 OATE OF BIRTH 221 PHONE BUSINESS
v y :
N .
s | | Goodwin John W {415) 556-8371
n © [22 ADDRESS STREET CiTY STATE I 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
T ‘ )
4 | B201 Fort Mason San Francisco CA 94123
1% LAST FIRST . MIDDLE A ~20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A S
g 72 ADDRESS STREET Ty STATE 2P 23 PHONE RESIDENGE
s
T .
E [ 29RACE | 30SEX | 31 AGE | 32HGT | 33 WGT | 3MEVES I6HAIR | STHAIR ] 38 FACIAL | 39 MARKBISCAR 40 ARMED WITH
D LENGTH STYLE HAIR
W M 48 |6 |02 ] 170 | Blu .
g |@HAT A2 COATIIACKET 4% SHIRT 44 TROUSERSISKIRT ,, 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 BDID
.8 _ 4
. .
R FiReT MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
€ 5 _
c
T 5 aocDress STREET oIy STATE ZiP 52 PHONE RESIOENCE
o
T I FARACE | 5ASEX | S5AGE | S6HGT | 57WGT | SBEYES | 5OHAIR | BOHAIR | 61 HAR | 62FACIAL | 53 MARKSISCARS | 64 ARMED WiTH
" LENGTH STVLE HAIR
E -
R
5 HAT 65 COATIJACKET 87 SHIRT 8 TROUSERSISKIRT 9 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 POID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR | 74 MAKE 75 WMODEL 75 BODY 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER TOSTATE | B8O IDENTIFYING FEATURESVIN
O INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE
G KNOWN TO OPERATE
B : REMOVED TO REMOVED BY 82 NCCO
‘ TELETYPE O
0 IMPOUNDED O STOLEN 0 RECOVERED 0 SEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT O
83 ARREST(S) DATE B4 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36CFR 2.15{a)(2) :
88 NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE MEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- 90 VALUE -

[FEM PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NQTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETANLS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.

On January 9, 2004, at approximately 0931 hours, while on foot patrol of Sutro Baths with
-—| Ranger Goodwin | observed two people walking with their dog off ieash. | contacted the
individuals and asked them to put their dog on a leash. One of the individuals, later
7 identified as TR, stated that he had a leash but his dog was going to swim in
Sutro Baths. At this timeWilllIlJ aliowed his dog to run off, where it jumpedsintosthe-water
at Sutro Baths and begam-cITHSIT Hitd. Thesbird=hanstorake-flight-toraveid beirg™
caught-by-the.dog, | told again that he needed te put his dog on a leash and he
became argumentative, telling Ranger Goodwin and | that he has been letting his dog swim
— | here for years and that his dog does no harm. Ylcontinued being argumentative and
irate but called his dog back and tied a piece of fabric around its neck. A computer check
———{ showed MR ciear of wants or warrants. It is posted at the trailheads at Merrie Way
Parking, where SN parked, that degs.sauskbes.en-adeash. | explained to barker again
~—— the reason his dog needed to be on a leash and issued him citation #gjjJi*for 36 CFR
2.15(a)(2) — failure to Restrain Pet.

94 INVESTIGATOR NOTIRED

95 - 6
STATUS: OOPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSED.BY. OARREST 0O EXCEPTION O UNFOUNDED DISPCSITION

" 97 REPCRTING OFFICER BADGE /D DATE | 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGERD 99 SUPERVIS BADGEND  DATE
D. Camice - #R2425  01/10/2005 /\7@ . g
- , P - U“) {t U:,
%‘f'/‘d?iﬁ _ Ex |b| 100

wl
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FORN 10-3438
(3163)

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD

U.8. PARK POLICEL
PARK RANGER/TECH »
1 JUVENILE CASE T

" DRGANIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA FLOCATION CODE ] 5 YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
[871] 4]0 Golden Gate National Recreation Area — South Unit ol7]o]ol [olals{o]1]ala]0lo
LOCATION OF INGIDENT TBEAT | BWLEN WO, DAY | YR |9 24 HRE | MIN. | 10 DAY
i DIDIT T~ HOUR QF
Ocean Beach at Judah 461 |occure |1 011 O[O0 41 rme [0191110] wee | T
11 OFFENSEANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INGIDENT. 13 WHEN RECENED:
DATE TIAE
Pets/l eash Law 1010/2004 8910
‘vIV 14 LAST FIRST o T T %] 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
c - . @ v
0 ; Camiccia . Daniel C W {415) 556-8371
M ¢ |77 ADDRESS STREET ity STATE Fig) iB PHONE RESIDENGE
P
s .
L g | B201 Fort Mason San Francisco CA 94123
A 19 LAST FIRET P T [ ] 28 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
v ] v
¥ 1 | Goodwin John ™
W (T7 27 ADDRESS ETREET ey STATE 7P 23 PHONE REGIDENCE
T .
! 1 B201 Fort Nl ason San Francisco CA 94123
0 LAGT FIRST WIDDLE E 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A
R Ms - Y ]
R STREET iy — &TATE zZIp 23 PHONE RESIDENGE
: - i o>
S .
£ | 29RACE | B0SEX | 31AGE | 32HGT | 33 WGT | 34 EYES IEHAIR | 37 HAR | SBFAGIAL | 35 MARKSI/SCARS | 40 ARMED WITH
D * LENGTH STYLE HAIR N
W M 63 |5 101 180 | Biu
s |@twar 47 COATIIACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERSIBKIRT 35 SHOES 76 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDWD
p —
8
p["@8 tAsT FIRET MIDDLE A 79 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSNESS
E 5
c o
T 737 ADDRESS STREET Ty STATE e 52 PHONE RESIDENGE
0
T | G3RACE | 645EX | 55AGE | 5B6HGT | 67 WGT | SBEYES | S9HAIR ] BAHAIR | 61HAR | 62 FAGIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS | 64 ARMED WITH
H LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E .
R [&5HAT 55 COATIACKET &7 SHIRT 56 TROUSERS/SRIRT 69 SHOES 70 SDCIAL SECURITY 71PDID
T VENICLE 73 YEAR | 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 75 STATE | BD IDENTIFYING FEATURESVIN
1J INVOLVED IN GRIME STYLE
O KNOWN TO OPERATE
& REMOVED 70 REMOVED Bv B NECT
: - TELETYPE &
OIMPOUNDED O STOLEN ORECOVERED  (ISEIZED RADIO LOOKOUT 0
73 ARREST(S) DATE B4 TIME 85 CHARGES) 36 COURT DATE | B7 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36CFR 2.15(a)(2)
& NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE [TEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- gg.n'_ 'QAEC oz 83 VALUS

ITEM

PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INGIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INGIDENT, (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE.

PROP

On October 10, 2004 at approximately 0910 hours while on foot patrol of Ocean
Beach with Ranger Goodwin I observed an individual walking with his small

black and white dog off leash. Whenrthe-dog-savwa-bird-on-the-beach-it-toole ot
rmngm&waymfr@mmltwwneﬁand hased the bird-for-approximately

yards.

Theownerdidnot-atiempt-tocati-his-deg-back. When the dog finally returned. to
the man hesgave-the-dogrwhatiappearedriorbera-dog-biseuit-and-eontinued walli
dow-the-beach-with-his-dogroffleashri contacted the man and identified him as

. A computer check showed SEEEREER clear of any wants or
warrants. I explained to {JjjjlJ~hy 1t was necess? to have his dog on a leash

and gave-him-a-citatien-forfatluretorres

94 INVESTIGATOR NCTIFIED

85 98
DISPOSITION

STATUS: TOPEN O SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: 1ARREST  0EXCEPTION G UNFOUNDED
37 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE D DATE | 98 ASBISTING OFFICER BADGEAD T 59 SUPERVIS BADGEAD  DATE
D. Camiceia #R2425 10/10/04 | J. Goodwin
e ///;;,_; o, Og 3 Extify il C/‘/
e //- -;:___- R
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FORM 102438

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

(f.'aa] B NATI u.s. PARK.'\
, ONAL PARK SERVICE P
- . L 'ARK RANGER
‘ CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVEN
e __.
2 DRGANIZATION CODE c
8114101 Galdon cate Nati _ 4TOCATONCODE T 5 VEAR _— CASEANCIOERT NUMSER
amcmof&.llébgﬁﬂs Golden Gate National Recreation Area — South District lolzlofo lolsl.fo]ol1]lo
" " 7BEAT s\tp)\lr;lﬂq . DAY | 9 24 HRS | M. |10 DAY
cean Beach south of Lincoln Way 461 > g 4] HOUR tglzla)7] of
QCCUR? > -0 e [ 87 .2.:"7_‘
11 OFF St {HLE WEEK
ENSEIIN?‘IDEI\T.CQ ;IE l : 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEIVED:
. N - . . G
L1 _|__] Disorderly Conduct — False Information / Pets — Failure to Restrain oot orae
. | FIRST Mt 5 X 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
T | Beckert =)
) ric
N W 415-556-8371
M T
M g 17 ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE zZip 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
}L\ = gGI;JRA Building 201 Fort Mason San Francisco CA 94123
|N v LAST FIRST Wi C 20 DATE OF BIRTH ¥ 21 PHONE BUSINESS
v .
Q (I: 22 ADDRESS W
N .II. STREET CITY STATE a3 23 PHOME RESIDENCE
M
A 24 LAST FIRST MIDDLE 4 25 DATE Olﬁ BIRTH 26 PHONE BUSINESS
R 3
E STREET CiTY STATE Falod 28 PHONE RESIDENCE
5
7 -
E 31 AGE | 32HGT 3BWGT 34EYES | 35RAIR 36 HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL | 39 MARKS/ISCARS 40 ARMED WITH
[»] LENGTH STYLE HAIR
A F 56 (5|2 | 115 | Bm | Bk | Med :
s A1 HAT 42 COATAIACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERSISKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SQCIAL SECURITY | 47 PDID
u
5 Refused
E 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH S0 PHONE BUSINESS
c 5
T 51 ADDRESS STREET CiTy STATE ZIP 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
s}
T 33 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE | 56 HGT 57 WGT S8 EYES | 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 81 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 64 ARMED WITH
E LENGTH STYLE HAIR
= _
65 HAT 66 COATMACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROLUSERS/SKIRT 59 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
72 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 78 MODET_ 76 800Y 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE ‘[ BOIDENTIFYING FEATURES/VIN
0 INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE
0 KNOWN TO OPERATE
a1 REMOVED TO REMOQVED BY a2 NCIC O
TELETYPEDO
0 IMPOUNDED 0 STOLEN [0 RECOVERED 0 SEIZED RADIO LOOKQUT G
B3 ARREST(S) DATE "84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S) . 86 COURT DATE 87 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.32(a)(3)(i); 2.15(a)(2)
9w | NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVEE TEMS, INDICATE FTEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INGLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- o | e 1 B2 |
PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCHOENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE. . TRRRAEE ; VALUE
SUMMARY: While on patrol of thev@eean-BEECH dune area between Lincoln Way and Irving |-
— 1 | observed a dog running along the beach with no apparent owner. | observed the dog
rerpingEaloRgtheshightidemarkchasimyFuiradsTom the flotsam as it went along. Nearly a
guarter mile behind the unattended dog 1 observed a woman carrying a feash. | contacted
near Irving and asked if the dog that was now near the outflow at Lincoln
Way was her pet. She stated that it was and that there was no problem because her dog
_ .| wasePnite.dog. | requested that she leash her pet and requested to see some identification.
SHIM stated‘that she did not have her drivers license with her and was reluctant to give her
—1 name and date of birth. Eventually she provided me with the names of with a
date of birth of 07-04-46 then when that came back not on record she used NP
—— with-a date of birth of 07-04-46, again that came back not on record. Sillllsthen changed the
date of birth to 06-06-48. Eventually @il provided me her correct name and date of birth. |
—1 I issued MVNIIENEN for 36 CFR 2.15(a)(2) failure fo restrain pet and YIFor 36
2.32(a)(3Xi) for fatse information. Both were issued as mandatory appearances befare the _
Federal Magistrate 94 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED
95 a6
STATUS: DO CPEM 0 SUSPENDED CLOSED 8Y: 0 ARREST 0 EXCERFTION 0 UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION
97 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE /ID DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGE/D 99 SUPERVISOR BADGE /ID DATE
Eric Beckert R944 : ;
S e ok Tk
\;T Exhibit 102
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(3123}

FORM 10.3448 i UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

- s ‘NATIONAL PARK SERVICE )
SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE GASE D
2 SYSTEM AREA 8 WHEN DAY 4 YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
Golden Gate National Recreation Area s o 2 0 1 o 5| Tolsl[olol1]0]1] 5]
5 NATURE OF INCIDENT 8 RECLASSIFICATION OF (NCIDENT

Disorderly Conduct - FFalse Information / Pets — Failure fo restrain

ITEM

T RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION

While on patrol of the Ocean Beach dune area between Lincoln Way and lrvmg [ obsenfed a dog running along the
beach with no apparent owner. | observed the dog running along the high it arChasing birds fromrthe flotsam as it
went along. My first impression was that it was a lost dog and | was going to try and capture it to see if it had any tags
so the owner could be notified. However, prior to catching up to the dog, nearly a quarter mile behind the unattended
dog | observed a wornan carrying a leash who | suspected was the dogs’ owner.

| contacted 4NN ncar rving on Ocean Beach and asked if the dog that was now near the outflow at Lincoin
Way was her pet. She stated that it was and that there was no problem because her dog was a nice dog. She
continued by stating that “no one leashes their dogs here” | advised her that this was a leash area and requested that
she leash her pet and requested to see some identification. "lllstaried to walk away stating that | did not need any
information from her that she was leaving now. | advised «iillllthat walking away from a fawful contact would make the
situation worse and could result in her arrestwgiiiliPstopped walking away and stated “then you have to give all the
people here tickets, come on | will take you” and started walking away again, | advised il that | needed to deal with
her first before | could deal with any other persons on the beach and that she would need to provide me with a drivers
license, state identification card or give me her name verbaily so | can deiermine who she is.

4R stated that she did not have her drivers' license with her and was reluctant to give her name and date of birth,
stating that | did not need that information because she would leave. Eventually she provided me with the name of

ith a date of birth of 07-04-46. 1 wrote this information down in my note book; showed it fo her and
asked “|s this correct?” she stated that it was. | continued by stating “because if it is false information then you will
receive additional tickets and make matters worse, and could even get arrested, are you sure that this is correct” and
read back to her “first name«giil., middie initiaMl} and last nam<EIR with a date of birth July 4, 1946?" Again
she stated that it was correct. | radioed that information in to Park Communications who stated that the information as
given was not on record. 1 asked @R again “is this correct information that you gave me?” and she insisted that it
was, | advised her again that she did not want to provide false information to a law enforcement officer, that doing so
would result in an arrest situation. JJllA then stated that her name was NilIENEER vith the same date of birth, 07-
04-46, which she gave earlier. Again this information came back not on record. [ once again advised her of the
problem that she was creating, and reminded her that she is taking a simple matter and turning it into a complex
situation. @lPthen changed the date of birth to July 6, 1948 (06-06-48). Again this information was not found on
record. | asked @ what the middle initial stood for, and she stated it was Willlllls. | asked her if that was her first
name on her drivers' license. Jiiilthen stated that her name iyl with a date of birth of June 6, 1948.
That she did not want to give correct information in hopes of not getting a ticket. This information came back to a
person meeting her description with a valid California Drivers’ license. As | started to write the Magistrate Violation
Notices Sl started pleading with me to nof give her a ticket. -y stated it was not fair and that ] should glve her a
warning. | advised her again of the parksmoneermswith-pets.ef-leashy : atitat g
giving of false information. As | contmued to wrlte the MVN she
belligerent yelling that | am doing this betEISESHETERErSEN and that dii others i thE"PeatiTsout besticketed-as-well.

i issued MyevaREEIN(or 36 CFR 2.15(a)(2) failure to restrain pet anqMmiR for 36 2.32(a)(3)(i) for giving false
information. Both were issued as mandatory appearances before the Federal Magistrate. When | started to inform her
of the citations and the process involved with mandatory appearances she stated that she would not take the tickets and
started walking away. | informed her again that it was to her benefit to take the citations as there was information on
them that she needed. She eventually took the citations then gave them back to me and after a few more minutes took
the citations and walked away, returning two more times to tell me that it was not fair to give her these citations before
she finally departed the area at approximately 0750 hours.

8 WARRANT(S) 9 101D TECH NOTIFIED 11 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED } 1z
DYES OLATENTS
[1NO 0 PHOTOS PAGE OF PAGES
13 . ”
STATUS O OPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY! 0 ARREST 0 EXCEPTION 0 UNFOUNDED
14 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE/D DATE 15 INVESTIGATCR BADGE/D DATE 18 SUPERVISOR BADGEND DATE
Eric Beckert R944  02-01-05 V)»«A Cosk B2 g leples
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Crissy Field Restoration 2000 Incident Log

Human/Animal/Environment Interactmn

One Date per Page Submit Weekly to L. Stringer Draft 3/29/00
e el T rion ol [ o ] =
A R T
Sy BT il TR U S

i en?: By: Action Taken? \ /.

R i alea sl O

bilher gn bak guig Dictess alls 2 ik
?ISQ\ 75 (E;-iumw nesh QWJ)»« Lmﬁ):] L’"j"' é?lltefsaa;[nL Dot
mclmu’ AT Y -:,4‘\7“ '“l‘ 4 _,b_“_
K\Ueef%wz) Mxmhﬂ“ a'f‘f’(“ wf‘l: 5:571: )rw C)'cSL

8 gg‘ K i empemzrs 3,

Area: \Uﬁhf L(rJ @Jreclr\'om Type of Incident: Uac);, HM*ASS\N\ U\CH S&

Degree of Disturbance: = Species Involved: U K

e

Picture Taken?- By;;, se¢ «bow | Action Taken? [, ¢

Description of Inmdent

\el(m oo ef oHe) Li lder 0n LeacL ad afm{
(’,\’\UQc " g.a,( glguj g'glg g\ ;f ﬂia\n(f;)
E’_w \ B f\aﬁ | jg@\f\ r) - %ﬂ&&%ﬁc L G WY

it TS C.LC;'R'IaJ\

S
Types of Incidents: Areas: Please Include:
Person in restoration area Fenced dune (A, C, D etc.) Is person aware of rules, problem?
Dog in restoration area Voice contro] attempted? Obeyed?
Tracks in restoration area Ocean Upon showin » es T
Disturbance in restoration area Beach (note ncarest dune) . .
Cypress frees oo servac -J’f‘t‘uj Coﬂ,{‘f‘a “ .
Dog harassing wildiife Promenade
‘Dead wildlife found East lawn Pu rav ["_‘3 }83 b\?, Voi (Q LoF ﬁ
Dead plants found Q Jﬁ)
Wildlife killed Marsh inlet ailel - obe /
Plants killed ﬁ‘;:h":;;g: dNSEW) Degree of Disturbance:
Feces not removed Tidal marsh (N,S,E,W) ?i n;.) obvtousbc.h;mri?ance
Dog/ human interaction Marsh water = shight (i.e. ot a.xgltated, plant damaged)
f 51[ storban 2=moderate (i.e. bird moves, plant broken)
. 3=severe (i.c. bird leaves site, many plants
Other /¢ (specify) Dune swale Killed)
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Crissy Field Restoration 2000 Incident Log

One Date per Page

Human/Animal/Environment Interaction

Submit Weekly to L. Stringer Draft 3/29/00

Date: ?//5//% B

Time: /&., 26 g Observer(s): Entered

Pavelves  pest.

Notes:” Codfinved I m previess faTa

Sk Chel

(ﬂ?r«* 5ﬁ4 qM C@MMU.«L {/ L{fwrf

Area UA{"*( ng ?rﬂ'@ c{‘l‘ar— Type of Incident: yoo\ /742.-’“455’: P Wi J (ire ME’ 5-}—-
Degree of Disturbance: -2 Species Involved: o/ /é/ /éé ny Wt { o+
Picture Taken?: By: \/C. S Action Taken? 7

Description of Incident:

Lafj e Blad

AN\ et ‘|

chJS 'ﬁf',
f /@wf g

aJR C)MLSQ UJ 7L awnde) o4 &716;0—‘4 ?ef 7{f%«/
Jﬂw* l’é’“"‘} k Je&f
D. el

{

£ ULA‘@ oe

frm&eﬁ nQrow\ \Wesh. S@ A

fvzfom test, fan oo b o Jishack,
; alasr *;m-mﬂ/{ay% Clldf(’ /@fsrsriuJ

o Cer -
o R G e

/

Area: Jzder i P whe k). | Type of Incident: 73‘« #éf%s.ffﬂ wildlife

Degree of Disturbance:

Z2_ ’5 Species Involved: Frﬂcrs Tem Willet Q,,‘,,lg,f%pl‘ A5k

bicture Taken?: By:

Actlon Taken?

Description of Incident:

e Boun

(2 TCwever,

o B PP &’)@%JT O CaaS"} é‘:fa/J 7/6 er
'farfa_g_;iﬂ_u{ 271// 4’3;,;‘./ ~_§*W«; e aqu"f‘ C(?l M?@u—b’ St'_gz U‘F ‘?e‘ﬂb“f et L
\)\\"BS cz,mé -\(\/\Q ' m(; k"e( 5

O REC %krw = Lol
< J‘fj S wWam ad'}wlk

\r\ Wakaer

vel Bmlithes
%j ffaaazieu

r2y

Q@Sﬁ%m@r’f AN B pakd T 191»,

el

/[

Types of Incidents:

Person in restoration area
Dog in restoration area
Tracks in restoration area

Dog harassing wildlife
Dead wildlife found
Dead piants found
Wildlife killed

Plants killed

Feces not removed
Dog/ human interaction

Other_  (specify)

Disturbance in restoration area

Areas: Please Include:

Fenced dune (A, C, D etc.) Is person aware of rules, problem?
Voice control attempted? Obeyed?

Ocean f

Beach (note nearest dune) 250 0 @,}_ awa

Cypress trees

Promenade

East lawn

Marsh inlet

i::::;“u‘;‘;zs ANSEW) Degree of Disturbance:

Tidal marsh (N S’E, V;a') 0= no obvious disturbance

Marsh water A 1=slight (i.e. bird agitated, plant damaged}
2= moderate (i.e. bird moves, plant broken)

Dune swale i;lzz;rere (i.e. bird leaves site, many plants
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Crissy Field Restoration 2000 Incident Log

Human/Animal/Environment Interaction

One Date per Page Submit Weekly to L. Stringer Draft 3/29/00
A -
[Date: /] gy { ,?Z | Time: W _ Ertéred
nt
P fé, [l206 A s ”..b:;,,._l« C,(-“—((‘

Notes: ¢ Bhsergar

[Area: W derbid Yok o~

‘ Type of Incident: Eu, t/e‘_f((? // V4 571 ()!a_ﬂl UC{?“ b

Degree of Disturbance: f,gk aojltro‘{ej

Species Involved: .¢

Picture Taken?: By:

Action Taken?

Description of Incident:

i es

Jw\ar : ':/‘ w:!"«c[)oﬁ {ers ,«: S@QS}

Cgrwf Md\

o»m gcatu

i RS
5 A &5
g el VD e
e Moy o

rJ7 was gmj
Maf‘d cxlro?

Area: Type of Incident:

Degree of Disturbance: Species Involved:

Picture Taken?: By: Action Taken?

Description of Incident:

Types of Incidents: Areas: Please Include:

Person in restoration area Fenced dune (A, C, D etc.) Is person aware of rules, problem?

Dog in restoration area Voice control attempted? Obeyed?

Tracks in restoration area Ocean

Disturbance in restoration area Beach (note nearest dune)

Cypress trees

Dog harassing wildlife Promenade

Dead wildlife found East lawn

Dead plants found

Wiidiife killed Marsh inlet _

Plants killed Shell mound Degree of Disturbance:

Marsh upland (N,S,E,W) 0= b Tisth

Feces not removed Tidal marsh (N,S,E, W) o “l° o "“’“sb ’Z‘“’ ance

Dog/ human interaction Marsh water slight (i.e. bird agitated, plant damaoed)
2= moderate (j.e. bird moves, plant broken)

Other (specify) Dune swale ii——llz;\;ere (i.e. bird leaves site, many plants

Exhibit 103


Brent Plater
Text Box
Exhibit 103


3:;? 10-3438 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR ‘ 1).8. PARK POLICE D

shld

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE U.S. PARK RANGER <«
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE O
IRCANIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE 5 YEAR TJ‘\S-E INCIDE_NT NUMBER
| 8 l 1 ,4 0 | Golden Gate National Recreation Area g8lolo| j(oi5l«[0fBl0 l 3.e|}9‘| 2 l
QCATION OF INCIDENT ) 7 BEAT 8 WHEN MO. DAY YR. 5 24 HRS MIN. 10 DAY
R N L DID T ) . HOUR - N ' OF
ilagra Ridge- West Side 411 Joccurs |0 12 8{0 5| vwme }1/613]J5] weex
OFFENSE/ANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT 13 WHEN RECEWED:
. . y DATE £1-28-05 TIME 1635 hrs.
' ] Pets- Failure to Resirain Pet W|th a Leash "
i 14 LAST FIRST % G X 158 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
L |
. Warmerdam Mark G, Iw 415-556-8371
E 17 ADDRESS ’ STREET CITY STATE ZIP 18 PHONE RESIDENCE
s | GGNRA B201 Fort Mason San Francisco CA 94123
9 LAST FIRST M c 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
v \
| W
?_ 22 ADDRESS STREET CITY - STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
|
Y . . .
19 LAST . FIRST NIDDLE g 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
A
R _ e
2 STREET cITY - STATE ZIP 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
3 - ~ .
-IIE- 31 AGE 32 HGT 3IWGET 34 EYES | 35 HAIR 36 HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL | 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
o LENGTH STYLE HAIR .

F 29 1514 | 135 | blue | bind

S 4% HAT 42 COAT/JACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERSISKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
o _
S .
P 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 49 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E S
c [4]
T 151 ADDRESS STREET cITY STATE zIP 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
? 53 RACE | 54 SEX 55 AGE | 56 HGT 57 WGT 58 EYES | 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKSISCARS &4 ARMED WITH
H LENGTH STYLE HAIR
[
’ 65 HAT 668 COAT/JACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERS/SKIRT 69 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
EHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MODEL 76 BODY 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURESAVIN
1INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE
1 KNOWN TO OPERATE
REMOVED TD REMOVED BY a8z NCIC D
TELETYPE O
IMPOUNDED 0 STOLEN 0 RECOVERED 0 SEIZED : RADIO LOOKOUT
-RREST(S) DATE 84 TIME 8% CHARGE(S) 85 COURT DATE B7 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.15(a)(2)
M NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- ggn T QI!!E&: : ngOP A 93 VALUE
) PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3} DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE. Lo A
On OPgEgs=atapprox. 1635 hrs., while on foot patrol of the west side offt Ridge, |
— | observed an adult female, later ldentlfled as  walking southbound ona
single track trail with a medium sized, brown dog (which was off Ieash and running
~ | unrestrained-threughthe-bushes.}) At one point, | observed this dog running approx. 30 feet
__ from USRI | also observed AENNNINENP quickly leash this dog when she looked in my
direction. The area that her dog was running off leash through the bushesswessthermrissions,
__| leesietrsrey SrsTRETESareET# contacted AR and advised her of the
clearly posted and visible S|gns at the only Iegal enfrance to Milaga Ridge that state, “LEASH
__l PETS” and "DOGS MUST BE ON LEASH.” Upon a dispatch computer check,
returned clear of wants/warrants. | isauedmImemMMhﬁﬁ\ o3 6B RRedabbiay(2h-F ailure
— to Restrain Pet with a Leash ($50). | released on-scene and cleared at approx.
ﬂ 1650 hrs.
94 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED
98
U8 XOCPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: O ARREST DO EXCEPTION 0 UNFOUNDED DISPOSITICN
ZPORTING OFFICER BADGE /ID DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGE/ID 99 SUPERVISOR < BADGE 11D DATE
- Warmerdam 2232 01-29-05 ' - T 2604
7~ & _ * Exhibit 104
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E‘(IJBR;;'I 103438 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR U.S. PARK POLICE O

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE U.S. PARK RANGER <
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD : 1 JUVENILE CASE O
ORGANIZATION CODE 3 SYSTEM AREA, ‘ . 4 LOCATION CODE 5 YEAR CASEJINCIDENT NUMBER
8 I 1 ] 4 l 0 | Golden Gate National Recreation Area 11410170 l 0- l 4 Ll @I 113 ’ 7156 I 2 |
LOCATION OF INCIDENT 7 BEAT 8 WHEN MO. DAY YR. 9 24 MIN, 10 DAY
DID IT - [ HOUR ' OF
.ower Alta Ave. at Donahue 561 Joccore |1 211 2|0 4| T [1]4]3]0o] &
1 OFFENSE/ANCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF‘INCIDENT 13 WHEN REGCEIVED:
DATE TIME
PETS — Closed Area . 12-12.04 1130
lf 14 1AST FIRST W X 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BLSINESS
¢ v ,
o & |.Del Secco Robert J. W (415)331-3812
il\:.l‘l £ 17 ADDRESS STREET Ciry . STATE ZiP 1B PHONE RESIDENCE
L g GGNRA Bldg. 1056 Ft. Cronkhite, Sausalito, CA 94965 iy
f‘ 19 LAST FIRST 7]} [+ 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BLISINESS
N Y v
A
N _ri:_ 22 ADDRESS S5TREET CiTY STATE 2P 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
Ty
LA,
A 19 LART FIRST MIDDLE !S\ 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BLISINESS
. _ 5 _
E 22 ADDRESS STREET ity X . BTATI np . 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
5
T
E MNAGE | 32 HGT J3WGET 34 EYES | 35 HAIR 36 HA 37 HAIR 3B FACIAL | 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
D LENGTH STYLE HAIR .
5 41 HAT 42 COATMACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
s .
S
P AR 1 AST FIRST MIDRIF 4;; 49 NATF DF BIRTH A0 PHONF RLISINFSS
£
I 3]
T 51 ADDRESS STREET cITY STATE ZiP 52 PHONE RESIDENGE
y
? 53 RACE 54 SEX 55 AGE | 56 HGT 57 WGT 58 EYES | 59 HAIR 60 HAIR 61 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 64 ARMED WITH
H . LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E ]
R BS HAT 66 COAT/MACKET 67 SHIRT 68 TROUSERSISKIRT 68 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71 PDID
‘2 VEHICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE 75 MOREL 76 BODY 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER T9 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURESIVIN
0 INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE
O KNOWN TO OPERATE
1 REMOVED YO REMOVED BY a2 NCIC O
TELETYPED
0IMPOUNDED _ DSTOLEN URECOVERED 1 SEIZED .| raDOLOOKOUTD
73 ARREST(S) DATE | 84 TIVME 85 CHARGE(S) 86 COURT DATE 57 VALUE STOLEN 86 VALUE RECGVERED
36 CFR § 2.15
<1 S Y7 1 92 93

IaiTEM NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS- ST REC PROP VALUE
PECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND 175 VALUE,

At the above date and time | was on patrol in the area of L.ewerAIEAVE. and came in contact
—1 with a number of dog walkers«{&who had allowed their pets off leash. | made contact with
o one of the owners and was interpreting the need for leash control and the park boundaries
when | was surrounded.by.all.ofthe-petsrandrtheirowners™They fried to engage me in a
debate about the park’s pet regulations and the recent court case where pet violator's charges
were dismissed. | provided them with pet maps and information cards on the park’s pet
policies. 1 stated that the recent easges-weremotapplivable:to this area of the park and that
there had been no change in the park regulations. | declined to debate the issues due to
some of the individuals openly hostile demeanor. Rather than have the contact escalate into
a fracass requiri 3 additional units, | deparied the area.

| noted that the parleﬁhaundaryﬁsignswwem m;iggj‘mggfnem:?tﬁ’étaréa andsmany ot TRTEm Ato

sardwiskrboardsthad-been-topp
Cear at 1210 hours.
— ] : 4 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED
) 96
3TATUS: 0 OPEN 0 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: [0OARREST [ EXCEPTION (1 UNFOUNDED DISPQSITION, | i I
)7 REPQORTING OEFICER BADGH ID DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGE/D 49 SUPERVISOR/ ; BADGE AD DATE

R9A8

R. Del

12-12-04 , ;
g C’C)grgbltpp/%{ g/v,
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$0PM 10-3438: . UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR U.5. PARK POLICE D

e . NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PARK RANGER/TECH
CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD , 1 JUVENILE CASE C

JRGANIZATION CODE

3 SYSTEM AREA 4 LOCATION CODE _] SYEAR CASEIINCIDENT NUMBER

B Golden Gate National Recreation Area South District
OCATION OF INCIDENT 7 BEAT 8 WHEN MIN. 10 DAY
. . ) DIDiT oF
ifagra Ridge 411 | oceure WEEK
OFFENSE/INCIDENT CODE 12 NATURE OF INCIDENT . ) 13 WHEN RECEIVED:
: . . DATE TIME
sEsie Pets — Failure to restrain 030105 1137
; 14 LAST FIRST ML 1 15 DATE OF BIRTH 16 PHONE BUSINESS
. v
. T | Beckert Eric W 415-556-8371
i g ) 17 ADDRESS . STREET CIiTY - STATE ZiF 1B E'HONE RESIDENCE
s | GGNRA Building 201 Fort Mason San Francisco CA 94123
19 LAST FIRST Ml c 20 DATE OF BIRTH 21 PHONE BUSINESS
v \ .
| W
{"I% 22 ADDRESS STREET ciTY STATE . ZIp 23 PHONE RESIDENCE
i
J.¥. - -
24 LAST FIRST MIDDLE g 25 DATE OF BIRTH 26 PHONE BUSINESS
A
2 - _ ol - A o] 04-23-61
g 27 RESS STREET CITY STATE ZIP 28 PHOWNE RESIDENCE
s .
S _
E 20 RACE | 30 SEX 3 AGE 32 HGT I3WGET 34 EYES 35 HAIR 36 HAIR 37 HAIR 38 FACIAL | 39 MARKS/SCARS 40 ARMED WITH
D : LENGTH STYLE HAIR
W M 43 [517 | 190 | Hzl | Bin | Med
s 41 HAT 42 COATIACKET 43 SHIRT 44 TROUSERS/SKIRT 45 SHOES 46 SOCIAL SECURITY 47 PDID
v i
S S
p 48 LAST FIRST MIDDLE A 48 DATE OF BIRTH 50 PHONE BUSINESS
E . s
C U .
T 51 ADDRESS STREET ciTY STATE ZIP 52 PHONE RESIDENCE
?I 53 RACE | 54 SEX 65 AGE | 56 HGT 57 WGT S8 EYES | 52 HAIR &0 HAIR 81 HAIR 62 FACIAL | 63 MARKS/SCARS 54 ARMED WITH
H . LENGTH STYLE HAIR
E .
R 85 HAT 66 COAT/JACKET §7 SHIRT &8 TROUSERSISKIRT 59 SHOES 70 SOCIAL SECURITY 71POID
EMICLE 73 YEAR 74 MAKE . 75 MODEL 76 80DY 77 COLOR | 78 TAG NUMBER 79 STATE 80 IDENTIFYING FEATURESAVIN
INVOLVED IN CRIME STYLE '
KNQWHN TO QPERATE )
REMQVED TO . REMOVED BY az NCIC O
TELETYPED
MPOUNDED iJ STOLEN {1 RECOVERED 0 SEIZED 3 RADIO LOOKOUT G
IREST(S) DATE 84 TIME 85 CHARGE(S}) 85 COURT DATE a7 VALUE STOLEN 88 VALUE RECOVERED
36 CFR 2.15(a)(2)

" NARRATIVE: (1) CONTINUATION OF ABOVE ITEMS, INDICATE ITEM NUMBER AT LEFT, INCLUDE ADDITIONAL WITNESSES AND SUS-
FECTS. (2) INDICATE HOW NOTIFIED OF INCIDENT, DESCRIBE DETAILS OF INCIDENT. (3) DESCRIBE PROPERTY AND ITS VALUE,

SUMMARY: While on patrol of Milagra-Ridge: observed a white male (later identified as il

T —) with three unrestrained dogs (Golden Retriever's) walking on the trail from near the top of

the ridge southward. | drove my patrol vehicle to the bottom of the trail and hiked up to inform him of

— the parks concern. When I was unabie to locate S and the dogs on the trail i looked off the
hill side and found iR and the three dogs sitting on the hili side off trail. 1 requested that he

-—i return to the trail and that the afea:was.a.leash-control-areasms

VALUE

3% H

_ became w%%gume‘ntatwe statmg first that he did not see a sign. Then SN stated

rRiedrwemonthave-todeashourspets? Stating that a
“Circuit Judge abolished the leash law. | requested (il information and he refused and
took a combative stance stating that he did not have to tell me anything. | informed SRR that it
would only make mafters worse and requested his idenfification agairi. NN continued fo take
a combative stance approaching me several times taking my photo at a close range with a digital
camera. | requested that a second unit respond to my location as it appeared that (IR was
going to become combative. SIJNMIIP finally gave his information verbally and was issued MVN

for 36 CFR 2.15(a)(2) fallure to restrain pets (3).

24 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED

%
S: OOPEN  [SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: (OARREST  OEXCEPTION 0 UNFOUNDED DISPOSITION
‘ORTING OFFIGER BADGE ID T DATE 98 ASSISTING OFFICER BADGEND 33 SUPERVISOR BADGEND  DATE

. R944  03-01-05 R. Lopez R511. Exhibit 106
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10-344B v UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE O
M AREA 8 WHEN DAY 4 YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
Golden Gate National Recreation Area oggug'a 0 3 0 1 0 5 0f(5pP|01l0119|7]10
RE OF INCIDENT ) &6 RECLASSIFICATION OF INCIDENT

- Failure to restrain

7 RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION

While on patrol of Milagra Ridge | observed a white male (later identified as TN ith thewunrestraineds.
degsGBiden Retriever's) walking southward on the dirt trail that departs the paved service road to the top of the ridge. |
drove my patrol vehlcle to the bottom of the traii and hiked up to inform him of the parks concern withmunieashedpets-and.
e iSSIBT B T AMETSISpEtiESy = When | was unable to iocate WIS and dogs on the trail |
looked off the hill side and found TR - the (reedegsssitingremstheshilksidemafitrail. | requested that he return
to the trall and that the arga is posted as a leash control area, and that he ngeds o stay.en:the-trai-becauseofthes .
sensitiversaRETHAbitat. SENMMMMENN stood up and took my picture with a digital camera before walkking towards me.
—became argumentative stating first that he did not see a sign. | pomted to three large signs (approximately 4
feet by 4 feet) within a few hundred yards of our location and told him that those signs have these rules posted along with
infermatioraSheEEon Sittarfy-“S stated that he did not see them. | requested

identification, either as a driver's ficense or identification card. SN said ‘| don’t have to show you anything” Then
_sa:d “What's your name?" | told him Beckert, and showed him my name tag on my jacket, and said "but |
need to know who you are, and have you leash your dogs”. (NN stated “We beat you at Fort Funston, and at
Crissy Field, we don't have to leash our pets."dontinued by stafing that a “Circuit Judge” abolished the leash
law. | requested [P information again and he refused and tock a combative stance, clutching his camera in
one hand and [naking.a-fistwill otherystating that he did not have to tell me anything. 1 informed SIS that it
would only make matters worse and requested his identification for a third time. *SENENNEN continued to take a
combative stance approaching me several times taking my photo at a close range with his digital camera. 1 put up my
hand.in a defensive position and advised him not to approach me ilke that and at that time R said “What, are
you afraid of getting your picture taken? You're the one with the gun” | requested that a second unit to respond to my
location as it appeared that as going o become combative, After he heard my request.on theadlo
gave me the name o with a date of birth 1 dsked if it was spelled with a @8 and he
stated a 'c’. His information came back not on.file. | asked agaln for h!m to spell his name and give me his date of birth,
the second time he speliediiffiswith 'kf@ﬁﬁ park communication was able to-locate his information through a query of
DMV records. NG was clear of any wants or warrants.

SR -ontinued to be argumentative stating that his dogs were not hurting any of the resources and wanted me to
show him the park boundary, arguing that he was not even in the park when | contacted him. | had fo tel

several times to leash his dogs before he finally complied, leashing two dogs on one leash and the third on a second
leash. At about this time Ranger Lopez arrived and parked her vehicle above our location at the top of the trail.

SRR continued fo argue stating that it was iliegal for the Park Service to post S|gns stating that the public use was
going to changé without a public comment period and that the “Circuit Judge™ aiready foid the Park Service that and that
thedeash law,was abolished-andromyapplied:tasfew:parksy=iinformed hthat the Federal Regulation 36 CFR
2.15(a){2) was not changed in any recent court case and that it stilt applied to all areas of Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, and all other National Park areas, and that the signs he was referring to on Milagra have been in place
foRaverfiveyears. SRR :iaicd that he would advise Mr. Sweeny (?) and Brian O’Neil of my wrong doings and
show them the pictures of me writing him a ticket. 1 issued MVNGEIRIII for 36 CFR 2.15(a)(2) failure to restrain pets
for the three pets, for a total of $58:00:- advised QIIIINE that he had 21 days to make a remittance or take the
issue to court. SRR stated that he would take it to court. departed the area with his three leashed

dogs, passing Ranger Lopez on the trail.

RANTIS) 3 10 [0 TECH NOTIFIED _ 11 NVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED 12

ES O LATENTS

° o prioTos ' ‘ PAGE OF PAGES
TATUS: 0 OPEN. 0 SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: 0O ARREST a EXCEF;TION 0 UNFOUNDED

'QRTING OFFICER BADGEAD - DATE 15 INVESTIGATOR BADGEAD DATE 16 SUPERVISOR BADGEND DATE

i Beckert R944 wQdnDilefifam. Iﬁ Gt 592 5),(5 g&egg
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Lad L

sc;\ui;!;'l 103048 , UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
SUPPLEMENTAL CRIMINAL INCIDENT RECORD 1 JUVENILE CASE T
SYSTEM AREA 8 WHEN DAY 4 YEAR CASEANCIDENT NUMBER
Golden Gate National Recreation Area oeCuR? o 3 0 1 o 5| [o[sl]olol1]e]7]0]
JATURE OF INCIDENT 6 RECLASSIFICATION OF INGIDENT
gash Law
EM 7 RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION
— On 03/01/05 at approximately 1137 hours, Ranger Beckert requested an additional unit to assist him with an
—] uncooperative subject with dogs at Milagra Ridge. When I arrived on scene, I parked my marked vehicle near
the trail that they were on. As I approached them, I observed the male subject standing near Beckert with three
~1 leashed dogs. The male began to walk away and head my direction. Beckert made a radio transmission
___| indicating that he was clear of the subject.
~——  As 1 passed the subject with the three dogs on leash, he asked me a rhetorical question, “Does he like beatmg
up people?” and continued walking past me.
]
—
]
—
—
|
WARRANT(S) 9 l 1010 TECH NOTIFIED —~ 11 INVESTIGATOR NOTIFIED 12
0 YES OLATENTS
aNO O PHOTOS . : PAGE OF PAGES
: BTATUS: 0 OPEN a SUSPENDED CLOSED BY: 1] ARRéST ' 0 EXCEPTION 0 UNFQUNDED
4 REPORTING OFFICER BADGE/D DATE | 18 INVESTIGATOR BADGE/ND DATE 16 SUFERVISOR BADGEND DATE

R @Iano #511  03/01/05 WW B2 ghforfes
A |
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I. Methodology
Objectives

The Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), a unit of the National Park Service,
commissioned Northern Arizona University’s Social Research Laboratory (SRL) at the
beginning of the public comment period to conduct a survey of residents of Marin County, San
Francisco County, Alameda County, and San Mateo County. This survey focused on residents
opinions concerning pet management regulations in parklands administered by GGNRA. Dr.
Frederic |. Solop served as principal investigator and Kristi K. Hagen served as co-principal
investigator for this study. Arian Sunshine Coffman served as Project Manager. The SRL
provided technical research consultation on all aspects of this research project. SRL personnel
developed the study methodology, wrote the survey instrument in consultation with GGNRA
staff, fielded the survey instrument, conducted data analysis, and wrote this report with fina
review from GGNRA staff.

Survey Instrument Design

Dr. Solop and Ms. Hagen, with GGNRA input and final review, developed the survey instrument
to ensure unbiased and balanced data collection in meeting the project objectives. The first step
in the survey design was to conduct background research in the area of pet management in
national park units. Background research on thistopic areais quite limited. Literature reviews
and Internet searches were completed in an effort to uncover previous scientific studies and
research. None were found that related to the scientific study of pet management in national
parks.

Once the survey instrument was finalized, it was thoroughly pre-tested before data collection was
initiated. The instrument was tested in-house and in the field for validity, clarity, phrasing, flow,
neutrality, and comprehensiveress. Residents living in the four-county area were surveyed
during the pre-test and asked to comment on the survey after completion. The pre-tests
confirmed the validity and reliability of the survey instrument. The survey instrument was
submitted to the National Park Service's Washington Social Science Office and the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) for review. Final OMB clearance was received March 22,
2002.

Final Survey Design

Survey fielding was conducted between May 20 and July 2, 2002, with 400 adult residents living
within each of the four counties (total respondents = 1600). Data collection within the four
counties occurred simultaneously to maintain consistency in respondent information. The study
utilized arandom-digit dial (RDD) sampling technique to generate a representative sample of
households in the four-county area. RDD involves the random generation of phone numbers
within blocks of residential phone numbers assigned to geographic areas. This sampling
technique produces a scientifically representative sample of a population because al households
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with working telephones have an equal chance of being contacted. Listed and unlisted
residential households have similar probabilities of being included in an RDD study. Thisisa
commonly accepted, standard method of respondent selection. To avoid biases in who is more
likely to answer the telephone and who is more likely to complete a phone survey, area adult
residents were randomly selected from sampled households using the “most recent birthday”
method of selection. Calling took place Monday through Sunday, with morning, afternoon, and
evening shifts. The average length of the survey was approximately eight minutes. Fifty trained
interviewers were employed to conduct the calling. The survey utilized Computer Assisted
Telephone Interviewing (CATI) technology. CATI is asystem in which computers are
employed to increase the accuracy, flexibility, and efficiency of telephone surveys. The
computer system maintains a database of phone numbers, engages the sampling procedures,
schedules callbacks, and records the disposition of each call. Interviewers are trained on
interviewing protocol and use of the CATI system prior to fielding of the survey. Interviewers
view survey questions on the computer screen in a programmed sequence and record
respondents’ answers with use of akeyboard. Data entry errors are decreased using this system.

Survey | mplementation

Once a phone contact was initiated, trained interviewers introduced the survey to potential
respondents by identifying the name of the calling center and the purpose of the survey.
Respondents were assured that nothing was being sold or solicited, and they were guaranteed
confidentiality of responses. Respondents were asked for their consent to take the survey and
told the survey would take approximately eight minutes to complete.

Every effort was made to obtain the highest possible completion rates. Several techniques were
employed to achieve thisgoal. Survey fielding utilized an established pattern of callbacksto
minimize nontsampling errors that occur from certain types of people not being available at
particular times of the day. Also, arefusal conversion process helped to maintain the integrity of
the original sampling framework and minimize non-response bias in sampling.

In the refusal conversion process, declined interviews were reattempted using a prescribed call-
back schedule. The first time a respondent declined to participate in the survey, the respondent
was coded as a “soft-refusal.” The telephone number was returned to the sample database and
called again by a skilled “refusal converter,” an interviewer specially trained to convert refusals
into completed interviews. If arespondent refused a second time, they were coded as a “medium
refusal” and recontacted by a skilled interviewer in an attempt to complete the interview. If the
respondent refused a third time, they were coded as a*“hard refusal” and their number was
removed from the sample database.

Telephone numbers that were busy, rang without answer, or answered by an answering machine
were called a minimum of ten times at different hours of different days before being removed
from the sample database. Once “dead,” another phone number in the sample was substituted for
the original number. This *“call-back” procedure minimized the possibility of nonrandom bias
from entering into the data.

The Social Research Laboratory, Northern Arizona University 2
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Quality Control

The Socia Research Laboratory utilized severa quality checks in the collection of data. All
interviewers were thoroughly trained in telephone surveying methodology prior to interviewing.
After several general training sessions, interviewers received training specific to this project and
remained in practice mode until maximum proficiency was reached. Once an interviewer was
prepared to administer the survey, supervisors performed frequent and regular monitoring of
calls and data collection.

Supervisors who were trained to check on the accuracy and validity of data collection completed
a“supervisor call-back” of randomly selected calls. Each calling shift held a pre-shift meeting
that prepped interviewers on updates and changes in survey procedures. Interviewer meetings
were held regularly and meetings with calling center staff were also held throughout the fielding
of the survey to address questions that may have arisen.

Respondents were aso provided with the following information:

“This survey has been approved by the Office of Management and Budget. The designated
approva number is #1024-0224 (NPS #02-016) with an expiration date of 11/30/2003. Y ou may
direct comments that you have about any aspect of the survey to: Information Collection
Clearance Officer, WASO Administrative Program Center, National Park Service, 1849 C Street
NW, Washington, DC 20240. Or, you may call the principa investigator of this survey.”

The name and phone number of the principal investigator was then provided.

Sampling Error

“Sampling error” isasocial science term that describes the probable difference between
interviewing everyone in a given population and interviewing a sample drawn from that
population. Survey research makes inferences from the sample population to the general
population; therefore, the percentages obtained in telephone surveys such as these are estimates
of what the percentage would be if the entire population had been surveyed. “Sampling error”
reflects how close the sample datais to what is true for the population as awhole. Smaller
sampling error means the sample data is closer to reflecting true information from alarger
population. Larger sampling error means the sample datais not as close to reflecting true
information from alarger population. The standard for a scientific survey is to have a sampling
error that is no larger than +/- 5 percent.

The “sampling error” associated with a 1600 person sample drawn from a population of
approximately 3,172,154 peopleis +/- 2.5 percent at a 95 percent confidence level. The
sampling error associated with data from each of the four countiesis +/- 5.0 percent at a 95
percent confidence level. Thus, for the regional-level data, if 50 percent of those in the sample
are found to agree with a particular statement, the actual percentage of agreement in the
population from which the sample is drawn would be between 47.5 percent and 52.5 percent
(50% +/- 2.5%). The 95 percent confidence level means that this +/- 2.5 percent margin of error
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would occur in 95 out of 100 samples of this size drawn in a similar manner from the four-
county area. Thislevel of error meets professiona standards for areliable scientific survey.

Sampling error increases as sample size is reduced. This must be kept in mind when comparing
the responses of different groups, identified in the report as subsets, within the sample (e.g., men
versus women). Smaller numbers of respondents on any question trandlate into higher margins
of error.

Completion Rates

For this survey, completion rates were calculated to indicate the percentage of contacted
respondents compl eting the survey. Survey completion rates for each county are presented
below. A summary completion rate for the entire study is aso presented.

Alameda: 59%
Marin: 62%
San Mateo: 66%
San Francisco: 68%
Study Average: 64%

Completion rates of 64 percent are very good for a scientific telephone survey of this type and
suggest that the survey datais areliable reflection of attitudes, behaviors, and ideas within the
broader population.

Analysis of Survey Results

Once the survey fielding process was completed, data was exported from CATI to SPSS, a
statistical software program. Data files were then reviewed for accuracy. At the request of
GGNRA, the data was examined for nonrandom sampling error using standard procedur es.
County data was adjusted to accurately reflect the gender, age, race, and ethnic composition of
the population based on Census 2000 information. Regional-level data was also adjusted to
accurately reflect the relative population of each county. A complete SPSS dataset was used for
anaysis.

Data findings are presented in this executive summary report. The report includes methodology,
executive summary of findings, an annotated questionnaire, and cross-tabulation tables. Tables
and figures are included in the executive summary to provide a graphic portrait of subset
attitudes. Subsets (the breakout of respondents by demographic features such as age, gender,
income, etc.) are included in figures only when significant subset differences occur within the
data. All verbatim questions were coded according to decisions made in the questionnaire
development phase of this project. A comprehensive listing of verbatim responsesis availablein
Appendix B.
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Table Reading

Two sets of tables are provided in Appendices A and C. The Annotated Questionnairein
Appendix A contains the survey as it was presented to respondents. Each question is followed
by a summary table of regional data (data from all four counties combined) and data for each
county. In sometables, “don’t know” and/or “refused” responses are coded as “missing data.”
Additionally, all figures are rounded off to whole numbers. Therefore, total responses to some
guestions may be greater or less than 100 percent. Data may vary by one percent or more due to
rounding in the tables and charts. Differences between data in the report and appendices are also
due to rounding.

Appendix C consists of cross-tabulations that present data in a condensed form. Questions asked
of respondents are cross-tabulated by demographic variables to illustrate similarities and
differences across specific subsets within the population. Thus, each table shows how
individuals of different genders, ages, races, ethnicities, dog ownership statuses, income levels,
and education levels responded to selected survey questions. Presenting data in this manner
assists in making comparisons across demographic categories. For some variables, several
categories have been collapsed to fewer categories to simplify data presentation. Note:
categories with small numbers of responses (n size) should be read with caution. Small size
responses carry alarger margin of error and should be understood as more descriptive in nature
(see margin of error table on page 8). When reading the Executive Summary, it is important to
note that salient information is bolded, italicized, and/or underlined for quick reference.

Weighting of the data can increase the apparent number of responses. Thus, while 400
respondents were surveyed from each of the four counties (total n = 1600), the count of
responses for questions may vary dightly depending upon weighting for both the regional and
county datasets. Thiswill affect any totaling of numbers of categories of respondents and
percentages for a particular question, while actually increasing the validity and/or reliability of
the information (see page 8 for further discussion on this).

Ethnicity and race questions were based on the 2000 Census question wording and follow the
same order. All respondents were first presented with an ethnicity question that asked, “Are you
of Hispanic, Latino/a or Spanish origin?’ The response categories were “Yes,” “No,” “Don’'t
know,” and “Refused.” All respondents were then asked, “What do you primarily consider your
race to be?’ Following US Census protocol, respondents were able to select more than one
response. The response categories provided were “ American Indian or Alaska Native,” “Asian,”
“Black or African American,” “Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander,” “White,” “Don’'t
know,” and “Refused.” For purposes of data analysis and due to small numbers, “ American
Indian or Alaska Native” and “Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander” categories are
collapsed in with the category of “Other” in this report.

The Social Research Laboratory, Northern Arizona University 5
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Survey Limitations

The goal of this study was to interview a representative sample of adults from households within
the four-county area adjacent to the GGNRA. However, despite the use of rigorous scientific
methodol ogy, all telephone sample studies face certain challenges and limitations. Only
households that contain a working telephone were capable of participating in the study. Other
types of survey methodologies were not used to reach residents who may not have a working
telephone in the home. Random-digit dial or RDD telephone sampling generates telephone
numbers that are both listed and unlisted. Since telephone companies boundaries for telephone
exchange areas are not necessarily coterminous with geopolitical boundaries such as counties,
telephone companies are not exact in assigning phone numbers within a defined geographical
region. For this study, approximately 98 percent of telephone sample records were found to lie
within the county for which it was generated and assigned. Only those records that were within
the respective county were used in the study.

This survey was administered in English, as this is the single widest spoken language in the four-
county area, and was not provided in any other language. In an effort to account for RDD
telephone sampling, non-English speaking respondents, and other types of sampling error, ratio-
estimation adjustments were made to the final dataset after fielding was completed. Populations
of the four counties vary, so ratio-estimation adjustments were also made to ensure that each
county was proportionally represented in the regional dataset.

5an Frandsco

San Maweo
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The 2000 Census DP-1 Profile of General Characteristics report for county populations indicates
the following adult (18 years of age and older) populations for the four counties surveyed and
each county’s proportion of the total population surveyed:

County County Population Proportion of Total
Population
Alameda 1,089,169 43.67%
Marin 197,104 7.89%
San Francisco 663,931 26.61%
San Mateo 545,061 21.86%
Totals 2,495,265 100.03%

Ratio-estimation, aso known as weighting, allows the dataset to more fully represent the
population from which it was drawn. In a perfect world, a probability sample is representative of
the population and all eligible respondents in that population have an equal and nonzero chance
of being selected for participation. However, in the practical world, sample telephone numbers
that are selected may not lead to a completed interview for a variety of reasons. Statistical
adjustments are made to correct for sampling error and increase the representativeness of the
sample to the population from which it was drawn. Proportions of certain demographic
characterigtics for the four-county populations are provided in Census 2000 reports. Using this
information, researchers assigned weights to the data based on the different demographic
characteristics pertinent to this study (gender, age, race, ethnicity, and region).

In several instances in the report, a subset of respondents was given survey questions. Since
smaller numbers of respondents on any question trandate into larger margins of error, the
following table is provided to assist the reader in understanding the margin of error associated
with reduced sample sizes.

SAMPLE SIZE
N=1600 N=800 N=400 N=100 N=50 N=25
Margin of Error: +/-2.5% +/-3.5 +-5% | +/-10% | +/-14% | +/-20%

Lastly, thisreport is not an exhaustive review of available data. It contains only those elements
deemed salient and helpful to policy decisionmakers. The researchers were not asked to discuss
the impact and policy implications of the findings, but rather to present the findings to
decisionmakers for their review and integration into their decision- making process.

The Social Research Laboratory, Northern Arizona University 7
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|I. Executive Summary
Public Opinion Resear ch Telephone Survey Project Description and Objectives

On January 11, 2002, GGNRA implemented the Advanced Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (ANPR). Asthe Federal Register states:

This notice is intended to solicit public comment on a range of potential
management options for addressing appropriate pet management within Golden
Gate National Recreation Area, consistent with protecting national park
resources and assuring visitor safety. This procedure could result in a range of
outcomes, from enforcement of the existing regulation, to revisions of the
existing regulation that would permit off-leash pets within portions of Golden
Gate National Recreation Area under specific conditions. (Vol. 67, No. 8,

pg.11)

GGNRA managers solicited public comment by letter, fax, e mail, and oral comment from all
interested parties during the 91-day public comment period for the ANPR. GGNRA contracted
the Social Research Laboratory at Northern Arizona University to compile and evaluate the
comments received. Two public information meetings were held on March 13 and 19, 2002, to
present information on all aspects of pet management and help inform public comment. An ora
comment opportunity was held on April 6, 2002, to alow members of the public to submit their
comments to the ANPR orally.

The following picture of the Golden Gate National Recreation Areaillustrates the sites that
comprise the GGNRA and is provided to assist the reader in understanding the areas under
discussion.

The Social Research Laboratory, Northern Arizona University 8
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Lands within authorized boundary
of the Golden Gate National Parks

I eps-managed Goiden Gate National Paris lands

Golden Gate National Parks lands managed
by the Presidio Trust
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In addition to these forms of soliciting public comment, NPS officials sought a method that
would garner regiona representation of the local public’s attitudes concerning the pet
management regulations. Many members of the public are unable to attend public meetings, or
do not write in on issues in which they may have an interest. GGNRA sought to obtain input in
the form of a public opinion research survey in order to provide arepresentative sample of public
opinion from the region surrounding the GGNRA, including the adjacent counties of Alameda,
Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo.

The public opinion research project was initiated in the form of a telephone survey during
GGNRA' s public comment period on the ANPR. The Social Research Laboratory was
contracted to develop and administer the survey instrument and analyze the information collected
in close cooperation with the GGNRA staff.

The research effort involved a three-step process: constructing the survey instrument,
administering the survey, and analyzing the results. The first step included a series of
conversations and a meeting between the SRL and GGNRA staff to ensure that the sample and
survey design methodology and construction of the survey instrument met the objectives of the
study. Second, the survey methodology and sampling plan was rigorously controlled to ensure
that the results met the targeted level of confidence in the results with an agreed upon margin of
error for each survey item, county, and region. Finally, the evaluation and analyses of the survey
results was not only compiled by item but included significant cross-tabulations to determine
context for different inputs, as well.

The Social Research Laboratory, Northern Arizona University 10
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Current NPS L eash Regulations and Public Opinion

One purpose of the survey research project was to ascertain public opinion regarding off-leash
dog walking at GGNRA sites. The public’s attitudes regarding this subject were collected in
three specific sets of questions. For the first set of questions, respondents were read the
statement, “ Current NPS regulations allow for walking dogs ot leash at most GGNRA sites
AND prohibit any off-leash dog walking,” and asked if they support or oppose this current
regulation. Nearly three-quarters of all respondents from the four-county region (71%) support
the current dog walking regulation and nearly one-quarter (23%) oppose the current regulation.
Focusing on respondents with strong feelings toward the issue, the population of respondents
“strongly supporting” the current regulation (45%) is amost four times as large as the population
of respondents “strongly opposed” to the current regulation (12%).

In the second set of questions, respondents were asked about their attitudes toward imposing
additional limits to onleash dog walking in the GGNRA. One-third of residents (33%) want to
further limit the number of sites in which onleash dog walking is allowed, with 19 percent
“strongly in favor” of this regulation change and 14 percent “ somewhat in favor” of this change.
A much larger group opposes reducing the number of sites available for on-leash dog walking.
Over half of respondents (55%) do not want to see a reduction in the number of sites where on
leash dog walking is allowed; 27 percent “somewhat oppose” this change and 28 percent
“strongly oppose” further limitations.

The third set of questions asked respondents whether they support allowing dogs off-leash in the
GGNRA. Forty percent of respondents from the four-county area say they support allowing
dogs off-leash. Seventeen percent of all respondents say they “strongly support” off-leash dog
walking and almost one-quarter (23%) of respondents say they “somewhat support” off-leash
dog walking. Just over half of respondents oppose off-leash dog walking (53%); 17 percent
“somewhat oppose” off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites and 36 percent “strongly oppose”
off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites. Dog owners and non-owners differ significantly on this
issue.! Just over one-half of dog owners (51%) say they support off-leash dog walking in
GGNRA sites while 45 percent oppose off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites. Thirty-five
percent of non-owners support off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites and 56 percent oppose it.

Respondents were then read the following abbreviated GGNRA mission statement to provide a
context for their response:

“The mission of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area is the preservation, unimpaired, of
the natural and cultural resources, and scenic and recreation values, of the park for present and
future generations to enjoy.”

Respondents were then asked whether they support or oppose off-leash dog walking at GGNRA
sites. Over half of all respondents in the four-county area (58%) oppose off- |eash dog walking
after hearing the GGNRA mission statement. Forty-one percent of respondents “strongly
oppose”’ off-leash dog walking and 17 percent “somewhat oppose” off- leash dog walking.
Thirty-six percent of al respondents support off-leash dog walking; 16 percent “strongly

! Smaller numbers of respondents on any question translate into larger margins of error.
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support” and 20 percent “somewhat support” off-leash dog walking. The following graphs
illustrate these responses to Question 17:

Position on Off-Leash Dog Walking
(after mission statement was read)

4 Cty Region 16% 20% 17% 41%
. [ | \ \ \
Alameda 22% 15% 20% %‘
1 | | \ \ \
Marin 20% 17% 14% 44%
] [ [ \ \ \

San Fran 20% 25% 15% 33%
. [ [ \ \ \ [
San Mateo 11% 25% 14% 42%
| | I I I

0%  10%  20% 0 Strongly support % 80% 90% 100%
O Somewhat support

O Somewhat oppose
O Strongly oppose

Position on Off-Leash Dog Walking by Ownership
(after mission statement was read)

Dog Owners 32% 21% 14% 31%

Non-Owners | 10% 20% 19% 45%

- O Strongly support

0% 20 O Somewhat support 80% 100%
O Somewhat oppose
O Strongly oppose

These series of aforementioned questions establish the crux of the regional public’s attitude
toward off-leash dog walking. Should there be further efforts to understand and plan for any off-
leash dogwalking in GGNRA, then Questions 17-20 should be considered as important input
into that process. One note to remember in that regard is that one must then take into account
those in Question 17 who were strongly opposed to off-leash dogwalking in the park who were
not asked Questions 18-20 about off-1eash situations in the park because they had already stated
their strong opposition. In the summary that follows, these items and other variables will be more
fully discussed.

The Social Research Laboratory, Northern Arizona University 12
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Park Visitation

All respondents were read a list of GGNRA park sites and asked if they had visited each site
within the last 12 months or at an earlier time. Virtually all respondents (96%) have visited at
least one GGNRA sitein their lifetime and three quarters of respondents (74%) visited at least
one GGNRA site within the last year.* Table 1 provides afull listing of park site visitation
statistics. (For afull reference to question wording and order, please see Appendix A.)

Tablel
FOUR COUNTY REGION*
Visited more Visited
than 12 within last | Never Don’t

monthsago | 12 months | visited know Total
Alcatraz 42% 10% 48% -- 100%
Baker Beach 38% 20% 41% 1% 100%
Bolinas Ridge 21% 12% 63% 4% 100%
China Beach 29% 17% 52% 2% 100%
Cliff House 42% 32% 26% 1% 101%
Crissy Field 27% 33% 39% 2% 101%
Fort Baker 28% 22% 47% 3% 100%
Fort Funston 24% 18% 55% 3% 100%
Fort Mason 33% 32% 33% 2% 100%
Fort Point 23% 17% 56% 3% 99%
Land’s End 17% 15% 65% 3% 100%
Milagra Ridge 3% 3% 90% 5% 101%
Marin Headlards® 22% 36% 41% 1% 100%
Muir Beach 34% 25% 38% 3% 100%
Muir Woods 40% 27% 32% 1% 100%
Ocean Beach 29% 39% 29% 3% 100%
OlemaValley 13% 15% 71% 2% 101%
Phleger Estate 3% 1% 92% 4% 100%
Presidio® 27% 49% 23% 1% 100%
Rodeo Beach 10% 11% 76% 3% 100%
Stinson Beach 39% 32% 29% 1% 101%
Sutro Heights Parks and Baths 23% 18% 58% 1% 100%
Sweeney Ridge 5% 4% 88% 4% 101%
Tennessee Valley 11% 16% 72% 2% 101%

* Totals may not equal 100% due to rounding.

The sites visited by the largest proportion of respondents are Presidio (76%), Cliff House (74%),
Stinson Beach (71%), Ocean Beach (68%), and Muir Woods (67%). Presidio was visited by 49
percent of respondents within the last 12 months, followed by Ocean Beach (39%), Marin

4 tems of particular interest or salience are presented in italicized format for better identification.

® Marin Headlands include all Marin Headlands except Rodeo Beach. These other subsites are separately identified due to nature of their identity
within the park.

% Presidio site above indludes all Presidio lands except Baker Beach and Crissy Field.

The Social Research Laboratory, Northern Arizona University 14
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Headlands (36%), Crissy Field (33%), and the Cliff House, Fort Mason, and Stinson Beach each
at (32%).

Respondents who had visited a GGNRA site within the last 12 months were asked for the total
number of visits they had made in the last 12 months. Responses ranged from one visit to 500
visits with an average number of 28 visits and a median number of eight visits per respondent
made in the last 12 months. People from San Francisco County had the highest average number
of visits with 55 visits per respondent and people from Alameda County had the lowest average
number of visits with nine visits per respondent. For a comprehensive listing of GGNRA park
sites visited by each county’ s respondents, see the Annotated Questionnaire in Appendix A.

Individual park visitation by each respondent was recoded into a broader classification to better
represent park visitorship. Overall, five percent of residents have never visited a GGNRA site or
don’'t know if they have ever visited a GGNRA site. Twenty-three percent of residents were
classified as “low visitorship.” This group has visited a GGNRA site in their lifetime but not
within the last 12 months. Nearly 30 percent (29%) of respondents were classified as “medium
visitorship.” These residents said they had visited a GGNRA site up to five times within the last
12 months. Those residents classified as “high visitorship” — more than five visits to a GGNRA
site within the last 12 months — comprise the largest group of respondents. Forty-four percent of
residents fall within this classification. Similar to the breakdown of park visits by county above,
San Francisco County had the largest percentage of high visitorship with 36 percent of residents
stating they had visited a GGNRA site more than five timesin the last year. Marin County had
the second highest percentage of high visitorship with 30 percent of residents having more than
five viditsin the last 12 months (see Table 2). For afull comparison of questions by visitor
status, see Appendix C.

Table 2*
Visitation to Park Units by Region
Never Low Medium High

visited | visitorship | visitorship | visitorship Total
4-County Area 5% 23% 29% 44% 101%

Vigitation to Park Units by County
Alameda 63% 44% 30% 17% 29%
Marin 6% 7% 21% 30% 21%
San Francisco 10% 15% 17% 36% 25%
San Mateo 22% 34% 32% 18% 26%
Total 101% 100% 100% 101% 101%

*All respondents
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Dog Owner ship and Care

All respondents were asked if they currently own or care for one or
more dogs. Twenty-two percent of respondents throughout the four-
county area say they own or care for one dog and seven percent of
respondents own or care for more than one dog. Marin County
residents are more likely to own or care for a dog (35%) than San
Mateo residents (32%), Alameda residents (31%), and San

Francisco residents (19%). Women in the four-county area are
somewhat more likely than men to say they own or care for a dog
(31% vs. 25%), and overal, individuals with higher incomes are more
likely to own or care for adog. Residents earning less than $50,000
annually are less likely to own or care for adog (19%) than residents
earning over $100,000 annually (44%). Dog ownership is spread fairly All respondents
equally across low and high visitorship levels (32% and 31%) but only 14 percent of those who
have not visited a GGNRA site say they own a dog.

Respondents owning or caring for one or more dogs were asked for the total number of dogs
under their care. Twenty-three percent of dog-owning respondents have more than one dog. The
highest number of dogs owned or cared for by any member of this population subset isfive.
Women are more likely to own or care for multiple dogs (28% of female dog owners/care givers)
than men (16% of male dog owners/care givers). Younger (ages 18-44) dog owner/care givers
are three times more likely to care for multiple dogs (29%) than older (ages 65+) dog owner/care
givers (11%).

Dog Owner Use of GGNRA Sites

Daily
All dog owners and caregivers (28% of all respondents) were :frm'al 19%
asked a series of questions regarding their use of GGNRA 31%
sites.” Respondents were first asked if they had ever taken their
dog(s) for awalk in a GGNRA site. Half of dog-owning Weekly

respondents (50%, or 14% of all respondents) say they have 20%

walked their dog(s) in a GGNRA site while the same proportion

of respondents have not taken their dog to a GGNRA site (50%).

Among those who do walk dogs in a GGNRA park site, onein

five visit a GGNRA site daily or weekly (19% and 20% Dog ownerswalking dogsin a
respectively), 22 percent visit the site with their dog(s) monthly, and GGNRA site (n=223)
amost one-third (31%) visit with their dog(s) semi-annually. High

visitation residents are the most likely to make use of GGNRA sites for dog walking with 66

percent saying they have taken their dog(s) for awalk in a GGNRA site. Medium and high

visitation residents also report the most frequent use of the park (28% and 20% daily use, 12%

and 26% weekly use).

More male than female dog owners have visited a GGNRA site with their dog(s) (61% vs. 41%).
Over half (54%) of Asian American dog owners have visited a GGNRA site with their dog(s),

7 Dog owner/care giverswill be referred to as dog owners throughout the report.

The Social Research Laboratory, Northern Arizona University 16



Public Opinion Research Telephone Survey Regarding GGNRA Pet Management |ssues

and slightly less than half (47%) of white residents have taken their dog(s) to a GGNRA site.
African Americans are least likely to have taken a dog to a GGNRA site (33%). A larger
proportion of dog-owning respondents living in San Francisco (75%) and Marin counties (69%)
have taken dogs to GGNRA sites than dog owners living in San Mateo (44%) or Alameda (29%)
counties.

As part of this series of cascading questions, dog owners were also asked if they ever had
someone else take their dog(s) for awalk in a GGRNA site. Almost one-fifth of dog-owning
residents (18%, n=81), or 5 percent of the total population, have had someone el se take their
dog(s) for awalk in a GGNRA site. Next, this subset of the respondent population (who did have
their dog walked by others) was asked if they had ever hired a commercial dog walker to take a
dog(s) to a GGNRA site. Onein five (20%) dog owners who have taken their dog(s) for awak
in a GGNRA site have had their dog(s) taken to a GGNRA site by a commercial dog walker.
Twenty percent of this population subset translates into one percent (1%) of all survey
respondents having had their dog(s) taken to a GGNRA site by a commercial dog walker (n=16).

Experience With Dogs Off-leash

All GGNRA visitors were asked if they had ever seen adog allowed off-leash by another visitor
at aGGNRA site. Over half of visitorsliving in the four-county region (52%) say they have seen
a dog off-leash at a GGNRA park site (39% have not seen a dog off-leash, 9% were unsure).
GGNRA visitors living in San Francisco and Marin counties are more likely to have seen a dog
off-leash (75% and 71%, respectively) than visitors living in San Mateo (44%) or Alameda
counties (42%).

Visitors who have seen dogs off-leash were asked how a dog being off- leash affected their
visitor experience: did dogs off-leash add to their experience, detract from their experience, or
have no effect on their experience? Twenty-seven percent of visitors who have seen dogs off-
leash report that off-leash dogs added to their experience and 22 percent say dogs off-leash
detracted fromtheir experience. Nearly half of visitors who have seen dogs off-leash in a
GGNRA site (49%) believe dogs off-leash had no impact on their experience. The largest
proportion of visitors fromeach county who have seen dogs off-leash in a GGNRA site say off-
leash dogs had neither a positive nor negative effect upon their experience within the GGNRA
park site.

Experiences with off-leash dogs vary little across three of the four counties. Close to one-third
of Alameda (32%), Marin (30%), and San Francisco (34%) County visitors who have seen dogs
off-leash in a GGNRA site view their experiences with off-1eash dogs positively. Twenty-five
percent of Alameda residents responding to this question 26 percent of Marin residents, and 20
percent of San Francisco residents said that their encounters with dogs off-leash detracted from
their experience. San Mateo visitors who have seen adog off-1eash at a GGNRA site are |east
likely to describe their encounter with an off-leash dog as adding to their experience (19%). San
Mateo residents within the population subset are most likely to describe their experiences with
off-leash dogs in GGNRA sites as not affecting their experience (61%), compared to 45 percent,
44 percent, and 40 percent of people in this population subset living in the other counties.
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Y ounger visitors (18-44) are more likely to say that off-1eash dogs added to their experiences
(36%) than older visitors (20% reported a negative experience, 56% report no effect on their
experience). Twenty-one percent of visitors ages 45-64 and 18 percent of visitors 65 years of
age and older say off-leash dogs added to their experience at a GGNRA site. More visitors ages
45-64 report having a negative experience (31%), followed by visitors 65 and older (20%). See
Figure 1 or Appendix C for a detailed portrait of visitors experiences with off-leash dogsin a
GGNRA park site.

Dog ownership is related to one’s personal experience with off- leash dogs in GGNRA park sites.
Dog owners who have visited a GGNRA site and have seen a dog off-leash are more likely to
view their interaction with off-leash dogs as adding to their experience than non-ownersin the
same population subset (37% vs. 23%). Non-dog owners are three times more likely than dog
ownersin this population subset to believe that off-leash dogs detracted fromtheir experiencein
a GGNRA park site (28% vs. 9%) (see Table 3).

Table 3
How did dog(s) off-leash affect visitor experience? *
Dog Owner SSV??SS; Total
Added to 37% 23% 27% (n=217)
Detracted from 9% 28% 22% (n=174)
Did not affect 54% 47% 49% (n=393)
Don’t know 1% 2% 2% (n=13)
Total 101% 100% 100% (n=798)

*GGNRA visitors who have seen adog off-leash in a GGNRA

Almost one-quarter (24%) of those who frequent a GGNRA site often (high visitation) and just
less than one quarter (22%) of those who occasionally visit the GGNRA (low visitation), report
having a negative experience. Respondents who reported having a positive or negative
experience with off- leash dogs were given an opportunity to say how off-leash dogs affected
thelr experience.

Following are a few of the verbatim quotes provided by respondents describing their experiences
with off-leash dogs in GGNRA park sites. (See Appendix B for afull listing of open-ended
responses to this question.)
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Positive Experiences

It is wonderful to play with other people’s dogs.

The dogs visually add to the park.

It's wonderful to exercise dogs; builds community with other dog walkers.

The dogs are usually well behaved and nice to have around.

| like dogs being able to play together and it is hard to throw a ball for a dog on aleash.
| love dogs and | think dogs are less aggressive off-leash.

Dogs have more freedom, which gives them a chance to play with other dogs.

Negative Experiences

| have been the victim of a Rottweiler attack, so anytime | see alarge dog off-leash, it
makes me a little more cautious, nervous.

Noisy, messy, and worry about chasing wildlife and threatened by them.

We have a problem with people who own dogs and want them to have the same rights as
people; they think they have the right to let them run rampant without concern for the
environment.

When you have small children, the dogs are a problem; our daughter was carried on
Ocean Beach and got knocked over; dogs have taken something from the kids and poop
everywhere.

We keep our dog on aleash because other dogs are aggressive.

Some owners do not know where their dogs have run off; when | am hiking, dogs bother
me.

Dog poop is left on the ground, and at picnics dogs sniff at your food.
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Figure 1: Visitor Experiences With
Off-Leash Dogs in a GGNRA Park Site

Region 21%
Alameda 32%
Marin 30% 44%
San Fran 34% 45%
San Mateo 19%
Men 26%
Women 29% 499%
>$100K 24% 44% 30% |
$75K-$100K 20%
$50K-$75K 25% 53%
$25K-$50K 17% 64%
< $25K 36% 48%
Post College 31% 30% |
College Degree 29% 50%
Some College 25% 61%
HS Degree | 16%
<HS 46% 39% |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of GGNRA visitors who have seen a dog off-leash at a GGNRA park site
(49% of total respondents; n=797)

O Added to visit B Did not affect visit O Detracted from visit
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Familiarity with NPS Pet Management Regulations

Survey participants were asked about familiarity
with present National Park Service regulations
regarding dog leash laws at GGNRA park sites
(see Figure 2). Half of respondents (50%) said
they are familiar with current NPSleash laws
and 47 percent said they are not familiar with

Figure 2. Familiarity with NPS
Pet Management Regulations

100%-

these rules. Marin County residents (61%) are 80%-

more likely to say they are familiar with these 61%
regulations than residents of other counties (San 60%1

Francisco County - 56%; Alameda County -

46%; San Mateo County - 36%). Thirty-seven 40%]
percent of Marin residents, 44 percent of San
Francisco residents, 52 percent of Alameda
residents, and 60 percent of San Mateo residents

20%

0%

say they are not familiar with present NPS dog Region Alameda Marin  San Fran  San
leash laws. Women and men report similar Mateo
levels of familiarity with NPS pet management *All Respondents

regulations (52% and 49%, respectively, with

46% of women and 49% of men unfamiliar with the regulations). Older residents are generaly
more aware of these laws than younger residents (62% of 65+; 47% of 45-64; and 46% of 44 and
younger are familiar; 37% of 65+; 49% of 45-64; and 53% of those under 44 are unfamiliar with
the current regulations). Dog owners are more likely than respondents without dogs to be
familiar with leash laws (63% vs. 46%, respectively, with 35% of dog owners and 52% of those
without dogs unfamiliar with the regulations). Residents who visit GGNRA sites frequently are
much more likely to be familiar with leash laws than those who don’t visit or have low
visitorship. Sxty-two percent of high visitation residents report being familiar with current
regulations as compared to 47 percent of medium visitation residents, 40 percent of low
visitation residents and 18 percent of nonvisitors.

Opinions Regarding Current Leash Regulations

Respondents were read the statement, “ Current NPS regulations allow for walking dogs o leash
at most GGNRA sites AND prohibit any off-leash dog walking,” and asked if they support or
oppose this current regulation. Nearly three-quarters of all respondents from the four-county
area (71%) support the current dog walking regulation and 23 percent oppose the current
regulation (see Figure 3). Focusing on respondents with strong feelings toward the issue, the
population of respondents who “strongly support” the current regulation (45%) is amost 4 times
as large as the population of respondents “strongly opposed” to the current regulation (12%).

Levels of support and opposition to current NPS pet management regulations vary across
counties. San Mateo County respondents express the highest proportion of support for current
regulations (76%), followed by Alameda with 72 percent support. Fewer respondents from
Marin and San Francisco counties support current leash regulations (67% and 63%,
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respectively). Women (75%), older respondents (75%), and people who do not own a dog (73%)
express greater support for the regulation than men (66%), younger people (69%), and dog
owners (63%). People who visit GGNRA are stronger in their support of allowing on-leash dog
walking than those who don’t visit GGNRA sites.  Fifty-four percent of low visitation residents,
46 percent of medium visitation residents and 41 percent of high visitation residents strongly
support continuing to alow dogs on-leash in the park.

Figure 3:
Attitudes Toward Current Leash Regulations

Region 45% | 26% [ 1190 [ 129 |
Alameda 44% | 28% [ 1006 [ 14% |
Marin 44% | 23% [ 1206 | 15% |

San Fran 40% | 22% [ 15% [ 149 |

San Mateo 48% | 28% [ 8% | 8|
Dog Owner 37% | 26% [ 129 | 21% |

Non-Owner 48% | 25% [ 10% | 9% |

Men 38% 28% | 12 | 14% |
Women 52% 23% [ 9% [ 119% |
Ages 65+ 53% | 22% [ 8% | 129 |
Ages 45-64 45% | 23% [ 15% [ 1294 |
Ages 18-44 39% | 30% | 11% | 3% |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%
All Respondents

0 Strongly Support 0O Somewhat Support O Somewhat Oppose B Strongly Oppose
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Additional Limitationsto On-Leash Dog Walking

Respondents were queried about their attitudes toward imposing additional limits to on-leash dog
walking in the GGNRA. One-third of residents (33%) want to further limit the number of sites
in which on-leash dog walking is allowed, with 19 percent “ strongly in favor” of this regulation
change and 14 percent “ somewhat in favor” of this change. A much larger group opposes
reducing the number of sites available for on-leash dog walking. Over half of respondents
(55%) do not want to see areduction in the number of sites where onleashdog walking is
allowed; 27 percent “somewhat oppose” this change and 28 percent “strongly oppose” further
limitations. Eleven percent of respondents are unsure of their position on thisissue. (See Figure
4 for adetailed demographic analysis of responses to this question.)

Figure 4 portrays regional differencesin support and opposition to further limiting dog walking.
Alameda residents support additional limitations more frequently than residents from the other
three counties, with 22 percent who “strongly support” and 15 percent who “somewhat support”
further limiting the areas that on-leash dog walking can take place. Fifty-four percent of
Alameda residents oppose further limitations on dog walking with 24 percent “somewhat
opposed” and 30 percent “strongly opposed” to an increase in limits. Residents of San Mateo,
Marin, and San Francisco counties are close in their positions with dlightly more than one-third
(33%) of San Mateo residents and 30 percent of San Francisco and 25 percent of Marin residents
supporting additional on-leash limitations. In contrast, 58 percent of San Mateo residents, 59
percent of San Francisco residents, and 64 percent of Marin residents either “strongly” or
“somewhat oppose” further limiting on-leash dog walking in the GGRNA.

Males and females responded similarly to additional limitations on on-leash dog walking.
Approximately one-third of men and women (34% and 32%, respectively) support further
restrictions, with slightly more women in opposition to further restrictions (61%) than men
(51%). Those who don’t visit GGNRA sites or who visit infrequently are more likely to support
reducing the number of GGNRA sites where on-leash dog walking is permitted than those who
visit somewhat or very frequently. Fifty-one percent of nonvisitors strongly or somewhat
support areduction in sites for onleash dog walking while 27 percent of very frequent visitors
want to see a reduction in the number of GGNRA sites where on leash dog walking is allowed.

Dog owners are more strongly opposed to limiting sites where dogs can be walked onleash than
non-owners. Seventy percent of respondents with dogs do not want to see a reduction in the
number of GGNRA sites where ontleash dog walking is permitted. Half of respondents who do
not own dogs oppose this reduction. On the other side of the coin, 37 percent of non-dog owners
want to see increased site limitations for onleash dog walking, while one-quarter of dog owners
support this option.

Cross-tabulations by income and education suggest individuals having less than a high school
degree are twice as likely to support increased limits on on-leash dog walking, as compared to
those with a college degree or more than a college degree (66% vs. 31%, respectively).
Residents earning $50,000 a year or less are more supportive of reducing the number of sites on
leash dogs can visit (40%) than residents earning $50,001 - $100,000 a year (28%) and residents
who earn more than $100,000 a year (29%).
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Figure 4:
Attitudes Toward Additional Limits
For On-Leash Dog Walking

Region 19% [ 14% ]| 27% | 28%
Alameda 22% [ 15% | 24% | 30% |
Marin 16% [ 9% | 26% | 38% |
San Fran 18% | 12% | 30% | 29% |
San Mateo 16% | 16% | 31% | 27% |
Non-Owner 21% [ 15% | 26% | 24%
Dog Owner 13% | 12% | 30% | 40%
Men 18% | 16% | 23% | 28% |
Women 20% [ 1206 | 32% | 29% |
$100K+ 16% [ 13% | 28% | 34% |
$75-$100K 14% | 15% | 33% | 30% |
$50K-$75K 14% | 12% | 30% | 34% |
$25K-$50K 21% | 18% | 30% | 24% |
< $25K 22% | 20% | 25% | 23%, |
Post College 20% [ 9% | 23% | 35% |
College Degree 19% | 1296 ] 28% | 329 |
Some College 17% [ 14% | 36% | 25% |
HS Degree 15% | 27% | 19% | 22% |
<HS 50% | 16% | 30% [5%]
T T T T T T T T T 1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All Respondents

O Strongly Support 0 Somewhat Support O Somewhat Oppose @ Strongly Oppose
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Support for or Opposition to Off-L eash Dog Walking

GGNRA isinterested in understanding attitudes of residents of the four-county area toward off-
leash dog walking. All survey respondents were asked specifically (in Question 13) if they
support or oppose allowing off-1eash dog walking in GGNRA sites. Forty percent of
respondents from the four-county area say they support allowing dogs off-leash (see Figure 5).
Seventeen percent of all respondents say they “ strongly support” off-leash dog walking and
almost one-quarter (23%) of respondents say they “ somewhat support” off-leash dog walking.
Just over half of respondents oppose off-leash dog walking (53%); 17 percent “ somewhat
oppose” off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites and 36 percent “ strongly oppose” off-leash dog
walking in GGNRA sites. Seven percent of residents are unsure whether they support or oppose
off-leash dogsin GGNRA park sites.

One-half of dog owners (51%) say they support off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites and 45
per cent oppose off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites. Thirty-five percent of non-owners
support off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites and 56 percent opposeit. Residents who visit
GGNRA sites very frequently are more likely to support off-leash dog walking than people who
rarely or never visit GGNRA sites. Almost half of residents with high visitorship (49%) strongly
or somewhat support allowing dogs off-leash while 28 percent of low visitorship residents and
18 percent of nonvisitors support off-leash dogs.
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Figure 5:
Attitudes Toward Off-Leash Dog Walking
Region 17% | 23% [ 17% ] 36% |
Alameda 19% | 22% | 16% | 34% |
Marin 22% | 19% | 19% | 34% |
San Fran 19% | 27% [ 15% | 32% |
San Mateo | 13% | 21% 17% | 43% |
Non-Owner | 12% | 23% | 17% ] 39% |
Dog-Owner 29% | 22% [ 16% 29% |
Men 20% | 22% [ 16% | 34% |
Women 15% | 24% [ 17% ] 38% |
$100K+ 20% 2 20% | 36% |
$75-$100K 19% | 28% | 16% | 34% |
$50K-$75K 25% | 24% [ 13% ] 31% |
$25K-$50K | 12% | 28% [ 18% | 38% |
<$25K | 15% | 25% | 20% | 29% |
Post College 20% [ 18% | 15% | 39% |
College Degree 19% | 27% [ 169 | 34% |
Some College 16% | 27% | 17% ] 31% |
HS Degree | 11% | 19% | 21% | 42% |
<HS 20% [7%] 45% |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All Respondents ("Don't Know" responses not included)

O Strongly Support O Somewhat Support O Somewhat Oppose @ Strongly Oppose
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Opinions of Residents Who Support Off-L eash Dog Walking

Respondents supportive of off-leash dog walking (639 respondents out of 1600, or 40% of all
respondents) were asked a series of questions probing specific preferences.® This subset of
survey participants were read two options and asked to specify which option they most prefer:
“First, do you prefer allowing dogs off-leash in ALL areas where onleash walking is

now allowed —OR- do you prefer allowing dogs off-leash ONLY in limited areas?’

One in five off-leash supporters (20%, or 8% of all survey respondents) would like to see dogs
ableto be off-leash in ALL areas where on-leash dog walking is currently allowed. Three-
guarters of those respondents supportive of off-leash dog walking (74%, or 30% of all survey
respondents) prefer to have off-leash dog walking only in limited areas (see Figure 6). Residents
who visit GGNRA sites most frequently expressed the strongest support (24%) while those who
visit somewnhat frequently or infrequently expressed lower levels of support (15% and 18%
respectively). Nonvisitors expressed the lowest level of support (15%) for allowing dogs off-
leash in areas where on-leash dog walking is currently allowed.

Within the four-county area, of those supporting off- leash dog walking, support for allowing it
only in limited areas ranges from a high of 82 percent in Alameda County (34% of all Alameda
County respondents) to 69 percent from Marin County residents (29% of al Marin County
respondents). Just over three-quarters of San Mateans (78%, or 26% of all San Mateo County
respondents) and just under three-quarters of San Franciscans (72%, or 33% of all San Francisco
County respondents) support this option. Within the four counties, 26 percent of San Francisco
County residents who support off- leash dog walking (12% of all San Francisco County
respondents) prefer to see off-leash dogs allowed anywhere that onleash dogs are currently
allowed. Nearly as many Marin County residents share this view (24%, or 10% of all Marin
County respondents), along with San Mateo residents (20%, or 7% of all San Mateo
respondents). Alameda residents who support off-leash dog walking are less likely to support
allowing off-leash dog walking in all areas where onleash dog walking is currently alowed
(15%, or 6% of al Alameda respondents). One percent or less of residents from each of the four
counties did not prefer either option.

There is no difference between males and females in preferences between the two options, nor
are there distinct differences between age groups. Individuals from different educational and
income levels differ in their preferences for off-leash dog walking. Supporters of off-1eash dog
walking who have a lower level of education are divided in their support for where to walk dogs
off-leash, but are more likely to prefer off-leash walking in all areas where on-leash walking is
currently allowed, compared to more educated supporters of off-leash dog walking. Asincome
levels increase, so does support for allowing off-leash dogsin all areas that now allow for on
leash dog walking. A majority of off-leash dog walking supporters who own dogs (66%, or 34%
of all dog owners) and who do not own dogs (79%, or 28% of all non-dog owners) support
allowing off-leash dog walking only in limited areas. However, dog owners are more than twice
as likely to prefer off-leash dog walking in all areas currently designated for on leash dog
walking than people who do not own dogs (32% vs. 14%, or 16% of all dog owners vs. 5% of
people who do not own dogs).

8 The margin of error associated with a sample of 640 respondentsis +/- 4.0% at a 95% confidence level.
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Figure 6:
Preferences for Where to Walk Dogs Off-Leash
Region 20% | 74%
Alameda 159000 82% |
Marin 249 [ 69% |
San Fran 26%) [ 72% |
San Mateo 20% [ 78% |
Non-Owner 14%. | 79% |
Dog-Owner 32% 66% |
Men 20% | 72% |
Women 21% [ 77% |
White 19% [ 78% |
Black [09% 0] 83% |
Asian 2294 [ 63% |
Other Race 35% 65%
$100K+ 25%) [ 71% |
$75-$100K 24% [ 76% |
$50K-$75K 27% [ 73% |
$25K-$50K 14%_ | 76%
<$25K [014% ] 85%
Post College 29% 68% |
College Degree 18% [ 73% |
Some College 14%L | 82% |
HS Degree 23% [ 71% |
<Hs 56% | 44% |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Respondents Supportive of Off-Leash Dog-Walking (40% of all respondents; n=639)

O In All On-Leash Areas O Limited Areas
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Preferencesfor Off-L eash Availability

The subset of respondents supporting off- leash dog walking was asked whether they favor off-
leash dog walking to be available all of the time or only during limited times. Some of these
subsets consist of small numbers of respondents. These cases result in a larger margin of error.
Over two-thirds of off-leash supporters (64%, or 25% of all respondents) prefer to see off-leash
walking available ALL the time and one-third of off-leash supporters (34%, or 14% of all
respondents) would rather seeit limited to certain times of the day. Within the subset that favors
limiting availability of off-1eash dog walking, 38 percent (or 5% of all respondents) prefer to
have off-leash dog walking limited by both time and day, 35 percent prefer hourly limitations
(5% of al respondents), and 23 percent want to see off-leash dog walking limited by day (3% of
all respondents). This subset of respondents preferring limits to off- leash dog walking were
further questioned about preferences within those limitations. Respondents wanting to see time
of day restrictions for off-leash walking were asked what time of day they preferred limiting the
hours; only morning hours (23%, or 2% of all respondents), only afternoon hours (6%, or 1% of
all respondents), only evening/dusk hours (21%, or 2% of all respondents), or no limit on
hourg/available at al times (39%, or 4% of al respondents). Among respondents preferring
limiting the days for off-leash dog walking, 37 percent (or 3% of al respondents) say off-leash
dog walking should only be on weekdays, 11 percent (1% of all respondents) say only weekends,
and 46 percent (4% of al respondents) say limits should be on both weekdays and weekends.
High and medium frequency visitors are most supportive of allowing dogs off-leash al the time
(65% and 71%, respectively).

Figure 7:

Limit the Number of Dogs Should There Be Limits on

Walked? the Number of Dogs walked?
Region | S '| 35%
All survey respondents were asked
if there should be alimit on the Alameda | oy [ 0%
number of dogs walked by any one . : — ' —
person at any one time in GGRNA Marin — | -
sites (this includes on and off-leash San Fran | s | 4
dogs). Overall, most respondents San Mateo | 54% | 46%
(58%) think that there should be a ]
limit on the number of dogs walked Female 56% | 8%
by a single person in a GGNRA site. 1 ' : ' '

. | % %
Marin and Alameda County Mate ] = IEE
residents (67% and 61%) are |
somewhat more likely to prefer 65+ | —61% — 2T
[imits on the number of dogs any 4564 63% [ 33%
one person can walk at atime than 1844 | ' 52% ‘ [ ' 410'/0
residents from San Mateo and San = -‘ = =
Francisco (54% and 48%). Middle 0% Oves, limit O No limit

age and older (45+) residents are
more supportive of limiting how
many dogs a person can walk than

All Respondents
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residents ages 18 to 44 (61% and 63% compared to 52%) (see Figure 7). A similar number of
males and females want to see limits (59% and 56%) as those who don’t want limits applied
(32% and 38%). Nonvisitors and infrequent visitors expressed the highest interest in limiting the
number of dogs walked (72% and 61%) while more frequent visitors expressed lower interest in
limits (medium visitation, 54% and high visitation, 57%).

Of those respondents who prefer limits on the
number of dogs walked, forty percent (23% of all
respondents; Nn=364) say that two is highest number
of dogs a person should be allowed to handle. Just
over one quarter (28%, or 16% of al respondents;
n=256) of respondents who support alimit say three
dogs is enough and a smaller proportion prefer a
limit of either one dog or four dogs (13% and 9%,
respectively, or 8% and 5% of all respondents;
n=120 and n=79). Six percent (4% of al
respondents; n=58) say five dogs should be the limit
(seefigure 7d).

Two Dogs
40%

Three Dogs
28%

Figure 7a: Breakout of dog walking limits

Respondents who prefer to limit the number of dogs

- walked (n=917)
Valid
N Percent | Percent
1 120 8% 13% | TheMission of the GGRNA and Off-leash Dog
2 364 23% 40% Walki ng
3 256 16% 28%
4 ” 5Z/° 9z/° As an introduction to Question 17, &l respondents
5+ 58 | 4% % 1 were read an abbreviated version of the NPS
Don't know 39 2% 4% 1 GGNRA mission statement:
Total 917 57% | 100% '
Refused 1 % “The mission of the Golden Gate National
?/ilem skip g gj’ Recreation Area is the preservation, unimpaired, of
— ot - n /° the natural and cultural resources, and scenic and
o 600 0% recreation values, of the park for present and future

generations to enjoy.”

After hearing the mission statement, respondents were asked if they “support” or “oppose” off-
leash dog walking in GGNRA sites. Over half of all respondents in the four-county area (58%)
oppose off-leash dog walking after hearing the GGNRA mission statement. Forty-one percent of
respondents “ strongly oppose” off-leash dog walking and 17 percent “ somewhat oppose” off-
leash dog walking. Opposition to off-leash dog walking varies across the four counties with
Alameda County having the highest number of residents either “strongly” or “somewhat
opposed” to off-leash dog walking (60%). In San Francisco County, dightly less than half of
respondents (48%) oppose off-leash dog walking; 33 percent of San Francisco respondents
“strongly oppose” and 15 percent “ somewhat oppose” this option.
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Respondents who do not own dogs are much more likely than dog owners to oppose off- leash
dog walking (63% vs. 45%, respectively). Women are more likely (62%) than men (55%) to
oppose off-leash dog walking. Age also plays an important role in whether someone supports or
opposes off-leash dog walking. Residents 65 years of age or older are more likely to oppose off-
leash dog walking (65%) than 18 to 44 year olds (52%). Residents who visit GGNRA sites very
frequently or somewhat frequently are more supportive of allowing off-leash dog walking (43%
and 36%, respectively) than low frequency visitors and nonvisitors (28% and 16%, respectively)

after hearing the mission statement again.

Figure 8:
Attitudes Toward Off-leash Dog Walking
After Hearing GGNRA Mission Statement

Region 16%___ | 20% [ 17%___ ] 41% |

Alameda 22% [ 15% | 20% | 40%

Marin 20% [ 1% | 14% | 44%

San Fran

San Mateo

20% [ 25% [ 15%_ ] 33% |

[ 11%_] 25% [ 14%_ | 42% |

Dog Owner 32% | 21% [ 14%_ ] 31%
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[ 109%_1 20% [ 19% I 45% |

Men
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>$100K 24% [ 16% | 19% | 38%

$50K-$100K 21% [ 24% [ 14%_ | 36%

<$50K |_14%__ ] 25% | 22% | 34%

Ages 65+ | 129% |  18% | 20% [ 46%

Ages 45-64 18%___| 19% [ 16%_ | 43%

19% [ 23% [ 17%_ 1 35% |

Ages 18-44
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100%
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Respondents not in strong opposition to off-leash dog walking® (54% of all respondents) were
asked follow- up questions examining off- leash options in greater depth. Three off-leash
scenarios were presented and respondents were asked if they “ support” or “oppose” each option:

1) Allowing off-leash dog walking on trails used by hikers, bikers, or horses;

2) Allowing off-leash dog walking only in designated areas that are separated from other
visitors, and;

3) Allowing off-leash dog walking at public beaches in the GGNRA.

Figure 9:
Off-leash Locations

4% 3%

5%

100% ~

27% 37%

80% T
56%

60% 1

40% 1 70%

61%

40%
20% 1

0%

Trails Designated Areas Public Beaches

Respondents who do not strongly oppose off-leash dog walking (n=857)

8 Support O Oppose 0O Don't know

Overall, within the subset of people who do not “ strongly oppose” off-leash dog walking, most
people (70%, or 37% of all respondents) support allowing off-leash dog walking only in
designated areas that are separated from other visitors. Twenty-seven percent of this subset
oppose this option (14% of al respondents). Sixty-one percent of this subset (33% of all
respondents) support off-leash dog walking at public beaches in the GGNRA park (36% oppose;
19% of all respondents), and 40 percent (21% of all respondents) support off-leash dog walking
on trails used by hikers, bikers, or horses (56% or 30% of all respondents oppose this option).
High frequency visitors are consistently more supportive of al off-1eash options over low
frequency visitors and nonvisitors (see Table 4).

Table4d
Support Levels (Strong / Somewhat) for Off-Leash Locations by Visitation Levels
Nonvisitor Low Visitation Med. Visitation High Visitation

Trails 20% 30% 41% 46%
Designated Areas 47% 79% 70% 67%
Public Beaches 32% 40% 67% 69%

% Includes “somewhat oppose,” “somewhat support,” and “ strongly support” off-leash recreation.
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Those respondents who did not “strongly oppose” off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites (as
well as those who had no opinion or refused to answer) were asked three follow- up questions as
to what areas in which they would support off-leash dogs. This subset (54% of al respondents,
n=857) was asked their support for off-leash dogs on park beaches, separate designated areas and
multi-use trails. Levels of support for different off-leash dog walking locations vary by county.
Fifty-two percent of San Francisco County respondents answering this question support off- leash
dog walking on trails used by hikers, bikers, or horses (31% of all respondents), 44 percent of
Marin County respondents (22% of al Marin County respondents) support this option, and 34
percent of both Alameda County and San Mateo County respondents support this option (19% of
all Alameda County respondents and 17% of all San Mateo County respondents). Seventy-seven
percent of San Mateo respondents answering this question (38% of all San Mateo County
respondents) support alowing off-leash dog walking only in designated areas that are separated
from other visitors, 70 percent of Alameda County respondents (40% of all Alameda County
respondents) support this option, while 65 percent of respondents from Marin County (33% of al
Marin County respondents), and 63 percent of San Francisco County respondents (38% of all
San Francisco County respondents) support this option. Support for allowing off- leash dog
walking at public beaches in the park varies from 74 percent among San Francisco County
respondents (45% of all San Francisco County respondents) to 68 percent of respondents from
Marin County (34% of al Marin County respondents), 59 percent of respondents from San
Mateo County (29% of all San Mateo County respondents), and 54 percent of respondents from
Alameda County (31% of all Alameda County respondents).

Discussion

A central question running throughout the GGNRA telephone study involves an understanding of
public opinion regarding Nationa Park Service pet management regulations. Information central
to this question is found in responses to Questions 11, 13, and 17 (see Annotated Questionnaire
in Appendix A). Each of these questions probes attitudes toward dog walking in GGNRA park
sites, although the questions approach this topic from different directions.

Question 11: Current regulations alow for walking dogs onleash at most GGNRA sites and
prohibit any off-1eash dog walking. Do you support or oppose this current regulation?

Question 13: Do you support or oppose allowing off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites?

Question 17: “The mission of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area is the preservation,
unimpaired, of the natural and cultural resources, and scenic and recreation values of the park for
present and future generations to enjoy.” Knowing this, do you support or oppose alowing off-
leash dog walking in GGNRA sites?

Question 11 is framed as a referendum on current GGNRA policy. Hearing the policy, seven out
of ten people (71%) in the four-county region surrounding GGNRA park sites express their
support for the dog walking regulations, while nearly one-quarter oppose this regulation (23%).
Nearly half of all respondents express “strong support” for current regulations (45%) as
compared to the proportion of residents who “strongly oppose” this regulation (12%). A review
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of the data presented above indicates that support for the current regulations is consistent
throughout each of the four counties and among every demographic subset including dog
owners.

Questions 13 and 17 approach the question of dog walking regulations from different directions.
Question 13 asks specifically about attitudes toward off-1eash dog walking without a context of
current policy that does not allow off-leash dog walking. Thisis atheoretical question framed
without a contextual understanding of consequences inherent in adopting one position or another.
When framed in this more hypothetical manner, a magjority of people in the four-county area
(53%) say they oppose off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites. Notable in the response to this
guestion is the intensity of opposition. More than one-third of the public (36%) “strongly
oppose” off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites. Forty percent of the public supports off- leash
dog walking with 17 percent stating they “strongly support” dogs off-leash. Majorities of people
in all demographic subsets except for dog owners say they oppose off- leash dog walking in
GGNRA sites. Dog owners are divided on this question, with 51 percent supporting off-leash
dog walking and 45 percent opposing off-leash dog walking.

Question 17 frames the issue of dog walking regulations within the context of the GGNRA
mission. After hearing the abbreviated mission statement of the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area, people in the four-county area continue to oppose off- leash dog walking in
proportions similar to those found in Question 13. Whereas 40 percent of survey respondents
supported (strongly and somewhat support combined) off-1eash dog walking in Question 13, 36
percent support off-leash dog walking in Question 17. Opposition to off-leash dog walking
differs only dlightly between the two questions. When the question was first asked, 53 percent of
respondents opposed (strongly and somewhat opposed combined) off- leash dog walking, with 36
percent strongly opposing off-1eash dog walking. When the question was asked a second time,
after hearing the GGNRA mission statement, 58 percent of respondents in the four-county area
opposed off-leash dog walking with 41 percent “strongly opposing” off-leash dog walking. The
intensity of opposition increased in Question 17 after information about the GGNRA mission
was provided. Looking at it from another perspective, 17 percent stated a strong support for off-
leash dog walking prior to the reading of the mission statement and 23 percent said they were
“somewhat supportive.” After the abbreviated mission statement was presented, most of those
who were strongly supportive maintained their position (16%) while those who had been
somewhat supportive were slightly more likely to change positions (20%). (See Table 5 for a
comparison of data before (Q13) and after the presentation of the abbreviated mission statement.)

Table5
Comparison of Q13 and Q17 responses

Q13 Percents & Frequencies | Q17 Percents & Frequencies
Strongly support 17% N=273 16% N=257
Somewhat support 23% N=366 20% N=324
Somewhat oppose 17% N=265 17% N=276
Strongly oppose 36% N=575 41% N=654
Don’t know 8% N=121 5% N=84
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If pet management regulations are changed to allow for off-leash dog walking, Questions 17-20
(see Annotated Questionnaire) provide valuable information about public preferences for the
shaping of new regulations. Of course, one must take into account the number of those strongly
opposed to off- leash dog walking and not asked the subsequent questions. Recognizing that, the
next series of questions was asked of 54 percent of respondents (n=857) (see Question 17). For
this subset, in order of preference, 70 percent of this population support allowing off-leash dog
walking only in designated areas that are separated from other visitors (37% of al respondents,
n=597). Likewise, 61 percent, of this population support allowing off-leash dog walking at
public beaches in the park (33% of all respondents, n= 520). Forty percent of this subset of
respondents support allowing off- leash dog walking on trails used by hikers, bikers, or horses
(21% of all respondents, n=341), while 56 percent of the same subset oppose allowing off- leash
dog walking on these multi- use trails (30% of all respondents, r=476).
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Appendix A — Annotated Questionnaire

INTRODUCTION |

Hello, my nameis (STATE YOUR FIRST AND LAST NAME) and | am calling from Northern
Arizona University. | am not selling anything. We are asking people guestions about the Golden
Gate National Recreation Area. The purpose of the survey isto help the National Park Service
improve its services to you and to people like you. In order for our survey to be most
representative, | need to talk to the person currently living in your household who is 18 years of
age or older, and who has had the most recent birthday. Would that be you or someone else?

1. Sef - Proceed with survey
2. Someone else 2 Ask to speak with that person; if that person is not home, schedule

callback

IF SELF:

The Paperwork Reduction Act requires approval of all federal government surveys by the Office
of Management and Budget. If you would like to know more about the approval of this survey, |
can provide information upon request.” The questions | would like to ask you will only take
about 8 minutes to complete. All of your answers are voluntary and confidential. If | should
come to any question you prefer not to answer, just let me know and I'll skip over it, OK?

1 Yes
2. No - PROBE: Isthere another time when it would be better to talk to you?

IF SOMEONE EL SE:

Hello, my nameis (STATE YOUR FIRST AND LAST NAME) and | am calling from Northern
Arizona University. | am not selling anything. We are asking people questions about the Golden
Gate National Recreation Area. The purpose of the survey isto help the National Park Service
improve its services to you and to people like you. The Paperwork Reduction Act requires
approva of al federal government surveys by the Office of Management and Budget. If you
would like to know more about the approval of this survey, | can provide information upon
request. The questions | would like to ask you will only take about 8 minutes to complete. All
of your answers are voluntary and confidential. If | should come to any question you prefer not
to answer, just let me know and I’ skip over it, OK?

1. Yes
2. No - PROBE: Isthere another time when it would be better to talk to you?

" Additional information provided upon request; see end of annotated questionnaire for full information.
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SURVEY QUESTIONS |

Before we begin the survey, 1'd like to tell you something about the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area. [ Read to all respondents.]

The Golden Gate National Recreation Area, also known as “GGNRA,” is a system of National
Park Service sitesin the San Francisco Bay Area stretching 70 miles north and south of the
Golden Gate Bridge, creating a 75,500-acre greenbelt along the Pacific Ocean. [Read to all
respondents.]

1.  Now | would like to read alist of Golden Gate National Recreation Area park sites.
Please tell me if you have ever visited each site that | read. [ Asked of all respondents]

FOUR COUNTY REGION
Ever Last 12 Never Don’t Total N
visited months visited know
Alcatraz 42% 10% 48% -- 1600
Baker Beach 38% 20% 41% 1% 1600
Bolinas Ridge 21% 12% 63% 4% 1600
China Beach 29% 17% 52% 2% 1600
Cliff House 42% 32% 26% 1% 1600
Crissy Field 27% 33% 39% 2% 1600
Fort Baker 28% 22% 47% 3% 1600
Fort Funston 24% 18% 55% 3% 1600
Fort Mason 33% 32% 33% 2% 1600
Fort Point 23% 17% 56% 3% 1599
Land's End 17% 15% 65% 3% 1600
Milagra Ridge 3% 3% 90% 5% 1600
Marin Headlands 22% 36% 41% 1% 1600
Muir Beach 34% 25% 38% 3% 1598
Muir Woods 40% 27% 32% 1% 1598
Ocean Beach 29% 39% 29% 3% 1598
Olema Valley 13% 15% 71% 2% 1600
Phleger Estate 3% 1% 92% 4% 1600
Presidio 27% 49% 23% 1% 1600
Rodeo Beach 10% 11% 76% 3% 1599
Stinson Beach 39% 32% 29% 1% 1600
garftlios ;ln?jgé]:hs 23% 18% 58% 1% 1600
Sweeney Ridge 5% 4% 88% 4% 1600
Tennessee Valley 11% 16% 72% 2% 1600

! =Total percent islessthan 1.
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ALAMEDA
Ever Last 12 Never Don’t
visited months visited know Total N
Alcatraz 41% 8% 51% -- 400
Baker Beach 25% 8% 65% 2% 400
Bolinas Ridge 18% 6% 73% 3% 400
China Beach 22% 8% 69% 2% 400
Cliff House 39% 19% 41% 1% 400
Crissy Field 24% 15% 58% 3% 400
Fort Baker 26% 12% 61% 2% 400
Fort Funston 15% 10% 74% 1% 400
Fort Mason 32% 19% 48% 1% 400
Fort Point 20% 11% 66% 4% 400
Land’'s End 9% 8% 79% 3% 400
Milagra Ridge 3% 2% 94% 2% 400
Marin Headlands 21% 23% 54% 1% 400
Muir Beach 32% 19% 48% 1% 400
Muir Woods 35% 22% 43% 1% 400
Ocean Beach 29% 25% 44% 2% 400
OlemaValley 9% 7% 83% 1% 400
Phleger Estate 2% 1% 96% 1% 400
Presidio 30% 28% 41% 1% 400
Rodeo Beach 8% 7% 84% 1% 400
Stinson Beach 36% 19% 44% 1% 400
ﬁg:{(os :n?jgé‘:hs 13% % 77% 1% 400
Sweeney Ridge 3% 1% 95% 1% 400
Tennessee Valley 6% 10% 82% 2% 400
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MARIN
Ever Last 12 Never Don’t Total N
visited months visited know
Alcatraz 43% 13% 43% -- 400
Baker Beach 47% 31% 21% 1% 400
Bolinas Ridge 33% 32% 30% 5% 400
China Beach 38% 36% 25% 1% 400
Cliff House 45% 29% 27% -- 400
Crissy Field 31% 43% 25% 1% 400
Fort Baker 32% 42% 25% 2% 400
Fort Funston 27% 14% 54% 5% 400
Fort Mason 34% 43% 22% 1% 400
Fort Point 27% 24% 45% 4% 399
Land’'s End 23% 12% 61% 4% 400
Milagra Ridge 3% 2% 89% 6% 400
Marin Headlands 18% 71% 10% 1% 400
Muir Beach 35% 51% 12% 2% 400
Muir Woods 40% 47% 12% 2% 400
Ocean Beach 34% 32% 30% 3% 400
OlemaValley 18% 44% 35% 2% 400
Phleger Estate 2% 1% 91% 6% 400
Presidio 20% 67% 13% -- 400
Rodeo Beach 16% 26% 54% 4% 400
Stinson Beach 27% 64% 8% -- 400
%:L?S ;'n%gé‘;hs 31% 12% 56% 2% 400
Sweeney Ridge 3% 4% 87% 6% 400
\T&”I”%ee 25% 46% 28% 1% 400
ey
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SAN FRANCISCO
Ever Last 12 Never Don’t Total N
visited months visited know

Alcatraz 41% 15% 44% -- 400
Baker Beach 39% 43% 18% . 400
Bolinas Ridge 19% 12% 66% 3% 400
China Beach 33% 24% 43% 1% 400
Cliff House 31% 57% 12% - 400
Crissy Field 22% 58% 19% 1% 400
Fort Baker 24% 31% 40% 5% 400
Fort Funston 26% 35% 37% 2% 400
Fort Mason 29% 52% 17% 2% 400
Fort Point 21% 28% 50% 1% 400
Land's End 13% 36% 49% 2% 400
Milagra Ridge 2% 2% 9% 4% 400
v e 19% 51% 30% 1% 400
Muir Beach 27% 34% 34% 4% 398
Muir Woods 38% 35% 27% - 398
Ocean Beach 18% 72% 9% 1% 398
OlemaValley 12% 13% 74% 2% 400
Phieger Estate 2% - 96% 2% 400
Presdio 7% 74% 9% 1% 400
Rodeo Beach % 15% 7% 2% 399
Stinson Beach 38% 40% 22% = 400
o ;'n%gé‘:hs 2206 39% 39% 1% 400
Sweeney Ridge 2% 2% 92% % 400
Tennessee 9% 20% 71% - 400
Valley
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SAN MATEO
Ever Last 12 Never Don’t Total N
visited months visited know
Alcatraz 50% 11% 39% -- 400
Baker Beach 36% 13% 50% 2% 400
Bolinas Ridge 20% 3% 76% 1% 400
China Beach 26% 7% 64% 3% 400
Cliff House 46% 31% 22% 1% 400
Crissy Field 31% 25% 43% 1% 400
Fort Baker 26% 11% 61% 3% 400
Fort Funston 24% 20% 55% 2% 400
Fort Mason 36% 21% 40% 3% 400
Fort Point 24% 13% 61% 2% 400
Land's End 16% 9% 72% 4% 399
Milagra Ridge 3% 6% 88% 3% 400
Marin Headlands 28% 22% 49% 1% 400
Muir Beach 37% 13% 50% 1% 400
Muir Woods 47% 16% 37% 1% 400
Ocean Beach 31% 38% 28% 2% 400
Olema Valley 11% 3% 83% 3% 400
Phleger Estate 5% 2% 90% 3% 400
Presidio 33% 45% 22% 1% 400
Rodeo Beach 6% 5% 85% 3% 400
Stinson Beach 44% 20% 36% 1% 400
“;g:{(?s ;'n%gé‘:hs 2206 16% 61% - 400
Sweeney Ridge 9% 6% 82% 3% 400
Tennessee Valley 5% 2% 90% 3% 400
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2. What is the total number of visits you have made to GGNRA park sites in the last 12
months? [ Asked only of those respondents who said ‘yes' to visiting any of the sites.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN FRANCISCO | MATEO
Low_es.t number 1 1 1 1 1
of vidts
AlGTES Ul 27 500 123 365 500 365
of vigits
Average 28 9 35 55 12

3. Now I'd like to know if you currently have one or more dogs.

(This includes own/care for/responsible for, either permanently or temporarily.) [ Asked of
all respondents.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO
Yes haveonly | oo | 348 | 2006 | 79 | 26% | 102 | 15% | 60 | 26% | 103
one dog.
Yes, have
more than one % 103 | 11% | 43 9% 35 4% 14 6% 25
dog.
No, don'thave | 7o, | 1949 | 700 | 278 | 66% | 263 | 82% | 326 | 68% | 271
any dogs.
Don’t know -- 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 0
Total Percent | 101% | 1600 | 101% | 400 | 101% | 400 | 101% | 400 | 100% | 399
4.  How many dogs do you have (own/keep/care for)?
[ Asked only if respondent said they have a dog(s).]
SAN SAN

REGIONAL | ALAMEDA MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO
One 77% | 348 | 65% | 79 | 75% | 102 | 81% 60 80% | 103
Two 15% 67 14% 17 22% | 29 | 16% 12 16% | 21
Three 6% 27 17% 20 2% 3 3% 2 1% 1
Four 2% 9 5% 6 1% 1 -- 0 3% 4
Five or more -- 0 -- 0 1% 1 -- 0 -- 0
Total 100% | 451 | 101% | 122 | 101% | 136 | 100% 74 100% | 129
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5. Haveyou ever taken (your dog/one of your dogs) for awak in a GGNRA site?
[ Asked only of those respondents who said ‘yes' to having a dog(s).]
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN SAN SAN
FRANCISCO MATEO
Yes 50% | 224 | 29% | 35 | 69% | 94 | 75% 55 44% | 57
No 50% | 224 | 69% | 85 | 31% | 42 | 25% 18 55% | 71
Don’t know 1% 2 2% 2 1% 1 -- 0 -- 0
Total 101% | 451 | 100% | 122 | 101% | 137 | 100% | 73 99% | 128
5a. How often do you take your dog(s) for awalk in a GGNRA site - daily, weekly,
monthly, or semi-annually? [Asked only of those respondents who have taken
their dog(s) for awalk in a GGNRA site.]
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN SAN SAN
FRANCISCO MATEO
Daily 19% | 43 8% 3 18% | 17 | 30% 17 9% 5
Weekly 20% | 45 | 27% 9 17% | 16 | 35% 20 12% 7
Monthly 22% | 48 | 24% 8 32% | 31 | 17% 10 15% 8
Semi-annually | 31% | 68 | 38% | 13 | 31% | 29 | 18% 10 38% | 22
Don’'t know 9% 19 3% 1 2% 2 -- 0 27% 15
Total 101% | 223 [100% | 34 [100% | 95 | 100% | 57 |101% | 57

6. Have you ever had someone el se take (your dog/one of your dogs) for awalk in a GGNRA
ste? [Asked only of those respondents who said ‘yes' to having a dog(s).]

gte? [ Asked only of those respondents who said ‘yes' to having a dog(s).]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO
Yes 18% 81 9% 11 | 17% | 23 | 47% 35 10% | 13
No 79% 356 | 89% | 109 | 78% | 107 | 53% 39 84% | 108
Don't know | 3% 14 2% 2 5% 6 -- 0 6% 7
Total 100% | 451 | 100% | 122 | 100% | 136 | 100% 74 | 100% | 128
7. Haveyou ever hired acommercial dog-walker to take your dog(s) for awak in a GGNRA

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA MARIN ERANCISCO MATEO
Yes 20% 16 24% 3 14% 3 16% 5 8% 1
No 80% 65 76% 8 87% | 20 | 84% 29 92% 12
Don’'t know -- 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 0 -- 0
Total 100% | 81 [100% | 11 | 101% | 23 | 100% 34 100% | 13
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8. Have you ever seen adog alowed off-leash by avisitor at any GGNRA site?
[ Asked of GGNRA visitors.]
SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO
Yes 52% | 801 | 42% | 155 | 71% | 279 | 75% 296 | 44% | 168
No 39% | 592 | 52% | 190 | 21% | 84 | 20% 81 2% | 162
Don't know | 9% 138 6% 21 8% | 32 5% 19 14% 55
Total 100% | 1531 | 100% | 366 | 100% | 395 | 100% | 396 | 100% | 385
9. How did dogs being off-leash affect your visitor experience — did it add to your experience,
did it detract from your experience, or did it not affect your experience at all?
[ Asked of GGNRA visitors.]
SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO
Addegl o 27% | 217 | 32% | 50 | 30% | 83 | 34% 99 19% | 32
experience
Detracted from | 550, | 174 | 2506 | 39 | 26% | 72 | 20% | 57 | 19% | 32
experience
Didnotafect | q00 | 303 | 419% | 63 | 44% | 124 | 45% | 131 | 61% | 102
experience
Don’'t know 2% 13 2% 3 -- 1 1% 4 1% 2
Total 100% | 797 | 100% | 155 | 100% | 280 | 100% | 291 | 100% | 168
%a Please tell me how the dog(s) being allowed off-leash affected your experience.

[ Open-ended]

10. Areyou familiar with present National Park Service regulations regarding dog leash laws at
GGNRA sites? [ Asked of all respondents.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL ALAMEDA MARIN ERANCISCO MATEO
Yes 51% 801 | 46% | 180 | 61% | 242 | 56% 225 | 36% | 145
No 47% 752 52% | 205 | 37% 147 44% 174 | 60% | 241
Don’t know 2% 33 2% 7 3% 11 -- 1 3% 14
Total 100% | 1586 | 100% | 392 | 101% | 400 | 100% | 400 | 99% | 400
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11. Current regulations allow for walking dogs ontleash at most GGNRA sites AND prohibit
any off-leash dog walking. Do you support or oppose this current regulation? Is that
strongly (support/oppose) or somewhat (support/oppose)? [Asked of all respondents.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | coandisco | MATEG
Strongly 45% | 718 | 44% | 174 | 44% | 174 | 40% | 158 | 48% | 193
support
Somewhat | oeor | 406 | 28% | 112 | 23% | 90 | 23% | 89 | 28% | 112
support
Somewhat 0 0 0 0
opposs 11% | 170 | 10% | 41 | 12% | 47 | 15% | 60 | 8% | 31
Strongly 12% | 194 | 14% | 55 | 15% | 61 | 15% | 58 | 8% | 33
oppose
Donmtknow | 7% | 108 | 5% | 18 | 7% | 27 | 8% | 30 | 8% | 30
Total 101% | 1596 | 101% | 400 | 101% | 399 | 101% | 395 | 100% | 399

12. Do you support or oppose further limiting on-leash dog walking in the GGNRA? Isthat
strongly (support/oppose) or somewhat (support/oppose)? [Asked of all respondents.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | o S8 o | s

z;)%r;grlty 19% | 304 | 22% | 86 | 16% | 62 | 18% | 73 | 16% | 63
ig“pg‘;‘t’hat 14% | 228 | 15% | 62 | 9% | 38 | 1206 | 47 | 17% | 69
fg&‘;‘g’hat 27% | 437 | 24% | 95 | 26% | 105| 30% | 119 | 31% | 121
oStprgggy 28% | 453 | 30% | 120 | 38% | 151 | 29% | 117 | 27% | 106
Dontknow | 11% | 177 | 9% | 37 | 11% | 44 | 11% | 44 | 10% | 39
Total 99% | 1599 | 100% | 400 | 100% | 400 | 100% | 400 | 101% | 398
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13. Do you support or oppose allowing off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites? |s that
strongly (support/oppose) or somewhat (support/oppose)? [ Asked of all respondents.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | o, Sbie o[ e

Strongly 17% | 273 | 19% | 78 | 22% | 89 | 19% | 76 | 13% | 52
support
Somewhat | 500 | 355 | 2006 | 80 | 19% | 77 | 279% | 106 | 21% | 83
support
Somewhat 0 0 0 0 o
opposs 17% | 265 | 16% | 65 | 19% | 75 | 15% | 61 | 17% | 67
ggggge'y 36% | 575 | 34% | 137 | 34% | 137 | 32% | 129 | 43% | 172
Don't know 8% 121 8% 31 5% 22 7% 28 6% 25
Total 101% | 1600 | 99% | 400 | 99% | 400 | 100% | 400 | 100% | 399

14. Now I’'m going to read you two options. Please listen carefully to both options and tell me
which option you prefer most. First, do you prefer alowing dogs off-leash in ALL areas
where onleash walking is now alowed OR do you prefer allowing dogs off-leash ONLY
in limited areas? [Asked only of those respondents who favor off-leash dog walking.]

SAN SAN

REGIONAL | ALAMEDA MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO

In all areas
whereon-leash | 20% | 129 | 15% 26 24% | 40 | 26% 47 20% | 27
is alowed

Off-leash only

e 74% | 473 | 82% | 137 | 69% | 114 | 72% 131 78% | 105
in limited areas

Neither % | 7 | 1% | 2 | 1% | 2 | % | 2 | 1% | 2
Domtknow/no | g | 30 | 106 | 2 | 6% | 11 | 1% 2 | 1% | 2
opinion

Total 100% | 630 | 99% | 167 | 100% | 167 | 100% | 182 | 100% | 136
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15.

walking being available ALL the time or ONLY during limited times?

If GGNRA areas were designated for off-leash dog walking, do you favor off-leash dog

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN FRANCISCO | MATEO
All thetime 64% | 405 | 60% | 100 | 71% | 118 | 76% 139 | 57% | 77
purnglimited | 3406 | 217 | 38% | 63 | 2796 | 46 | 22% | 39 | 30% | 52
Don’'t know 2% 15 2% 3 2% 3 2% 4 4% 6
Total 100% | 637 | 100% | 166 | 100% | 167 | 100% | 182 | 100% | 135
15a. Do you prefer limiting hours in the day when off-leash dog walking takes place,

limiting days in the week when off- leash walking takes place, or both? [ Asked
only of those respondents who favored limiting the times off-leash walking being

available.]
SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | o Sieso | vateo
r';(')r:r';' ng 3% | 75 | 27% | 17 | 50% | 23 | 37% | 15 | 31% | 16
:gg“ ng 23% | 50 | 43% | 27 | 12% | 6 | 2% | 10 | 17% | 9
Both 38% | 82 | 28% | 18 | 30% | 13 | 36% | 14 | 45% | 24
Dontknow | 4% | 10 | 3% | 2 | 9% | 4 2% 1 6% | 3
Total 100% | 217 | 101% | 64 | 101% | 46 | 100% | 40 | 99% | 52
15b. Do you prefer limiting the hours for off-leash dog walking to...?
[ Asked only of those respondents who answered ‘limiting hours’ or *both.’]
SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | o Ncieoo | mMaTEo
ﬁ;‘g’smom' "9 | 2306 | 37 | 4206 | 14 | 25% | 9 | 14% | 4 | 16% | 7
ﬁ“'y afternoon | e | 90 | 3% | 1 | 19% | 7| 7% 2 6% | 2
ours

Only evening/ | 5100 | 33 | 2606 | 9 | 10% | 3| 2796 | 8 | 19% | 7
dusk hours

r'\]'gu'r';“'t ar 39% | 62 | 9% | 3 | 33% | 12| 37% | 11 | 54% | 22
Don't know 11% | 16 | 20% | 7 | 14% | 5 | 15% | 4 6% | 2
Total 100% | 158 | 100% | 34 | 101% | 36 | 100% | 29 | 101% | 40
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15c. Do you prefer limiting the days for off-leash walking to...?
[ Asked only of those respondents who answered ‘limiting days' or ‘both.’]

SAN SAN

REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO

Only weekdays | 37% | 48 | 64% | 28 | 33% | 6 | 8% 2 | 5% | 8
Only weekends | 11% | 15 | 6% | 3 | 14% | 3 | 10% | 3 | 20% | 7
Both weekdays | oo | 60 | 2706 | 12 | 0% | 7 | 73% | 18 | 54% | 18
and weekends

Domtknow/no | 20 | g | 396 | 1 | 14% | 2 | 9% | 2 -~ | o
opinion

Total 101% | 132 | 100% | 44 | 101% | 18 | 100% | 25 | 99% | 33

16. Do you believe there should be alimit on the number of dogs walked by any one person at
any one time at GGNRA sites? (Thisincludes on or off-leash.) [Asked of all

respondents.]
SAN SAN

REGIONAL | ALAMEDA MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO
Yes 58% | 918 61% | 242 | 67% | 268 | 48% 188 | 54% | 205
No 35% | 562 30% | 119 | 29% | 116 | 47% 185 | 46% | 175
No dogs
should be -- 5 1% 3 -- 0 -- 1 -- 0
alowed in
Don't know | 7% 112 9% 34 4% 17 6% 23 -- 0
Total 100% | 1597 | 100% | 398 | 100% | 401 | 101% | 397 | 99% | 380

16a. How many dogs do you believe a person should be allowed to walk at any one
time? (Thisincludes on or off-leash.) [Asked of those respondents answering
‘yes' to limiting the number of dogs walked by one person at one time.]

SAN SAN

REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO

One 13% 120 | 20% | 50 | 5% | 14 9% 17 12% | 25
Two 40% | 364 | 36% | 87 | 40% | 107 | 33% 62 49% | 99
Three 28% | 256 | 25% | 60 |34% | 91 | 26% 49 22% | 45
Four 9% 79 5% 13 | 9% | 24 | 16% 31 9% 18

Five or more 6% 58 8% 19 9% 24 11% 20 3% 5

Don’t know 4% 39 6% 15 | 2% 6 5% 9 6% 12

Total 100% | 916 | 100% | 244 | 99% | 266 | 100% | 188 | 101% | 204
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The mission of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area is the preservation, unimpaired, of the
natural and cultural resources and scenic and recreation values of the park for present and future
generationsto enjoy. [Read to all respondents.]

Knowing this, do you support or oppose...

17. Allowing off-leash dog walking in GGNRA sites?
[Asked of all respondents.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | o, Stie~o | mateo
Strongly 16% | 257 | 22% | 87 | 20% | 79 | 20% | 81 | 11% | 44
support
Somewhat o o o o
it 20% | 324 | 15% | 61 | 17% | 68 | 25% | 101 | 25% | 100
Somewhat 17% | 276 | 20 | 78 | 14% | 56 | 15% | 61 | 14% | 55
oppose
Strongly 41% | 654 | 40% | 162 | 44% | 176 | 33% | 131 | 42% | 167
oppose
Don't know/ 0 0 0 0 0
0 opinion 5% | 84 | 3% | 12 | 5% | 21 | 7% | 26 | 8% | 30
Total 99% | 1595 | 100% | 400 | 100% | 400 | 100% | 400 | 100% | 396

18. Allowing off-leash dog walking on trails used by hikers, bikers, or horses?
[Asked of all respondents except those who * strongly oppose’ off-leash dog walking.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | con¥iieco | MATES
Strongly 20% | 167 | 16% | 35 | 24% | 49 | 20% | 49 | 14% | 28
support
Somewhat 0 o o
el 20% | 174 | 18% | 41 | 19% | 39 | 32% | 77 | 20% | 39
Somewhat 27% | 231 | 31% | 71 | 25% | 50 | 24% | 57 | 30% | 60
oppose
Strongly 20% | 245 | 329% | 73 | 25% | 50 | 20% | 49 | 30% | 60
oppose
Domtknow/ | g0t | 40 | 3% | 6 | 79% | 15| 4% | 10 | 6% | 12
no opinion
Total 101% | 857 | 100% | 226 | 100% | 203 | 100% | 242 | 100% | 199
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19. Allowing off-leash dog walking only in designated areas that are separated from other
visitors? [Asked of all respondents except those who * strongly oppose’ off-leash dog

walking.]
SAN SAN

REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | o\ S~icso | viateo
Strongly 36% | 306 | 37% | 84 | 37% | 74| 28% | 67 | 39% | 78
support
Somewhat | 500 | 591 | 3396 | 74 | 28% | 57 | 35% | 86 | 38% | 76
support
Somewhat 0 0 o 0 0
opposs 15% | 128 | 14% | 33 | 13% | 27 | 18% | 43 | 15% | 30
Strongly 2% | 99 | 14% | 31 | 15% | 30 | 16% | 39 | 6% | 12
oppose
Domtknow/ |, 33 | 26 | 5 | 7% | 15| 3% 8 2% | 3
Nno opinion
Total 101% | 857 | 100% | 227 | 100% | 203 | 100% | 243 | 100% | 199

20. Allowing off-leash dog walking at public beaches in the park?
[ Asked of all respondents except those who * strongly oppose’ off-leash dog walking.]

SAN SAN

REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | coaRiicon | MATEO
Strongly 27% | 232 | 26% | 59 | 35% | 71 | 34% | 81 | 20% | 40
support
Somewhat 34% | 288 | 28% | 64 | 32% | 66 | 41% | 99 | 39% | 77
support
Somewhat | 1200 | 149 | 2006 | 44 | 13% | 26 | 15% | 37 | 13% | 26
oppose
Strongly 0 0 0 0
PO 20% | 167 | 24% | 53 | 14% | 29 | 8% 19 | 27% | 53
Domtknow/ | a00 | 57 | 306 | 6 | 6% | 11 | 2% 5 1% | 2
Nno opinion
Total 101% | 855 | 101% | 226 | 100% | 203 | 100% | 241 | 100% | 198
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DEMOGRAPHICS

Now | would like to ask afew questions so we can classify your answers.

D1. How long have you lived in the San Francisco Bay Area? [Asked of all respondents.]

SAN SAN

REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | o Stic. o |\ e
Less than 8% 52 | 13% | 23 | 3% | 4 | 6% | 11 | 9% | 13
one year
1 year up to
but not
it . 19% | 117 | 16% | 28 | 17% | 27 | 18% | 38 | 16% | 22
including 3
years
3 years up
to but not 12% | 78 | 11% | 20 | 13% | 21 | 14% | 28 | 13% | 18
including 6
years
Se(;rrsmore 19% | 121 | 19% | 34 | 20% | 32 | 22% | 45 | 15% | 20
Don'tknow | 42% | 262 | 42% | 76 | 48% | 77 | 41% | 86 | 48% | 66
Total 100% | 630 | 101% | 181 | 101% | 161 | 101% | 208 | 101% | 139
D2. What isyour age? [Asked of all respondents.]

SAN SAN

REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | o 25ic o | viateo
18- 44 45% | 680 | 58% | 226 | 45% | 172 | 58% | 230 | 53% | 198
45- 64 25% | 373 | 29% | 113 | 38% | 147 | 26% | 103 | 31% | 117
650rolder | 31% | 469 | 14% | 54 | 17% | 67 | 16% | 63 | 16% | 60
Total 101% | 1522 | 101% | 393 | 100% | 386 | 100% | 396 | 100% | 375
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D3. What isthe highest grade of school or year of college that you have completed? [ Asked of
all respondents.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | o S | 2
Less than high
school degree | 3% 45 4% 14 -- 0 2% 9 2% 7
(Grades 1-11)
Highschool 1 4000 | 934 | 1706 | 68 | 6% | 25 | 16% | 63 | 120 | 49
degree
Some college/
Associate's | 29% | 453 | 36% | 142 | 23% | 89 | 20% | 78 | 34% | 134
degree
gaChe' or's 20% | 463 | 22% | 89 | 36% | 142 | 34% | 133 | 30% | 117
egree
Post-
Bachelor's 25% | 388 | 21% | 85 | 35% | 138 | 29% | 113 | 22% | 88
degree
Total 101% | 1583 | 100% | 398 | 100% | 394 | 101% | 396 | 100% | 395

D4. Which of the following income groups includes your total family income in 2001 before
taxes? [Asked of all respondents.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN | o SN 1 SaN
Upto$25000 | 18% | 207 | 21% | 66 | 6% | 18 | 21% | 61 | 9% | 26
$25,001 to - - ) :
250,000 20% | 229 | 25% | 77 | 14% | 40 | 17% | 49 | 18% | 54
$50,001 (0 : ) )
2000 18% | 211 | 17% | 53 | 21% | 50 | 20% | 58 | 20% | 57
$75.001 10 - - - - -
S100000 16% | 185 | 129 | 38 | 19% | 55 | 19% | 55 | 17% | 51
ilgg,ooo o | o706 | 313 | 25% | 77 | 40% | 113| 23% | 65 | 36% | 106
ToE 90% | 1145 | 100% | 311 | 100% | 285 | 100% | 288 | 100% | 294
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D5. Areyou of Hispanic, Latino/a, or Spanish origin? [ Asked of all respondents.]

SAN SAN
REGIONAL ALAMEDA MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO
Yes 33% 513 37% 145 | 21% | 84 | 25% 97 41% | 160
No 67% 1058 | 63% 249 | 79% | 306 | /5% | 293 | 59% | 234
Total 100% | 1571 | 100% | 394 | 100% | 390 | 100% | 390 | 100% | 394

D6. What do you primarily consider your race to be? [Respondent may select more than one.]
[Asked of all respondents.]

SAN SAN

REGIONAL | ALAMEDA | MARIN FRANCISCO | MATEO
Asian 22% | 338 | 22% | 84 5% | 18 | 32% 119 | 21% | 76
Black/ African 5 . 3 .
American 10% | 151 | 16% | 60 3% | 11 | 8% 31 4% | 13
White 57% | 860 | 52% | 199 | 87% | 328 | 51% 192 | 62% | 230
Other 11% | 163 | 11% | 43 56 | 20 | % 33 14% | 51
Total 100% | 1512 | 101% | 386 | 100% | 377 | 100% | 375 | 101% | 370

D7. Respondent’s gender
SAN SAN
REGIONAL ALAMEDA MARIN FRANCISCO MATEO

Male 50% 792 49% 196 | 50% |202| 50% | 199 | 49% | 197
Femde | 51% 808 51% | 204 | 50% | 198 | 50% | 202 | 51% | 203
Total 101% | 1600 100% | 400 | 100% | 400 | 100% | 401 | 100% | 400

Those are all the questions | have for you. Thank you very much for your time!

*This information was provided to respondents upon request:

“This survey has been approved by the Office of Management and Budget. The designated
approval number is #1024-0224 (NPS #02-016) Expiration Date 11/30/2003. You may direct
comments that you have about any aspect of the survey to:

Information Collection Clearance Officer
WASO Administrative Program Center
Nationa Park Service

1849 C Street NW

Washington, DC 20240

Or, you may call the principal investigator of this survey. His nameis Dr. Fred Solop. Heisthe
director of the Social Research Laboratory at Northern Arizona University. You can call Dr.
Solop toll-free at (866) 213-5716.”
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Appendix B — Verbatim Responses

“Please tell me how the dog(s) being off-leash affected your experience.”
[ Asked only of respondents who had a positive or negative experience with dog(s) off-leash at a
GGNRA site]

Positive Experiences with Dogs Off-L eash

Rather see them off- leash, but these days you can't do that.
Freedom of animal-display joy okay as long as they are under control.
| love dogs and like see them enjoy their freedom.
| love to see dogs running around as long as they’ re well behaved.
| like to watch Social dogs exercise.
| am happy to see dogs run freely if they are under control.
Dogs were playfully playing with owners and were not bothering anyone else.
Some owners do not know where their dogs have run off. When | am hiking dogs bother
me.
It is fun to watch dogs play.
It is convenient when dogs are off- leash.
| love dogs and | think dogs are less aggressive off-leash.
Dogs being off-leash did not bother me.
My dogs played with other nice dogs.
| grew up in the country and it is nice to see other places still allow dogs to run around.
It is fun to see dogs run around.
| love dogs.
Dogs get exercise when off-leash but should be within voice control.
| like to watch dogs run around.
A dog being off-leash makes it more fun and adds to socialization.
No problem with dogs being off-leash.
| like seeing dogs enjoy themselves.
It is fun to watch dogs swim after balls in the water.
Dogs are having fun running around.
Dog people have to have somewhere where dogs can interact. You learn alot from them.
A dogislikeachild to alot of people. Makesit friendlier. Not many places where dogs
can be dogs. Never once have | seen a dog encounter with a bad experience. Most
educated owners have control of their dogs.
Gave another dog for her dog to play with. Didn't see any misbehaving dogs. It aso
encourages socia interaction for people.
Off-leash dogs are more social.
Most dogs are well behaved and very good.
| like dogs when they are off- leash.
It was like watching children play it was fun to see!
| like dogs and | don't have any fear them, some people are, but they are not nuisances.
| like to see dogs running free having fun.
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| like to be able to let my dog run.

Happy dogs, happy owners.

It was nice to see dogs free, the owners are very considerate, and they are very clean.

| believe in off-leash dog walking.

| like dogs being able to play together and it is hard to throw a ball to a dog on aleash.
| enjoy off-leash dog walking.

Dogs can interact with public.

Greeting and playing with dogs is enjoyable.

| like dogs to be free and able to run around.

| enjoy dogs interacting with each other most are better behaved than people.

| love seeing animals run about enjoying their freedom. It brings happiness to families
with dogs.

They need an areato allow dogs off their leash.

| like it when dogs are allowed off- |eash.

| have no problems with it.

No problems with dogs being allowed off- |eash.

Dogs are wonderful creatures and they are very friendly.

| Enjoy watching dogs run and play.

| am pleased to see dogs being able to run if the dogs are under voice command.

It is enjoyable and fun watching my dog play in the water.

| enjoyed seeing dogs run and having fun.

| like dogs.

| love dogs.

Dogs being off-leash made for a fun afternoon.

Because | just got adog and | am learning about dogs and the socia interaction for both
the dog and | was positive.

| like running and playing with my dog at the beach.

Dogs are nicer off-1eash there is no leash aggression.

I'm very fond of dogs and not afraid of them ard | like to see how happy they are when
they'refrolicking. | prefer the dogs to the people.

| like to watch the dogs play.

| like to pet the dogs.

My friends dogs and my dogs were there to play and get exercise.

My dog has more fun and gets better exercise off- |eash.

| loves dogs.

| enjoy seeing well-behaved dogs running around.

Dogs have more freedom, which gives them a chance to play with other dogs.

It's good to see animals free.
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Negative Experiences with Dogs Off-L eash

You don't know how the dogs are going to act. The dogs also spatter sand on you and
they leave poop everywhere.

Dogs should be controlled or be in certain areas.

Dogs leave feces everywhere and get in the way. When dogs fight they frighten my
grandchildren.

Mindful of no leash area and mindful of plants and habitat and it bothers you with dogs

off-leash.

Owners do not pick up after their dogs.

Dog poop is left on the ground and at picnics dogs sniff at your food.

| have visited a beach where dogs were off-1eash, but | prefer when dogs are on-leash
while at the beach.

Dogs chase me while | am riding my bike, which frightens me.

| had my dog onleash abiding by the rules while the other dogs weren't.

My dog got bit by another dog once-it was bleeding. Because of this | think off-|eash
dogs are a threat to other dogs and people.

| do not like to see dogs running loose.

| am afraid that dogs might bite me.

Dog run up to you, invade your space, which makes my daughter afraid. Dog poop is not
picked up.

| think dogs should be on aleash. Some irresponsible dog owners do not control their
dogs. | have a child and it concerns me when dogs are off their |eashes.

| am alittle afraid of dogs, but most of the time the dogs are fine.

| worry about wildlife being destroyed by dogs.

Dogs chase wildlife and run at you and cause people to be scared.

Dogs being off their leashes bother me, especially on Tennessee valley road.

Most of the dogs are untrained and knock his children down, not many people clean up
after their dogs.

| am afraid of dogs.

| have a 17 month olds son and a dog came and ate our picnic.

Dogs get into fights with each other. Their owners don't clean up after them.

| have a dog and do not know if the dog would be nice or mean.

Dogs off-leash may be a potential threat.

Dogs are annoying and run our over towels when were at the beach.

| dislike dogs and their owners.

| have a problem with people who own dogs and want them to have the same rights as
people; they think they have the right to let them run rampant without concern for the
environment and other people.

| don’t think | am trusting of wild-running dogs. Don’t know whether they are hostile or
not.

| keep my dog on aleash, so | would rather other owners did too.

| am not a dog person; apprehensive of dogs | don't know.

Off-leash dogs negatively affected my experience.
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Allowing a dog off-leash is bad.

| don't like it when dogs are off-leash.

| do not want dogs allowed off-leash, but it is the number of dogs that need to be
restricted. Dog walkers are spoiling it for everybody else.

Y ou can't be enjoying yourself while visiting when dogs are off- leash.

Owners poorly control their dogs. Their dogs aso chase after wildlife. Dogs aso disturb
other visitors.

| worry about the safety of my children.

When dogs approach me, | am unsure of their actions.

Y ou have to watch your back to not get caught.

It is frightening because you never know when a dog will turn on you.

It can be frightening, messy, and interruptive.

Not always detracting, but on beaches especidly its annoying to look around for dog
crap, and I’ ve witnessed dogs chasing birds.

I'd prefer not having dogs running up to me.

| would like people to clean up after their animals.

| have small children and | have safety concerns.

| always get nervous because my dog ison aleashand | don't know how he will respond!
Sometimes worry they will bite, or dogs chase birds off the beach or they poop where |
might step in it.

It puts you on a side of caution, you have to be more aware, and it would be a concern.

It was a hegative experience.

Little kids are scared of the dogs.

Because | am allergic to dogs.

It is harmful to the environment they are often not controlled.

It isjust not safe and that bothers me.

A pit bull dog wandering around without a leash frightened my family and I.

We keep our dog onleash other dogs are too aggressive.

| fear for my daughter’s safety.

Certain breeds of dogs should not be allowed in the GGNRA. Pit bulls should not be
allowed in the parks.

| do not like dogs off aleash in an onleash area.

Dont' like it because | may get attacked by one of them. Dog owners should keep them on
the dog leashes.

Dogs Cause problems for everyone. Especially when dogs are on the beach. Putting sand
on people.

| don't trust dogs because they might attack you.

Dogs off- leash are better behaved in my experience; dogs ortleash can be more
aggressive than off- leash.

| am afirm believer that dogs should be on aleash.

| don't like dogs running up to me.

A dog was interacting negatively with my dog.

At Stinson beach, dogs run al over the place, makes a mess on the beach. Never know if
the dog will run up and bite you, and everyone thinks his or her dog is harmless.
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Dogs interfere with the wildlife, which should be protected.

When | go to Stinson beach, there's dogs off-leash, and you don't know if they are under
control or not.

Occasionally there is minimal confrontation.

Some of dogs run up to you and jump on you.

Dogs are dangerous; | have been run into by dogs at the park.

| don't know how stable dogs are with kids.

Owners do o clean up after them.

She doesn't like dogs off-1eash they bother plants and animals. Also dogs jump on her.
Don't like dogs off- leash.

| have to worry about dogs around me.

Most dogs are not under control and knock over my kite set.

| don't like the dogs running around, pooping all over the place.

Owners don't clean up after their dogs.
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Appendix C -- Cross-tabulation Tables (Survey Questions by Demogr aphics)

Do you currently have one or mor e dogs?

*Respondent Gender*
Female Male Total
Y es, have only one do Count 181 167 348
' y g Percent 22.4% 21.1% 21.7%

Count 71 33 104
Y es, have more than on
dog Percent 8.8% 4.2% 6.5%

Count 557 592 1149
No, don't have any dog

Percent 68.9% 74.7% 71.8%
Total Count 809 792 1601

Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Age 3-way*
18-44 45-64 65+ Total

Count 140 86 110 336
Y es, have only one dog

Percent 19.8% 23.1% 23.5% 21.7%

Count 58 29 14 101
Y es, have more than one
dog Percent 8.2% 7.8% 3.0% 6.5%

Count 510 258 345 1113
No, don't have any dogs

Percent 72.0% 69.2% 73.6% 71.8%
Total Count 708 373 469 1550

Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Income 3-way*
$50,000 -
< $50,000 $100,000 | > $100,000 Total

Count 65 103 100 268
Y es, have only one dog

Percent 14.9% 26.0% 31.8% 23.4%

Count 17 28 39 84
Y es, have more than one
dog Percent 3.9% 7.1% 12.4% 7.3%

Count 354 265 175 794
No, don't have any dogs

Percent 81.2% 66.9% 55.7% 69.3%
Total Count 436 396 314 1146

Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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*Education 5-way*
HS Some
Grades | degree | college/ | BA/BS | Post-BA/
1-11 IGED AA degree BS Total
Yes have onlv one do Count 8 41 106 106 79 340
' y 9 Percent | 17.8% |17.5% | 23.3% | 22.9% | 20.4% 21.5%
Count 4 10 40 24 24 102
Y es, have more than on
dog Percent 8.9% 4.3% 8.8% 5.2% 6.2% 6.4%
, Count 33 183 308 332 284 1140
No, don't have any dogs|
Percent 73.3% |78.2% 67.8% 71.9% 73.4% 72.1%
Total Count 45 234 454 462 387 1582
Percent | 100.0% | 100% |100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
** Race**
Asian Black / African
Other American American White Total
Count 57 62 20 187 326
Y es, have only one dog
Percent 35.2% 18.3% 13.2% 21.7% 21.6%
Count 10 16 23 45 94
Y es, have more than one
dog Percent 6.2% 4.7% 15.1% 5.2% 6.2%
Count 95 260 109 628 1092
No, don't have any dogs
Percent 58.6% 76.9% 71.7% 73.0% 72.2%
Total Count 162 338 152 860 1512
Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*Hispanic/Non-Hispanic*
Yes, isof No, isnot of
Hispanic Hispanic
origin origin Total
Y es, have only one do Count 130 212 342
' y 9 Percent 25.4% 20.0% 21.8%
Count 33 68 101
Y es, have more than on
dog Percent 6.4% 6.4% 6.4%
Count 349 779 1128
No, don't have any dogs|
Percent 68.2% 73.6% 71.8%
Count 512 1059 1571
Total
Percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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*Dog owner/Non-owner *
Own dog(s) | HasNo dog(s) Total
Count 348 0 348
Y es, have only one dog
percent 77.2% .0% 21.8%
Count 103 0 103
Y es, have more than on
dog percent 22.8% .0% 6.4%
, Count 0 1149 1149
No, don't have any dogs|
percent .0% 100.0% 71.8%
Total Count 451 1149 1600
percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

How many dogs do you have (own, keep, carefor)?

*Respondent Gender*
Female Male Total
1 Count 181 167 348
percent 72.1% 83.9% 77.3%
5 Count 40 27 67
percent 15.9% 13.6% 14.9%
3 Count 21 5 26
percent 8.4% 2.5% 5.8%
4 Count 9 0 9
percent 3.6% .0% 2.0%
5 Count 0 0 0
percent .0% .0% .0%
Total Count 251 199 450
percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*Age 3-way*
18-44 45-64 65+ Total
1 Count 140 86 110 336
percent 71.1% 74.8% 89.4% 77.2%
5 Count 31 21 12 64
percent 15.7% 18.3% 9.8% 14.7%
3 Count 24 1 1 26
percent 12.2% .9% .8% 6.0%
4 Count 2 7 0 9
percent 1.0% 6.1% .0% 2.1%
5 Count 0 0 0 0
percent .0% .0% .0% .0%
Total Count 197 115 123 435
percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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*1ncome 3-way*
$50,000 -
< $50,000 $100,000 | >$100,000 Total

1 Count 65 103 100 268

percent 80.2% 78.6% 72.5% 76.6%
) Count 11 19 21 51

percent 13.6% 14.5% 15.2% 14.6%
3 Count 0 9 14 23

percent 0% 6.9% 10.1% 6.6%
4 Count 5 0 3 8

percent 6.2% 0% 2.2% 2.3%
5 Count 0 0 0 0

percent 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total Count 81 131 138 350

percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Education 5-way*
Grades HS Some BA/BS
1-11 degree/lGED | college/AA degree Post-BA/BS Total

1 Count 8 41 106 106 79 340

percent 66.7% 78.8% 73.1% 81.5% 76.7% 76.9%
9 Count 4 5 20 18 19 66

percent 33.3% 9.6% 13.8% 13.8% 18.4% 14.9%
3 Count 0 4 12 6 5 27

percent 0% 7.7% 8.3% 4.6% 4.9% 6.1%
4 Count 0 2 7 0 0 9

percent 0% 3.8% 4.8% 0% 0% 2.0%
5 Count 0 0 0 0 0 0

percent 0% .0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total Count 12 52 145 130 103 442

percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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** Race **
Black /
Asian African
Other American American White Total
1 Count 57 62 20 187 326
percent 85.1% 79.5% 47.6% 81.0% 78.0%
9 Count 6 11 11 33 61
percent 9.0% 14.1% 26.2% 14.3% 14.6%
3 Count 4 3 11 8 26
percent 6.0% 3.8% 26.2% 3.5% 6.2%
4 Count 0 2 0 3 5
percent 0% 2.6% 0% 1.3% 1.2%
5 Count 0 0 0 0 0
percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total Count 67 78 42 231 418
percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*Hispanic/Non-Hispanic*
Yes, isof No, isnot of
Hispanic Hispanic
origin origin Total
1 Count 130 212 342
percent 79.8% 76.0% 77.4%
5 Count 9 57 66
percent 55% 20.4% 14.9%
3 Count 18 8 26
percent 11.0% 2.9% 5.9%
4 Count 6 2 8
percent 37% 1% 1.8%
5 Count 0 0 0
percent 0% 0% 0%
Total Count 163 279 442
percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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*Dog
owner/Non-owner
*
Own dog(s) Total

1 Count 348 348

percent 77.2% 77.2%
5 Count 67 67

percent 14.9% 14.9%
3 Count 27 27

percent 6.0% 6.0%
4 Count 9 9

percent 2.0% 2.0%
5 Count 0 0

percent .0% .0%
Total Count 451 451

percent 100.0% 100.0%

*R's county*
Alameda Marin San Francisco | San Mateo Total

1 Count 88 93 64 103 348

percent 65.2% 83.0% 84.2% 81.1% 77.3%
5 Count 20 17 10 20 67

percent 14.8% 15.2% 13.2% 15.7% 14.9%
3 Count 22 1 2 1 26

percent 16.3% .9% 2.6% .8% 5.8%
4 Count 5 1 0 3 9

percent 3.7% .9% .0% 2.4% 2.0%
5 Count 0 0 0 0 0

percent .0% .0% .0% .0% .0%
Total Count 135 112 76 127 450

percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Have you ever taken your dog(s) for awalk in a GGNRA site?

*Respondent Gender*
Female Male Total

Ves Count 104 121 225

percent 41.3% 60.5% 49.8%
No Count 146 78 224

percent 57.9% 39.0% 49.6%

Count 2 1 3
Don't know

percent .8% .5% 7%
Total Count 252 200 452

percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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*Age 3-way*
18-44 45-64 65+ Total

Yes Count 88 64 61 213

percent 44.4% 55.7% 49.2% 48.7%
No Count 109 50 63 222

percent 55.1% 43.5% 50.8% 50.8%

Count 1 1 0 2
Don't know

percent .5% .9% .0% .5%
Total Count 198 115 124 437

percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*|ncome 3-way*
$50,000 -
< $50,000 $100,000 > $100,000 Total

Yes Count 44 72 60 176

percent 54.3% 55.0% 43.5% 50.3%
No Count 36 59 78 173

percent 44.4% 45.0% 56.5% 49.4%

Count 1 0 0 1
Don't know

percent 1.2% 0% 0% 3%
Total Count 81 131 138 350

percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Education 5-way*
Grades HS Some
1-11 degree/GED | college/AA | BA/BSdegree | Post-BA/BS Total

Yes Count 6 19 49 78 70 222

percent 46.2% 37.3% 33.6% 60.0% 67.3% 50.0%
No Count 7 32 95 52 34 220

percent 53.8% 62.7% 65.1% 40.0% 32.7% 49.5%

) Count 0 0 2 0 0 2

Don't know

percent 0% .0% 1.4% 0% 0% 5%
Total Count 13 51 146 130 104 444

percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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** Race **
Black /
Asian African
Other American American White Total
Yes Count 41 42 14 110 207
percent 60.3% 53.8% 32.6% 47.4% 49.2%
No Count 26 36 29 121 212
percent 38.2% 46.2% 67.4% 52.2% 50.4%
Don't know Count 1 0 0 1 2
percent 1.5% .0% 0% A% 5%
Total Count 68 78 43 232 421
percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*Hispanic/Non-Hispanic*
Yes, isof No, isnot of
Hispanic Hispanic
origin origin Total
Ves Count 83 138 221
percent 50.9% 49.3% 49.9%
No Count 79 141 220
percent 48.5% 50.4% 49.7%
Don't know Count 1 1 2
percent 6% 4% 5%
Total Count 163 280 443
percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*Dog
owner/Non
-owner*
Own dog(s) Total
Count 224 224
Yes
percent 49.8% 49.8%
No Count 224 224
percent 49.8% 49.8%
Don't know Count 2 2
percent 4% 4%
Count 450 450
Total
percent 100.0% 100.0%
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*R's county*
Alameda Marin San Francisco | San Mateo Total

Yes Count 38 70 58 59 225

percent 27.9% 62.5% 76.3% 46.5% 49.9%
No Count 96 42 18 68 224

percent 70.6% 37.5% 23.7% 53.5% 49.7%

Count 2 0 0 0 2
Don't know

percent 1.5% .0% .0% .0% 4%
Total Count 136 112 76 127 451

percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

How often do you take your dog(s) for awalk in a GGNRA site?

*Respondent Gender *
Female Male Total
) Count 25 18 43
Daily
percent 24.3% 14.9% 19.2%
Weekly Count 16 29 45
percent 15.5% 24.0% 20.1%
Count 24 24 48
Monthly
percent 23.3% 19.8% 21.4%
Semi-annually Count 34 35 69
percent 33.0% 28.9% 30.8%
Count 4 15 19
Don't know
percent 3.9% 12.4% 8.5%
Total Count 103 121 224
percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*Age 3-way*
18-44 45-64 65+ Total
Dail Count 11 9 22 42
y percent 12.8% 13.8% 36.1% 19.8%
Weekly Count 30 7 5 42
percent 34.9% 10.8% 8.2% 19.8%
Monthi Count 24 12 9 45
y percent 27.9% 18.5% 14.8% 21.2%
Semi-annually Count 19 23 22 64
percent 22.1% 35.4% 36.1% 30.2%
Count 2 14 3 19
Don't know
percent 2.3% 21.5% 4.9% 9.0%
Total Count 86 65 61 212
percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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*|ncome 3-way*
$50,000 -
< $50,000 $100,000 | > $100,000 Total
Dsil Count 8 24 6 38
Y percent 17.8% 33.8% 10.0% 21.6%
Count 8 13 12 33
Weekly -
percent 17.8% 18.3% 20.0% 18.8%
Count 5 19 16 40
Monthly
percent 11.1% 26.8% 26.7% 22.7%
Semi-annually Count 9 13 24 46
percent 20.0% 18.3% 40.0% 26.1%
Count 15 2 2 19
Don't know
percent 33.3% 2.8% 3.3% 10.8%
Total Count 45 71 60 176
percent 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
*Education 5-way*
Grades HS Some BA/BS
1-11 degree/GED | college/AA degree Post-BA/BS Total
Daily Count 5 5 4 11 18 43
percent 100.0% 27.8% 8.3% 13.9% 26.1% 19.6%
Count 0 7 9 12 16 44
Weekly
percent 0% 38.9% 18.8