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To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

"•t:.:'•"" 1er\ RE't.,.,.G:".-~" )":;',,..~ 

MJ\R 0 8 2.CO?. 

As a response to the National park Service ANPR intended to solicit 
comments from the public regarding pet managentent within the 
GGNRA: 

I ask for the analysis of any alternative to the current restrictive 
regulation be measured from the baseline of the former policy that 
allowed off leash dog walking in certain areas. 

I ask that the current regulation be changed to designate former 
"voice control" areas for off leash dog walking at Fort Funston, Ocean 
Beach and Lands End at the very least. · 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

---=~=--~-A-~_P _, _Du_~_) __ {name) 

16 v~61 RD (address) 

<;; Jt-v A\.J ~ t-LJ-O CA- q 4 r; 6 o 

Comments accepted Jan. 11, 2002 through March 12, 2002 
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Datk: L. -EJ -O 7.,, 
To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

As a response to the National park Service ANPR intended to solicit 
comments from the public regarding pet management within the 
GGNRA: 

I ask f o~-lhe analysis of any alternative to the current restrictive 
regulation be measured from the baseline of the former policy that 
allowed off leash dog walking in certain areas. 

I ask that the current regulation be changed to designate former 
"voice control" areas for off leash dog walking at Fort Funston, Ocean 
Beach and Lands End at the very least. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, • 
~···""" 

.···~· .. ::; 

.-..... --s;:.....,,~,,..:;·.· ~-·:._·(_:~_:.· .. _····_::_····_-··-_·-·_···-_····_·· ____ (signature) 

-~--__ vc_~ __ C_o-u_L_;-t_· __ (name) 

/5<{ 

s-r 
I 
r 

8Td S 1Lt:t::'I (address} 

(<~ 9 l( Io~ 

Comments accepted Jan. 11, 2002 through March 12, 2002 
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•• Date: Z/zf/OZ 
To: Golden 'Gaie National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

•. 

M.r\a 0 8 2002 

As a response to the National park Service ANPR i~tended to solicit 
comments from the puQlic regarding pet management within the 
GGNRA: 

. . 
I ask for the analysis of any alternative to the current restrictive 
regulation be measured from the baseline of the former policy that 
allowed off leash dog walking in certain areas. 

I ask that the current regulation be changed to designate former 
"voice control" areas for off leash dog walking at Fort Funston, Ocean 

• Beach and Lands End at the very least. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, • 

-~ ........... ----~-~--=-~~----_-_-_-_-___ (signature) 

-~....._.__C__,J{ ____ .....,.fo_~_]_'fJ_-;-'-'7i_1 __ \ __ {name) 
• 

~/ ___ {-----=i ___ tJJ_/ln,_u_t .......... te __ r ____ P,_v __ (address) 

Can tf~; Cl! fff()/ 
I 

f' 

Comments accepted Jan. 11, 2002 through March 12, 2002 

• 
. . 
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Mrs. Byron Blcl.lrnman 

2680 Green St. · 

San ft.ancisco .. CA 9tH23 

M.ll.R 11 2002 
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GGRNA/ANPR 
Fort Mason, Room 201 

San Francisco, CA 94123 

March 7, 2002 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Mel Ziegler 
POB345 

Stins~on Beach, Ca. 94970 

As a resident of Stinson Beach, I wish to register my strong approval for continuation of 

the current policy banning dogs from the beach. I would also support the banning of dogs 

in the parking and picnic areas . 

As a frequent walker/runner on the beach, I offer these reasons: 

1. Where dogs are allowed further down the beach, I have seen children attacked 

on numerous occasions, and I myself have been attacked. 

2. I have often seen dogs defecating on the sand and rarely seen their owners 

cleaning up aftet ttie19 ... 
3. There are plenty of other options for dogs to run in the nearby GGRNA and 

state park areas. There is no need to befoul the beach with dog waste. 

I appreciate that you will take my comments into considerations in your final ruling on 

banning dogs at Stinson Beach. 

Sincerely, 

w 
Mel Ziegler 

GGNRA012704
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GGNRA 
Attn: ANPR.:.f 
Fort Mason 
Bldg 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

To whom it may concern: 

• 

Claus Schlund 
151 Banks St. 
San Francisco, CA 94110-5622 

· 0'7-Mar-2002 

I'd like to• strongly recommend that the GGNRA please decide to allow 
off-leash dog recreation within some portion of it's San Francisco 
boundaries. People and their dogs enjoying the beach and parklands 
has been a long-standing activity enjoyed by many San Francisco 
urbanites. Since the GGNRA is located in such close proximity to 
the urban areas of the city, I'd humbly 
suggest it be appropriate that the GGNRA parklands provide at least 
some areas which are dedicated rargely to serving those who live 
close by and are it's largest group of users - urban San Francisco 
dwellers. Many of us who live here is San Francisco are dog 
owners, and I believe it to be only faiF that some portion of the 
land allow for people and dogs to come and play, recreate, enjoy, 
and relax. . 

\ 
Thanks for you attention to this matter. 

Claus Schlund (a dog owner - obviously!) 

r 

, , 

GGNRA012705
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February 29, 2002 

Golden Gate national Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Re: Fort Funston 

Alla Pavlov 
591-32"d Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94121 

As your name attests, it is supposed to be a National Recreation Area. As such, it is 
intended for people and their faithful friends to enjoy. By prohibiting dogs off leash, 
neither they nor their owners can really enjoy it. 

I contest that you do not allow us to walk our dogs off-leash at Fort Funston, where we 
have walked with them ever.since I was a child. As you well know, the land was deeded 
to the GGNR, to be maintained for the citizens of San Francisco for their recreational 
enjoyment. If we can no longer enjoy what was intended for us, I think then we should 
request the land back. 

I am over 80 years old and want to walk with my dog at Fort Funston. I want to have him 
enjoy being off-leash, as he had always been, and I want to enjoy the closeness of the 
ocean, feeling the breezes smd se~ing the su!"lsets - as I have done for many years. · 

Due to all the closures you have instituted, even if my dog should be on-leash, we no 
longer·can gain access to the beach. I truly feel that in my golden years I have been 
robbed of treasures that I always considered would be min~ as a tax-paying citizen of 
San Francisco. 

Very truly yours, 

Alla Pavlov 

cc: Jake McGoldrick, Supervisor, District 1 

GGNRA012706
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February 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
ATTN: ANPR 
Fort M;ason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Greetings: 

The GGNRA is a recreational area - meant to both preserve the natural beauty and wildlife of the 
area and to allow the community access and enjoyment of these beautiful lands through a variety 
of activities, including off-leash dog walking. 

There are many reasons why off-leash recreational areas should be a part of the GGNRA. People 
who participate are respectful of the wildlife and habitat and are responsible guardians of their 
dogs. ThP.se activities in natural settings renew both human and animal spirits and the positive 
results, sach as the health and well-being of people and pets, are infused back into the 
community. 

Traditional off-leash areas are an extremely small part of the GGNRA, compatible with the 
continued protection of sensitive habitat and wildlife. San Francisco has always received 
assurances that GGNRA lands would continue to allow traditional recreational uses, such as off­
leash dog walking. It would be a sign of good faith if the GGNRA abided by the Pet Policy 
implemented in 1979 by the GGNRA Citizens' Advisory Commission allowing off-leash walking 
in certain areas. The importance of such areas is underscored by the State of California's 
exploring part of the Candlestick Point area as a potentially off-leash area. 

The National Park Service has committed to maintaining a broad range of recreational use 
appropriate to a recreational area, including off-leash dog walking - a place and space to play, 
making healthier, happier dogs and their people. Thank you for your consideration. 

. ,, 
Sincerely, 

.. 

GGNRA012707
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March 6, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fdrt Mason, Building 201 -
SM. Ffatteisoo, CA 94123 

Dear Superintendent: 

Thatlk you for re-exanlining the GGNRA' ~ iiifothi~ policy to allow dugs off-leash in 
many areas. I have several concerns and suggestions I hope you might inct>rptmite int<> 
whatever reg11lations you eventually promulgate. • 

Commercial Dog Walkers . 
This is a prim.my source of the conflicts with dogs in ftiany areas of the GGNRA. I 
routihely see cmttm.ercial dog walkers in the Presidi<> for example with 9 or nmre dogs at 
a time. Sometimes a subset of the dugs may be on a leash, mtJst are not. The walkers dt> 
not have the dogs under voice control - they may be able to herd dogs from one place to 
·another but they are not able to get them from jumping on other people, interacting with 
other dogs, keep thefil out of sensitive habitats, or stop then1 tforn chasing wildlife. 
Rarely do I see these.tmsiness people picking up feces. While I have nut beett bitten, I 
know many people who ·have .. I also know several people who.are afraid of dogs 8:f1d 
have found them.selves in between two. oo'mmerCial dog walkers, suddenly surrounded by 
20 ~<>gs. I therefore make several suggestions: 

• Limit the number of dogs anyone can have with them at any one time. I suggest a 
limit of 3 dogs, with commercial dog walkers able to apply for 
pennits/concessions to have up to 6 dogs. 

• Make conm1ercial dog walkers park concessionaires. Require them to pay for the 
privilege of doing btisine!s on park lands. I couldn't open a hot dog stand on East· 
Beach, could I? The same principle should apply to dog walkers. 

• Limit how many permits ntay be issued for a particular area. 
• Establish fines as part of their permit if they fuil to i11eet the standards. Require 

them to carfy cards they can hand to any one who asks who catches them not 
meeting the standards (i.e., although other visitors to help with compliance). 

• Use the revenue generated from the concessions and fines to support increased 
patrols/enforcement. · · 

Off;.Leash Areas 
I support establishing defined off-leash dog areas if that would encourage dog owners to 
keep their dogs on leash in other areas. I think you cannot ban all off-leash use 
throughout GGNRA because you can't enforce it and people Will. not choose to comply. 
Some candidates for off-leash areas might be the Crissy airfield as the grass isn't suitable 
for oth€rr uses. Portions of Ocean J?each should be identified .as off-leash areas, but not 
the entire beach (i.e., maybe the portion of the beach where the sea wall is visible is off­
leash, tlie dillies area tiot. 

GGNRA012708
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Please keep Baker and East Beach an on-leash area. Many heavily visited areas like the 
promenade on Crissy or the Tennessee Valley area trails should require dogs to be on 
leash. 

Find Ways to Encourage Compliance 
I would encourage you to find ways to encourage dog owners to voluntarily comply with 
the regulations. Perhaps creating a volunteer patrol for dog owners so that peer to peer 
education and enforcement could occur (similar to mountain bike patrols in some parks). 
Create stewardship opportunities - say a monthly dog feces pick up party. Have they help 
install regulatory signs relating to dogs, etc. It sounds odd but creating ways for dog 
owners to give back to the park, also help them to understand the larger park values and 
more likely to comply. 

Establish more off-limit areas 
Be clear i.!1 your regulations that habitat restoration sites, coastal dunes, wetlands, creeks, 
marshes;·wildlife habitat areas are off-limits to dogs, leashed or not. Create some beach 
areas that are off-limits to dogs so that people have options to have a park experience 
without dogs. Post areas as closed to dogs prominently. · 

Moreover, decide this issue quickly. Don't let it drag out with tons of public hearings 
where the public that has issues with dog use will not be likely to attend. The longer you 
let this go the higher tensions get. The higher the tension, the less compliance with any 
regulations you eventually develop. You aren't going to get a true cross-section of 
opinion at public meetings on this topic. But there are a substantial number of people fed 
up with off-leash dogs and would like to see more of a balance struck than the current 
policy does. 

Holly an Houten 
109 Bartlett Street #302 
San Francisco, CA 94110 
(415) 561-5424 

.. • 

GGNRA012709
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r. . I hope that a solution that bS:!ances ·the wi~hes 
of dog owners and the'need to protect and preser'l(e 
our resources can be reached. ;_.j::· «-"' ·: ·: ·!.- !.: ... '\. : .. ; 

. . . ..' .,_ . :Ji~:'(.·::~~~~ 

·; 

.­
'· 

Sincerely, ,- , _ . -~ _ . - . , - . .. . . .... ,.;~fir.:·.· · <t.t ,~·"';~~-

~:~ .•.•. _· :··;. ..•.1r::,~ 

Ll,lc;tlle AsarQ. · · · .. ,. · 
'\:. ·. ~ 

\\ 

...... 

The Humane Society of the United States 

· - Mrs Lucille Asaro 
2309 Tulare Ave 

1 
• • . . EI Cerrito CA 94530-1 662 . :: 

., 

-·· 1 '""' •• A \,,._,, .. 

: 
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March 8, 2002 

R IE' · ""':C'."R· .... 1e:r\. i;;;.(.# i;;.. u v · ,,_,.J 

. M.ll.R 11 2002 

Superintendent 
Golden Gate National Recreation· Area 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Superintendent: 

As~d victim of an unprovoked attack by an unleashed dog at 
Ocean Beach in 1998, I strongly urge the GGNRA to 
continue to enforce the National Park Service's rules 
on dogs in national parks. 

San Francisco should not be an exception to the rules 
which have served the country well. For years dog 
owners have disregarded citizens who wish to able t~ 
enjoy the GGNRA free of danger and filth. We face 
both safety and health issues. 

Personally, I have long given up walking on Ocean BeYach 
or Fort Funston due to free running off-leash dogs. I 
still have the scar from an attack. UPHOLD THE RULES 
ON DOGS IN NATIONAL PARKS. 

Sincerely, ,. . 

2.,,,....__c. ~ ~ 
Nancy Elsner 
2275-19th Avenue, #8 
San Francisco, CA 94116-1805 

, . 

PS Keep in mind that dog owners are organized and vociferous 
but do not represent the average citizen of SF. 

fl 

GGNRA012711
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To: GGNRA 
ATTENTION: ANPR 
FORT MASON 
BUILDING 201 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 

March 8, 2002 

34l1-0l-tA 

RE(; fJV'EtJ 

· NlAR ~.1200?. · 
.... 

Please add my plea to the many you will receive asking that we find a way to make off leash dog walking 
legal in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 

Clearly, the GGNRA is not your typical national park and the needs and concerns of the urban community 
need to be considered. Off-leash dog walking, in addition to other recreational opportunities, was an 
intended activity when the City of San Francisco gave its beaches and bluffs to the GGNRA. When the 
Pet Policy was adopted in 1979, it assured dog owners that the needs of our precious gifts of nature, our 
dogs, would be considered. It assured us that even in a congested city, we would be able to give our 
dogs the regular vigorous off-leash exercise they need, .an opportunity to so"cialize with other dogs and 
other people, and to live as they were designed to live, which"is'not at the end of a six foot leash. When 
the GGNRA declared the policy null and void, it was like having the carpet pulled out from under our feet 
and our paws. 

I believe there is room in the GGNRA for all of us, for everyone's concerns. 
In all fairness, don't we deserve at least .5 percent of the 75,000 acres in the park? Don't we owe our 
dogs at least that much? If special laws can be written to allow for hunting in some national parks, then 
surely special laws can be written to allow off-leash dog walking. As a country, we give lip service to our 
love of dogs. I think it's time we develop policies that protect their interests . 

Please be assured that responsible dog owners are concerned about public safety, and we can work 
through any perceived problems. The vast majority of dog owners are incredibly responsible, and to treat 
us all as if we are criminals because of the grievous sins of a few is absurd; it is like scratching off your 
face to get rid of one blemish. -

I understand and appreciate the need to protect sensitive habitat, but it is imperative that the GGNRA not 
become simply a warehouse or greenhouse"°f native plants. It is imperative that we re-create ourselves 
in these precious urban park lanas as well. For many of us who live in the city, our most viable link to the 
beauty of nature is through our dogs. I will value always the memory of my everyday dog walks, walks 
made in every kind of weather, with every kind of people. The experiences we have with our dogs and 
with others in the dog walking community are life affirming and beautiful. In the many years I walked my 
dog at Fort Funston and Chrissy Field, I never witnes~ed a dogfight or attack of any kind, destruction of 
wild life or resources. What I witnessed, instead, were the best things life is made of, the interaction of 
man and nature, the marvel of blended souls and spirits. If we can see beyond the politics and 
bureaucracy, we can see that protecting and promoting this type of experience is definitely in keeping 
with the mission of the GGNRA. 

My precious dog and constant companion for 11 years died one month ago. She will forever be in my 
heart, and many of my best memories of her will be the long and joyous walks we shared in the GGNRA. I 
lost my dog, I have my memories, but I want to know also that I will have a future with another dog at 
another time in the parklands that I have come to love so much. 

,. 
Please, let's find a way .... 

With hope and sincerity, 

<(>' ~ 

~ 
439 Victoria Street 
San Francisco, CA 94132 

GGNRA012712
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Date. March 4 2002 ·-·· ,." ...... r·~· .. :i: nr:;:-·~1 ~· · ' n=.a•.1\,ffi-1\1~;1·,.it '"";"· · 
To: Superintendent O'Neill, GGNRA 1.-l•• :...,, ··- ·· · 

From: Michael LaBrie and Andres Maiorana, 1379 Rhode Island Street, San Francisco, CA 
94107 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 

We firmly and enthusiastically support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area (GGNRA). While we understand the GGNRA concerns about public safety and 
protection of the environment, we believe these concerns can be reconciled with the needs of 
dog owners and their pets for off-leash recreation areas. 

There are no extensive open areas in the city for off-leash recreation. Dog owners and their 
dogs have the right to be able to walk and run freely in pre-determined off-leash areas. We 
strongly support responsible pet ownership and requirements that pet owners, visiting a GGNRA 
recreational arc3 adhere to reasonable off-leash requiremen.ts, such as picking up dog feces 
and keeping the:r pet under voice control. , 

Therefore, we strongly advocate for the development of an alternative pet management 
regulation for GGNRA that will allow for off-leash recreation in some areas of the GGNRA to be 
designated. 

Following are our comments on this activity as well as information about us that may be relevant 

1
• to this issue: . 

For several years we have been taking our dog to Fort Funston on weekends so that all of us 
can enjoy off-leash recreation. The beach at Fort Funston is the part of the GGNRA that we feel 
most strongly must be preserved for off-leash recreation. 

On our many visits to Fort Funston, we have always enjoyed the great diversity of people and 
dogs who enjoy playing on the beach or irrthe surf. We always see individuals from all racial 
and age groups and families with young children. We have always been impressed and pleased 
that both dogs and people get along so well on the beach. NEVER have we seen any acts of 
aggression by either dogs or people. 

The loss of the beach at Fort Funston for off-leash recreation would be a tragedy - there are no 
other extensive ocean beaches in the City where people can enjoy exercising and playing with 
their dogs off-leash. It is for this reason that so many of the people at Fort Funston on any given 
weekend are dog owners! 

Given the long-standing unofficial practice of off-leash recreation at Fort Funston, we believe 
that this practice must continue as an essential need of urban dwellers of San Francisco and 
their dogs. ,. 

Signe~ Jk J) "/IA.f' 
.Signed~ 

Date* Age: SI Sex:lli\ Ethnicity: 

Dat~/6/o?_ Age: l/6 SextJ Ethnicity: LJ?-11 .N t 

GGNRA012713
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~r Superintendent O'Neill: m1-\i"\ .L L.. L... . 
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•
port off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Are'cl'tGGNRA): ~ 'Fbtlowing are my 

~ents on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

Name: ~O ~µ (\/\: (~~-==- (printed) 
Address: ;u b Ca:~~ 5=%C'-fAvru1a CA 

(street) '(dtY) ~ (state) (zip) 

D [j/JL- (/ 1;.k ~t ,,JjJ ~ 1 Gb/V~ 11-t 
/\ _P~-tk q -I I wr1dJ . . ~ ~,1 ~ 
11\. ho~ 0 ~ ~-

~~~ ~fo~ f' t;t ~-JJ;_Q -~~ ~-
. , . ~ te·~ ~ ~~/\/µ 

~J ~ 3 w r;J . °'-- cfJ 't1'<J'f ' - -ffa 
~ C)u:QJ. (f'.J;,Jf oVL ~ ~ ~ --(1? ~ · . 

• ~0MP~ ~~SJ9X~-a;Jt~ 
J:xi_ +~. ~~,,,~·t .. ~ g tv:.o ~ ~ ~ jrv-Y 1vJ,zeJ 
~ µ ~ u~~.;J ;J ~~ . ~ ! · · u . 

Here -arli some ideas for yo~ J'tteri - ·o 
• What parts of the GGNRA do you vjsit 1'!51-Af for off-leash recreation? What parts would you ,tIKE to visit? 

• The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. can you give personal examples where the opposite is 
true - that these groups seek off-leash areas for recreation? 

• How important to you is the social aspect of off-leash recreation? For example, do you bring out-of-town 
visitors with you or meet up with friends on your walks? What would be the impact on your life if there 
were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the 
,! GGNRA. Do you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is 

a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off­
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 
activities, including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think fjflEi GGNRA should be allowed to 

.renege on this part of its greement with San Francisco? - IA b So Iv le )y ('J of- . 

;._\;~i~~!._· -t~=+:P~~~~----Date Z - Z() -O~optional: Age.~ s.{j F Elhnicity~ 

':'~~'ifj,~~lf ;·' ··~· '1.\ 

GGNRA012714



• 

,. 

• 

3421-0f- 16 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill, 

RE.Cf: hf ED 

t[\.~R l 1 2002. February 22, 2002 

I support off-leash recreation in the GoJden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). There is 
a large population of dog lovers in the Bay Area. These are tax-paying citizens who support the . 
National Park Service and request only to enjoy a small portion of this land with their beloved 
pets. I respect the actions of the Park Service to set aside key pieces of land for bird habitats and 
plant rejeuvenation but there is enough room for humans and dogs to enjoy this area alongside 
these conservation efforts, since off-leash dog walking is available in only 0.5% of its 75,000 
acres of land. Even those who do not have pets can appreciate setting aside land where dogs can 
get adequate exercise and socialization with other dogs in order to be happy and healthy 
members of the Bay Area community. These off-leash locations are family friendly, attracting 
people of all ages who want to enjoy the day with their entire family, including the family dog. 
In addition, these locations encourage an atmosphere of community where people feel safe 
visiting at all hours of the day. 

Off-leash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when San Francisco gave its beaches 
and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA and when the GGNRA was established to maintain "needed 
recreational open space necessary for urban environment and planning."(16 USC 460bb). The 
1979 GGNRA Pet Policy upheld this activity by creating a special provision allowing off-leash 
recreation. It is now time for the National Park Service to recognize the will of the p~ople and 
create a Section 7 special rule for off-leash recreation in the GGGNRA. Please act now! Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 

(~aJtJ~ 
Additional Comments: 

HllVL ft/1.Ce lt ~£. 1H8£. ,4lUJw roll o~r:. -l.&Js N 
Dot f/JAL/L1N6 Cr;fL -'THG prle-B)"On of- Do~ fJrJt> OW/J~J 
/J~l-17/ 11J f LA( 11/7171 71/-8{, f_.. tllbtL rrY 5flvlll-'D l()E- W1ff.J . t>WF'!Gos Wlfu 

PleasePrint: 4r/NA1*- -;fJe-/fL iJoG or-f;.~n--1 Ar -ntGttt.... wJ« IZ1~/c..11 

Name: 'l ol>tl&'f Woa>srorfa.. (optional: Age: :So Sex:@F Ethnicity: Gi~111-r/ ) 

Address: --'-f-'-4'£"-H_., ~ __ A_V£-r'-'-'-#_._jt' __ --=5..;......;.i,.q=WA:....:.....l-..!...Lff0-=--------=(A:;___;;__ __ q-1-4~......,_q---'6 5"--
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\ 3422-0l- l.!i 

•Date: ~fl; oll'.V J... 
To: Goiden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 

RECEJ \/ED 

MJ.\R 11 2002 

Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

. . 

As a response to the National park Service ANPR intended to solicit 
f • 

comments from the public regarding pet management within the 
GGNRA: 

I ask for the analysis of any alternative.to the cu·rrent restrictive 
regulation be measured from the baseline of the former po~icy that 
allowed off leash dog walking in certain areas. 

I ask that the current regulation be changed to designate former 
,.oice control" areas for of~ .leash dog walking at Fort Funston, Ocean 
~each and Lands End at the very least. 

Thank you. 

• 
Sincerely, 

.. 

~· {signature) 

~~6- {name) 

,. 2331 (2_~ ?~ ~.2- (address) 
I 

->~AAc/_5C£) C,,f- .. rffez_ 0: 

.ments acc~pted Jan.11, 2002 through March 12, 2002 

I . 

,,....__ 
. ' 
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?>~25-0\- fA 
353 Wawona Street, San Francisco 94127 

March 6, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) 

Fort Mason, Building 201 

San Francisco, CA 941 23 

ATTN: ANPR 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 

RE ... ,,,~·n;..1~r\ ( ..... .J· 1~r ll 'f ~ ~.J 

' M.~R 11 2002 

Based upon my experience growing up in a frequently-transferred military family and 
f . 

having worked in various parts of the United States, I can attest that San Francisco is the 

only place to live! Part of the wonder of San Francisco is due to Fort Funston, where the 
dogs and people can enjoy themselves while walking 'above the beautiful coastline.· 

I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA because it promotes friendly and well­
socialized dogs as well as providing socialization for their owners. A visiting teenaged 

niece from St. Louis loved going to Fort Funston with me because everyone, including 

the dogs, seemed to get along so well. She bemoaned the fact that her own dog could 
only take leash walks because there were no comparable areas in St Louis. 

I began my puppy's socialization as soon as I got her at eight weeks. Since her puppy 

shots weren't effective until she was four months old, I couldn't let her walk on th.e 

sidewalks, so I would sit, holding her in my arms, on a bench on West Portal Avenue, 

inviting passersby to pet her. I noticed that very few minority adults would even 

approach or allow their children to pet this happy five-pound ball of fur. I believe that 

seeing all kinds of dogs happ!ly«tteracting in parks might improve this situation. 

Without dogs running around, I would not feel as safe walking in Fort Funston. I would 
not walk in a number of areas within Fort Funston without my dog. 

There have been many exceptions in the national parks for mountain bikes and hang 
gliders. There can be an exception made for off-leash dogs in the city of Saint Francis. 

i;ely, ...__ · 
Eliz~ 
Cc: SFDOG 

Supervisor Tony Hall 

Mayor Willie Brown 

GGNRA012717



D~te·. ..,, I' I"',., ... __ _;;·~, r .105.. 

I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA, as 
well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

'

me: Lo.u r;(!, k/in.eA)s ~ (opUonal: Age: a°( Sex: M Vthnicity: ) 

c1ress: Cf?_ f:tui di-e.z. ¢.,, ~ 13 5uJ f@.nf'A sea CA qtf11t 
(street) (city) (state) (z p) 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are the 
benefits to y~of your visit(s)? If this has cnanged over the years, describe ":'.hy. (\ ~ . · I . 

· / V 15 i+ ftrl fV-nSl:on .f.MVJ l<.).s~.no( , IVJtU fl ly -I a -t xtf.-1'{'..1 S.J2 • , I tze,111t /1-1 
from .Jiv (,,{,UL/C'.}_ 1N.1 I'S b-l<}J(,,UJ,-e, I tUn ff al. cvbl.ii -I a o.do Pc a_, 

citJ fl - p,11 5-1 OY! ( cU ((Ju.JS {br .e Jcec; s ;vu I 1{} CM/ ""' o;--t s . . /l'lR. d {) J .5 

.-flJ;+ i-<A a,!t ?£...... <ft..{ GGtJJCA Ji cct i+ d s 4f!fl?J, 
2. Please describe whether off ·leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up 

with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? 

0-r+-1eqSIL rec1e~-hon IS tJS:ien+7·cx_{ f01 (J{J),t Jo1<; /1lerf- 0-r-e 
':JoD t1-- f ;l.ky/ Olnj a./ I f-'1)'..!1 e ..S (-ftJ 0i. //CA-<.J fer -f/cl s 'f;oc-10-f,2e1fiM). rt­

Cn1t{ kS tL rv-uJ.--h1L6---(Lg ~l1ceo.f/ (.;, /Cc-htS)J SlulP hP ~f'V 
~1111tLhS ahd ftVL1( dogs . 

3. Do you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specific 
recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for future ·~ 

ttreh:r~~V\...( -f1,at a!/-;f(is.Lt r.eCAPti...f ion (!;, tA.pPrOf Y1C/..f..e. lcr a.J2(} ()..-V<"a.S 

~f- J1ie. L-i,:.,i_/~A, ~+ o~f,Q_f~s h O-LU!. ~/'1 r-r~)tJJ;S1 bL"'- {iv /~' c.K 1 r:3 i)/') uJJ Sl-t, 
1-tid 1v1cu11-/ o tv11~'1- ocrn t JO( of ft\Q_ r"v olqJ S { r> ft'"12 ft-1 Si . /1-i Ina J v r-1 -1-l( ~),df),t d 
no~ & fL-Lnt r 1Vcl [a·h0 ·~ ..-f?Y(f p1101JS. ~o/01.Y Who u-1,.'f(o_ i1ke &G-!Jt?4-
See r-} OJ a j>rc v; )?~ Q,,t1d r~ Sj2ff:-1 ff-J? {Lr~q ( ~r~fdlJ. foJ/c,i,t) ~ ( {fM)S 

4. W.h~t w.oul~ be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash re<?reation in the GGNRA? a.nd f:JJ.P ~-{ t;;-f ( 67Jf 

/ wt!VVu1 ho ~6'.1 ~r .~o + 0 f4v 6-&-/\Jtf!A o. ve~.5 
1 

Dl u c 1 fJ-.. 
/10r wt1).1C1 r 50f~vr+ f!-e. cr.j· ~~ 
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3"12.5-0\-JA 
RECEtvEtJ 

Thomas c. Benet M.~R 11 2.00?. 
2637 Union street, San Francisco, . •"'Tl:"lflf.~\""( r1~·rr. 

CA, 94123.3a1 & [l;Prn11fo;111~,.•u 1 "'' ·, .. ,. 

Thursday, March 7 

To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Fort Mason Attn:ANPR 
Building 201 
San Francisco, CA, 94123 

Re: Off-leash dog-walking. 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Although I no longer have any dogs, I used to walk the ones I did have ( among them a 
superbly gentle Rottweiler and a most civilized stray·from the Santa Cruz pound) down at 
Crissy Field. It was a marvelous spot for them to exercise and we tried to assure that they 
did not intrude on, or disturb, the other creatures down there - whether avian or human. 

They (the dogs} had a great time, and I would hope.that some reasonable kihd of space 
may be maintained at Crissy for off-leash canine exercise - under, of course, the beck and 
call of a responsible owner's voice. Our four-legged urbanites deserve a spot to run off their 
cooped-up energy. 

It seems to me that coexistence is the key. Give the dogs their own nook - a place to 
prance, chase balls and bodysurf and they will be less likely to ruffle the feathers of other 
important denizens of this area. Grant the dogs a corner of our complex urban world. They, 
and we, will be the better for jt. .. . ' 

Phone: (415) 346-1772 
E-Mall: TBenet2637@AOL.com 

Sincerely, 

GGNRA012719



Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 
34%·-ot- tA RECE!vErJ 

• Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? 
\ 

• Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up with friends? Have you made new friends 
through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation 
in the GGNRA? 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the 
GGNRA. Do you think that continuing to make off-leash reaeation available in these areas i 
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA' can make off­
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding_ that existing 
.A activities, including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to 
\':!!" ~rt of its agreement with San Francisco? 

Signed: ti~~ Date . Q,).-..(~tional: Age:flt Sex MgE/Jmicilylb 
Version 2.0 GGNRA012720
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• 1702 Vallejo Street 

San Francisco, CA 94123 
United States of America 

Dear Sir 

e,~~1- Ol-lA 

REce:1ve:o 
M.4R 112002 

This is the first time that I have written a letter to express an opinion or comment on a 
proposed rule. I am doing this because it i.s extre~ely important that Crissy Field remain 
an area where my two Labradors can walk off leash. I am conscientious dog owner who 
always respects leash requirements and picks up after my dogs But it has been a joy to 
find area where Frasier and Sam can have a wander off-lease. It improves the quality of 
their lives and gives me joy to watch them. 

Crissy Field is one of the last places that allows this and it is close to my home. It 
provides a beautiful place that both the dogs and I enjoy. I have seen that Crissy Field 
has a place for all to enjoy including off-leash dogs. There is no reason that 
conscientious dog owners and their dogs cannot have off-lease recreation here and still · 
respect the rights of a wide variety of park users, including recognizing and protecti:qg the 
important natural resources of this area. In fact, I would suggest that there is room for all 
of us both at Crissy Field and elsewhere in the Golden Gate National Recreation ~ea. 

• Please save Crissy Field and GGNRA for off-lease dog walking. 

Kind regards 

Kelyn Brannon 
March 7, 2002 

... 

GGNRA012721



\ 
• Christina La Cerda 

625 Scott St. apt 407 
San Francisco, CA 94117 

To whom it may concern: 

342.e-oJ .... /A 

RECEIVED 

M.~R 112002 

I am writing in regard to the upcoming discussion/decision involving the 1979 Pet 
Policy. The Golden Gate National Recreation Area's citizens• advisory commision will 
be voting to decide whether or not to rescind this policy and enforce a leash law in 
areas that have been leash-free havens for years. 

The Bay Area needs these places to remain leash free for the good of society. The 
unbridled joy we witness at places like Fort Funston is difficult to find in modern 
life, especially with busy, high pressured lifestyles so common in the Bay Area, and 
we should not take it for granted. There are many citizens, with and without dogs, 
that appreciate these areas specifically because of the leash-free canines. Please 

.onsider these residents when making your decision. 

With the all the negative publicity given to dogs and dog owners recently, it is 
important to remember that the Canario dogs were on leashes when they attacked. So 
unless you are ready to ban dog ownership altogether, the pet-loving population 
would appreciate having beautiful leash free areas to share (i.e. NOT a fenced-in, dirt 
pit postage stamp along with 200 ether dogs that have nowhere else to go). 

Thank you for your efforts . 

• 
- 1 -

GGNRA012722
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. .._ .... - ~. . ... ...... ::~;;;~~~ :... ~ . - ,..;~..;.~·.~:r-;,, .. -..~, • ~ .....-......::.c ~~·· ,. ~ -::~· .~~~ - .... 
~~ - ~ 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill: . 3-1 B (- Ol- \C., 

2. 

.·J'' 

. Do you 
a? Do you have 

,. 

5. San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing activities, including off-
leash recreation, would continue. Do you think tMe GGN should be allowed to renege on this part of its agreement with 
San Francisco? 

tJ 

~igned: ~-:.: .3 J J. - {optional: Age:i_j.. Sex M 0thnicity__J RfZ(/.c~tef~ V 1 

Version 1.0 

,., 
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\ Joseph C. Friedman 

•• 75 Marin View Avenue 
Mill Valley, CA 94941 
(415) 381-8753 . 

Superintendent Brian O'Neill, GGNRA 
Attn.ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Mr. O'Neill: 

March 8, 2002 

. "I. 

REt...,~···· ... 'Et\ vs= .. , v . .... 1 

MAR 112002 

This letter is addressed to you with regard to the proposed rules concerning off-lead dog-walking 
areas in the GGNRA. 

Both of us have had long-term, and excellent, experiences walking our dogs - off-lead - on GGNRA 
property, in the past, and very much hope this policy can continue . 

• 

Unfortunately, we are finding it increasingly difficult to find places to walk our dogs, especially off-. 
lead. We have resided in the Bay Area most of our collective lives - and are much upset by GGNRA 
policies which seek to enforce no-dog, and/or no-dog off-lead, policies. 

It is, of course, an unfortunate reality that a FEW irresponsible dog-owners have made life difficulrfor 
the rest of us law-abiding citizens. But we very much hope the GGNRA will not "throw the baby out 
with the bath water" and penalize those of us who are very responsible dog-owners - by forbidding 
off-lead dog walking. .. · 

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~C,..J. JJ-~v-J 
Leslie De Leeuw 

GGNRA012729
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B4B1-0l- ID 

March 7, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Attn: ANPR 

Fort Mason, Building 201 

San Francisco, Calif. 94123 

Dear Park Board Members, 

RE<.:EiVEti 

M.~H 112002 

I'm certain you will agree the majority of ~ople in San Francisco 

live in apartments. Many of these people have dogs. Dogs require 

exercise. People with dogs should have s much right to use the 

parks as people with other hobbies that use tlE parks . 

A 75,000 acre park has plenty of space for wildlife habitats when 

only 0.5 percent of the space would be an off leash area fo~ dogs. 

Off leash.areas in urban parks are not only logical but necessary. 

Everyone should be able to use the parks. They all pay to maintain 

them. The location of the Golden Gate Recreation Area should 

allow the enjoyment of .people in the area. 

What is the purpose of parks? Rules in each NRA park should be 

determined.by size and needs of the area. 
\ 

Thank you for your consideration, 

~~-
Carmen Lasar ~ 

612 Waterview Isle 

Alameda, C.lif. 94501 

a 

. ~ .; 

GGNRA012730
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60 Lincoln Drive 
Sausalito, CA 94965 

,. ,. . . . , . .Marph 6, 2004 
. -: ·:;: .:.= .• :._.:· •• -· .. ··-:.:;_:;-··.:·.·~;~;::·: ;:y:··· .• :~_:· .. ,:·,,: .-:,;:::._~'~j~:f~~;;;1~i:~ij~~~~~-~tr~~~~tf~~jt~~~~:7fr~~.:;~,···. __ · ·.-~Ji~1:~ 
.~ .. ~ 

.. 

GGNRA 
ATIN: ANPR 
Fort Mason Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

M.DiR 11 2.002. 
~ 

~··-··n·-·1E""'f"\'i ,,. m·'"'"r­, ""'"1'1·1·1; Ill" ·;'~ t ~l IJ,'( ·~ • .• """t:' .... • • . .... 

I am writing in response to the ANPR's decision to consider whether there is 
sufficient ''public will" to continue the longstanding tradition of off-leash recreation 
in the GGNRA. 

Off-leash dog walking was ari intended recreational activity when San Francisco 
gave its beaches and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA and when the GGNRA was 
established to maintain "needed recreational open space necessary for urban 
environment and planning". 

Traditionally, off-leash use has occurred in only 0.5% of the 75,000 total acres in the 
GGNRJ\.. Please do not take away this privilege. There are a tremendous number of 

-.dog owners in the areas surrounding the GGNRA, and so very few places remaining 
· where pets can get healthy exercise. Small, confined "dog parks" do not fill this 

need. 

I fervently believe that off-leash activity can still continue while respecting other 
park uses, including preservation of natural resources and other recreational uses . 

. The overwhelming majority of dog owners are responsible individuals who ensure 
that this privilege is n9t abused . .. 

• 

Sausalito Resident 

c. 

r 

. . . . . . . . . . 

GGNRA012731
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•-' ,,.. 34e4-ol- 18 
I support the continuanc~ of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Are~ (GGNRA)'. · Following are my 
comments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. · · 

Name: ~·~,,£,~/.~?~<~'-·~n~e-$.__~l("-". __ ~ze ....... d~~s~e---~~~&==-~ze:;-=-------~ 
I 

(printed) 

Address:---'~"'-=i_--FJ..._~;~e~.~r~~~·~e-~~_....1>......_r~'-·~r~e-~.__ ______ ___..~~o-~~~a~<-'4.......,.a_,.......-C--=a-,__• ____ --"'."~9~¥=-9.__.¥-.._.7~----~ 
(street) (city) .J (state) (zip) 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What c 
the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. 

f VI:!! / r 
-~-&> ,. t; 

et ~ c:t. v e r- .. .._. 7 ..z- :";/ ~ t""i. ,,..,., ..,_ .§ "'-·' 

cl ·eo).. 
1 

""'-: t-Uci u Id 1c) ---n.ei r ~ t-f'-C e -,c.- •r 
c...lc.ser , j::::• '??'? e... e.--. ·c;; 

-r Ji I!'.. t:J c. e ~ --...,:.. ..J I/ / '6! tv s ~ · e: ·z-c... ·• 
2. The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with disabilities may avoid 

areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give personal examples where the opposite is true - that these groups seek off-leash 
areas for their recreation? Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? If so, please explain why. 

:£: _q r e.. I"' e r I 1 . ~ -yt.. c~ ~ ff - I e "L s h. cl ~" -<2,.../ d- iJ -n , -z:-
,b tJ Z-h e ·.r """>71 .e.... t' --,,c.. ·-z; h e.- / ..e..-e:r_. 5 t:- ! 

3. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet u1 
with friends? Have you m~e new friends through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longe 
off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 

This. is,,,_, sic/a./ tJuC/e·C: fo;-~e.. ~i/h (L<t~i/j;L;'/r/e.nt(~ 

t:t-lo -n j. 
;/l./..s·o. 

, , 

v e. 
· .. ~ .. \ .. ., ' 

??? ..e. &l ~ -:>'? -e_., W f /" / -e.- 71 el S q_:~ 

.. 

• 
' · 4. Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has bee11 a primary usage of some areas now within the GGNRA. Do you 

think that continuing to make off-leash recreation availM>le iri9these areas Is a good use of this recreation area? Do you hav1 
suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off-leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 1 '1 

t{ .~i e...- l ·/I I Yo tu C... o ll /cl I' ~ 8 "E'. f 1 · c C 5 IJ ..,_,,, e. .a., t- -e, CL.< S fa (· d ff - /e ~ S ;z 

cf.. (;) 7 ,,_ G C. ;- e q_.. -C / o -r(....< , .;{llil"' 1 · 

\ 

..._. 

. 
5. San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing activities, including off­

leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to renege on this part of its agreement with 
San Francisco? I I / 

~ .... 
P ,/ &,," I t a .. 

• Signed:r,1 t5 ";f;~ D~~t'1'!!0 (optional: Age:_:J_f_ Sex M 0Urnicity~ 
Version 1~0 MAR 11 ZOOZ 
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ST, OJA.RV Tb€ VlRGlN ep1scopA.l CbURCb 
2325 Union Street 

March 7, 2002 

GGNRA; 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

FAX: (41Sj 561-4355 

San Francisco, CA 94123 

The Rev. Beth Hansen, Associate Rector 

REt:EJ\IEO 

MAR 112002. 
• 

I am greatly concerned about the talk about prohibiting off leash dogs in the Golden 
Gate Recreational Area, especially on Crissy Field. 

Please do all you can to keep off leash areas for dogs on Crissy Field. 

This field and adjoining path and beach is so perfect for family dogs to get their exercise 
and be calm content healthy members of our families and community. I am out there 
every day for 1 ;.2 hours and have never seen any trouble with off leash dogs and I'm 
quite perplexed as to why the GGNRA want to restrict our dogs to leashes. 

Family dogs need more exercise than they can receive on leash; and penned up runs are 
too small and unhealthy, ru;d for ~any other reasons not a good solution. 

Please advocate and work for policies that encourage well trained dogs that can find 
full exercise off leash in locations convenient to our residences. 

( 

Be smart and fair. Don't punish those of us who work hard to have well trained healthy 
dogs in our families. . 

. \ 
Thank you for your attention to this public concern; it GREATLY effects the quality of 
life in San Francisco. 

Sincerely, 

GGNRA012733
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GGNRA 
AITN: ANPR 
Fort Mason Building 201 
San ·Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

60 Lincoln Drive 
Sausalito, CA 94965 

I am writing in response to the ANPR's decision to consider whether there is 
sufficient ''public will" to continue the longstanding tradition of off-leash recreation 
in the GGNRA. ·, 

Off-leash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when San Francisco 
gave its beaches and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA and when the GGNRA was 
established to maintain "needed recreational open space necessary for urban 

: environment and planning". 

· .Traditionally, off-leash use has occurred in only 0.5% of the 75,000 total acres in the 
· . GGNRA. Please do not take away this privilege. There are a tremendous number of 
· 4og OWn~ in the areas surrounding the GGNRA, and so very few places remaining 
. where petS can get healthy exercise. Small, confined "dog parks" do not fill this 
need. 

I fervently believe that off-leash activity can still continue while respecting other 
park uses, including preservation of natural resources· and other recreational uses. 
The overwhelming majority of dog owners are responsible individuals who ensure 
that this privilege !s not:a~used. 

'~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. · .... '. 

..... ;;;- ••'' 
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-
. Please describe how often and where you visit the "GGNRA. What are your '!.'Pin activities· or reasons for visiting? What are 

the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, descrioe why. f' J 

1 'Visit' m,NRfl about 3X moN·th -to '1'V'OJ~ Hit. doq 1'V/ NY 
JrieNdS. -~ 8eN't:!al/y /qo m. (or-¢ (UJVdoN ·f 1-(cifJN Wead Lq!Vo( Se 
1 aH al.fo a b!S bifAler I bN Sisti% for So}{e f'os/{}R, d?11..df&v 
aNd ao1N3 fD(J:jNR.A JS-the' ONiy ChaJ'((E. -the!J h4:VM;Md!;s. 

~. P~ea~ describe whether off-leash recreation is a·social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or m~t up 
with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? 

Off- ieash recreatfr?N is d.ef1Na te/'1f a Joe/al outlet .fb/6. NY 
;fnWdS aAfd -ti7fvr ddjS !!~e (f_le"fit ON rrvee~eNas t-o cafeh·-YP; 
3et JtJll.{e eJ1,eruse j aNd. 31v_e oue do8.s -t17.e rare opPJr(ju,, 
ft1j ~ to do &YYe r:S'OC1aJ/z.11YJ of therz a'WN ! 

& you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of th~ GGNRA? Why? Please make specific 
recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for 

future generations. Off- leash recreabdN . /8_ 8JseN6'a L ., Dqqs N8ed._ ct 
/eQrN -to soc/a/1ze ho-t:h ·{!\(/ hLLfL{aNS -rotf;(?Y'd9qs .. 

1-.eqishe.s Nal\_e .. thi'I} dlff/ouft- as a d9q -J:t;els VJINeYOJJ!e 
·f'Vlt/!t it ONu ·there are- s9-HOJVY (Jft2a~ th1t: alff?ad~ 
~f'!'6$~01di,u~fJ3atJP/!l/f 9to+frJ}j. r:ki//£/:!JJ 1~ !/J!llrw AA 
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To~~~·~·cern: ~44~:-~.r~.:~~ . 
I strongly support existing regulations that require pets to be 

on leash and on trail when in national parkS. I ~upport Option A as 
proposed in the recent ANPR. ·-r. · · 

Changing the leash law for just the GGNRA would set a dangerous 
precedent for national parks throughout the country. Allowing pets off­
leash is inconsistent with the park mission to protect natural resources 
and the safety of all visitors. Numerous scientific studies-including 
one by the American Humane Associafiun-identify off-leash pets as a 
threat to visitor safety and wlldlife and therefore recommend that pets 
be leashed in natural areas. 

Lax enforcement at GGNRA has resulted in many documented 
cases of off-leash pets threatening or biting park visitors and hazardous 
rescues of uncontrolled pets and their owners. It is no surprise that 
82% of Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer pets on leash. I agree! 

Sincerely, RE-cE:,\'\JEO 

fWVt ht lt\h)ytt'Jk1 ~•1\0 11 1~cu1 _ 
2-- rw.~]1: """'t' ~~"s ~~1\.t. 

~\Wt~\~\\£\\~ 1 

I strongly support existing regulations that require pets to be 
on leash and on trail when in national parks. I support Option A as 
proposed in the recent ANPR. 

Changing the leash law for just the GGNRA would set a dangerous 
precedent for national parks throughout the country. Allowing pets off­
leash is inconsistent with the park mission to protect natural resources 
and the safety of all visitors. Numerous scientific studies-including 
one by the American Humane Association-identify off-leash pets as a 
threat to visitor safety and wildlife and therefore recommend that pets 
be leashed in natural areas. 

Lax enforcement at GGNRA has resulted in many documented 
cases of off-leash pets threatening or biting park visitors and hazardous 
rescues of uncontrolled pets and their owners. It is no s~rise that 
82% ~fBay Area residents (KPIX poll)~<@,~ti\ltisDI ~eel 

-'1/f iiJ~JJ1111.r Mll.ll 1 l ZllO'l. ? . ~µ 
SUPffi\NTI.liUrnTS OITil.l 

COSS INS 
li59 Marin Dr. 
Burlingame, CA 91i010 

al Garden 

lo wtom It May Concern: 

I strongly support existinjffegulations that-req~ire pe~ to be 
on leash and on tridl when in national parks. I supporl Option A as 
proposed in the recent ANPR. 

Changing the leash law for just the GGNRA would set .a dangerous 
precedent for national parks throughout the country. Allowmg pets off­
leash is inconsistent with the park mission to protect natural resources 
and the safety of all visitors. Numerous scientific studies-inc!uding 
one by the American Humane Association-identify off-leash pets as a 
threat to visitor safety and wildlife and therefore recommend that pets 
be leashed in natural areas. · 

Lax enforcement at GGNRA has iesulted in many documented 
cases of off-leash pets threatening or biting park visitors and hazar-:lous 
rescues of uncontrolled pet& and their owners. It is no surprise that 
82% ~f Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer ;~~1~!.l 

Smcerely, t<. 

flt~ Cz:::: ~\:;;,_:: M~R 11 200'2. 

, , S~PE\\li'11£~D£N1'~ 0~\1\.£. 
" . I 

I :". ' : • • ; ". ' • ~ ' ~ ~ ! I 
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a445-o/-\A To Whom It May Concern: 
0444-ol-/A 

'l'o Whom H May Concern: 

J o.i:nmgly support existing regulations that require pt:~s to be 
on lezisb ~:id on traii when in national parks. T support Opt10n A as 

proposed in the recent ANPR. 
Changing the leash law for just the GGNRA would set_a dangerous 

I strongly support existing regulations that require pets t~ be 
on leash ~nd on trail when in national parks. I support Option A as 
proposed m the recent ANPR. 

Changing th: leash law for just the GGNRA would set a dangerous 
prece~e~t for ~at10nal parks throughout the country. Allowing pets off­
leash is mcons1stent with the park mission to protect natural resources 
and the safety of.all visitors. Numerous scientific studies-including · 
one by the. ~encan Humane Association-identify off-leash pets as a 
threat to v1s1tor safety and wildlife and therefore recommend that pets 
be leashed in natural areas. 

precedent for national parks throughout the couniry. A llowmg pets off­
leash is inconsi!;tent with the park mission to protect natural resources 
and the safetv of all visitors. Numerous scientific studies-including 
one by the A;neric:::.n Humane Association--··idcntify off-leash pets as a 
threat to visitor si.ifety and wildlife and therefore recommend that pets 

be leashed in natural areas. 
Lax enforcement at GGNRA has resulted in many documented 

cases of off-leash pets threatening or biting park visitors and hazardous 
rescues of uncontrolled pets and their owners. It is no surprise tlu\t 
82% ~f Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) pref~~eDe! 

Lax enforcement at GGNRA has resulted in many documented . 
cases of off-leash pets threatening or biting park visitors and hazardous 
rescues of uncontrolled pets and their owners. It is no surprise that · 
82% ~f Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer .P..S:t.s·~ agree! 

Smcerely, , f R£L.>t:. 
:;>JRCrrely, / .L . ..--
,).ti';t1 nrt1 clfflrre /tOB/) . MAR 11 2002.. 

-ca/4.MA.&a/r 1 ?nl!L 
3C,SJ- U.ltlWtD1L- ~~~R 1.L ... 

~ we&-,~ "'{,W-P ~E;- /"!JI. I? LL;·/,_ ".,. .... "lr·Yi'S o~w.r 
~- ~ ./- r:._, LIP r•;'li;.~,i1htt~l,,·-•l>I 

,JJt ~·" 

To Whom It May Concern: 3~-0l-f A. 
I strongly support existing regulations that require pets to be 

~n leash and on trail when in national parks. I support Option A as 
proposed in the recent ANPR. 

Changing the leash law for just the GGNRA would set a dangerous 
precedent for national parks throughout the country. Allowing pets off­
Ieas~ is inconsistent with the park mission to protect natural resources 
and the safety of all visitors. Nwnerous scientific studies-including 
one by the American Humane Association-identify off-leash pets as a 
threat to visitor safety and wildlife and therefore recommend that pets 
be leashed in natural areas. 

Lax enforcement at GGNRA has resulted in many documented 
cases of off-leash pets threatening or biting park visitors and hazardous 
rescues of uncontrolled pets and their owners. It is no surprise that 
82% ~f Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer ~~n.J.eash.~(d 
kSmcerely, ,/} /// tU: .. (J ii=-

11 

/~p It c:.&fl-/"3 ·11 ?QffZ. 
j__~o /i)te9t.JC9J5e 4' MJ\R ... 

c:_;FF.. e&- I • t/il ~I ~u?EmH1H~1Jrnrs oIT'~t 
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Helen Sllvanl 
<HSllvanl@KQED.org> 

03/11/2002 05:40 PM 
PST 

To: "'goga_pets_ANPR@nps.govm <goga_pets_ANPR@nps.gov> 
cc: '"fortfunston@hotmail.com'" <fortfunston@hotmail.com> 

Subject: ANPR Comment: In Support of Off-leash Dog Walking In the GGNRA 

\. 

How can my dog chase tennis balls and sticks, whoop it up with her buddies, 
or go for a swim attached to a leash? Dogs need exercise and play, too. A 
good dog is a happy and tired dog. And where can an urban dog play if not at 
the beach and the park? The streets are too dangerous-we need the open 
spaces of the GGNRA. 
I don't have a problem with vicious and out of control dogs being forced to 
go on leads-that's the safest thing for all park users. Its a privlege to 
romp with your dog offlead and people who abuse it should be ticketed. 
However, I frequently take my dog to Chrissy Field after work and what I see 
is a·bunch of happy dogs playing and swimming and running-I have yet to see 
any kind of altercation between dogs or dogs and humans. 
Please, we need our off-leash areas for the physical and mental health of us 
humans as well as our best friends. 
Thank You, 
Helen and Opal 

.. _.. , 
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ted heilbroner 
<th@paintedmatter.co 
m> 

03/11/2002 10:56 PM 
PST 

344~-o(-3-B 

To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: responsibility 

With regards the proposed dog leash initiative, 
As a governmental authority you have a public trust - your first duty is to 
protect the citizens of this city in ~ublic spaces. 

I implore you not to forget this duty as you are subject to political 
pressure - please protect us from dog owners who have no concern for their 
fellow citizens. 

As one example - my wife was running in the Marina - a Doberman.came running 
toward her forcing her to stop in her tracks - when she requested of the 
owner that he call the dog back the owner replied "he didn't do anything." 

If dog owners can't be responsible, you need to provide rules they must 
obey. 

regards, 

ted heilbroner 

.. ,, 

., e 
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Lbaars1@aol.com 

03/11/2002 11 :58 PM 
EST 

Dear GGNRA Superintendent: 

··----..,...,.. ~,.. ............ _.. .. " . ....,_ ...... ,·-·-···:·- .- ... ·~--, ... _ ......... ~ ·:-,,~ ..... ,.,~ ... -·~.......--~ 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: pets in ggnra 

As a regular walker/hiker in GGNRA I urge you to KEEP DOGS ON A LEASH. I am tired of worrying 
about getting attacked by a dog - or two - or three- approaching me on narrow trails on their own, with no 
owner in sight. 

It amazes me how people care only for their dog's freedom and not about any other life. They scare 
birds, splash in ocean and streams, etc. Let alone their poop being out of the control of the owner when 
they are off leash. · . · 

Please help save the peace for everyone who is not dog crazy, as well as the animals, who feel the 
same way. # 

Sincerely, Leah Baars, psychologist 

GGNRA012740
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"John Kasper" 
<Jrkasper@earthllnk.ne 
t> 

03/11/2002 07:51 PM 
PST 
Please respond to "John 
Kasper" 

~4So -of- J A 

To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: GGNRA -Pet Policy 

This is to support the existing policy of requiring leashed dogs on GGNRA property and at Fort Funston in 
Sa11 Francisco. I have been a 26 year resident of San Francisco and a frequent user of the beaches, 
Golden Gate Park, and areas controlled by the Park.Rangers. It seems that the dog situation gets worse 
each year. They harass the native wildlife (birds, ducks, etc.), they eliminate themselves just about 
everywhere, they engage other dogs in territorial standoffs, for the moment they are unrestrained and 
roam wildly in an unpredictible manner. And let's not forget the many macho owner's favorite pet - the "Pit 
Bull". Show any fear whatsoever around these animals and their natural attack instinct kicks in. The 
owners can barely control them when their le~shed, and we want them running wildly scaring everyone 
half to death. Please do not destroy the tranquility of our great federal park system by giving in to a vocal, 
but selfish r~1lnority. Keep the animals leashed! 

... 
• 

GGNRA012741
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Robert Fries 
<rfries@steinhart.com 

. > 

03/11/2002 07:08 PM 
PST 

-----Original Message----­

From: Robert Fries 

Sent: Monday, March 11, 2002 7:07 PM 

To: 'goga_pets_anpr@nsp.gov' 

To: "'goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov"' <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: FW: Dog Leash Policy in the GGNRA 

Subject: Dog Leash Policy in the GGNRA 

My wife (Linda) and I are strongly supportive of the policy requiring all dogs to be ON 
LEASH in the park. 
Our reasons are several: 
1. In our experience, a high proportion of owners are not considerate of other people 
who are sitting, picnicing, walking or running, or of other life (shore birds, other animals, 
plants), or of posted signs. Over 40 years in San Francisco and surrounding parks we 
have observed dog owners regularly ignore simple consideration for others. In recent 
years this has increased, as has the level of anger of the owners when asked to call or 
leash their dogs after the dogs have run through a picnic, jumped up on someone, or 
otherwise acted as exuberant dogs will outdoors when uncontrolled. Most owners we 
have seen walking or running their dogs do NOT have effective (and often any) voice 
control. These owners are particularly likely to be carrying or wearing the dogs' 
leashes rather than using them .. 

2. Off-leash dogs on beaches routinely chase shorebirds. A supposed "study" reported 
in the Chronicle March 8 to·the cdntrary is completely inconsistent with our experience 
and with common knowledge. Since dogs can be run in designated areas already in 
existence, there is absolutely no reason or excuse to allow them to harass the wildlife 
who make their homes, raise their young, find their food, etc. along the beaches, in the 
dunes, in the native vegetation, etc. in the GGNRA---which is in many cases the only 
place such animals have to live, and where they have lived for ages before people 
brought dogs there. 

3. Contrary to the unstated assumption apparent in most of the pro-offleash literature 
we've seen, dogs do not have (and owners do not have) a divine right to run free, either 
in national parks or at all. The fact, if true, that for years in the past they did does not 
imply that they should now. Values, such as protection of the environment, 
change/grow and mature over time, just as population does. It is simply wrong to urge 
that running dogs off-leash is just as easy on others and the~:environment as it ever 
was; there are many more dogs and people in the Bay Area than there were 20+ years 
ago and less open space. 

GGNRA012742
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4. The national parks, GGNRA included, are among the only refuges for people who 
live in more and more crowded and noisy cities. Recreation in the GGNRA has its 
place, yet must be regulated for the enjoyment of all. Presumably no one would urge 
that runners, cyclists or do€Js shguld be free to run or ride through picnics, children's 
birthday gathering, hikes, or wildflower walks (for exam13le). Nor should they be free to 
run/ride through the equivalent areas populated by plants and animals. We all need 
rules to be able to enjoy our freedoms and particularly to maximize everyone's 
opportunity to enjoy the parks. 

5. A change to allow off-leash dog running would doubtless require the GGNRA to do 
an environmental impact report for full review before implementing changes. We think 
the potential detrimental effects (which we see regularly now in the GGNRA and 
elsewhere) would outweigh any asserted benefits. Right now, the NPS has done the 
right thing in trying to protect fragile· flora and fauna, many of which are threatened or 
endangered. This is national environmental policy that a vast majority of Americans 
supports. Undercutting this policy, by permitting the running of dogs off leash in this 
national park, should not happen without a overwhelming proof that the benefits far 
outweigh the harm. 

Should you be tempted to lessen the restrictions on off-leash dog running, please 
consider some minimum requirements to minimize the damage. These might include 
a) dogs being licensed and wearing proof; b) dogs and owners completing training to 
assure voice control; c) stepped-up enforcement and monitoring [where will the money 
for this come from?]; and probably several others that you have thought of already. 
On balance, however, we strongly believe such a course would be a terrible idea and 
very degrading to the park its~lf. 

Sincerely, 
Robert T. Fries 

e . 

., 

GGNRA012743



GGNRA012744



\ 

• 

• 

, . 

• 

March 6, 2002 

GGNRA 
Fort Mason, Bldg. 201 
San Francisco 94123 

Att: ANPR 

To Whom It May Concern: 

----------·· ·- ···--···----·· 

TERRY BAUM 
5 4 7 Douglass Street 

San Francisco CA 941 I 4 
(4 I 5) 648-5244 .. . .·. 

MAR 112002 

. . 
I am writing about the issue of dogs off-leash in the Golden Gate National Recreation 
Area. I am a responsible (I hope) dog owner. I never leave the house without at least 
three plastic bags -- and THAT'S when I don't have my DOG with me! 

But seriously, folks, I really do try to be a good dog-owning citizen, and have been known 
to pick up the poop of dogs other than my own. My dog is very well behaved, rarely 
barks and I hope is not a burden to anyone other than me. However, I do confess that I 
like to have her run off-leash on Crissy Field and at Fort Funston. 

I do believe that the freedom of dogs and dog owners should be limited in some ways, in 
an urban environment. I believe the needs of children take precedence over the needs of 
dogs. However, I am not so receptive to the needs of wildlife. Let's face it: This is a city. 
To make GGNRA really conducive to wildlife, we should ban people completely! In fact, 
the best thing for wildlife would be to abandon the whole city! Let sparrows nest in the 
skyscrapers and deer wander through Golden Gate Park. · 

None of that will happen because this is a place where people and their desires ahd 
needs are primary. I'm not against limiting dogs in some ways, in particular places, or'at 
particular times when wild animals or birds are breeding. But to always put the needs of 
wildlife first is ludicrous in an urban park. In my opinion, children's needs come first, 
then adults and adults with dogs, and THEN wildlife. 

Sincerely, 

GGNRA012745
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GOLVEN GATE NATIONAL REC. AREA 
ATTN: ANPR 
FORT MASON, BUILVING 201 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 

RECEJVEO 

MAR 112002 

Veak SupMintendent O'Neal: 03/06/02 

I ~uppokt 066-le~h dog and people kecJr.eaUon in the Golden Gate National 
Rec.keation A.kea !GGNRAJ. I make we.ek.l.y tke~ via my bic.yc.le to the pakk. and 
have lived in San Fkanc.~c.o now 6ok neakly hal6 my line and have nevM ~een a 
pM~On Ok dog go out on c.ontkol when not on a le~h. 

I am 6-iJc.mly c.onv.lnc.ed that l~h-6kee people and dog~ have nevM c.a~ed any 
tkouble with othM l~h-6kee people Ok dog~ and that 6-iJc.~t amendment kigh~ 
~hould c.ontinue to be ~uppMted by pakk. ~Mvic.e.pM~onnei. in good 6a.lth • 

Thank. you vMy muc.h indeed 6ok yowc. tkaditional ~uppo~t·6ok th~ valued 
public. ~MV.lc.e no~ OM c.ommun.lty to ~ha~e w.lth V~ito~~ to the bay a~ea! 

VMy Sinc.Mei.y yoM~, 

JOHN J. VYAL 
55 MASON STREET #303 • 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-2805 

GGNRA012747
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March 6, 2002 

GGNRA 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Bldg. 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

RECEn/ErJ 

M.~R 112002 

We are responsible dog owners who enjoy so much the Bay Beach at Crissy 
Field. The freedom and safety for dogs of all si'zes - ours is on the small 
side - is one of th~ best things a San Franqisco taxpayer gets to do in 
their city. We find our dog far more sociable after off~leash time there 
to run free, play with and investigate others from the "kingdom". 
Walking along this coastline is a unique blessing of living in San Francisco. 
The open space and off-leash stretches is so appreciated by inhabitants, 
furry or human, of crowded cit~ streets. 

The beach area is not conducive to biking, so it naturally separates the 
different desires of outdoors participants. We observe nearly 100% com­
pliance with poop pickup - and because dogs are so easy to check on there, junk 
is not left in the bushes. Allowing dogs more freedom on the beach areas 
helps to preserve the planted and grassed sections. A well run, tired dog 
is far more pleasant to be around ~ for adults and children alike. 

The GGNRA is huge - please keep in mind the needs of everyone. 

Sincerely, 

Elynor and William Schuppel 
431 Castenada Avenue 
San Francisco, 94116 

GGNRA012748
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.Jl.ear Superintendent O'Neill: . · fM\H 11 2002 . 

• upport off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing c5if~g~sH:r.ai&eaii0ffWLthe 
GGNRA, as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

Name: 5 A£.Mif.. ~t."O [optional]: Age: __ Sex M (f) 
Et~nicity_kP.GNtC- It-. 
Address: 1-62..S - 2 (, t3.. \-1- £. . ~"' Hin@ s.c.o 4 ~ q4ll0 

(street) (city) (state) (zip) 

1. Pf ease describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? 
What are the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. 

'C- '\J is.(\ 1 OCf.G..tJ f.>t.Q.cM-, ~ 6 MNt. QNO\ ~\ ~b~. :C..~\O ON~ 
(.)~ "T'c\-Ut ClJ\,cc_~ CC..~ ~ ~tJc.L .. &tut, ~ W~~D.s . "::f: t-\6.-v~ B~~"1 
"'-((\ r~ \tltst G.S\.t:.~ · lf'-~ po.¢ .30~ Wt.ic..e. CE. ~-r ~ do~1 Ko..~. 
~Oi~~ O~t of-4Wu.O ~r~ ·~ MJ.-~ ~ o~Pd\..~t-1 4o ~Oc.i..:t'J~ 

t'N:..u- .p~. +\au~t.Xo o..._ ~~'Tb~ socxo.h~~~ ~~ .. ~. 
2. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your(!)'ie and family ~~g o~ 

meet up with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? . _ C\ ....L}" _r_ ~ ~ 

~ t l-l ~ 1.. T- 0.o ~~ ~ ~') ts : a_ ~au.o.x.. b~ • :C. f'A: 

~c; ~ NfC.~ ~~U P-f:l.lCf!.. ~~ ~ ~ plac.~ · :C ~~· 
[lJ io..t..) ~tnCO ~Kc...Q. \. 't&\ ¢. N~ \tl\'t'""rili ~ P~ a::, 

. er- ~ 6-0. . . -
3.o you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specific 

recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand thi~ activity while preserving these areas 
for future generations. I'\ .,J..J _ \ ~ 

1-\,,,,,..., d """"\ ,._(J oC~. loo..ol.... ~ twu::t>h6. ~ ~ <l.L~ ' ~ur . 
Le.a...al_ cl.t~~'~ ~ q-F~~~i~ ~ p~ +- sot~air~,,(- lU~O ~· 
T-~ ~ ~ ~t-\ - k-eu.J... c\{f Se~ ~ \oe. ~u ~ 

4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 

r\- wO<J.ld b ~ ~ \I~ ~"'"ff ol'lll:T() <l.1-rt.l ~ p()wJ. ru.~ d~~ 
;;e_ 6-o ~ ~tl.. ~ oow-o <b CJ- "'~Cl'- r61\l<_ ..... 1~ ~do -o>J~~ 
l4' ~~\~ ~e. 

'5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence? 

:C. ~tJ\.. ~~re ~'~ ~') <'~~ - ~. 'I-~~ N~"\U """"~ ~ J..o;\. 
O\:~ -l.2c4\... l»lb ~~ fJGT ~ \j 

•• 
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ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
SPCA 94123 

March 5, 2002 

To Whom It May Concern: 

. , .. ' 

Ellice Sperber 
33 Marcela A venue 

San Francisco, CA 94116 
415.661.4103 

I write to you to comment on the proposed rulemaking regarding off-leash dog walking 
within the GGNRA. I am in favor of the continuation of the traditional usage of GGNRA 
lands (0.5% of the total 75,000 acres), to be used for responsible off-leash dog walking. 

These lands by intention were given to the GGNRA by the City of San Francisco with the 
understanding that the existing urban recreational use (including off-leash dog walking) 
would be allowed to continue. After twenty-three years of compliance with the 1979 Pet 
Policy, I do not understand how the GGNRA can now say that their compliance was a 
mistake. They have been in compliance. These parks are in urban communities. We need 
to maintain the intention of urban recreational space. 

For the most part, my family walks regularly at Fort Funston. I have two daughters who 
have accompanied my dog and I on walks since they were toddlers; these family walks 
with our dog enrich our family. In addition to family walks, I walk in the mornings with 
my dog, I get fresh air, exercise, stress relief, and have made good friends and 
acquaintances of diverse ages an4._ backgrounds. I am a mom with two children with 
significant learning disabilities, an active giving member of my children's' school, a 
board member for a non-profit organization, and a professional within the disabilities 
field for twenty-seven years. This responsible life needs these simple responsible walks! 

A great part of my enjoyment on, my walks is that I am walking in open space. This 
allows for appropriate dog-exercise, which leads to a well-trained dog, and personal 
enjoyment of my surroundings. I believe that there is a way to share these 75,000 acres 
with the dog walkers that will allow for proper security of sensitive habitats, manage the 
potential for overcrowding in city parks, and honor the continuation of much needed open 
space for this traditional urban recreational activity. 

Sincerely, 

Ellice Sperber 

GGNRA012750
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Date: J~1ob RECEl\l~EQ 

MAR 112002. To: Golden Gate t<J~ ional Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

As a respo.nse to the National park Service ANPR intended to solicit 
comments from the public regarding pet management within the 
GGNRA: 

I ask for the ;1nalysis of any alternative to the current restrictive 
regulation be measured from the baseline of the former po~icy that 
allowed off leash dog walking in certain areas. 

I ask tliat the current regulation be changed to designate former 
Avoice control" areas for off leash dog walking at Fort Funston, Ocean 
~each and Lanas End at the very least. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, , 

7n_Jq tz/~ = l (signature) 

;23 :5 0 ~ o4J ~name) 

d£ 0f 9 Y/ Z Y (address) 

.1Jmments accepted Jan. 11, 2002 through March 12, 2002 

GGNRA012751
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

To Whom It May Concern: 

\. 

February 19, 2002 

RECEJV'ErJ 

~l°'R 11 2002 

I am writing to voice my strongest support for maintaining the long-standing tradition of off-
leash recreation in the GGNRA. · 

It is my understanding that off-leash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when 
San Francisco gave its beaches and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA. I also believe that in 1979 
the GGNRA Citizen's Advisory Commission implemented a Pet Policy that allows off-leash 
walking in certain areas; the GGNRA should continue to follow this policy. 

Urban parks are different than wilderness national parks, and as such, should allow different 
uses. And why are hunting dogs allowed to roam free in other national parks but the GGNRA 
is saying that NPS rule prohibits off-leash dogs? 

The success of the recently set-aside protected area at Fort Funston should indicate to you 
that dog owners will respect the parameters established for off-leash dog walking. We can 
share the GGNRA with people doing all kinds of different activities, from biking, hiking, hang 
gliding, and bird watching, _.and theJJlants and a~mals can also thrive. 

I urge you to maintain off-leash recreation in designated areas of the GGNRA, for the 
enjoyment of the city's multitude of dog owners and their pets, whose health, behavior and 
well-being benefit immeasurably from this much-needed off-leash exercise. 

Sincerely, 

Of~ IC. ~,-1)--
tJ AMC.."j K - l6nn.J-r -t. 
C/'-f <..f S~A U(L 
f~,AC.A-1 CA CJlfoc/A.f 

'·' 
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NPCA's Action Alert Section 

Tuesday, March 5, 2002 

Brian O'Neill 
Superintendent 

34Ct2- 01- I A 

Golden Gate National Recreation-Area. 
ATIN: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill, 

Pagel ofl 

RECEfVEO 

~ MAR 112002 

I work as a park ranger in the SF Bay Area and I am writing to urge you to maintain the ANPR 
rule as it Is: please keep the dogs on-leash and on the trails (Option A}. 

I have witnessed first-hand how dogs will chase anything that moves on a beach (such as 
Ocean Beach and Half Moon Bay State Beach}. I am especially concerned about the Western 
Snowy Plover that may go extinct If we dont enforce leash laws and take other steps to protect 
Its habitat. 

Although I am a dog lover, I am also an advocate of giving what's left of our biodiveristy a 
chance to survive. 

Thank you, Michael Mooney 214 Onondaga Ave SF CA 94112 

Sincerely, 

Mike Mooney /J1 < ~ ?/s-./o.2... 
214 Onondaga Avenue__ / 
San Francisco, CA 94112 
michaelamooney@yahoo.com 

" 

• 

http://www.npca.org/Take _ Acti ... /PrintPreview.asp?lngResponseID=4S797&1ngRecipientID=58 3/5/02 
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: · -.. ·-· -·· ·- .:: . 
34lPB-.:;o\-- I A . 

I support the continuance of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my 
comments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue . 

• 

me: f<M'!J1. {]tJJ[ff{/ t:1? (printed) 

dress: 73Jt; SJ-mt~ $4rJ At1rvqJu cJt-- 9tftz.,z-
• (street) (city) (state) (zip) 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are 
the benefits to you of your visit( s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. 

:I. ;/If r Fr Fvtvi'fl>tJ &P- C:WU~/ n1::-Vo 1,c/~'f:eK.. ~. ~ A-

l-A~ ~nP-161/dL 11-tVO ·rik'Jt ~/Qrr MF 7Jff. D'V4'f tJN~"J Ct..£>Jtr 4y 

10 &vt:F !-kJfl\ 77t€ ~ct:.1Jt:'" 1.ft; ~/U?J 

2. The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minoritres, and people with disabilities may avoid 
areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give personal examples where the opposite is true - that these groups seek off-leash 
areas for their recreation? Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? If so, please explain why. 

. .. ;r J)DnJ rr Se£ rT 8e,µc, . W?::"'YL 70 .11 E 1-v Dr-r t....t::'YtY/ /fll.t.::lf ..:rtt.. U::?'.f ....... ..,, . 
_; ..... ~: ''""~: .• ~·· . ., ._. ....... A 

I' 

. ·: 3. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up 
with· friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer 
off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 

• £umrtJttnp16 off Li?Y\<llt ftvLts · wOl41J 13~ frlJ.rv1- ! ~ I ( t /I I ! / 
tJ t pl i GtF} CA,v yw I Mtff.i11<1E 7Hc= ft/VMfJJEn.. w:= Psy=v v l>l, J wlfu vCJVu; . 

/V GJil}CV f'tc~ I~~! IT i,,.Jt/V'-() M t"Nl/V'1"1f7'i/C: .• 

4. Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog reereati,pn ·has been a primary usage of some areas now within the G~NRA. Do you 
think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is a good use of this recreation area? Do you have 
suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off-leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

_S'c-/J~ 0 ,.J Lt2ttl t·f v t. Dl-,C L.t:-~o/ , I F /tJi.J ILL.vlF, IJvr /)o.N' r 

f A,J,vi.11V/r1l=" ( ~01v''r t-iJIC,..,, 71' A voutz_. M11Vd"fU.rf , '71-_fc7_ /~'-'-< 

rai- {)Dll ~ -1811 1 • € ·nf£1/l. vwM:?t.1 Tlf11r cJ ffc;- 'Tf/€ ~ Full.. 

€,Kt::.fl.LiSt= /)c--PEWtJ Oii.i 1/r, /!Vrll[.../%/f,,/71 · 

D-f, 7 ~ T t/i>r~'. 

5. San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing activities, including off­
leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed fb renege on this part of its agreement with 

San Francisco? A{o I / TH-cs tJ ~ H<./[J~ ISSUE. ~ 
---::::=: • Signed: 

.JL 
~.--t"•!sPC'r"\ Date_3+-~-(.,_/i)_1---___ (optional: Age:.'!!1__ Sex 9 F Ethnicity___) 
~-·~i;;;,n tt .;.....P • I 

' 

Version 1.0 
f 
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 
34c,4 ... o/ .. ··1 A " 

· r'ii~tll'iiiTl"••l'\r ... 
· \...t.r,, ;..irhw J t~Y~Jrftl i 'r; f1t:tir-ir: . 

~pport off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Followuig are my 
•mments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. . 

• 
Here are some ideas for your letter: 

• 
• What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted? , 

• The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give personal examples where the opposite is 
true-that these groups seek off-leash areas for their recreation? 

• Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? 

• Do you bring your friends and fa mi~ along or. meet up with friends? Have you made new friends 
through this activity? What would be the impact oo your life if there were no longer off-leash recreatio1 
in the GGNRA? . . . 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within th 
GGNRA. Do you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas 
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA' can make off­
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

•

• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 
activities, including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed tc 
renege on this part 9f its agreement with San Francisco? 

Signed: ~ Date O~ o] rr'2-- (optional: Age:!f__ Sex(;J F Etfmidty__J 
versioni.v~ GGNRA012755
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March 8, 2002 

Thomas A Goossens 
2425 Green Street 

San Francisco, CA 94123 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Fort Mason 
Building 20.1 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Re: Need for off-leash recreation for dogs 

Sirs: 

RECEIVED 

nMR 112002 

The enclosed letter t<Yyou from our neighbor Louise Frankel is a clear and concise 
summary of the reasons many of us in the community urge you not to prohibit 
appropriate off-leash recreation for dogs in GGNRA. Please consider adopting a solution 
that will be equitable for the entire community . 

• 
Sincerely, 

" 

GGNRA012758
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-• -•" H ""'-"'-. --~-----•---· -·-• ·, TO 
. - ~ ~ -· . 

LOUISE FRANKEL 
2710 SCOTT STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 
415/931-2710 (V) 

. 4151931·27'0 (F) 
'\ 

GoJden Gate National Rocreation Area 
Fort Mason Att' n: ANPR. 

..:.r -

<-l.:.i86788 P.02 

RECE:I VE.rJ 

M.~R 112002 

6Mar¢h 2002 

Building 20 I 
San Francisco, CA 94123 Re: Pet management in OONRA: Need for off'­

leash recreation areas for dogs 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The N~-~onal Parle Service rules prohibiting off-leash dog walking in nati<imal parks are 
not written in granite. They are intended to apply primarily to wild areas.· There are 
many good reasons for them not to apply to our unique urban park. 

Ht 
l. The legislative policy for such an exception was set forth inp.S.C. 460 bb when the 
GGNRA was established to maintain "roctcational open space negessary for urban 
environment aitd planning." A plan for Crissy Field some flve y~ ago proposed 
substantial acreago for dogs oft' leash, with the lagoon and native plants fenced off. 
Indeed, since 1979 the Park Service bas pennitted this use, and thus created a public 
expectation that dog owners may exercise their dogs off leash in certain areas. 

2. Many recreational and park uses should and do exist. Seventy-five thciusand acres can 
surely accommodate them all. The City and the GGNRA are a geographic entity in an 
urban area; they sh.ould be good neighbors and mare the privileges and btirdem of their 
beautifill environment. 'While many residentS are concerned about the na1UI'al features of 
tJie Park, flora and fauna, the Park Swee itself has shown they can be readily protected 
without sacrificing generous otf-le&ah dos walking areas. After all. bicyclists. runners, 
skaters. other sportspersons, even picnics and parties. harm plants and alarm birds and 
wild animals too. And many non-dog-owners derive great pleasure from watching dogs 
fti&king and playing on the beach. 

' 
3. As a good neighbor, the Nationai \Parle Service must know that the more restr.i~ve and 
punitive it is toward the dog-owning community, the more dog owners will have to 
burden city parks and streets. There i$ plenty of room for everyone, Indeed, the City's 
population has decreased in recent decades, whereas the dog population ha.s expanded a 
lot. 

4. The dog owners who use th~ OONRA for dog exercise and r~on are responsible 
people who pi~k up after their pets (and those few forgetful owners too). and keep them 
under voice control. While the Park Service has been traoking dog-bite incidents, these 

~ 
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are rare compared with the number of dogs that are exercised. Surely the~e are many 
bicycle-caused ir\juries. runners, collisions. children's accidents, sJ.iotts injuriea, physical 
disputes causing harm. Should all these l!Citivities be forbidden in the Park? NO 
HUMAN OR ANIMAL ACTMTY IS 100°/o SAFE. . 

5. There is plenty of beach adjacent to Crissy Field for unleashed dog OOeauon. It is an 
ideal area for that purpose. Sport dogs can swim in tho ocean. ™ dogs do not intert'ere 
with other UHB (sports.. running,bikina.pionic.king, etc.) for which t~ is: ample other 
space unaffected by loose dogs. And there are other beach areas (presently off limits) 
that are equally ideal for o.tl'~leash dos recreation. · 

6. The National Park Service is otten viewed as inflexible and bureaucratic in its 
dealing; with the public (i.e. the wcpayers who support it). While ibis .may be a common 
attitude toward entrenched officialdom, I am certain the current detiate about oft'-leash 
dog walking in the GG'NRA offers a unique, indeed heaven-sent, opportuillty for the Park 
Service to demonstrate conciliation, good will, and consWeration tciward ~I the citizen 
interests subject to its rule-making. Publlc lands shOutd op0n u appropriate to all 
legitimate varieties of public: use, and one of those uses ha& traditionally moluded 
unleashed dog recre$on. 

I therefore strongly urge you not to prohibit appropriate 0$.leash recreation for dogs in 
ilieGGNRA. . 

\ \ 

2 

TOTRL F.03 
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>ear Superintendent O'Neill: Date: 
bf I /02 .·· 

I 
I I 

support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments.about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA, 
IS aas information about me that may be relevant to this issue. . . la. ~ ~ 'fSv/\fb (optional: Age: __ Sex ~thnicity~ 
~ddress: __ ~ ?{/mor &;b ~ CA- </~z 

(street) (city·) · (state) (zip) 

Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are 
the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. ,... 

J ~~~v--o ~.~ Wt~nvr~ -~ 
~ ~ ~()v /wi;Lc,,~ • 

1 Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or m~t up 
\oVith friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? . . 

l .• oo be~eve that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portionS of the ~GNRA? Why? Please make specific 
recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for 

ruy;::na .. ' . z~- qWJi ~ 7 ~ 
~~~ 1U ~- . 

t What wo~ld be ttie impact on your life if there were n~ longer off-leash r~reation in the GGNRA? 

~l>lltrvo r • \ 

~AH 112002 
Signed:. ___ ../-./-.t...J£.:...+,..~---~lZ.-~:;..:_..:;;....;:::;q,__""'"'""'-!~"!'-"'-'f-f+I~~ 

k 

..., 
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Please consider this neighborly appeal. 
Deadline date - Ma·rch 12, 2002. 

The "non-publicly-elected" representatives of the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area (GGNRA) advisors and superintendents boa~ds have 
made changes to the way In which they govern the GGNRA areas 
(which include The Presidio. Baker Beach, Lands End, Fort Miley. The 
WHOLE of Ocean Beach and Fort Funston). These changes have had 
severe implications on many tax paying residents in San 
Francisco and the Bay Area. This neighborly appeal specifically refers 
to the GGNRA ban on off-leash pet activities. 

The GGNRA is taking public input on their new policy. The deadline 
for this public input is March 12, 2002. Please -support your 
neighborhood community by writing in·support of off leash dog 
areas within the GGNRA. The attached form can be used. Fill jn 
however much you want (for yourself or in support of friends and 
neighbors) or just simply state that you support off leash dog 
exercising in our neighborhood GGNRA areas. Please detach the 
attached form, fold it, tape it closed. place a stamp on it, and mail it 
before March 12, 2002. Please make copies and send to your friends 
and family. Thank you! 

Being a city and county just 7 miles square, San Francisco has a serious 
shortage of space to exercise dogs and as we all know, most single and multi­
family homes have very small garden areas. San Francisco has approximately 100 
000 dogs as dearly loved and cared for pets. Dog owners need to concern 
themselves with exercising their p;ts and seeing to their well being. In the light of 
this, the area of land govei:,ned by .the GGNRA. is very relevant. 

The GGNRA has been svstematicallv. and un-democtatlcally. eliminating off 
leash areas for dog owners and now they cite anyone who Is found 
exercising their dogs off leash on GGNRA controlled orooerties. This seems 
rather bizarre to those of us who live near, and use, these GGNRA lands as the 
climate here means that these ar~as are used by very few people. On a usual foggy 
day you will know that these areas are almost deserted of peoole. The huge expanse 
of Ocean Beach for example is primarily utilized by fishermen, surfers Cand used to 
be used by dog owners exercising their pets>. Those walking, running and cycling 
prefer the paved path on the north side of the Great Highway than on the sandy 
beach on the south side of the road. It stands to reason. 

As you know, Labradors and Retrievers are some of the most pooular Pets because 
their nature andtemperament are so ideally suited to families with children as well 
as the elderly. like many other breeds, the Labrador and Retriever love swimming 
and fetching balls a~d sticks thrown into the water or along the beach, or any open 
space for that matter. These dogs are no different from small dogs in terms of their 
needs for exercise and socialization with other animals. The GGNRA controlled areas 

GGNRA012762
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~~:L .... 4-.., The GGNRA, through its no-off-leash policy therefore expects dog owners to provide 

~·:·'..j:·;·:i'_f·~.:.~.~·t· a~~qu~te ;er~~~ f~ ;~~~~d~~~~;h~s~~eepi~g t~~ ~~e~rl~ash. r:~~:~ct~~~~im 
~ jn the ocean with their dogs on leash. or walk a goodtcoup e of mfles each day with 

their dogs on leash. They are therefore saying to the tax paying residents of the San 
Francisco Bay Area that either we are fit enough to do the above, or else we must 
just not have dogs! One assumes that the members of the GGNRA advisory and 
superintendents boards do not own dogs, and if they do, they do not believe in 
tending to its needs of being well exercised. Their actions seem to speak volumes in 
terms of their lack of a democratic sense of caring for the needs of tens of thousands 

• 

,. 
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of people in our society. · 

Please cony our nubile renresentatiyes on your views. as they are the ones 
who are ultimately answerable to us come election day ... 
Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi - sf.nancy@mail.house.gov 
Senator Diane Feinstein - senator@feinstein.senate.gov 
Senator Barbara Boxer - use her web form http:l/boxer.senate.gov/contact/webform.html 
California State Congressman Kevin Shelley - kevin.shelley@asm.ca.gov 
Supervisor Jake_McGoldrick (district 1) - jake mcgoldrick@ci.sf.ca.us 
Supervisor Gavin_Newsom (district 2) - gavln newsom@cl.sf.ca.us 
Mayor Willie Brown - damayor@ci.sf.ca.us · 

Please support us as we ask for our tax dollars to include use of GGNRA 
property for off-leash dog exercise so that · 

1. The elderly who enjoy the companionship of their dogs don't have to 
take up jogging In order to properly exercise them. 

2. Those of us who have health problems (back problems, l:leart 
problems, knee problems, asthmatic problems etc etc) also aren't 
forced to take up jogging, distance walking or swimming with our .. 
dogs. . 

3. Those of us who believe in the Soare The Air environmental 
protection camnaiqn will not have to put our pets in the car and 
DRIVE 'them· to an area where we can off leash exercise them -
because the nearby land ideally suited to it has been unilaterally 
declare.d off limits to ,us. 

\ 
Web sites to visit for more information on this issue: 
GGNRA WatchDog - http://fortfunstonforum.com 
San Francisco Dog Owners Group - htto:l/www.sfdog.org 
California Dog Owners Group - htto:l/www.caldog.org 

Remember - the deadline for the ANPR input is March 12, 2002. 
Send letters to: 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

GGNRA012763
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Date: -------

(city.) . (state) (zip) 

1 Please d ·b · · · · . escn e how often and where you visft the GGNRA Wh the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this hag changed . th at are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are ~ . /2 _ . over e years, describe why. · 

J Vts/lc::RtS3'[ f1cf.:Z>= 'M6.S1.D1-o or-<§, A fpR/ foNSfoA/' 
-::C. ~/:/ LJ1 '1 .f:;<£Rc15£ tn<f J)a9<S ~ · m '(.Se! F' _/ S'o~ ft /h §! , 
1 IR.410 IYJCj f!).be/r£ocE V~<o-~rnfftrnE J-::f<Js I 

2
. r;:!!;fKP'Vt=:R.._ Jo uJ!lTC!I 19 GloA1.oas .;:so.ose,,-r-- . 

. . descnbe_whether off-leash rei'creation is a social outlet fo . . ·. . . . 
with fnends? Have ) ,,u made new friends thrqugh this activity? r you. ~ you bnng your fnends and family along or m~t up 

fJt I <?f- ·1;1E 4he;.v£ · 
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March 8, 2002 

Superintendent GGNRA 
Attention ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123. 

Dear Superintendent: 

RE(~;s:i vEO 

M.~R 11 zoo?. 

I am writing to support the regulation that dogs m~ be kept on a leash in the GGNRA. 

Last weekend, I attended a dog birthday party at the Presidio. My group1offriends brought 6 off-leash 
dogs to the park that poo'd and pee'd all over the beach along with another 50 off-leash dogs during a 
one-hour period. I was slimed by one off-leash dog. Another pee'd on my beach bag. I watched a third 
off-leash dog, a pit bull, attack another dog. They destroyed the peace and tranquility of the beach. 

I would like to tell dog owners one thing: I do not want yoiir dog to come close to me. What this means 
is that I do not want your dog to sniff me. I do not want your dog to lick me. I do not want your dog to 
rub against me. I do not want to feel like your dog is about to do any of these things. 

If dog owners could guarantee this, I would be willing to consider supporting them in allowing off leash 
dogs on parkland. As you can tel~ I have many friends with dogs and I love my friends and somehow, I 
also love their dogs too. But, I cannot support them in this off-leash thing because I know, they cannot 
guarantee that their dog will not come into contact with me. Basically, they cannot guarantee that their 
dog will not act like a dog. · 

lfwe face facts about dogs, we cannot allow a leash-free dog policy. Dogs chase things, naturally. 
They defecate and mark their territory, naturally. They are pack animals and so they Sil!ell you to see if 
you are with them, naturally. They are herd animals, so they run after you, naturally. They are hunters 
of birds and rodents, naturally. Dog owners cannot take these natural tendencies away. On the 
contrary, they want their dogs to he free to be dogs in the Parks. This is exactly what we cannot allow. 
But we can compromise, and give tliem some, set aside, isolated and enclosed space, where the dogs can 
freely act like dogs. · 

\ 

I don't buy the argument that they pay taxes they should be free to use the parks as they need. All of us 
live with rules to preserve the common space. None of us have freedom to harm the common space. 
Please remember your first political science class and the history of the "commons" in England. Please, 
do not let history repeat itself., Protect our common open space . 

. _ ___.....,-

Thank you for your consideration of this letter . 
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Annette Billingsley 

2821 Pine Street 
San Francisco, California 94115 

March 5, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

DearANPR: 

M.l\H 112002 

I am responding to the public comment perio<l regarding Pet Management in the GGNRA. My comments 
reflect my experience as a dog owner who uses Crissy Field on a daily basis. I am very commited to the 
idea that the GGNRA is distinct from many parks in the National Park System by virtue of the fact that it is 
an URBAN PARK. Tiris was stated as such in the intro<luction of your Advanced Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking. Based on the fact that this is an Urban Park surrounded by a large population base should 
suggest that different standards apply. Equating the GGNRA ,particularly Crissy Field and Fort Fungston, 
to Yellowstone National Park is silly. 

I understand that there are many different users enjoying the benefits of the GGNRA and particularly 
Crissy Field. I would like to propose a simple compromise between the dog owner's and the non-dog 
owner's. Most dog owners need to exercise their dogs early in the morning and it is vexy important that 
dogs be allowed to run off leash to play, to exert energy, and to learn healthy socialization skills with other 
dogs. Otherwise we are going to have a city of aggressive dogs if they are constantly kept on leash. If 
dogs are leashed it will significantly change the social fabric of these wonderful areas where people for 
years have been developing friendships through interaction with their dogs. Personally I have made 
numerous friends at the beach by having the opportunity to chat in a relaxed manner with other dog owners 
on a daily basis. I am sure you have seep how people congregate together around their respective dogs and 
talk. It is a community that would be destroyed by reqQ.iring dogs to be on leash. 

Why not have a perio<l from 6 am to 9 am for dogs off -leash and then again in the evening from 6-8 PM. 
These are the critical times when people need to exercise their dogs. That will leave the vast majority of 
the day for people who would like to avoid dogs off leash. Tiris area has always allowed dogs under voice 
control to be off leash and promises were made that if Crissy Field was improved that this would stay the 
same. But the time has come for compromise, and I think this is a solution everyone could support. I 
know this does not address the environmental issues, but again I go back to the fact that this is an URBAN 
AREA and people and dogs need (within reason) to be able to access these areas. 

I would also suggest that people that do not pick up after their dogs and have dogs that exhibit aggressive 
behavior be fined Do not punish responsible dog owners but punish those who are not. In closing I can 
only tell you that without this off leash benefit my enjoyment of San Francisco would greatly diminish and 
I know this is deeply felt by many many people. 

Please seek a compromise that would satisfy the majority of people. Thank you. 

LL · 
Annette Billingsley ~ 
18 Year Resident of San Francis:C CJ 
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382 Dorado Way 
South San Francisco, Califq~a 94080 

March 4, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Sirs: 

'l RE(:E:rVEO 

M.~R 112002 

I have been walking my dogs at Fort Funston for the last 16 years. Recently it 
has been getting more crowded due to many areas being cloSed to off leash do.gs, 
creating a funnel effect. However as 99% of the dog walker8 are very responsible the 
area has stayed clean. Indeed a number of people go down to the beach regularly to pick 
up debris that has washed up from passing fishing boats. 

The attitude of the National Park Service during the last couple of years towards 
off leash dogs is rather disturbing. I believe they are taking the wrong approach fo~ a 
ntiihber of reasons: 

1. As far as native plants are concerned, this was, before the building of the fort, 
an area of sai:id dunes, according to old photographs of the area. To bring in 
"native plants" and claim that the National Park Service is restoring the area is 
nonsense. 

2. I understand the Audabon. Society has become very involved so that the bank 
swallow habitat will be preserved. There are miles of coast and I doubt that the 
bank swallow will miss what is less than one mile of coastline. And have you 
ever been to Fort Funston a-fid seen the numbers of people enjoying the area? I 
would be prepared to bet that members of the Audabon Society who are writing 
in seldom, if ever, go there. Also, it is my understanding that since the 
National Park Service took out large quantities of the ice plant the bank 
swallows have largely stopped nesting there. 

3. It is important to remember that this is not a wilderness area such as 
Yellowstone or Yosemite Park. It is a well used park in an urban area and 
therefore should be judged by other criteria. 

I will not go into the fact that this land was given to the GGNRA on the 
condition that it should be used for the purposes it had been used for historically. My 
knowledge of the background is sketchy and limited. But I do think that as a park in an 
urban area consideration should be given to the taxpayers who get the most use out of it. 

I do hope that common sense will prevail. 

Very truly yours, 

Patricia S. Caket 
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PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS 

RE: FORT FUNSTON 

Please let the people run the dogs at Fort Funston. 

;' ,• 

. '\. 

IRECS;rvEtJ 

M.~H 112002 

We are there quite often and the dogs never bite anyone, the park is very clean of litter and people with 
children are safe there too. 

Everybody is friendly and happy and so are the dogs·. 

The dogs don't bother the birds, etc. 

Where can people who take care of a group of dogs take them on a City Street? We can't even cross the 
streets ourselves these days, how can you with a dog or two. 

I suppose after you take the dogs off you will take the people off too and build something on those grounds. 

You should be out there to see how happy those animals are. Those stuck in t!reir backyard never even get 
to communicate with another dog. 

We travel 25 miles to get there about once a week, and our two labs are barking as soon as we get a few 
miles from the Fort. They love it there and so do we. 

• Please reconsider keeping it open. 

, . 

• 

If money is an issue charge a small fee for people bringing the dogs in. 25 cents, 50 cents etc. 

The Ferguson Family, Mary'L., Julia and Paul 
2700 Monterey St. 
San Mateo, CA. 94403 .. 
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March 8, 2002 

GG National Recreation Area 
Attn:ANPR 
Fort Mason, Bldg. 201 
SF, CA 94123 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

RECEnfEO 

MAR 112002 

I am writing because I feel very strongly that my right to be able to walk my dog off leash at Crissy Field 
be preserved. It is important to me not only for my enjoyment ~ut also for my dog's well being. I am a 
responsible dog owner that cleans after my dog and ensures that my dog is not harmful to the 
environment or to my fellow citizens. · 

I have enjoyed Crissy Field since I moved to the city in 1988. It is where I go to relax and reduce stress 
after a long day at work. Playing with my dog and watching my dog playing with other dogs is a 
significant part of my ritual. Crissy Field is what I consider to be one of the primary benefits that I 
receive from my local and property tax dollars. 

I was supportive of the decision to ban smoking in public places because :the activity is directly harmful 
to others. If I thought that my ability to walk my dog off leash was in any w.ay directly harmful to others, 
then I would support such a decision, but I do not think that this is even remotely the case. I am al&o 
pleased that my fellow dog owners are also responsible. Waste is cleaned up and the dogs that enjoy 
Crissy Field are highly socialized and a delight 

I am a voter. I have voted in every election (except this March 5111 for personai reasons) and my vote 
will take into consideration those that support the measure to ban off leash walking in Crissy Field. 

Sincerely, 

Sophia Kabler 
97 Sixth Avenue 
SF, CA 94118 

GGNRA012770



)ear Superintendent O'Neill: 341s-01- u; 
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I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments~&'ttc&nfiRHtng off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. 

as.as information a,oout me tha~ may be relevant to this issue. ~.iiPrnii~W~Pi:~"; 'E, .a::rrr: 
Na • [o)l:0w-1CQ, .. ~~ · . , (tiptionat )Je:~ Sex MC)Ethnicity___! 
Address: (o CJ 2 . ~~~ .SF: C fr-__ _:l_L(-;.._/_l-6=----

(street) (city) (state) (zip) 

1 · Please ct;.scribe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main a · ;~ies or req1sons for visiting? What are 
the beneal~s toy~ of you,' visit{s)? If this h$n=r ~ y~ts, describe v.it·· ··¥' 

t::'of':Y t-un0f on or _p w~'j. w~~ ; -€-o r 6(-f- leaJ, 
Jc,) fl~ ~ vJ ·.tM .. ;,_,'~. ·'1o+- ~ fvfp'{ i--- - " 
\. .. r ~ 0 \ .\ . ~1 f t\ '- J1 1. ' _f _ r _1-
\rt-. vQ.£1 1M\br' .. ,:.~·i,·t·;r/.:f,. :·· . .,,.:?00a.JU·~Ofl _. +o ·~Olc.7\ 

. ~-~~~~,h<'·. ...~- ~· :-le&l.?Ln. wi1-~~o~- 1&;, fl.t.. p~. 
2. P~ea~ descnbe whether off-leash ~on' is?~~ .. .. ..e,.L .·. ou. Do you bnng your friends and family f:IOf19 er m~t up 

with fnends? Have yov made new friendi'thrbogti'ttits activity?•. ··'.';; .. 

1e,,,.1
1 

u/g__ ~.('_ ;_ v.J-ole. ~ COM-WWn11~ + -f.&,Qo.J 

c9.o~ -Ov..Nifs wVo WfL. ~ ccl-- R-. N1'4on. 

~~~ 
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February 25, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco.CA 94123 

To Whom It May Concern: 

REt~ElVEO 

M.~R 112002 

Re: Pet Management in Golden Gate National Recreation Area - KEEP THE STATUS QUO 

I am writing to urge you to retain the 23+-year status qt.Jo r~garding unleashed dogs under 
"voice control" in the Golden Gate National Recreation Atea ("GGNRA"). As citizens and 
members of the local community, we are very dependent on the space available ~t Crissy 
Field, Poµ Funston and Ocean Beach, Baker, Rodeo and Muir beaches, Wolf Ridge and 
Oakwood y ':llley Road and Alta A venue for exercise and recreation of urban dogs. The "voice 
control'' policy has worked so well that there has been no need to change it for 23 years. And 
for over 20 years the National Park Service ("NPS") did: not raise an issue with the publicly 
proclaimed "voice control", thereby tacitly endorsing the existing policy. It is clear that there 
is no need to change this policy today. 

In the Federal Register dated January 11, "increased conflict" is cited as a primary reason to 
review and possibly change the current policy. A March 2000 lawsuit is cited where users of 
Fort Funston claimed that park regulations were not followed in closing 10 acres of Funston. 
Citing "increased conflict" in this instance is completely inappropriate as the suit was entirely 
about proper procedure for closing an area of the park and did not involve any pet-related 
issue. 

The comments in the Federal Register•go on to cite a dog mauling incident that has nothing to 
do with the GGNRA. As you may be aware, the owners of the responsible dog had illegally 
trained the dog to fight other animals. Furthermore, the dog that mauled the 32-year-old 
woman was on a leash at the time, so the proposed leash regulation would not have prevented 
such an incident if it had occurred in the GGNRA. It is clear that the dog mauling incident 
was included only to incite readers and create fear over an event that has nothing to do with 
"voice controlled" dogs. 

The Federal Register goes on to say that certain people have expressed concern about being 
knocked over or attacked by dogs. In my experience at Crissy Field and Fort Funston I have 
not encountered issues with adults or children being knocked over or attacked. The NPS's 
comments in the Federal Register also fail to mention that there are designated areas in Crissy 
field where dogs must be on leash, so people worried about children or off-leash dogs have 
space where the dogs are only allowed on leash. In addition, the NPS has failed to put up 
signage with<'directions to the leashed pet areas for those who want to avoid dogs under "voice 
control" . 

Thankfully, the Federal Register does identify the need for dogs to be able to exercise, 
socialize and gain the natural outlets and physiological and psychological well-being 
associated with off-leash recreation and socialization. In fact, our veterinarian has made it 
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clear that our dogs' health is dependent on substantial exercise. Therefore our dog needs open 
space where it can run and play with other dogs off leash. In addition, this recreational release 
of energy reduces the probability that pent up dogs will bite humans or cause other 
disturbances in the GGNRA and in the local community. Finally, dog socialization and 
recreation cannot readily take place on a leash. 

I am a supporter of the appropriate and constructive use of our urban National Park facilities. 
When you recently reduced the space available for dogs at Crissy Field, I respected your 
decision and have restricted my activities to the space still available. However eliminating the 
unleashed space is not a reasonable measure. . · 

Proposal A "Enforce existing regulation/dogs on leash and on trail" is a COMPLETELY 
UN ACCEPT ABLE action on the part of the NPS in GGNRA, especially after having 
explicitly allowed "voice control" of dogs on the GGNRA for over 20 years. I support 
keeping the status quo. Within the status quo, I support ticketing those whose dogs cannot be 
voice controlled, are violent or stray into restricted areas. I also support greater signage, maps 
and directions so that those who want to avoid "voice control" dogs cati go to those areas of 
the GGNRA where dogs are not allowed. Under Proposal B, there is mention of increased 
budgets for such things as "removal of pet excrement". However the current system works 
well as dog owners do clean up after their dogs and there is not an issue with pet excrement 
under the current policies and budget. 

In conclusion, as a tax paying, voting citizen and resident of the local community I urge you 
to maintain the existing "voice control" space for unleashed dogs in the GGNRA. I welcome 
the opportunity to express my opinions further should you wish to contact me. However I 
expect the National Park Service and GGNRA Advisors to uphold the long-standing 
precedent of allowing dogs off leash in the GGNRA. 

Sincerely, • 

(}~OdavJJ-
'-t':ephine Adorno · 

31-63 42n Street 
Astoria, NY 11103 
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Superintendent 
GGNRA Attention ANPR 
Fort Mason, 
Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Superintendent 

.. 
\, 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 

I jumped at the opportunity to offer my opinion on off-leash dogs at Golden Gate 
National Recreation Areas. You see, I'm a first time dog-owner at fifty. Before my 
marriage I didn't think it was fair for me to have a dog and leave him/her alone all day. 
Now that I have a mate I was able to have a dog and I a~quired Pepper, a 20-pound cock­
a-poo three years ago. She has been the joy of my life (well second to my husband ;-) 

One of my favorite things to do is visit my niece who· lives in San Francisco and we go 
with our dogs to Fort Funston or Ocean Beach. I can't describe for you the pleasure I 

· derive :from watching my little black rag muffin of a dog and hc:.r sleek golden "cousin" 
run in giant circles on the beach. Not having had children I can get some sense of what it 
must feel like to watch one's babies walk untethered ih a safe environment with their first 
:friend. It is glorious . 

I was devastated to read that this joy would be curtailed for me and thousands of other ~ 
dog owners. While I well understand and respect the fact that Point Reyes and Mount 
Diablo are now off limits to me (because I choose to spend my :free time with my dog) I 
greatly appreciate the fact that there are still some wonderful places where I can go with 
my puppy. .. 
Thank you for reading my lette~d taking the wishes of all park users into 
consideration. I too believe we can work it out. 

Sincerely, 

Dolores Apto~n ~~ 31qI2})D 2_ 
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Dear Si:cs, 

Mar. 1, · 2002 RECErvEt..> 

M.~H 112002 
r--~qJ·-rt'r".!l'lf. P,1'"4° QITTf • di!"!.:11\~' l !:l~!J_.:!~ ! t.l I (' •'"• 

You will not find me at your public protest meetings 
concerning dog rights .. vs. human/ public parks. Dog owners 
want all the rest of us to be responsible for their pets • 
We must pay for the pick-up/condition of our parks? We 
must.all wear armour, or worse, stay home so they can cavort 
at will, anywhere they please wit~ no responsability?? I 
don't think so~ 

Listening t·o people yell at mmeet:i.ngs· ?? ! know- you 
• 

are not deaf j~st because you are not yelling back. Can 
you not avoid these debacles ? Why listen to them rant? 

I am a ~enior who has been mistreated long enough, & 
no longer go to GGNRA parks or beaches. 

I have been bitten for my sandwitch, my cane, my . 
scarf ( !), pissed on, watched squirrels & birds murdered, 
had fried chicken- the whole bag- dragged off to " Yay, 
good dog SPARKY ~ ! LUNCH GOOD DOG " .•• & on & on ••• 

SUGGESTIONS 
1. If you ca..~not afford to keep the peace, its simple. 

2. 

3. 

BAN DOGS ALTO GETHER • As you already know, asking for 
.~og handlers cooperation is fruitless. Ownersjhandlers 
are as unruly as their 'pets•. Rules? ha ha watcha 
gonna do about it?? huh? 

A GATED,. FENCED AREA JUST FOR PEOPLE. NO DOGS. period 

Announc~ments: DOGS FOJ~ ~N THIS AREA.WILL BE SHOT. 

That ought to do it. 
4. Maybe, allow dogs on beachs where ther~ is no swimming. 

I am disgusted with dog-doo under foot where I am swim 
ming, ar1d under blanket, and heing accosted by un­
ruly animals leaping all over all of us, including my 
small grandchildren. ~ 

THANK YOU for 
difficult problems. 

510 - 652-4526 

your efforts in dealing with these 

~-\') 6(£~_--\~~h ~s. '~~ 
Dolores Bishop \ 
377 63 rd. St. 
0 akle.nd, Ca 

94618 

GGNRA012775



:>ear Superintendent O'Neill: 347Cl -C>\- I A RECE! \fEj13'ate: l}jarti1.a Cj 12oo·i 

MJ\R 112002 
I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA, 

- as~o;:~~~t~ ?;~ ~ relevant t6 ~is issue. ClWlM;:~~::~ ::~[>S- Sex@ F Ethn~lly~ 
Address: 0 5V f (-e.¥\ + ( ~ <; ~?»'\ S1l11 rrw CA °It///() 

(street) (city) (state) (zip) 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are 
the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed_ over the years, describe why. d _ 
.f V\~lf for* (uVlt;-{G1n ~·t> u~~1'.f ~ DC£~ t,,J,'fii JM'/ tJ'J • . ...1--~ 
have Jone. ·-11ic5 5;VI u he, was a fvf Py 4 Yeo.rs .-o.i0

· We {~.I.I~ -

pv~e,,v- of vt-atur-e-, ?Jr1tJ fu. et~Cx ~ . _1' /111y ~a~ h-a s ~ rOWi'7 I f1 

i wovi ci,e{fv; , .fYt'.eo/tJ ly, tw1d StJ c 10 I pe '-
2· Please describe whether Qff-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meEltt up 

with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? 

J: do (+- -for my ~(J~ more ihah me. h"J y cl PJ )~ee(Js 
n1e ol·f-,·ve -·tJ4,..., d Wa lfhy'. ~ :r- hav-e n1e +- 111o-rt/ 
neW petJfte.~ ~ 

f, 

, • you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specific 
recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for 

iutu'Of"•7::r5e, ;+ ~ ApfrtJfrt'afe, P-eoflej.an1W1;;iJ 
(-e, \·t>·f(O VJ sh t"'p 5 re lM ,. V\ d us o/ ot} r co· //J h ·f? c. f-, I 0 /// 

·lo Na ftJ r ..e. · 
.:r u s ·-t- F n.-rorce +vie. L AW s '/o u 

4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 

I- WdUIJ ~u-f'-fer \gre4f/y /11y b27cJc. wovld 
Vi urt 'iWl J /fh f el t1 d w ou 1J be- <;;ad 1 "Je ad 1h j 
fo behat1t'oFaJ frdb&ms. .. 

5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or we;uld you feel safer without their presence? 

. r fee I ~CJ Fe J :r 0 ~'VJ ed <I Ca f-e /, A .f.e-w 
fl5i.rorWI4h11no I S'1~ns +o Vlot-i-d"~ pRopt-e e>bo.d 

do q . '7-ehel l'i!rJ( ·wouJJJ b.a n 1~ -

Signe!: '[0£4~~-==-== 
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\\"HY THERE SHOULD BE on·-tEASH AREAS IN THE GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
•Off-leash areas are essential to the wcll-bl.'.:ing llf dogs. R~gular off- •As an urban park. the GGNRA is different from most national park~. 
cash exercise bums off pt!nt-up energy, but Ids e11ntidence. improves Urban parks are not pristine wilderness preserves. Tht!y ..ire ~uppo~ed 
u c.log's social skills and helps prevent aggn:ssion. Con•crsely, limit- to provide a variety of recreational opportunitil!s for the ..:ommunity . 
.•. , g play rcsul~s in under-sociali~e<l. undc1-c.\crciscd, under-stim- •The GGNRA claims it must comply with a ~atiunal Park Service 
· dogs and often leads to behavior probkms. rule that prohibits off-leash dogs. But there are exceptions to rhc off-
• Orf-leash dog walking was an intended actiYity when the City of leash ban in more than 40 national parks, where hunting dugs are 
San Francisco gave its beaches and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA. allowed to run free. 

• In 1979 the GGl'RA Citizen's Advisory Commission implemented 
a Per P0licy allowing people to walk off-leash dl)gs in certain arl!as 
ofrhe park. The GG>iRA should abide hy that policy. 

•There is room in lhe GGNRA to protect sensitive habitat and still 
provide space for off-leash dogs. Traditional off-leash areas account 
for 0.5 percent of the 75,000 acres in the park. 

• When San Francisco gave GGNRA lands 10 the \ational Park 
Service. the city was assured that traditional recreational uses, 
including off·l\?ash dog walking, would be continued. The Park 
Sl!rvice should honor its commitment co maintain the broad range of 
recreational use that is appropriate in an urban park. 

• With proper management, the GG::-.;RA can accommodate wildlife 
and human activity. Bicycling. hiking, hang-gliding, Jog walking and 
other pursuits can co-exi!it with birds and plants. 

• Off-leash recreation is an under-served need. The State of 
California recently recognized that fact with plans to test an 0ff-leash 
area at Candlestick State Recreation Area in San Francisco. 

• 

• 

·---·····-···-- --··-···. ·-·······-· ..... ···---- . --· --·- ... ·- ··-·--·· -- . 

The San t<'rancisco SPCA 
2500 16th Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103-4213 

REl-'";Et v·ED 

M.~R 11 200?. 

I/We support the above statement by the San Francisco SPCA that there should be designated 
off-leash dog areas in the GGNRA in San Francisco. We ask the National Park Service to 
make an exception to the unfair off-leash ban, to keep open areas for off-leash dog walking 
and recreation, and to abide by the original Pet Policy which was created when the city of San 
Francisco gave the GGNRA this land. 

Name(s) k.e...c. is 0 c,.1 g 

Address Jfo/( lJt Uc /.t. lJ~~ 

r~1f> 111-t~ C!-1 ct,'\~ 

• Signature(s)__,~""'""'~ ..... ts-<,..;::,~.,_...2=~=~L;::f---=----­
Comments: 

·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

7 

Name(s) ./L \.\~V\.~ \\A..G'-L -C:. Signature(s) ~~ \..}.ro~ 
Address L\:O-ll.o\.i:i1llL..i. :J Comments: Tuf ~ ()._ ~ ,};ti~)~~-
{)~ t\l~, CJ\ <i'i~\Jl,o T\A.h-V\ ~.QL Mtv ~~~~)1\r; Y\,L 

Name(s) tJ{ea. #. r4 '7 .Jlt:ii!lSE" Signature(s) &;ta Pf- thHt-.N1%?e 

Address £F-:5 UPJl/~sue.. J..~11-1e, Comments: /)/QU u ~ ~ ttl-trJ<.L/ 
'f'4/p" ;t;lo, ctl ff:JtJf 

Name(s) B-/ sc/ r{a A. Z1 v', e:S" 

Address S55 A ra...•zlja ck.co • 
7-t:-ID A lied 9t.f36(o 
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Due to re-coding of petitions, the following main code 
numbers are not assigned to a comment: 

• 3481 
• 3482 
• 3483 
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March 7, 2002 

GGNRA 
ATIN: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

DearGGNRA: 

_:.:~ ... -· 
. -'·c. : . 

STEPHEN 
SHEPHERD 
MART IN 

·~~-
PSYCHOTHERAPY RECErVECJ 

MAR 112002 

I am writing to urge GGNRA to support a non- restrictive off- leash dog policy. 
Current plans by the GGNRA to close Chrissy Field and Fort Funston to off-leash dog 
recreation may be well intentioned but are ill-conceived and very harmful to a 
substantial group of citizens. who are the primary users of these urban parks. 

My partner and I have been a users of Chrissy Field and Fort Funston for over 7 years 
as part of our recreational activities and care of our dogs. Current plans to end the 
long-standing program which allows dogs off leash under voice control is a bad 
public policy. It criminalizes a large group of good, tax paying citizens from all 
walks of lifes and interferes with our enjoyment of our public open spaces. It is an 
unprovoked attack on an entire sub-community of citizens and their dogs. Why now? 
For what reasons? The use of these areas has been nearly problem free for decades. 

While it is not clear to me the reasons for the recommended changes, I have heard 
many environmental concerns which do not have any science behind them. 
Arguments in support of the Snc»vy Plovers, native plants, etc. disregard other 
mitigating factors such as air quality, urban sprawl, people etc. To suggest that dogs 
running off-leash tips the ecological balance to such a degree that it poses a threat to 
our parks is simplistic and utterly disregards the rights of those responsible citizens 
who are the major users of these areas. Really it is absurd. These are urban parks! 

Don't criminalize us and our pets~ Support are right to use these parks in a 
responsible matter. l 

Sincerely, 
1 

~Marin 
9 Roosevelt Way 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

1l" 415.864.6358 
9 ROOSEVELT WAY 
SAN FRANCISCO 
CALIFORNIA 94114 
MFCC LIC. NO. MI6455 
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---·----·-------Dear superintendent O~N~··:-

I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA, as 
well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

Name: W) 1 l, d YV\ C- \:\ 'J \- \.- n e. \t (optional:. Age: .~ ~ Sex: (M F Ethnicity: W ) 
.Address: 5'4 ~·A\/<... Qp.JcS S \ 5AIJ t="RAlJClJC..a CA 9lf.//O .. JJo~ 

.. (street) (city) (state) (zip) ~ 

1. Please describe how often and where you visitJhe GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are the 
1• benefits to you of your visit{s)? If this has changed over the years, describetwhy. 

i v \ ~' \, G- G- N 'fZ A ( ~\ , -G-u YI s ~) a\- \<-> ~ ... .---i 2- cia.y a_ w~I <::.. ~ ' 
Uu.5l~ J.~ ~~ .w~~ ~ J~. ~ ~\c_ .. ~~ (Yv\~ 
/\!l w~ ' ~av \J ,J, \ , ii\ trl fsvc 'fY' ;-\.. en l (i d J Sc. h ;, u '¥\ -l LI 

fV-JAt oJ .~ alv~ ~~-·.-0-f,t- ~o~~J. laQso b\~t- -r~ \Vvi-
.Q_:x. CQJ\.. S"' ~ \av Y'1\ ~ 6 '- <:> ~j_ ~ ~ '· ~t- \:,\ G<'.l ~ ~ WL9. 

2. Please describe whether dff-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring Your friends and family along or meet up 
with friends?, Have you made new frierds through this activity? . . . . ~ ~ (\ 

_L ~v<- \rN_t ~ ~~ 
1 

cluCUA ~ ~a ~ . ~ ~ o.y -

l cit <...u 0 ~ v' r, \ CN" .r l ~ -l· \-..Lt.Ms, rn q . \ N \ r, \ (\'Y-.(" 

Q0.9- CU!-1" i \,, 11 -Jl._ ~ a>J-J tL,_ ~ ~ fJVAJo J', G , ~ 
· o_ ~_Q <> ~ \ lN &Q)·T ti~J~e_,' c0 ~ µ . .x: CJl_J\ s-~" 

3. Do you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specific 
recommendations for ways the Park Service·can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for futun 

• get.Tionik G-'-IV_RA iC ~GYI~ oh,oy\ ,fl_ "~"' d' do_-~ 
c\u~ .. ~~Q. 0_ c:._0 .. J t '$u f [~ \- o... q e:i 9.., .LvG..A d_g__ ~ ~a_. (J _ 
~oh~ \\, -l.Jy\_J lU\Sl. C 6 \ Y' -~ \ , Cifr.-.U-- '. I~ U:b ~ Lu o-A ~ w o u \ d 
bi ~w lo\ a__ Af'c..lo'i) \\~QJY"'-J.!L ~~ \&~~ b~ ~~ 
d c.i. r ol..AJ v-Q/\ ~ ~ u 

4. What ~ould be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? \ 

--:PA""""' ys., "'-9_<>--Q_-u, ~ QM--.-c,\, ~~ ~GA-~ ~\ JYv-. J t 
{N~v\ ~ ~ ~ ~-\: __. d OJ-U }\__, ; 

~ 
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·---·-··--.-.··. --·-

Dear Superintendent O'Neill: oate: -~J~r=11-ft-'-lo''""-...... --· ___ _ 
I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA, as 
well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. . 

411•me: . ~~ 'Cf\o<k..- · (optional: Age:::5:± Sex: M@Ethniclty: ) 

. ddress: IClL~:f§..(s~'eo A:v-e '=?\\~ (~~) ~J~ 
1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are the 

benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. · 

R-\-~~~~~~~~k~ 
~-a~.~ \ 'tk Q,(:)\.l~P>a ' . . 

2. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up 
with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? 

cl,o~ q-- ~ ~ 6D~ ~ ~ &.Du 1~ ~-
~ \'.-il 1., °"" oM.- ~Cl _ 'Vo13> ~~r _ . . 
C ,vi_IN.. ~ ~ ~ UM>. ~. ~ "' "-'--~ ~6>rrt~ J~t.,_V 
°'-+-w"'~~L ~_:) 't}~ . 

3. Do you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specific 
recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for futurE 

• generations~~ lw..,t,._ ~ ~ ~S'.LJ +,, 6 GN'""'-A-- . 

~s CM.L- '-"""~~ •n._.,.,Joe;v.. 't)i.c..._ )tLwul..;.3, a,,.Jl ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~t..o"-{_ ~ CWV'--~ ~ ~~ ::---~ vJ.lc~ ~ ~­

'6tt_. ~- ~J) o---.~h_ ~ u%1'\--- -~\Jo~~·. 

4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 

~ '"'°ovl'° ~~") ·~ ~ ~ ~ \ ~ 
~~ .\. 

5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presepce?. 

~ ,_,,, ~ - ~ ~ ~ k ,.,,+· vu1/-vn<.<<i.""-<._ 

RE(;EJVEO 

~-~~---~------~--~---~----~:-u-!-=-=-:-m-~-~-=~~~:~ Date: .$-j+ / O<. .. 
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-----~~----------- .... ----~·- ··--····------·-- -- ···--·-·-- ------~---------·--------

\ 
• March 6, 2002 

•• 

, . 

• 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Attention: ANPR 

Fort Mason, Building 201 

San Francisco, CA 94123 

Re: Pet Management in GGNRA 

. '-

RECEIVED 

M.~R 112002 

I believe that the current rules, that require pets in the P.ark to be on-leash, reflects a 

reasonable position. For those of us who have had the experience of being attacked by an 

off-leash dog because we were carrying a small animal in our arms, it is a must A small 

vocal user group ·should not be given preferential treat:rnent over those of us who walk 

our dogs on leash or carry them. 

In summary, I believe that the current guidelines are reasonable and the GGNRA should 

retain the authority to make change as necessary to protect the wildlife within their 

jurisdiction . 

460Aspen Way 

Los Altos, CA 94024 
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3490 .. of- IA 

GGNRA 
Attn: ANPR 
Fort MAson, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

----------··----· 

RECEIVED 

Ml~R 112002 

2430 Francisco Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
March 8, 2002 

I oppose off-leash recreation :inthe GGNRA. As a frequent walker in the GGNRA, I have 
often been approached and sniffed at by off-leash dogs. This is. intimidating and 
frightening. What's more, the dog owners are often far away and they do not seem to care. 

Dog owners have no sense of proportion when it comes to their dogs. Dog owners are 
like proud parents beaming with pride over the antics of their children. Dog owners 
do not realize how unpleasant it is to be strolling in the park and to be approached 
by a strange, often large, dog. 

Dogs can get sufficient exercise even if they are leashed. The peace of mind and 
safety of walkers is more important than the freedom of the dogs. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

\, 
\ 

Very truly yours, 

,1;;~,£, 
Barbara Sprung ~ 

GGNRA012786
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Suzanne V aradi 
71 Dolores Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 9411 O 

ANPR Committee 
GGNRA 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear ANPR Committee, 

3'¥tf .. o(- IA 

March 8, 2002 

• 
I am writing you on behalf of my puppy, Kylie. Kylie was found in August of 2001 on 
the streets of Potrero Hill with her six littermates. At that time Kylie was roughly four 
weeks old, extremely frightened, malnourished and orp4aned. She had no idea of what it 
was like to have a responsible role owner that would provide her food, shelter, training, 
and stimulating activities. She did not know what a beach was, she did not know what a 
leash was, she did not know what obedience was. What she did know was how to be a 
dog and basic survival skills. 

Kylie is now almost eight months old. Kylie is a graduate of two Puppy obedience 
classes. Kylie lives in the home of a San Francisco property tax payer who returned to 
this fine city because she longed to be in a culturally diverse environment with the ocean _ 
at her feet. She dreamed of walks on the beach with a dog. 

I visit Crissy Fields at least two times a week with Kylie. I do not live near this 
recreation area, Kylie and I make special trips there, and it is a special time for us. Kylie 
whines with anticipation as soon as she smells the ocean air. When Kylie exits the car on 
leash it takes all my strength to c6htain her energy, to have her sit and wait for her 
command to "go play." 

For Kylie, "go play" means she is free! She is allowed to have her fun. She runs up to 
the ocean and jumps in the waves, she retrieves tennis balls, and digs holes in the sand 
that lead to treasures only she knows about. Kylie frolics with her playmates Shadow, 
Gunner, Fiona, Kona, and Rylie to name a few. We socialize with other owners, we meet 
visitors from far away places and neighbors that also make this journey to the beach on 
the weekends. When we leave the beach we are covered in the salty remains 9f a good 
time and sand crusted under our nails and in our hair. 

If this privilege is taken away from Kylie the quality of life she has come to know 
will diminish! We will have no place that is safe from the streets she was left to at 
birth to "go play". The socialization skill that we have trained for will be lost. We 

will have to travel to new cities to find a place where we can be free! 

.....___ 
Suzanne V aradi 

GGNRA012787
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill, 

RECE!V'EO 

MAR 112002 February 22, 2002 

I support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). There is 
a large population of dog lovers in the Bay Area These are tax-paying citizens who support the 
National Park Service and request only to enjoy a small portion of this land with their beloved 
pets. I respect the actions of the Park Service to set aside key pieces of land for bird habitats and 
plant rejeuvenation but there is enough room for humans and dogs to enjoy this area alongside 
these conservation efforts, since off-leash dog ~alking is available in only 0.5% ofits 75,000 
acres of land. Even those who do not have pets can appreciate setting aside land where dogs can 
get adequate exercise and socialization with other dogs in order to be happy and healthy 
members of the Bay Area community. These off-leash locations are family friendly, attracting 
people of all ages who want to enjoy the day with their entire family, including the family dog. 
In addition, these locations encourage an atmosphere of community where people feel safe 
visiting at all!'fl.ours of the day. 

Off-leash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when San Francisco gave its beaches 
and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA and when the GGNRA was established to maintain "needed 
recreational open space necessary for urban environment and planning."(16 USC 460bb). The 
1979 GGNRA Pet Policy upheld this activity by creating a special provision allowing off-leash 
recreation. It is now time for the National Park Service to recognize the will of the people and 
create a Section 7 special rule for off-leash recreation in the GGGNRA. Please act now! Thank 
you. 

Additional Comments: 

Please Print: 

I 

\· 
l 

• 

,/ ~ -
Name: L@1 I\) ~.!>fJA.J (optional: Age: 30 Sex: ~F Ethnicity: _\,I\/ ___ ) 
Address: ;7;. S- J) \I "7j£\D§e 0 ~ ~IVV Cft °tt/1:?3 

(Street) (City) (State) (Zip) 

GGNRA012788



Dear Supenntenu~m. O'Neiii. · · 
. } 

I support the corttinuanre of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate"Natiohal Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following_,ii~ m~ 
comments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 1 

Name: /!e-iP- \A \ P\"0s<;~1 (optional: Age:_li Sex M (fathnicity__J 

•
: Ze:o9> ~.er\\o~a--. s]> 5 P ~ 4<-il? \ 

(street) (city) (state) (zip) 
1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are 

the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why . 

. -") ~~ ~~ d;-~';~ ~ Jo\ wl\:~k_c~ ~ ..QJC~CL\( 
~ o~.,t~ &-o--~. Pwl-'? <-1-n(/f/JJW ~· ~ <i.07, 

\ ~ ~+ t==ul'S~ ~ Jxj./Y\.~~ . . / . 
2. Tri!! Park Service has stated that chil&en, the elderly, racial and cultural minoritieS, and people with disabilities may avoid 

areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give personal examples where the opposite is true - that these groups seek off-leash 
areas for their recreation? Do YRU feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? If so, pl~ explain~-+- ~ i cf'\-0~ ~ \ s ~ c,v•o...\ \:. (~ ·'~ ()..A. <J11 ~ cJ.f'<!Q..._-~ 
~ vJ~\\. ~~\ ~ov ~Af ~s. M.; ~~sK. oJ''<- /V\.~o.._~tl><Q._ 
~ ~ l ~, J -·~' -U. A+ . ~;~N.A ..e_(J.u'lu rd'-C t~ \ ~ r 

~ f W' ~ ~vi~ s\Q- ~r( o-.SC:.C a..r e.fl..."/ ~<; l 0 b I~ tJ s ttro4-! /t 7cz _p_ 
oJ\\tJfo-.\ jV\tf\.Of'l~ kVO~~ ~rT o..1\ oJ-:~ °'-bOtte ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ 

3. Please describe whether off-leash recreation Ps t'-sdci~1et for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or m~~.S · 
with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? What vvould be the impact on your life if there were no longer 

l ~ff-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 1 • J_\ \ ~. k ;\- "S d "- ~ 
l • tJ0 \\s !'©~ o..... .Soc\""-\ bu\ .e..i-, \ ~~~ I -Tk.+s 

doq • j'.) cxys, ~ JL)<t..Q.J.(.l l..>' ~y -\-o N) f\ I 

fi'Q..._~. w~ -\-u ~a oA ~~. • • ,'.' 

4. Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recrsatkln has been a primary usage of some areas now within the GGNRA. Do you 
think that continuing to make off-leash ~reation available. in these areas is a good use of this recreation area? Do you have 

s~/~~o~as;::~rG~i::t~ ~e~s :::jo:1f' e\~~~ \µ-e_~ ~ 
1- ~"'-+- v.s.R._ I bf recf'~'&A \~Q°'· Doll\.\. NLJUJ llXJWCc~ 
(}... 1 da.u f JLc "'2_ ~ ov\ ~ pATk:.s /.QS.c; d-4€h. _ -L' 

~ ~ ~ \fl..J"-b 'j°V c.oV\~ rv{o.._\:__q_ DV'--\'-J f..,-t-
~ c . ~ • ;:ft 'lect.s h.. ~s fot- JJ/<JY"f. ~ - o ~ !.... 
~ ~ ~o-~ t~W- . +:,, ~ t_~'Nt t\c~ 2J Uo.<a • 

5. San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing activities, including off­
leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to renege on this part of its agreement with 

San Francisco? A fl::, S O [__ U\E-J- '/ /\) 6 \. -< . 

• RECEtvEO 

~ fUP:::~l:.~~~r.E Date 
3 \~ ()<__ 

GGNRA012789



RE4'.;r.EJVED3 /Co I 0 '.:2_ 

MAR 112002 I 

- \ "Uf" .. :·rt:1•:rrn ... ,,... grnrr. 
J).ea,y rJ ur-/" kriV D N .Lt //; " •.. "'; ,,,,_.,; ' '''··' 

J. don'! .4J vrpJ>o' J- ~ oJ<J- ~t..._, A..e_cttJLa.5/--t-e-ri lA-
:::.-- . . \ 

1'k utiNRA. . TILL rfoUc;>tAJ1Y13 Cf.-1'VJ..J -<lo~(_~. 

(9 Y'l 'f'hf2_ V1_.-0 ~ ~ rYJ 'J ~ crrtcJL ._.ILrl.d-o y-YV\_cd-~ . 

trttrn~ : Son) C< Uh , .... c., 

,4w12'i?Ss : ./tb o .tr 1 s-f A- t,A..12.--
1 

s F- CA ? If 12 J 
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r Superintendent O'Neill: ms. 0 l - (A . . " Date: --=2~/ la-I-'/ 0;....;;1-____ _ 

I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing dff-leash recreation in the GGNRA, 

Ill as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

= KAteN tE-RLttJ (optional: Age: L{'[; Sex f1 (j) Ethnicity~ . 

~A q<./tl't 
(state) (zip) . 

Address: .2JfJ Dou.GLAS) 51 a. r. 
(street) (city) 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit th.e GGNRA. What are your·m~in activities or reasons for visiting? What are 
the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. 

::( visitFO-rth,.,"'sb a.\maSt<WV\lvf~, ~.CliS>( Fi-eJ..J F-~~~ 
o.. fY\~ -l-o w&. w1+k rA .. 1 J.o~. F~'FLt.M'S~ .' $ fu ~ .t°{~ r V'l.. ~ _ · 

~ ~Jo~ C.o.M. ~ ~ c:rf.f-l~ .e.JX~ ~ rn~>..VV\ ~ ~s . 
l:j~f-~w~·-:~~~5<>{14b~I~rt1Vj~cM\rJ'VAeJIJ,lM 

2. Please~~ whether off-leash recreation is ~r;o'.let for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or m~t up 

'"~~oi;cac1e;~tCU9~t11~87.::s~ ·,~ ~ ~ .s:uc4o-«tld'. n 
~ yy\Q,. !- . ~ p ~-to ~cJJr_) iwJL ~ rr-d-~ 
~) ~~- . . . . 
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 
~-0(- \~ 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 

•
support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNMOPLlffl11!q~gH~m!!!lY 
omments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. . 

Name: f<J1'c1'tl\. (9jf (printed) 

Address: q 3 f1n,th(~ A-Ive CA ~~Of~ 
(street) (state) (zip) 

\ . ~ . ~ ~ r,Vl'L( 

r~ 
.\ f~~ \ffl~ ~ 
~··(Av'r au~ ~~ 

\ ~ ~ ,w-1\.QJ ( ~ ) 

~r ~~~ t~ 

• 
Here are some ideas for your letter: 

• M • 

• What parts of the GGNRA do you .visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted? 

• Tue Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. can you give personal examples where the opposite is 
true - that these groups seek off-leash areas for their recreation? ' . . 

• Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? 

• Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up with friends? Have you made new friends 
through this activity? What woufd be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreatiOl 
in the GGNRA? 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within th 
GGNRA. Do you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas 
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA' can make off-
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? n 

• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 
.• activities, including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed tc 

reneg~o this part of its agreement with San Frnncisco? 

Signed: ~ Date 0Jslou-.- (optional:Age:33 Sex M~thnidty_Mjt~ 
Version 2.0 V 4 

GGNRA012792



-------·-·-· ... .,, ..... . 

.,,superintendentO'Nem: -~ f::;1
-

0
'.- 'flr oa1e: M~<f~ 

I\" To . 4 /.~ S-(, I 'f-J $"S- r1t~R 11 2002 
~ off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. 
•• as inform tion ~bout me that may be relev~nt to·this issue. f.UPEHir~TE~~HffS OIT:f.E 

. ame: I · ~ (optional: Age:$_ Sex M {f}thnicitf-14:) 

~re~:__:;.Z,~~~-1.-~~-=~~=-~.....t:Q..~.;_LJ,~~~~-=~--+--1-1-"""-"C-1-~---
. . 

Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are 
.the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the yea;,;~be ~Y· hla. . ~· · 

!hY-li.-- ~, Olff8 we.. 8'f!r. o.-~a, _o... - -~ • 
5

1
'nt!L -~ +irVt1 ~ 'hn_.-U---R.__ v;~,t-e_d VJA.b..~ G/.J~ 

Q/\..LJ.V_J ~ ~ ~0..A- ~ /--e_± ~~ rU/IA- 'I-- {-:J~ b\J ~ 
o~ Jci~. er -

Please describe whether off-leash recreation Is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or m~t up 
with friends? Have Y<!U made new friends through this activity? 

/))(l_ (~ ~- (,)_, ~· ~ 9-tu__ @J!t ~ 
U)~ I d- i5 ~u.) ~ ~r~ a_<:Ji' V> 17J. ~ _ 
cl.© rV\Q_J::t 0~ ~ ltw <>1-- ~ o ~ ~ 
offB- ~ ~. L+ f5'CJYVL. Jeri ~ ~ 

I
• '1-tJ r40 · U9t_ ~ 1'c>vt et.bu.Jc ltv.l/\Qf iJt\ ~Vi (-1---~V1.G:.:o~ CJ 

. Do you believe(lthat off-leasti recreation.ls a_eeropriate for portions of the GgNRA? Why? Please make specific l 
recommenclat~ons for ways the Park Service can accommodat~ and ex~and this activity while preserving these areas for 
future generations. t/'Jr£)1J \ \" r. • -L._, ·. v1 n A • i~ - YI. ,;"l, A 11 ..., ~ ::r:;- civ ~~ V\ )l'... ~ -ef>...iJV\. {Lt_.~IC/lA. I ~ . \.A../~v 

\'b ,,~~V\-+ . .:=c ~~ ~ 118 ~ ~ ~ 
\$ ~ ~ ~6 15 ~ 66MU

1 
hvJ:_- ~clJ ~ 

~s s+i l{ ~r AMA- -/6Y-oct..J~ -fc) ~4./J-e ~ 
-~ 0,- ~;J· h.Ll~ovd:~""1i, :i~Y\.~~~~I 

·- What woul_d be the im~ 9n your JW if there~ no longer off~eash -rll1i'l" in the GGNRA? ~ (~ 
LUL U)l:;,~ ~ ~ ~ l/lJtJ TULL ~ ~ ~ 
cJA",\J-Q... -to ~. W/A-~ ()~'~ ~ o"'0J ~ 
~~ Vl{o}<ce__ fD{uJ'iCY'J/l, rJllO- - _ W@l'l ~ 

I r;ut. ~ ~ ~o>{ ~~~~ _ott-· - ~· 
·UJ~ 0\fiA- ~~'-l "+'+k'~Y\\Jl~~~ l'L~~ ~ ~ 

>. Do you feel safer with the presen~of~-lea~ dogs~ would you feel safer witlibut their p~~? ~ ~ 
ii._-PeJJl GJ~ \0 ~Vvl cj8-~ ~ . . Y/A-ID~t; ~.a , wr~ I 
9>J ~ CJ ~ 'HAJ-~ 6D 1f . ().9-o__, o&J.__}..... ~ U . 
~ °'--"--'--"" ~ f '.'.:> NJ>-(;-- ~ ~ - ~ µHOW 'f-1,u__ -~ 

~ 'igned: ~c) { d c Date 3 fcfJoz_ 
~'\ )fflJ ~ 7€ r'lflr"1io.v.9t_ l{t.Lt~TTorl~, if1trl: Ari ,foif.I t>tA-:Y.....J 1 ,1uU....b;rHr"2..0( 1 f5-1~~.:i,s...w, 'll/IZ.3 
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill, 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 February 22, 2002 

"· i~rn ·-,1TE"'1m:Ar,p ... omr>r ~.t.t'i.:n1r, 1wm:l\n <t ;M.c 

I support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). There is 
a large population of dog lovers in the Bay Area. These are tax-paying citizens who support the 
National Park Service and request only to enjoy a small portion of this land with their beloved 
pets. I r~spect the actions of the Park Service to set aside key pieces of land for bird habitats and 
plant rejeuvenation but there is enough room for humans and dogs to enjoy this area alongside 
these conservation efforts, since off-leash dog walking is available in only 0.5% of its 75,000 
acres of land. Even those who do not have pets· can appreciate setting aside land where dogs can 
get adequate exercise and socialization with other dogs in order to be •'fi.appy and healthy 
members of the Bay Area community. These off-leash locations are family friendly, attracting 
people of all ages who want to enjoy the day with their entire family, including the family dog. 

· In addition, thes~ locations encourage an atmosphere of community where people feel safe 
visiting at all hours of the day. 

Off-leash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when San Francisco gave its beaches 
and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA and when the GGNRA was established to maintain "needed 
recreational open space necessary for urban environment and planning."(16 USC 460bb). The 
1979 GGNRA Pet Policy upheld this activity by creating a special provision allowing off-leash 
recreation. It is now time for the National Park Service to recognize the will of the people and 
create a Section 7 special rule for off-leash recreation in the GGGNRA. Please act now! Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 

~~2?~~ 

Additional Comments: 

ar~::t;_ f c:4 .~~~a- ~ Mcu~.y 

/.e'!;j e-rre-aftcJ'/7 

Please Print: 
E.l 

Name: ..A/Jclr.ea- dddz e (or{ optional: Age: g__ Sex: M Othnicity: ___ ) 
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Dear Superintendent 0 'Neill, 

RECEl"ED 

MAR 112.002 

rn?rniNTENDHlT'S O:tiCE 

February 22, 2002 

I support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). There is 
a large population of dog lovers in the Bay Area. These are tax-paying citizens who support the 
National Park Service and request only to enjoy a small portion of this land with their beloved 
pets. I respect the actions of the Park Service to set aside key pieces of land for bird habitats and 
plant rejeuvenation but there is enough room for humans and dogs to enjoy this area alongside 
these conservation efforts, since off-leash dog walking is available in only 0.5% of its 75,000 
acres of land. Even those who do not have pets ·can appreciate setting aside land where dogs can 
get adequate exercise and socialization with other dogs in order to be happy and healthy 
members of the Bay Area community. These off-leash locations are family friendly, attracting 
people of all ages who want to enjoy the day with their entire family, including the family dog. 
In addition, these locations encourage an atmosphere of community where people feel safe 
visiting at all'hours of the day. 

Off-leash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when San Francisco gave its beaches 
and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA and when the GGNRA was established to maintain "needed 
recreational open space necessary for urban environment and planning."(16 USC 460bb). The 
1979 GGNRA Pet Policy upheld this activity by creating a special provision allowing off-leash 
recreation. It is now time for the National Park Service to recognize the will of the.people and 
create a Section 7 special rule for off-leash recreation in the GGGNRA. Please act now! Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 

.. .. 

Please Print: 

Name: JfJAJ~ /J_ 
~ I 

(optional: Age: z;;_ Sex:@f Ethnicity: {;h4l5( ) 

Address: / 33o l/ft- Ave {AA li<t1-.,.{ll(o lA 99rl 2 
(Street) (City) (State) (Zip) 

-----· ... __ . __ ., __ 
. '•. . .. 
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3500 ... oa. ... (A 
March 7, 2002 
Linda Wilford 
435 Dewey Blvd. 

REt-:EnVED 

MAR 112002 
San Francisco, CA 941 tl?t'tHirJTi:f11nr;Y1~··c· nr:r•nr, 

•~IL.ti: ILllJ1 ~t~~[; 

Superintendent, GGNRA 
Attn: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 

\ 

RE: In support of off-leash 
recreation in GGNRA 

I am writing to request that off-leash dog walking be made a legal activity in the areas of 
the GGNRA that have traditionally been off-leash areas.· These are a very small part of 
the GGNRA, and there will still be sufficient space for other park uses. I appreciate that 
there are lots of fire roads and trails in the Bay Area where dogs can co-exist with other 
users on leash. However, there are also some wonderful areas that dogs and people can 
enjoy t~geth~r off-leash. 

Dogs are. wond~ifttl.~o~paiµons i~ the home,' and in sh¥ing:rec;~~tlo~it a~tlvities su~h 
as dog agility a~d hlking, but tli~y need off-l~ash exercise and play to maintain .physical -
fitnes~ and happine.ss., When ~e.peQple of ,.the ~an F':'Wcfsc~ Bay region gave our 
beaches and.~luffs to the GGNRA, we were givfog away our best dog recreation areas, 
b.ut we did so because we were promised by the Federal Governinent that this unique 
urban park would continue to provide for these recreational needs of the surrounding 
community. Also, since we gave away so much of our open space, we no longer have 
sufficient off-leash areas within the city of San Francisco . .. 
Beaches meet a special need for off-leash dog use because they are the largest open space 
available, with plenty of room to spread out for activities. The bea~b.es and bluffs are also 
the best areas to take dogs right after or even during rain, since they don't get muddy. 
Sometimes there are beached animals such as seals, but I've observed that dog owne~ 
warn each other when there is such an animal on the beach, and we leash our dogs to go 
by. Rangers should be notified as soon as possible of such an animal, but maybe signs 
could be .kept available so beach users could put them in place immediately. Ft. 
Funston's beach is away from roads, and there is a wide bluff for when the tide is high or 
the surf rough; therefore it is an ideal area for an off-leash dog use area. Crissy Field is 
across to"'n, and has access for dogs to swim in the bay, and should also have off-leash 
areas. Sc:>me p~ople can,'t ~alk far, but can get to Ocean Beach, ~o I would hope that at 
least some of. Oc~ Be~ch ~.an be availat?le to qff-le~h dogs., . . · · · . . . . 

I un4erstand t:Jiat not everyone ~ants to be ne~ d~g~: ~d I., thlnk.the~~ ·sh~~ld. b~ areas 
available for.such pe~ple. However, ·there are other pe.opie who don't have dogs, but like 
to be around them. For example, I recently overheard a young girl walking at Ft. Funston 
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say that she'd enjoyed seeing the dogs play at the beach, but she was sorry she hadn't 
seen her favorites, Rottweilers and Bernese Mountain Dogs. Another time I heard a man 
say he brought a family with a little girl who was afraid of dogs to Ft. Funston because he 
wanted to help her learn to enjoy dogs in a setting with well socialized dogs. Since it's 
been questioned whether dogs deter people from minority cultures, I'll note that this was 
an African -American family. Yet another time a woman stopped me from calling back 
my dog, and said that she'd like her toddler to have a chance to play with my dog. My 
favorite example from my almost 30 years of enjoying Ft. Funston is when my Lab 
arrived at the beach from Sloat, and started running and jumping for joy. A woman near 
me said something to the effect that my dog .was the definition of being alive. I think the 
energy and joy of the dogs lets us live some of it vicariously, and maybe that's part of 
why dogs help people relax and feel better. If the people who don't want to be near dogs 
really must have a chance to experience every wonderful area in the GGNRA without 
dogs, and Ft. Funston is certainly stunning, maybe the first Sunday of every month could 
be a no dogs allowed day. · 

I understand that the park service is concerned about the safety of park users, but off­
leash dog activity should still require close supervision of the dogs by their owners, such 
as is described by the term, "voice control." Areas that permit off-leash dog use usually 
post rules for dog owner responsibilities. I think areas such as Fort Funston have shown 
that they attract well socialized dogs and owners, and that visitors are much safer from 
dog bites there than in some communities, since in some areas dogs aren't properly 
supervised. I also think the presence of people with dogs· deters attacks with guns and 
knives, and rapes, because of the community spirit of the people and their numbers, and 
because the dogs may detect anyone hiding in the bushes. 

I believe that the park service can preserve the GGNRA for the future while adhering to 
the enabling legislation, which recognized that the GGNRA is a new type of urban park, 
and that the continuing recreation n~ds of Bay Area users are to be recognized and 
provided for. Certainly dogs have an impact, but so do any users. For example, trails and 
fire roads need to be maintained for hikers, bikers and horseback riders. I believe the 
solution for off-leash activity is management, such as by rotating areas out of use for 
regrowth or replanting. Moreover, people who enjoy activities in parks actually 
contribute a lot to the parks' wellbeing. We learn to value the parks by getting off the 
roads, and then we donate monetar' support to parks, and also vote for taxes to support 
the parks and environment. For example, I used to contribute to the GGNRA support 
association, and would again if I didn't feel excluded, just as I currently contribute to the 
Pt. Reyes National Seashore Association, and many other conservation groups. I've also 
worked on trail maintenance on Mt. Tam, and would like to volunteer in the GGNRA too, 
if in at least some areas plants were chosen to accommodate high usage areas. 

Sincerely yours, 

t!i~,d~-e 

2 GGNRA012797
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~f-· Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 
3G"O\- ol-1 A RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 
~upport off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA)rnm\l!MJ~'Af1:1~ 
WJnments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. .· 

Name: \J'Fhv&eo \I'flltc (printed) 

Address: -~M~~...u'll~f?ft:~&f~-· -___ 0)~,-4-.£--L,-~M>;f-f-· -~f,_,_,'ft~'/(,£.-) __ _ 
(street) (cltYJ (state) (zip) 

t1'1.i<J- cR-*- ~ ow~ . w/,,,o 1-' ""~ ~ ~ 
- () , ~ 

h - ~ ~ G ~ -N ~;,,__,.JL (<Q.c 
~ -,., _. \[\l>,.1-I-- (J' Ul ~ 

(}J ~ ~· l)..V'-f_ re >1"0'11,1w-(_, cJ~ . \'' l ..t rd-
{ eJi c-r J;r uJ)__, ,j ~ ~ {)'O 62o.:O. ~ rJ II 

v-o \I\< ~ ~~~~ 
k711Y\ 'i>1---. ul.\. v--L.. ~ k °' .ljlr-1k ~ L.;ll'-Vt.J- h.e {"L.e._ 

\)JllJ, ~ ~'QPi"I , ~ V\~~ 11\.'\,~l)'-'°L- ;i:k.,~ LJ~ 
~;-p_ l-0 <Jy_)c"<M-+-~ I /L,,.,1.J.- MlG \-v he_ tJ • 

u.r<-vv- ot"'Vi~~ Oc), Po~ ()v( .A . .J...-~ ~ _ J?owt·.J-
Here are some ideas for your letter: Oo ~s-kc.~. K"\QM. c}.J! ~ V\CA.' ,a-.fr~ .JA~.I\ ~ 

+-zt.1 <tl. ~ M\ d"\L... o ~ ~ ~ 1 ~v I . 
• What parts of the GGNRA do you visit'l'IO'Q for on-1easr¥recreation? WJ1at parts would you LlKE to visi? 

• The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. can you give personal examples where the opposite is 
true - that these groups seek off-leash areas for recreation? 

• How important to you is the social aspect of off-leash recreation? For example, do you bring out-of-town 
visitors with you or meet up with friends on your walks? What would be the impact on your life if there 
were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? · 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the 
GGNRA. Do you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is 
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off­
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding .that existing 
activities, including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to 

• renege on this part of its agreement with San Francisco? ' _ 

Signed: .AJJ ~ Date S-<"'61..-- {optiOnal:Age: )/ Sex/J F Ethnicity_~ 
Vaslon 2.0 l / <!JI GGNRA012798
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1198 Hyde Street 
San Francisco, CA 

94109-3909 
U.S.A. 

T:.' -~-6445 
F: 2-6446 

l{WW.jamesmclane.net 

James Mclane & Associates 

March 8, 2002 

Superintendent, GGNRA 
Attention ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 20 I 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Subject: Regulations of Pets in GGNRA 

Dear Superintendent and NPS Staff, 

3So~-ol-1Pr 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 

I have been a resident of San Francisco and frequent user of the GGNRA since 1983. In my 
career as an architect, I have worked on NPS projects in several western region parks. 

Please uphold the NPS's regulations requiring restraints on pets in the park lands. My 
opinion is that the GGNRA is no place for recreational use by pet ·owners. The national 
parks' primary objectives should be upheld. As I understand them, they are to preserve the 
natural resources while promoting sustainable uses by people, as well as providing 
educational information to the public about the natural or cultural history of the resource:: . 

While it is important that the GGNRA makes an effort to serve the community's range of 
interests, reasonable limits must be established and upheld. Limiting pet use by requiring 
leashes is entirely reasonable, given the variety of other people with various interests who 
use the park. The NPS is under no obligation to provide optimal recreational space for 
every small special interest group in the community. The GGNRA is a unique resource. It 
is a thin slice of a coastal (and adj~cent to a dense metropolitan center. I fear that, if the 
GGNRA adopts special rules regarding pet use, that the environment will be degraded, and 
that a precedent will be established for other special interest groups to make additional, 
selfish demands. 

Free roami~g pets disturb wilctkfe, damage vegetation, defile the environment, and pose a 
hazard to other park users. I cannot express strongly enough, how disturbing it is to 
encounter the leavings of an irresponsible pet owner who treats a park as a pet latrine. 

Please resist the political pressure to give in to single-purpose issue groups and uphold the 
true mission of the National Park Service. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
James McLane 

GGNRA012799
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
ATIN: ANPR; Fort Mason 
Building 201 
San Francisco CA 94123 

March 7, 2002 

Dear Sir 

RE(;E1 vECJ 

MAR 112002 

I am writing to request that off-leash dog walking continue at Crissy Field and elsewhere 
in Golden Gate National Recreation Area. ·I have tWo dogs that truly need an area for off­
lease walking and Crissy Field is a beautiful place that is near~nw home and area that 
both the dogs and I enjoy. I have seen first hand that Crissy Field is a place for all to 
enjoy and cohabitate including off-lease dogs. There is no reason why all of us may not 
have the continued use of Crissy Field and in fact other areas of GGNRA including off­
leash recreation and still respect the rights of a wide variety of park users, including 
recognizing and protecting the important natural resources of this area. There is room for 
us all. 

Please save Crissy Field and GGNRA for off-lease dog walking. 

Sincerely 

1702 Vallejo Street 
San Francisco CA 94123 

• 

GGNRA012800



,. 

----·~-·~"' --F\ 
·-·. ....7". 

RECEIV'EfJ 
Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 

• What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now?. Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted? 
lb &e1' '"=Fv NS 1 o t-.l • 

• lhe Park service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give personal examples where the opposite is 
true - that these groups seek off-leash areas for their recreation? 

• Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? V6'5 / f 
• Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up "ith friends? Have you made new friends · 

through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation 
in the GGNRA? 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the 
GGNRA. Do you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is 
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA' can make off­
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? }..te-A..JG "111, l~Gi.S A-S le.~ -0.n.l.-.. 

•• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 

• 

activities, induding off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to .• 
renege on this part of its agreement with San Francisco? _ 

; 

~ioau'Y°'" ?try'(; -" Dale o/?k (~:Age:flSexM<fj~ ) 
1 

) 
,\ 

' 
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 
. . ...... 

REt';EJ VErJ 

MAR 112002 

&port off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRAJl}iffHtiWiYi~fa~nw 
~ments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

Name: J' tA.£1' L ~ 
Address: £0 flitHL- Sf· '1)7;' (}//:. 

(printed) 

9if'//o 
(street) (city) (state) (zip) 

~~·~ ,t~, ~,uh. f.PVL fouJ/f /;-f-F~ 
. OVL o., Cf rx,:fo b~ls. fV~ r'a fr, 'j;f 7!-.~ ~ f!,t...iot-.., 

-14,, JJ..wi., ' ~ tt.1~· ~ ~-"' d.~1tJ-1 _.J ~~ 
12j'~~ if. d fo/e- Uv~ ./fu----~ vu;!-~ #---~. 

, r/.-,, /. o-J rrfo'Af7 ~ a.---/ cfu ,,,_,_, ~ ~ . 
---o f if ~f ,J- J;vj ~- :[:'~ f{u..1-~~ ·. 

•s::--p i:Y ~ rvitu .~ ,fu.~ ~f;,'6 spi-fe. IJ../ 
:W- tvU.. f ~ s-fro ""- ft.-.- fra.·1 ~ th1N fl-Jie-n,, 

~ ~ rJru #-fl..-p~ , -/1.A-rr ckJ£ /;, !Uw, ~r f1---
Here are some ideas for your letter: ~ tAI"~ ~. 
• What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now .for off-leash recreation? What parts would you UKE to·visit? 

• The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. can you give personal examples where the opposite is 
true - that these groups seek off-leash areas for recreation? 

• How important to you is the social as~ of off-leash recreation? For example, do you bring out-of-town 
visitors with you or meet up with friends on your walks? What would be the impact on your life if there 
were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? . . . 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the 
GGNRA. Do you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is 
a good use of this recreatio!1 area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off­
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

• San Francisco trartsferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 
-ctivities, including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to 
~ene t ·s part of its agreement with San Francisco? . . 

Signed: Date ¥6h?., (optional: Age: __ Sex M F Ethnicity_) 

Version 2.0 
GGNRA012802
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Caitlin M. Long 
249 17th avenue 

San Francisco, Ca 94121 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
RE:ANPR 

Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, Ca 94123 

To whom it may concern: 

R 'ff.""' .,,....~li'\ti..#,mlfi'o c..C . .....,,u: v 1:.~t.J 

M.~R 112002 

I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed leash laws for dogs at Crissy Field 

and also to ask to National Park service to use compromise as a means to solving this 
highly controversial issue. 

I have been using Crissy Field ori an almost daily basis since moving to San Francisco 

in 1988. Crissy Field has provided me and my family a place to play run, ride bikes, 

windsurf and of course stroll along its majestic beaches with my now 1 O year old dog. 

After the renovation, there is no doubt, the beach became a place many more people 

wanted to enjoy It is now a far more popular family destination than it was in the past, 
and herein lays the present problem. Some areas of Crissy Field are too crowded -

making off-leash dogs an untenable element for many of its users . .. .. 
This however does not mean that all of Crissy field should ~ a leash only area! It only 

means that the GGNRA needs to rethink how to implement policies to please the 
greatest number of Crissy Field users. 

The most eastern beach, which is the most heavily used-especially with young children­

ought to be a leash only area. The middle and most western beaches, which get far less 
use, ought to be designated for off-leash voice controlled dog walking. This plan would 

allow the most amount of people access to this wonderful resource. 

Some time ago the GGNRA stopped allowing off-leash walking on the western most 

beach at Crissy field under the stipulation that the beach was a "designated wildlife 

area". This seems like a misguided approach to land use in an urban area because in 

essence it closed the beach to the people who enjoyed and used the beach the most 

-the dog walkers. That beach is now essentially deserted and still hardly teeming with 

GGNRA012804
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"wildlife". Why not reconsider this beach's designated use. Who does it serve to have 
this beach closed? 

Doesn't it make sense for Crissy_field to be used for wholesome recreation by San 
Francisco residents? Off-leash dogs are hardly the most pressirag and disruptive 

menace the National Park faces. Crissy Field is unique, it is an incredible open space 

that needs to be preserved and treated with respect. Yet the fact that it is part of a large 

metropolitan area can not and should not be ignored .. This is a place that is meant to be 
respectfully used by the most people as is possible -this should be the goal of the Park 

Service. Applying the standard leash laws of the National Park Service is an approach 
that lacks imagination would be an incredible wasteful. So please let's think hard and be 
bold and come up with some compromises. 

Sincerely, 

~A-k, L _/' 
Caitlin M. Long ,__....- '-'" Y 

.. 

GGNRA012805
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GGNRA 
Attn: ANPR 
Fort Mason 
Bldg 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Sirs, 

RE<;~;tvED 

MAR 112002 

March 6, 2002 

I've been using Crissy Field for jogging and dog walking since 1967, when I first moved 
to San Francisco. For much of that time the beach has seen little use, and received little care 
or attention. 

Since the Park Service took over the Presidio, the area has gotten more popular. But 
usage of the beach itself (the area between high and low tide) is still about 90% or more people 
with dogs. Only a few days a year (hot sunny weekends in Sept./Oct.) see people crowding to 
Crissy to ~:~lize the beach. Such is the nature of the weather in San Francisco. 

Usage of the promenade area is much more diverse - joggers, walkers, bikers, as well 
as dogs. And this usage has increased as a result of the improvements made under the Parks 
aegis. 

Restricting and/or prohibiting dogs access to the beach will not be fair to the dogs or 
their owners. Further, it will greatly decrease overall usage of the beach, and probably not do a 
thing to increase non-dog usage. 

As for beach wildlife - there was none in the years before the Park Service development, 
when the beach was ignored and underutilized. Now, if any wildlife does show up, the rangers 
quickly have it removed. 

Denying dogs access to Crissy Beach, Baker Beach, Ocean Beach, and Fort Funston 
Beach would restrict by over 85% the access dogs now have to off leash areas in San Francisco. 
Imagine what this would do to usage in the few remaining areas open to off leash dogs! 

These areas and beaches have been used by dogs and their owners thruout San 
Francisco's history, long before the Park Service took over administration. It is my understanding 
that most, if not all of these areas were ceded to the Park Service with the explicit proviso that 
they were to remain accessible to dogs and their owners. 

Being located in an urban a~ the Presidio and the rest of the GGNRA are unique 
within the Park Service. Therefore the Park Service rules should be unique as well. One size 
doesn't fit all. Rules appropriate to wilderness areas are not appropriate to urban ones. If the Park 
Service can't adapt to an urban setting, perhaps there shouldn't be an urban National Park. 

Sincerely, 

/~-~~ 
Pete Taylor c1' . 
275 Frederick St. 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
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Dear Superintendent 0 'Neill, 

I support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). There is 
a large population of dog lovers in the Bay Area. These are tax-paying citizens who support the 
National Park Service and request only to enjoy a small portion of this land with their beloved 
pets. I respect the actions of the Park Service to set aside key pieces of land for bird habitats and 
plant rejeuvenation but there is enough room for humans and dogs to enjoy this area alongside 
these conservation efforts, since off-leash dog walking is available in only 0.5% of its 75,000 
acres of land. Even those who do not have pets can appreciate setting aside land where dogs can 
get adequate exercise and socialization with other dogs in order to be happy and healthy 
members of the Bay Area community. These off-leash locations are family friendly, attracting 
people of all ages who want to enjoy the day with their entjre family, including the family dog. 
In addition, these locations encourage an atmosphere of community where people feel safe 
visiting at alt hours of the day. · 

Off-leash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when San Francisco gave its beaches 
and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA and when the GGNRA was established to maintain "needed 
recreational open space necessary for urban environment and planning. "(16 USC 460bb ). The 
1979 GGNRA Pet Policy upheld this activity by creating a special provision allowing off-leash 
recreation. It is now time for the National Park Service to recognize the will of the people and 
create a Section 7 special rule for off-leash recreation in the GGGNRA. Please act now! Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 

Additional Comments: 

Please Print: 
fl' 

" A \ \ J.~fl/ r.r 
Name: IV\~ \} f\f\.lAa-w•~ (optional:_ Age: __ Sex: M tfEthnicity: ) 

Address: ~ ~() 'f 'pa.-u?A,,LJt"V£..t./l S.t-" S ;:::= Oft- C/,.Lf l J.-3 
(Street) (City) (State) (Zip) 
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Elaine Lissner 
95 Corwin St:reet #3 

San Francisco, CA 94114 
(415) 920-9180 

fax (415) 920-9179 
LissnerE@aol .. com 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Atttention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

March 8, 2001 
.:P. 

Dear GGNRA Commissioners I National Park Service, 

. REt':EiVEO 

MAR 11 ZOOZ 

In your public meeting that I attended last year, you asked for specific, creative 
suggestions for compromise that could satisfy different groups of users of the Golden 
Gate National Recreation Area. Rather than taking sides, I would like to propose some 
ideas along those lines (mainly referring to Fort Funston) . 

1) First of all, the newly-fenced area should remain fenced off. I went in there right 
before it was closed (I had never been in before), and it's really dangerous! You' re 
walking along the sand and all of a sudden the cliff just disappears! I'm surprised 
someone hadn't already sued the GGNRA for allowing a public danger. 

2) It would be reasonable to fence the whole cliff side of the path from the parking lot. 
Perhaps just a low fence would bei.necessary to give people the idea, or one could put in 
a chicken-wired fence similar to in the newly-fenced areas. This would have two effects: 
1) leaving an area of untouched vegetation and 2) removing a public nuisance in the 
slight cliff danger. If it were the older-style fence with just bollards and two cords, the 
occasional lovebirds could still t*e their chances and ignore it if they were determined 
to sit on the bluffs. '\ 

3) I'm tempted to say it would also be reasonable to restrict dogs to the inland path 
from the parking lot, which is the one most dog-owners use anyway because of the cliff 
danger. This would leave the cliff-side path to the non-dog-owner visitors - the older 
people, or the people who just come out on holidays, who come for the scenery and 
often don't walk very far anyway. However, I have just realized a disadvantage to this 
plan: this seriously inconveniences a much larger group of park users, the ones who 
come with both a dog and a stroller. (Not being part of this group" I tend to forget 
about it, but when I think about it, I do see a lot of people with both a stroller and a 
dog!) The inland path isn't paved, so this would effectively cut off their access to Fort 
Funston. SQ, perhaps a good compromise would be to say that dogs must be on leash 
on that part of the path. 

GGNRA012809
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4) If you're serious about protecting the cliff birds,. your education efforts need to get 
much better. From what I understand,. ifs not really dogs and people running around 
on the bluffs who disturb the birds so much, ifs any disturbance to the cliff face. Yet 
there have been all sorts of clo~ures up top, while there are NO signs down below 
educating people to the real concern.. If I were a cliff-dweJ.llng bird, what would disturb . 
me most would be the young men in the throes of testosterbne poisoning who insist on 
seeing how far up the cliff they can climb from the beach (often making their dog go 
with them) while everybody down below bites their fingernails. I know ifs difficult to 
post signs on a constantly shifting beach, but you have to be able to do better than the 
current zero effort (at least some signs at the.entrance, for heaven's sake!). 

5) Regarding other wildlife and plant life up top: Yes,. I have a dog, and I can see that the 
dogs are tearing things up. That is why I like the idea of closing the cliff side of the 
path. That way at least some of the area can be undisturbed. 

However, I would be heartbroken to lose Fort Funston as a place to take my dog. Fort 
Funston is one of the main reasons I live in San Francisco. 

Whether it was "legal" or not,. a promise was made in 1979,. and you're going to have 
lots of upset and angry dog owners if that promise is broken. You will also find that 
many people will become law-breakers where they never were before, and a lot of 
money will be wasted on enforcement that could have been used elsewhere. Also, like 
it or not, dog owners are now the main users of the park. H you get rid of the dog 
owners, you will face~ whole new set of issues with safety and security. (I have seen 
this with my neighborhood park at 19th and Collingwood streets. Ever since the 
ballfield was closed to dogs last year, the homeless, camping, and needle takeover has 
been complete, and I don't even like passing through there in the daytime.) 

The point of this argument: I think it is definitely in the GGNRA' s interest to respect the 
promise that it made and work with dog owners to come up with creative solutions for 
making dogs workable in the aret.• ' 

6) My understanding is that hunting dogs are allowed off leash in several parts of the 
National Park System. So there should be a way to allow for off-leash dogs in the 
GGNRA. 

7) As you know, the dog-owner groups are quite well organized. If they are sure that 
the NPS and GGNRA are making a good-faith effort to work with them towards 
properly codifying the 1979 pet policy,. they will be a great resource towards making 
sure dogs are as low-impact as possible. Already,. there are the weekly cleanups (have 
you noticed how much cleaner Fort Funston and Crissy Field are than any non-dog 
area such as Ocean Beach?). There is also a watchdog ethic - I remember being scolded 
in no uncertain terms my first time at Fort Funston for letting my dog dig. This helps 
educate people - "weekend warrior'' dog owners may~ "Ifs such a big space, 
what harm could one dog digging in the sand do?" My father, visiting from out of 
town, expressed this same sentiment. But with experienced dog owners looking over 
on~s shoulder, one soon is informed that with hundreds of dogs a day, it does indeed 
make a difference. 
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I would like to see the dog owners' education formalized a bit. Rather than just a sign 
at the entrance saying ''Dogs on leash," there should be clearer, and realistic, 
instructions. If you've ever been to Tilden Park in the East Bay, you'll know what I'm 
talking about. The do's and 4on't's are explained along with the rationale behind them. 
If the dog owners' groups feel-like-!he NPS is working with them, I am sure they will be 
happy to formalize their informal education program, contributing to sign wording, 
handing out flyers, etc. 

This has gotten long, but hopefully my conyersational style has kept you reading, 
because I'd like to add just a couple more suggestions: 

8) Some of the professional dog-walkers are a problem. There is no way they can keep 
track of ten or fifteen dogs at a time. I've heard stories of dog-walkers who take more 
than a dozen dogs, and if one dog wanders off, they might not even notice! I'd never 
let my dog go with such a walker. My dog-walker doesn't take more than three at a 
time. 

I'd like to see a restriction: no more than three dogs off-leash per person at a time {like 
in the East Bay RPD). When I've taken my dog out with a conple of her friends, I've 
found that three is the most I can keep track of at one time. If a dog-walker wants to 
have more than three dogs, fine, I suppose, but they must keep some of them on leash 
at any time, or they must get an additional person to work with. them . 

Maybe I sound biased, and know these people are just trying to make a living, but even 
my dog-walker has complained about "factory" dog-walkers. She never used to take 
dogs to Fort Funston, becaus~ the time she went there it was around noon, and she said 
the mass dog-walking dogs acted like packs and were rather intimidating to her dogs. 
Luckily, that's just around noontime, but still, I think it should be scaled back. 

9) One of the rules I'd like to see on a "new, improved" entrance sign is "Dogs must be 
immediately leashed when hors4are in sight." I'd like to hear more from horse- ·. 
owners about what else we could do to help them. Weren't th.ere supposed to be some 
meetings about that? 

10) Finally, shifting attention to Crissy Field, I think dogs should be restricted on the 
beach closest to the parking lot (~e one most used by windsurfers, families, etc.), and 
allowed off-leash on the less-use'cl part of the beach that begins after you go over the 
footbridge and turn right. Who could possibly find fault with such a plan? On the far 
part of the beach, all the ecologically-sensitive areas already have the advantage of 
being fenced off to avoid human trampling anyway, so all that's left is surf and sand 
(along with beautiful views and sunsets, sure paradise for both dogs and their owners). 

I hope these suggestions help. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine Lissner 
San Francisco 

P. S. Re.l\.. u.\ r in~ "C a.n,'fle G-ooc{ C,iiz.~ /1 c~A-i..f\ c a.-f ioC"t 

\JC.o..sh U5e \'s a.Isa OJ) option. GGNRA012811
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March 7, 2002 

National Park Professional 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear National Park Professional, 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 

This letter is in response to the "Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Pet Management in Golden 
Gate National Recreation Area". I strongly support a final result that allows both preservation of 
endangered or threatened species and continued use of significant portions of Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area (GGNRA) for off-leash pet recreation. GGNRA is large area in a very highly populated 
urban district and has a history of off-leash recreation; there should be a way to accommodate both wild 
species and humans with domesticated animals in this urban setting. 

The US Code governing national parks and recreation areas states that the enabling statute and 
accompanying legislative history are the guiding principles for each park, and these cannot be overridden 
by the desire to govern all parks uniformly. The GGNRA statute has four provisions for recreational 
use, and there is a legislative history of off-leash recreational use. The result is a strong legal case for the 
continuation of off-leash use. 

The GGNRA is located in a very densely populated urban area. There is a societal trend to outlaw 
activities for everyone because a small minority do not act responsibly. In order to keep the freedom 
that. is often sited as a hallmark of our country we need to start enforcing rules and laws against antisocial 
behaviors rather than eliminating entire activities. The logical extension of outlawing activities because a 
few people act antisocially is to restrict all but the most benign activities. For example, boating would be 
eliminated because a few irresponsible yacht owners dump waste into waterways. Before banning 
activities because a few people misbehave, please ask yourself what life would be like if a favorite 
recreation was eliminated because of the abuse by a small minority. 

The very name of the GGNRA contair.s recreation. GGNRA was not chartered as a wildlife sanctuary. , 
There is sufficient land to protect threatened plant and animal species, and to allow people to enjoy 
themselves with their pets. We have an obligation to wild species ~d domesticated animals. GGNRA is 
one of the only remaining places in the Bay Area for dogs to get serious exercise. 

Thank you fo: considering my comments. I urge you to find a solution that. addresses the needs of the 
people as well as the wild and domesti~ated species that have used the GGNRA for the past 20 years. 

Sincerely, 

William J. Gignac 
1172 Ashcroft Way 
Sunnyvale, CA 94087 

GGNRA012812
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March 8, 2002 

JEAN MARIE HUBA 
1701 VALLEJO STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

I am writing in support of off-leash areas in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 

I have lived in San Francisco for the past 15 years and, while I do not own a dog (due to 
the rules of my apartment building), I am a huge dog lover. I :frequently visit parks in the 
city for the pleasure of visiting with dogs and watching them run and play. Unlike a 
suburban area where dogs have a backyard to run, "city" dogs have to rely on parks and 
beaches for their exercise. If they can't run there unleashed, where can they run? It not 
only benefits dogs have a health standpoint (emotionally and physically) to be able to run 
free and interact with other dogs, it also gives people like me immense pleasure to just to 
watch them. 

If feel strongly off-leash areas are extremely important to dogs, as well as their owners. I 
hope the GGNRA will make an expeption to the rule to the off-leash ban . 

• 

Sincerely, 

~Jla1,e~ 
Jean Marie Huba 

cc: SF SPCA 

.. 
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Dear Sirs, 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 

Dogs in Parks are not a good idea. i\Ji~TEM.Qf~;r·s OfflC£ 
owner should be totally responsible for their oun dogs . 
recreational needs, and not foist the job on all the 
rest of us ~: 

Dog invasion of our parks devistate gardens, wild 
creatures, bite without control; other dogs, human kids, 
seniors, anyone they want. 

Renegade owne:rs fos.ter renegad'e dogs. They poop 
i . ~ . 

anywhere. Yas, I've ~een both do it. Plants get dug up as 
quickly as the dogs do it. Who will control them ??? 

Maybe safe enclousures for Humans ?? n 

Dogs in their own yards. 
People in the parks. 

Brian Bishop 

377 - 63rd Street 
Oakland, CA 
94618-1257 
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382 Dorado Way 
South San Francisco, California 94080 

March 4, 2002 

~:.Gate National Recreation Area 
Attentron: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Sirs: 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 

DUPERli1JTENDEIDf'S omen 

I have been walking my dogs at Fort Funston for the last 16 years. Recently it 
has been getting more crowded due to many areas being closed to off leash dogs, 
creating a funnel effect. However as ·99% of the dog walkers are very responsible the 
area has stayed clean. Indeed a number of people go down to the beach regularly to pick 
up debris that has washed up from passing fishing boats. 

The attitude of the National Park Service during the last couple of years towards 
off leash dogs is rather disturbing. I believe they are taking the wrong approach for a 
number of reasons: 

1. As far as native plants are concerned; this was, before the building of the fort, 
an area of sand dunes, according to old photograp]Js of the area. To bring in 
"~tiallanfs" and claim that the National Park Service is restoring the area is 
norlsense. 

2. · I understand the Audabon Society has become very involved so that the bank 
swallow habitat will be preserved. There are miles of coast and I doubt that the 
bank swallow will miss what is less than one mile of coastline. And have you 
ever been to Fort Funston ().Ild seen the numbers of people enjoying the area? I 
wouldibe prepared to bet that members of the Audabon Society who are writing 
in seldom, if ever, go there. Also, it is my understanding that since the 
National Park Service took out large quantities of the ice plant the bank 
swallows have largely stopped nesting there. 

3. It is important to remember that this is not a wilderness area such as 
Yellowstone or Yosemite P~k. It is a well used park in an urban area and 
therefore should be judged 1\Y other criteria. 

I will not go into the fact that this land was given to the GGNRA on the 
condition that it should be used for the purposes it had been used for historically. My 
knowledge of the background is sketchy and limited. But I do think that as a park in an 
urban area consideration should be given to the taxpayers who get the most use out of it. 

I do hope that common sense will prevail. 

Very truly yours, 

Fa~ 
GGNRA012821
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March 5, 2002 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 

CUPERiNTENDENT'S omce 

Subject: I SUPPORT OFF-LEASH RECREATION in the GGNRA. 
' 
' 

There should be some open areas set aside in the GGNRA for dog walkers. 
There are so few places for our dogs to run freely. A locked up dog that 
does not spcialize with other people and animals are aggressive. We should 
know that from the Diane Whipple case. 

One of the pleasures in my life is to be able to go hiking with my dog in the 
GGNRA. We are taxpayers and should be able to enjoy off-leash recreation 
in the park. There can be areas set aside for off-leash recreation. The Park 
Service can post signs up to indic3:te areas for off-leash dog walking. The 
Pet Policy that was enacted for over twenty years should remain in place. It 
can be a guideline for pet owners and GGNRA. GGNRA is not Yosemite or 
the Grand Canyon. It is an urban park for everyone to enjoy. There is 
enough land to include all stakeholders involved, from hang gliding to 
biking to off-leash dog walking. 

Do the right thing and include everyone in the use of GGNRA land. 

~;x:Ucy~-4~-
~~ ~eechu-!oc;/ r6J~ 
~7 e ~.. ad 9 Yo;S-

. r.1 
::: 
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To whom it may concern at GGNRA: 

RECEIVED 

MAR 11 ZOOZ 

I am a San Francisco resident. I have lived here since 1983 and have walked 
my 2 miniature pinschers and many other dogs of friends & relatives off leash 
at Ft. Funston since 1983. 
I urge you to consider the reports from the studies with results finding that 
over 94-97% of dogs off leashes at "Ft. Fundog" DO NOT CHASE BIRDS. 
The people that walk the trails at Ft. Funston who are NOT dog owners go 
specifically to Ft. Funston because they enjoy watching the dogs! As you 
already know, the reason why Ft. Funston is a main stop for out of town 
guests is specifically because people and dogs AND NATURE all commune 
and it is great. It is unique to. San Francisco and it benefits us all. There is 
PLENTY of room for the birds and the plants. The Dunes and other 
areas ... acres and acres have ALREADY been walled off for 'bird studies'. 

6 • 

How many more acres do the 'bird studies' people actually need? There is 
PLENTY OF ROOM for ALL of 'US' at Ft. Funston. 
I am a homeowner and a city, state and federal taxpayer. I agree there should 
be room for 'bird studies' in addition I think MY TAX MONEY should (for 
once) be spent on ME and MY recreation, that being walking my dogs off 
leash at Ft. Funston. ~ · 

MaryAnn Kotak 
627 Lisbon Street 

San Francisco, California 
94112-3507 
GGNRA012826
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illpport off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA, 

l as information about me that may be relevant to·this issue. . 

am ~un U.P'~ (optional: Age: __ Sex M F Ethnicity~ 
:ldress: -= --- .?:c1zy ~,.Jc-o 1?11 £7Zc..; 

(street} - ~ (state} (zip/ 
. . 

Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are 
-the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. · 

w /J£K//VIF . . 
v~ ~l?Ct"'G?v7~ ;. r;-c:' />~ ~~/'°/c:?/ 

L//VCtP?/V /'/J-~ 1 C/f/#/1- /?C71~ /7.' /i?/t'--~ 

Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or m~t up 
with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? 

. . 

~E.t~~\\H~.O 
W\R 11 2.l\O'Z. 

~\" •c· ~f~i\f; · · 
__. .. -----~· ~\Wt~1\~l1f~\}t·fi " . . . 

.• you believe that off~eash recreation is appropriate for portions of the ~GNRA? Why? Please make specific 
recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for 

future,1ien;;;;;-?Ct'7".Gt'.-y ~, WF. 70&/c::_ /??_/,:: /'~?'Y 70 
> ~ . /: tt+.s-r tf'crve- ~Ptf/"' /o 

/il4T ~..-u.fn,,...,, ,f!?G~'/~ ci.ve-~ p,se_s /J1,Y 4/tJ~ 
ve;r;e-> 4~.;l 70 >~"£ ~ /~f~ ~:; / ttJr J:>~c>> ~/V/{///f/~ 

/w/)-5 _>o ,//-~ Pr , /7~· r"'7~ . . . 
~.P---;7771f"9" .QZ'E ~~e> z-& t?'67 tf!tt/ t?r '/~ 

;. ~be the impact on yoor life If there were no longer off~eash 'l!Cfeation in the GGNRA? 

, 7/'/tG-~ m 7 / /)? o~ 

I' 
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Robert L. Mayer 
70 George Lane 

Sausalito, CA 94965 
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· Dear Superintendent O'Neill: '6~lc> .. 0 i -j n uate: --.,_....,-------

I' 

' 'Ato . • 2/.G/00t • . • 
I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA, as 
well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

Ji:..me: ~of\3lA\\ ftAfet-4°1 (optional: Age: ;((p Sex: MW Ethnicity: __ )'"' 

Wldress: _..-lo!!:@:..;._t"/'--=~~::....>O<"Ra"""Z......__,,,.>T.~-_· _____ _,,J4""-!IN---.....fl@M,......;;..;.;..O.."""'~""{/)""--__ --=C..;;;..,,.'tl __ &f-'--'~~'I 1_7_ 
(street) (city) (state) (zip) 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are the 
benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has chjinged over the years; describe why. 
1~a 11Me5 q,~'( 11PO Wt~K5 - fO/lT PUNS!&J . ,.. 

ltl!N ACflYl1/fS,, - 11!/c.lhq I 1b.f::.!NU. C#tliJP-£-N I /Jtl/Vq at<.DtJNb ()N//ll~lS. I 8((:JNd f.'hTll(Jg. 
A .SA;.<£ • ...,, 70 ~R.AC:T w/ NtJ.TUllf.. 

·~~· 

• 
2. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up 

with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? 

· I HAveNT /../a/1$ #{IN F/!.JtNPs BUT IV'~ Mft()'i Mt#tf1 ACqUti//ffl/Nt f:£ ~ / /l~tll/l!f 
'fft.)Uy ~blf'l4 Tl; FtlA6rOAJ Vf/vD t.&a9MJZJ/.!q fe,Oflt a/IP Tf}t/J!. /JdtiS. A/VI) }::IJ()~//J4 
c;;wzg~ Ntlllff5- /NtA~UPtlt/q 171~ f){)q~ / 
I ;NTeO/J"IACf. FUN5TO~ Tb aN'r{)Ntf: f/.2CM ou.r-~F-row/ti f2.U/)f{/I/~ TO FRIW.£}.s 

Ra/Sf!) IN s.f. NHO Al~Vet? ~w HON BeJ.li.T/FUL Tl{e ~tl 11.JaS. 
! . 

3. Do you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specific 
recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for future 

•

generations. . , 

~ rr 15 .ttl35oi,u1~1,..y- a.PP~ffl.lvtlf. -rHe HtAff/NfdS5 ~ QJJJoytne,ur .IJF IJOf(S JS v tiS( a.,s MllC-/1 .q 
ffA/C.:f OF- /IUM~Nf1{ IA/ 5.0C!ery m; 11/<i fR~£flVarT6rJ (JP aNr !Jl1fite W/l-/) CIJ14TU(C£. 

TH'?-ONLY WIN6' me Pa!lk Sfll!.Vltli ~PS 7/) (Jo /5 flltCf::. f/M/2f; Oiafl.IJ~£ 

Cff,/f/~ Neat<_ TIJe /} e (). Clf (),f!etl£ . • 

4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 

,. ( NOl/W f#eltf!tuut,;y S?:IJ"f 6JOJ"14. 

/Iv( £llR.e I NOUf.IJ VISIT O~SS/()/JCl£LY--13UT 1ff& Stftt)N~5. Or ,a Ll>~T 

. tlfJIJ ~TIFLtfl couµwAJrrr NtJlllO JYiT~ aNY 1Kftfl.~sr 1 u1~1tr 
~Ale Leff, ~NP Cf)IW(UIJUA)'f" fl!.WtitNT ~ F!<J;N. 6iOltJ4 aT /J;U.. 

5. Do you feel safer with the presence of .off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence? 

If~~{, ~Pefl. WITH lX>6,S PF coues& t 
NlftUl~ 1Httf.~ Clfl.~ f)fJqS Tl-f fill.f ttf(ti ff.-OPf.,€. ( · 

a 

lvo PrtOf'L~ . . . . aw/I~ 1/J 11Jt£..fM(lNess ?? ~ -
.. ·///Lih1}!t ------= io£t';~i~~D 3 }t/o!Ji ~gned: ------~;;.._~~"-L.-'"""'~"Fo+--=-----------__...;...:.O........,-= 1 -

tflAR l 1 Z00'2. 
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GGNRA 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Re: Dogs and Owners at Fort Funston -
Yes for Off-Leash Recreation 

Dear Sir: 

February 27, 2002 

MAR 112002. 

rnPrnirHENm:MTS n;:r:r.r 

I am a 53 year old resident of Pacifica. Three years ago my husband and I 
decided to take a quantum leap and buy a Boxer dog. Our three children were already 
teenagers, and we were searching for something that w¢ could all enjoy together. 
Acquiring our wonderful dog, Buster, didn't just increase our family by one. He brought 
with him puppy classes shared by the whole family, intense discussions on dog 
psychology around the dinner table, group decisions on behavior, and treasured hours 
spent enjoying him and each other. 

When Buster was 4 months old, my San Francisco brother-in-law and his two 
Labradors introduced us to the joys of Fort Funston. My whole family walks the paths of 
Fort Funston several times a week. We seldom leave without making a new friend. It is a 
joy to watch the dogs run free, and a pleasure to spend an hour or two strolling and 
chatting with the myriad people who are out enjoying the same pastime. But besides the 
obvious fun at Fort Funston - what do you think we do after going for a nice walk? We 
stop by a local coffee house in the City and drop a few dollars.: .dollars we spend in San 
Francisco rather than Pacifica! · 

San Francisco can b~ a de1mµ1ding city to live in - people work hard to earn a 
living and there are many dangersJ.urking around the streets. Dogs have always provided , 
the needed companionship and love that many people would otherwise miss. Dogs need 
to have a place to run in order to be healthy in body and mind. Please don't take away 
one of the last sanctuaries for all of us dog owners. 

cc: SFDOG 
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March 8, 2002 

Superintendent 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Fort Mason 
Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

. 
Subject: Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR) 

pear Superintendent: 

RECE1·vEO 

MAR 11 ZOOZ 

I am pleased_ to have this opportunity to express my support for off-leash dog recreation in the GGNRA. I 
have lived in San Francisco for nearly 10 years and visit some part of the GGNRA at least once a, week. 
It would be a terrible loss for my family if we ·could no longer take advantage of this spectacular open 
·space; and as the hunian, we only go where our dogs can follow. Off-leash recreation is critical to 
maintaining my family's and our dogs' health, developing strong relationships between the human and 
dog species, and justly balancing land-use for all residents in this congested urban area. I offer these 
arguments in a spirit of fairness and responsibility, asking that owner accountability for their dog's 
behavior be enforced i~ the interest of all GGNRA visitors, humans and dogs alike. 

A healthy dog 
All living creatures require some kind of daily activity or recreation to maintain good physical and 
em.:otional health. I walk our dogs daily in Alamo Square, a local city park with an off-leash area. This is a 
wonderrul social environment and daily walk for both humans and their dogs, but the limited space does 
not' afford the same type of physical exercise, environmental stimulation, and sense of freedom that is 
avaiiable in places like Fort Funston and Ocean Beach. Just a few hours every Saturday and Sunday in 
the GGNRA and my dogs are happier, healthier, calmer, and better behaved than a dog confined to their 
home and neighborhood. A dog's need, and their right, for freedom and exploration is no less relevant or 
valid to their well-being than it is for huinans. 

The human + dog relationship 
Restricting areas where humans and dogs can walk and play together is a slippery slope. There are 
millions of dogs within our society, some raised as pets and just as many in shelters, abused or neglected. 
The conflicts we have with dogs will not subside with laws that restrict the dog's access and freedom; 
there are simply too many dogs. In fact, it is possible that this approach will only serve to create more 
tension and incidents of conflict. The dog's place in our society is well established throughout history, as 
companion, co-worker, caregiver, guide\ and guardian. To say a dog has no rights in our society is 
ridiculous considering what dogs contribute to our quality of life. Responsible joint use of open space can 
serve to educate and nurture respect and understanding for the numerous benefits of the human + dog 
relationship. Reducing the opportunities for humans and dogs to interact socially will certainly lead to a 
greater divide between us. 

An equal share for dogs and their owners 
Sharing open space is essential in an urban area, where large numbers of people are competing for the use 
of small pieces of land. It is only fair that such space be made available to all citizens for their various 
types of recreation, and of course, for the preservation of native plants, animals, and birds. This must 
include my family and our preferred recreation, playing with our dogs. Certainly some compromise could 
be reached to allow for off-leash recreation, preservation, and all other recreational activities within the 
GGNRA. As it is now, off-leash dogs use only a small percentage of the GGNRA. It is simply not fair 
that off-leash recreation be abolished completely. A space-share or time-share alternative would be 
favorable to complete ·off-leash restriction. 
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March 8, 2002 Page2 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Guidelines must be established and enforced 
I also believe greater responsibility should be expected of dog ownerst licensing, training, proper 
breeding, slielter and diet, and at all times control. I believe in laws and policies that would legally require 
such responsibility. For example, why not enforce remedial training for owners (and their dogs) when 
incidents occur, instead of tattooing the dog for certain death? Certainly a dog is no more dangerous than 
a reckless driver in control of his 3,000-pound automobile. Yet we don't take their car, instead we fine 
and re-train the driver. Incidents do occur, even to my family and our dogs, but I don't take out my 
frustration on the dog; instead I give its owner a lengthy criticism on their lack of training and social 
responsibility. Please, let's not punish the dog or the thousands of families' who take proper social 
responsibility for the behavior of their dogs. 

I ask you to please consider these arguments when deciding the fate of off-leash recreation in the 
GGNRA, and I thank you again for this opportunity to express my feelings regarding this sensitive 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jen~r 
1701 Turk Street, #3 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
415.441.7016 
jenspeed3@yahoo.com 

.... 
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Eric Finseth 
384 Curtner Ave. 
Palo Alto, California 94306 

National Park Service 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Building 201 
Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123 

Re: Golden Gate National Recreation Area ANPR 

March 7, 2002 

RECE;;·ve:o 

MAR 112002 
"'iim:n •11T 
t..t>n:111rJ 1 cMOHIJrs omr.r 

I am writing to urge that the National Park Service cease and desist from its 
efforts !~,impose a leash law upon Fort Funston in San Francisco. Ifwe are to have a free 
society, there must be a high bar to regulation. Instead, you propose, and have made 
clear your intent to carry through, one of the worst and most destructive forms of 
regulation - one that cures no major, tangible, identifiable evil, but which manages to 
suppress the fun, the freedom and the enjoyment of a not insignificant number of people. 
Indeed, the motivating spirit of the regulation appears to be the sick pleasure of control 
for the sake of control. If so, that is the totalitarian impulse. Shame on you . 

Eric Finseth 

" 

• 

.. 
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Dear Superintendent 0 'Neill, 

RE<.~Ervt:;:D 
M~R 112002. 

rnrt.m~nrnnE~n·s ofnCE 

February 22, 2002 

I support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). There is 
a large population of dog lovers in the Bay Area. These are tax-paying citizens who support the 
National Park Service and request only to ertjoy a small portion of this land with their beloved · 
pets. I respect the actions of the Park Service to set aside key pieces of land for bird habitats and 
plant rejeuvenation but there is enough room for humans and dogs to enjoy this area alongside 
these conservation efforts, since off-leash dog walking is available in only 0.5% of its 75,000 
acres of land. Even those who do not have pets.can appreciate setting aside land where dogs can 
get adequate exercise and socialization with other dogs in order to be happy and healthy 
members of the Bay Area community. These off-leash locations are family friendly, attracting 
people of all ages who want to ertjoy the day with their entire family, including the family dog. 
In addition, these locations encourage an atmosphere of community where people feel safe 
visiting at all hours of the day. 

Off-leash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when San Francisco gave its beaches 
and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA and when the GGNRA was established to maintain "needed 
recreational open space necessary for u ban environment and planning."(16 USC 460bb). The 
1979 GGNRA Pet Policy upheld this a tivity by creating a special provision allowing off-leash 
recreation. It is now time for the Natio al Park Service to recognize the will of the people and 
create a Section 7 special rule for off-le h recreation in the GGGNRA. Please act now! Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Additional Comments: 

Please Print: 

(optional: Age: __ Sex: M F Ethnicity: ____ ) 

Address: 273~ ~k.~ cc:A- =t_Lt \'L "> 
(Street) (City) <state> (Zip) 
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• March 6. 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
FAX 415-561-4355 

Attention: ANPR 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I believe that an over twenty-year policy of allowing dogs to wa1k off-leash in certain parts of the 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area should be continued. My dog does volunteer work for the 
SF /SPCA as an Animal Assisted Therapy dog, and she and other well-behaved dogs deserve the 
privilege of walking off-leash. The native plant restoration groups, while promoting a worthy cause, 
should have chosen an ai:ea to begin their project that did not ~ve pre-existing uses instead of 
taking advantage of the people who were working to maintain the park. 

There is room in the 75,000 acre GGNRA to accommodate the activities of the people in the cities 
that the park surrounds without endangering the birds and plants. Off-leash dog walking is one of 
those activities and the GGNRA should get an exception to the National Park Service ban of this 
activity. 

Sincerely, 

• ~~ 4-a,_ ~ 
Maria Da Costa 

.. 

• 1563 17TH AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94122 
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 
RECEl\/ErJ 

MAR 112002 
~pport off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGN~,:mfiW!Q.WITTPri~W ~y 
... mments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant tcfl:'fWS' ~~! 0 

i;. ,r,f; 

Name: (Y\ Pt ~ ~ t2-\ f'.I \:) '(Y\_tJ ~ ~printed) 
Address:__:1~3~'5>~o~~V_&_'.j\~fY\~0 ~_~_, ___ ~_r:--_1~--~-5~~~~--~__.;:C.A __ --::~-----q--1_":"-:-//~D 

(street) (city) (state) (zip) 
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' 

t,LJ'\,+~l s s -e. J t1vi,..t 

~l~ 1-ul~w 

O'r V\_o+. 

Here are some ideas for your letter: 

• What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted? 

• The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give personal examples where the opposite is 
true - that these groups seek off-leash areas for their recreation? , 

• Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? 

• Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up with friends? Have yo~ made new friends 
through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation 
in the GGNRA? 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the 
GGNRA. Do you think that continuing to make off-leash reaeation available in these areas i: 
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestiof1~i as to how the GGNRA' can make off­
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 

• 
activities, including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to 

\ renege on this part of its ag ent with San Francisco? 

GGNRA012839
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 
B6B5-0I- ll; ... 

RECElVErJ 

• 
support off-lea~ recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). ~~my 
omments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to ~Pf:~~.F.MJ'S OfflC[ 

Name: ~ ~ (printed) 

Address: . .SbS k~~ ~ ~ Cf>. Hvls= 
(stre~ (cif\f) (state) (zip) 

~oa.l,~~.I. ~~~ -rl-t-JAA ~ ~r-~ 
I 0 ~. It i..o #.iz.. ~ 6tt-~ c . 4' F ~ cnM--~ ~ ~ 
i.k.-~~~, M ~~s,~.~~ ~~ 
~~~ ~ ~~~-· T.-i-.iA Mt r ~~F-· .l 
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~~-~~-to~ ~~rtil.aL-u\At ~~­
~L •iwasL~1~_u.:JV..4;t L.k ~~ jMU -x., ~~ 

• ~~~~~k-~~~ ~~ ~ 
~~ • .,~u-rr- ~~~CL.~ 

,. 

~ vWt ~ ~ ~~ <L ~:! t . 

Here are some ideas for your letter: . . . 

• What parts of the GGNRA do you visit 'hr>w? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted? 

• The Park Seivice has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. 'can you give personal examples where the opposite i: 
true -that these groups seek off-leash areas for their recreation? · 

• Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? 

• Do you bring your friends and family along or meet UP. with friends? Have you made new friends ' . \ 

through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreati1 
in the GGNRA? 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within t 
GGNRA. Do you think th~t continuing to make off-leash- recreation available in these area! 
a good use pf this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA' can make off 
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 
• activities, including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed 1 

_lfl renege on this part of its agreement with San Francisco? 

Signed:, __ ~~-=-z· -=--_.}__,vvr;;;......::;._,_ ____ oate '3 /g! o Y' (optional: Age: __ Sex M F Ethnidty__J 
'"lfl2.0 l t GGNRA012840
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March 8, 2002 

Superintendent- GGNRA 
Attention ANPR 
Fort Mason, Bid 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Superintendent: 

I am writing to express my views specifically on the dog problem at Fort Funston. I have used this 
beautiful park intermittently for many years. More recently, the dog population has gotten so large that it 
has become ·a real problem. The experience of so many dogs is unnerving, even to an animal lover like 
myself. Dogs come up from all sides and smell you, but you never know what they are going to do. 
Instead of a leisurely walk in an open space, the lone hiker or bicyclist like myself is instead on the 
defense, looking not at the view of the grand Pacific, but in fear at the dogs approaching ahead and behind 
on the path. . · 

I had two separate incidents over the last 6 months. Both were when I was riding on a bicycle slowly on 
the paved path. One time I was riding and a pack of about 6 small dogs accosted me. The woman who 
was with them was clearly overwhelmed, had her hands up on her face in panic. She obviously was a 
professional dog walker, as I doubt someone would own that many dogs (which would also explain her 
lack of control over them). As I rode on, one dog followed me barking and snapping at my sandaled feet. 
I was screaming at it to try to scare it off, and rode faster to get away from it. When I finally escaped, I 
was derided by people who said - ''What do you expect, riding through here? You shouldn't ride and not 
expect dogs to follow you. They have every right to be here". I couldn't believe the arrogance of some 
of these people. My understanding is that bicycles are allowed, as no signs prohibiting them are there, 
and I was riding very slow. Why should I expect to be attacked? Things are clearly out of control, and 
the behavior of some of the people is much worse than the dogs! 

Another incident occurred just 2 weeks ago. I was riding with a friend this time, extremely slowly on the 
path, just barely staying upright on the bike, as there were so many dogs one had to go very slow to 
navigate through them. I glanced over to the vegetation to see some low silver barrier in the ice plant, 
which was new and I was curious-what it was. I was pointing it out to my friend and since I glanced away 
looking at the silver thing, I hadn't seen the dog run directly in front of me. My bicycle physically hit the 
dog (but not injuring him since I was going so slow) but I fell off my bike and landed on my wrist. The 
dog owner apologized and once I saw that I was OK, I apologized and inquired about the dog. So at least 
there was not the unpleasant interchange I had with the other incident. But both incidents would have 
been avoided if the dogs were on leash. : 

\ 
Dogs off-leash would not be a problem for other visitors if it weren't for the shear volume of them. 
There are simply too many at Fort Funston, and one is so overwhelmed by dogs that one cannot enjoy 
what the park has to offer. It is so unpleasant, I have gone less and less. I guess this is what they want, 
for it to be a dog park. This is what it has become. But it shouldn't be. It should be for everyone. 
Please keep dogs on leash and enforce! Perhaps a leash free area can be set up or something. They 
have a right to be there, but so· do I! 

Thanks for you consideration of my comments. 

~~ 
Karen Vitulano 
40 Park Manor Dr. 
Daly City, CA 94015 
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March 8, 2002 

To: Superintendent 0 'Neiil 

Subject: I support off-leash recreation 

REt-;EtVED 

~R 11 iooz. 
r:liPt:mmf.NDf.Wi'S OffiCt 

I just recently started visiting the GGNRA Park with our family 
dog. I really enjoy hiking with her in the p~k with my friends. It 
is great to have off-leash recreation in a park that is so close by. I 
would like to keep it that way for my generation and future 
generations. There is enough space for everyone. I meet people 
with their dogs and they have been friendly. 

I have no problem with dogs being off-leash. Our dog is very 
friendly since she interacts and socializes with other off-leash 
dogs. 

The park_ can set aside some land for off-leash recreation. The 
amount of land for off-leash is not even 1 percent of the park total. . 
The park should set aside some areas for dogs to run off-leash. 
Seems like the park accommodates all the other types of 
recreation. Why not include off-leash recreation? 

6 Beechwood ive 
Daly City, CA 94015 
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Dea; Superintendent O'Neill: "2C- 0 Data: -~--i---t--------
. ~Bo-ol- lA . Lt, {)L.--

1 support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recrea ion in the GGNRA. as 
well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

Name: )< C- S!~r \/("!"! (optional: Age: §0 Sex:~Ethnicity: ___ ) 

.-\ddress: ___.\.....,.,. t ..... l .._l __..f;.__."'"""g-~_t" __ ~_>_t "\.-________ __;;.5_F ____ C__,,,_k...;........,. __ Cfc_4_1 o_°! __ 
(street) (city) (state) (zip) 

1. Please describe how. often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are the 
benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. · 

we~\l Ir 
P"-t-- Fu.tiste>" 
c ", s s 1 p, e rd A r e -

w 0\, \ le~ /\-°l - t::. ftJ 0 1 111) eri ~ 

2. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up 
with friends?, Have you made new friends through this activity? 

:F c AJ ,., 7 Lu~tc.-1-t,""j ~ t?/o~s t ~/'\ +~ 
ol, ~ 7 0 c.4--/\ .. U ....- b .... +- h.cc i..e. S oq er / t tt." c{ 

o{ vt-1") /Y\-J tt....ct[kJ. 

-=F- Cf ..?l /)Dt q_ 

l.AJ vfL J?2, 4'j a ~4 C/J 

3. Do you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specific 
recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for future 

• generau; I e i.,c_ J-,/,_ ,,/ °i ~ )., h"l ~ 5.,,, k f-re e .f.o"' . X 

-e_ "J "' ;J J.o u..-q kl. ./.--- f c-1- JL e"" . ~ ,,lo A" f ,U.R... 

viois o U J Ufl..SL. ('vi J,,-, / Jk (/JV If on Y>l r A 

4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 

~ t:e 1 d""'V" 1- e u,,,-i, er-.r ~ t:J-J J, Jee) .St; J f e d . 

) f---i/ltls ~: ~,ee,J~m; 1· Jh-, t> u f-d oo.,r .s 
~ ~ -

Vvh .:7 re->/~ {A.. 7 J d le:k ~ h q,{-4 r-e. . 

5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel .safer without their presence? 

f' 

RECEtvEO 

MAR 11 znoz. 

Date: 

\)\~6.. 1\1\A \ L B£.~t:i12S IV\l\'12.C. \\ \ oc.\-<.--
-

GGNRA012843



,.. 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill: '3s~-ol ... \A Date: ___ 3/'--0_8-"/_0_2 ____ _ 

I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA, as 
well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

ADA WONG 50 ;::'\ 
.me: (optional: Age: __ Sex: M (!/Ethnicity: C ) , 

Address: 1534 -8th AVE. SAN FRANCISCO CA 94122 
(street) (city) (state) (zip) 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are the 
benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. 

~ I walk my dog everyday at Fort Funston. I visit Fort Funston primarily to 
get exercise for myself and my dog. I love the ocean view and watching 
the hang gliders soar above. 

Fort Funston is shrinking in size due to .natural erosion of the cliffs and 
closures by the National Park. • 

I 

2. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. bo you bring your friends and family along or meet up 
with friends? Have you made new friends through thi_s activity? ; 

I get to meet o~her dog owners and my sister and I walk our dogs together 
at Fort Funston. Sometimes I would meet up with my co-worker to walk our 
dogs. 

3. Do you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specific 
~ecom~endations for ways the Park Service can accommodat_e and expand this activity while preserving these areas for future 
.enerat1ons. '1 

Off leash is appropriate for Ft. Funston and the beach area south of Sloat 
Blvd. Fort Funston is a vast and open area for dogs to rompiin the sand 
and play safely with other dogs.(no vehicular traffic). 

Park Service should not close off any more trails such as the trail on 
the western side of Ft. Funston. Asphalt was removed & replaced by sand 
resulting in an uneven trail. Less people tend to utilize this trail. 

4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 
I wouldn't go as often to Fort Funston if I have to leash my dog. I 
would most likely walk my d~g on city streets or in Golden Gate Park 
which I don't feel it's safe for a female to walk alone. 

5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence? 

I would feel safer with the presence of off leash dogs. Dogs are £riendlier 
when they are off leash. They are also, not as agressive and territorial 
when off leash. I have encountered homeless people in the past at Fort 

·Funston particularly on the by Skyline Blvd. I do· not feel thr~atened 
knowing there are dogs and their owners on the trail • 

• Date: --------

I 
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\ Michele Goss 

REGfilV'EO J1rolt 7, Ooo O . 
?QQ? '7~ . 

MAR 11"" ... 

k, ( J, (s , .~.i;FH\ii11f.Mrf~}~"f; o;D~!'. 
~,J Ltt11 ki n:. ~ff"r ~ oJl~ 

re Vtu-Jr,.;. rfn Jo ?f- u b1irf m r m~ .rhn 
"." · a 1) CnsS~ helJ icJ here J kJ&.1. ~ 

doo· . 
IJ~ t:; d DJ il ~ ~--fl Av.1td 

t t' Ii,.:, "'~ ~ b Dt-l d fi a t4) werikr 
if<)' }v..~)(1 ~_.. ek-a-~ . r J~ ~ IUUe. U: 

-rl J,.tl~ fu- jn -J-l /Lt 14JoJdeJ {hu"y 
f;d)" ~ ~(, W., ljll1 ~l\J, }CM t<IL<-- · 

~ ~ ~u '°"' ffrot:J' 1-4},,_:, ~ 
w hvi.Li. J L JlJ_!::!:-f" ~ a J,~ 
v: ¥tc0. IY\J! ~ ..i?Lu Jn UA . tYP. w 
wJ,~ w~ r--r cf ft~ lclk 
~ Jur.o ~ /,ve,ff ~~ -/,,--+£ -j9Ve4; 

v'L hr ~ # r~ql, d ~ h:.i/l.,,.,e. rlMJI~ 

GGNRA012845



351..fD-~-lA 

'-it w i ll ~u ~ L~ · tL<--)_ , 

~r ~ u-~ Lrf·Cr 1»~. J' 
huf);N. lfrn n1~ 1ii· ~Iv atUM..f ~ 
wJv·J. 0.w mr ~( a phv,'L~e, kr a. 

~r! 
efl, . . 

tmrnJ~ ~ b, ~. w 
~ Jo h_!V° ..-/-, le,. ~'IL<-{ A<-r nv fKL 

.sJ-r-,J.zt.. "J w .... U~bl f,eH. J.t io ~fit 
lo~ u~L tM VJ ~ te: ~'ill~ 
do d . 'P" a6 t.i!A'-e.. tr],/ cm. rlJt.,iU,.\u, Iv:> wd.J. 

M ,fne~, tUJ ~ Ju ~~ ~ .. . . 
~et~ Jo· -(Ar~ t2A...J ~~,y w-if.~ · 

-fl f h '1,,,_,. uJ a4-) fUt• ohd .,._:._p e "'s../m'" h 

o d bu4 A-e-rf e,,,y_j .-1-,, 4 J.. "'l'k. .u- . 

~~I 

IL·~~ 

GGNRA012846



-======::~----:---~-:---:--------,-------:---- ------------
- -··>-."'-;-..::;;_;,_;;.•,-;:,c,:.:«~~,q 

• January 25, 2002 

• 

•• 

GGNRA 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, 94213 

Dear Friends, 

REt';EiVEO 

MAR 112002 

This is regarding the issue of having places within GGNRA where dogs are 
allowed to be off leash. 

One of my great joys is regularly walking with my dogs! I can be solitary 
and yet feel safe and I delight in their company. It is very clear to me that they 
are better behaved, healthier and happier when they have time to run and 
explore off leash. My dogs are never far from me, but they probably do two miles 
as they play, for every half mile I walk. That exercise isn't possible on leash. 

This does require me being alert and responsible for my dogs, and 
keeping them near me. 

I don't go to crowded places myself, I walk where I rarely see other 
people and dogs. I understand the potential for problems at crowded beaches, 
or where dogs might chase cattle ... perhaps this can be addressed by enforcing 
stiff fines on the owner of misbehaving dogs. 
PLEASE do not punish all of us for the behavior of a few! 

Please don't eliminate an essential part of our lives, our daily walks with 
our dogs in the very few places we can have them off leash as it isl 
Our sense of joy and freedom. in how we participate in the park is certainly as 

valid as allowing people to come to the park with their gas guzzling, polluting 
recreation vehicles! Out of the thousands of acres in the park, surely you can 
allow us dog owners and tax payers to enjoy the few places we have. Some of 
these places have been used by dog walkers for at least 50 years! And surely, 
with the dangers our nation i$ 11ow facing from terrorism, our tax dollars need to 
be spent of more essential sectJrity then having park rangers harassing dog 
owners! Instead of becoming a police force to squash the joy of many for the 
failings of a few, why not find ways to inform and enforce individual 
responsibility? Do not• take away our places to walk our dogs off leash I 
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill, 

February 22, 2002 

I support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). There is 
a large population of dog lovers in the Bay Area. These are tax-paying citizens who support the 
National Park Service and request only to enjoy a small portion of this land with their beloved 
pets. I respect the actions of the Park Service to set aside key pieces of land for bird habitats and 
plant rejeuvenation but there is enough room for humans and dogs to enjoy this area alongside 
these conservation efforts, since off-leash dog walking i~ available in only 0.5% ofits 75,000 
acres of land. Even those who do not have pets can appreciate setting aside land where dogs can 
get adequate exercise and socialization with other dogs in order to be happy and healthy 
members of the Bay Area community. These off-leash locations are family friendly, attracting 
people of all ages who want to enjoy the day with their entire family, including the family dog. 
In addition, these locations encourage an atmosphere of community where people feel safe 
visiting at ai! hours of the day. 

Off-leash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when San Francisco gave its beaches 
and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA and when the GGNRA was established to maintain "needed 
recreational open space necessary for urban environment and planning."(16 USC 460bb). The 
1979 GGNRA Pet Policy upheld this activity by creating a special provision allowing off-leash 
recreation. It is now time for the National Park Service to recognize the will of the people and _ 
create a Section 7 special rule for off-leash recreation in the GGGNRA. Please act now! Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 

~ .. 
Additional Comments: 

REt';EtVEfJ 

MAR 112002 

rnPEHIMTEi\\DENT'S om.CE 

Please Print: 

Name: ~J;,~;i_~~~.___~r(~e~sh"-"-"-~e ~~--=-t""_,__- (optional: Age: __ Sex:B F Ethnicity: ____ ) 

Address: ~l 1-=-3_S_~-'--'tm~M._______._if~~..__,_Afe~'.C---=J.~1:.__1'1_,_b.!...-rw~c·~~Jt...!...O __ C/f..:.._ __ ~_'1_:._t=----CJ_,_1 
(Street) (City) (State) (Zip) 
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GGNRA 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

DearGGNRA: 

March 4, 2002 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 

fit.i?ERiNTENDUffS omcc 

This letter comes in response to your upcoming consideration of an off-leash ruling. We 
would like to express our general disgust at the thought of all dog owners being forced to 
keep their dogs on a leash in all locations. This does not .hl.Iow fun-loving, gentle animals 
their need to exercise themselves in any respectable way,.; In fact, it is our belief that it 
will in turn be counteractive by making these under-exercised dogs more aggressive. 
Dogs, like children, need to exercise and play in order to keep themselves in shape and 
happy. If dogs are restricted from this behavior in ALL parks and beaches, they will 
eventually become :frustrated and possibly even short tempered. Dogs need access to 
parks and beach areas where they can run, jump, swim ·and play with their owners and 
other dogs. This simply cannot be done on a leash! 

We do not think that it is fair to go to the extreme and think that you are solving the 
problem. An extreme decision will only lead to inore problems. This is not the solution. 
One solution would be to designate certain parks (or areas of parks) and beaches dog 
friendly. That way, dogs could do their playing and people, who. didn't like off leashed 
dogs, could stay away and use the other parks. This does seem the most logical and 
simple solution. 

We have been going to the San Francisco area parks and beaches for some time now. We 
have never experienced or seen a major incident between dogs and people. We do not 
think that it is fair to make dogs and their owners suffer for the extremist beliefs that exist 
in our city . 
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Date: ~ ....,./ O 1-
To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

RECEfVED 

~ 11200?. 

SUPER\MlENDEMl'S Off\C( 

As a response to the Nationafpark Service ANPR intended to solicit 
comments from the public regarding pet management within the 
GGNRA: 

I as>< for the analysis of any alternative.to the current restrictive 
regulation be measured from the baseline of the former po~icy that 
allowed off leash dog walking in certain areas. 

I ask that the current regulation be changed to designate farmer 
"voic~ control" areas for off leash dog walking at Fort Funston, Ocean 
Beach and Lands End at the very least. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
.. .. 

·~ ~ (signature) 

fil-n '6' /l- k .1A--N flt( (name) 

fl ~ ~ (address) 

8h Ck- .GJ.4- { l ::f: 
Comments accepted Jan. 11, 2002 through March 12, 2002 

GGNRA012850



\ 
• 

• 

,. 

• 

3~4S-of-5A eac 
The Environmental Action Committee ofWest Marin 

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

March 6, 2002 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill , 

RECEfVED 

MAR 112002 

SHPERflVTENDENf'S om.er 

The Environmental Action Committee of West Marin wishes to express our support for the National . 
Parle Service's current "dogs on leash" regulation (CFR 16.2'.15). 

The Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) was established to "utilize the resources in a 
manner which will provide for· recreation and educational opportunities consistent with sound 
p1incipals of land use planning and management ••. and (to) preserve the recreation area, as far as 
possible, in its natural setting, and protect it from development and other uses which would 
destroy the scenic beauty and natural character." 

Furthermore, the "Organic Act" established the guiding principal of all National Parl<s and 
Recreation Areas "to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life 
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a manner and by such means as will 
leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations." 

Recreational activities within National Parks and Recreation Areas must be consistent with 
resource preservation in order to provide "for the enjoyment of future generations." Local 
jurisdictions do not have this strong mandate for resource preservation and restoration. Local 
jurisdictions have converted their public lands for recreational uses such as soccer fields, tennis .. 
courts, and off-leash areas. Off-leasti recreation Is a legitimate activity that deserves its space. 
Not, however, on National Parldands, where the resources must be protected. No other National 
Park in the country offers off-leash recreation ••. all follow the current "On-Leash" regulation. 

The GGNRA was established as a grand experiment to bring the National Parle experience close in 
to an urban area. It would be a traveSty of that vision if instead, the urban experience increasingly 
encroached. into the National Parks.i. The Environmental Action Committee of West Marin joins with 
the Golden Gate Audubon Society, the National Parks Conservation Association, the Center for 
Biological Diversity, and other environmental groups in support of the current NPS "On-Leash" 
regulation. 

Thank you for considering our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine Caufield 
Executive Director 

. ··-. ·--·­. . . . . - . . . ~· .. - . 

Box 609, Point Reyes Station, California 94956 tel: 415-663-9312 fax: 415-663-8014 eac@svn.net 
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National Park Service 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Fort Mason 
San Francisco, Califorrua 94123 

RE: Pet Management in GGNRA 

Gentlemen/Ladies: 

1857 Ninth Ave. 
San Francisco, California 94122 
4 March2002 

RECEIVED 

f MAR.'' 1 1 2002 

Do not change dog regulations; there is no reason to do so. 

Allowing dogs off leash in national parks or recreation areas makes no sense when one of the 
main purposes of these areas is the preservation/restoration of indigenous wildlife and plants. 
Dogs off leash destroy these. At issue is not simply the natural behavior of dogs off leash. A 
larger associated problem is the lassez faire, lazy, arrogant, or just plain ignorant behavior of a 
disgustingly large percentage of their human companions. Accompanying a dog(s) more often 
than not is interpreted as license to walk into, invade sensitive areas along: with the dogs. This 
behavior has been observed repeatedly in San Francisco parks--and in all leash-only areas. The 
disregard for all else is appalling and pervasive. 

There is no reason to change regulat~ons mandating that all visiting dogs in all national parks be 
leashed. San Francisco has bent over backwards to accompany the usually loud, inconsiderate, 
and selfish individuals who insist on having dogs too large for the living accomodations they can 
provide. They then demand (and often just take) encroachment on nationa~ property. If these 
individuals have dogs so large they require more room than their human companions can provide 
and more than has been recently given to them in San Francisco (and, in reality, they appropriate 
vastly more area than they were given or just ignore rules anyway) parks they more appropriately 
should be.charged with animal abuse. Their demands are absurd, unethical, and should not be 
entertained. What is needed is public education on ecology and the environment, not spending 
time and money on these hell-bent selfish libertarians whose behavior is more that of 
anarchists--i.e. "We will do as we damn well please." 

Please continue to maintain our national land for indigenous wildlife, plants and the 
ecologically-intelligen~ visitors. 

Sincerely your~.,, 

dJ-1~ 
AanetFiore 
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sh recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my 
.1 this activity- as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

:ess: ~ /NNfSFR..EE L:JR, 
(street) 

!Yft-7 e r?Y 
(city) 

<2A­
(state) 

(printed) 

9101.r 
(zip) 

/ Be-1€1/£ l)OGS /VEEJ) av=RStZ<=: r;-µD Tf/E F€f=t.1A/6- 6;::: 

FR.EElXJJ// OCCA-SIOIJALL'/ tt-S /JO /.. GtJ TO FORT FUIVSTW 

SO/VfET11-1E., It IS A- etJl'1Pt.ErEL7 DIFFCR:::JJT /'ft'MOSP!i51<E 

· W/ft!V 77fE ~~ S" ARE EA./Ft)R.6!.!6- LE/tSI+ ~ ( rHe 

PEOPLE /frl/D TflE ~v WE /(/EbD ·~GR_ R._UlES /JtJT 
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• 

Ler rifE DOG<;-JES PLAY 

• 
Here are some ideas for your letter: 

RE<::':E:a vEO 

M.l.\R 1 1 2002 
r-mu:ma111:~1prnr'"'~ llJT:ltilf 
~a-J;,itl.l.'ol ~2U!J..., ~I ,s t,Ji!'l:•¥n • 

• What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted? 
' 

• The Park Service has stated that children; the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give personal examples where the opposite is 
true -that these groups seek off-leash areas for their recreation? 

• Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash_..area?.. . 

• Do you bring your friends and family atbng or meet up with friends? Have you made new friends 
through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation 
in the GGNRA? · 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the 
GGNRA. Do you think that continuiflg to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is 
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA' can make off­
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 
.aC:ctivities, induding off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to 
~t::nege on this part of its agreement with San Francisco? 

~~~.o ~ Date 3/t/a ::l- (optlonal: Age...flJ Sex<!!) F Ethnidly_Wtfl 
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Superintendent, GGNRA 
Attention ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 92123 

Dear St!;erintentent: 

'-
March 7, 2002 

RECEfVED 

MAR 112002 

I am writing to express my support for the current dog leash-law restrictions at 
Golden Gate Park. As a :frequent user of the Park's wonderful fadlities, I appreciate the 
fact that dogs and people can both enjoy the park, but feel much safer when dogs are 
leashed. Also, I feel strongly that leashing dogs will help protect the plant life and 
contribute to a cleaner environment. 

Thank you for the great job you in managing the park and making it such a 
beautiful place to visit. 

• 
• 

Sincerely, 

Carol Simmons 
3845 20th Street, #5 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
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8 March, 2002 

Supt Brian O'Neill 
GGNRA 
Att.ANPR 
Fort Mason, Bldg. 201 
San Francisco, Ca., 94123 

Dear Supt O'Neil, 

RECErVED 

MAR 112002 

8UPERINTENDOO'S CfllCt 

I believe that existing Federal regulations should remain in effect in the GGNRA. The National 
Parks were not designed for the recreational needs of domesticated predators like dogs. 

I would prefer that dogs were not allowed in National Parks at all, but if they must be allowed it 
should be ONLY when on a leash. They should never be allowed in under 'voice control'. 'Voice 
control' is a~fallacy that exists only in the minds of dog owners. 

Sincerely, 

Lou Wilkinson 
155 Cazneau Ave. 
Sausalito, Ca., 94965-1824 
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March 7, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, California 94123 

Dear ANPR: 

TERRY BERGMANN 
2821 Pine Street 

San Francisco, CA 94115 
415.922.6039 

I am writing to express my support for continued off-leash pet areas at the GGNRA properties. 

When I was growing up as a kid, I always had positive experiences with Park Rangers and Park 
Police. The days of the image of a helpful "Smoky the Bear" ranger are long gone. The way that the 
GGNRA has handled the Pet Management policy and specifically the actions of Brian O'Neal have 
created a recreation area full of tension and hostility. What has made me crazy is the fact that there 
has been no attempt at compromise to accommodate all points of view. 

My wife and I are extremely disappointed with the heavy handed way the Park has approached the Pet 
Management policy process and have subsequently withdrawn our financial and volunteer support of 
theGGNRA. 

What is especially insidious to us is the insistence of the GGNRA management to hold the Presidio to 
the same environmental standards as other National Parks such as Yosemite and Yellowstone. The 
Presidio is a City Park in the center of a major metropolitan area You must take into consideration 
the user population that reside next to it. T_here must be compromise! 

As to my position on what the rules should be for Pet Management in the GGNRA I propose the 
following compromise: 

• Allow off-leash dogs at the beach during the early morning and evening hours. Close the beach 
to off-leash dog vvalking from 10 ~ to 4 p.m. daily. 

\ . 

• Designate specific areas within the GGNRA for exclusive off-leash activity. 

• Regulate commercial dog walkers within the GGNRA who allow their~ to run free on the 
trails. These commercial dog walkers with multiple dogs often do not have control of their 
animals and create heavy impact when off-leash. 

• Enforce dog waste laws. Cite dog owners who do not have voice control over their animals. 

Please seek a compromise th3t would satisfy a majority of people. Thank y6U. 

Sincerely, 

• ~~::::;;:--> --
Terry Bergmann 
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March 7, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco CA 94123 

RE: Pet Management in the GGNRA 

To Whom It May Concern: 

•.•• ~·.-·- ._, - .... ""l''"' ... ·~-~·t.J. . ··~···-·"""' tr' 

Sally Cancelmo 
224 7 Sutter Street 
San Francisco CA 
94115 

RECEfVED· 

MAR 112002 

Slk1Eh1 •• ,,d4DOO'S Offfef 

I am a strong advocate· for off leash dog walking in the GGNRA. I have 
worked towards this goal since the National Park Service took over 
Crissy Field. I believe the intention to have dog walking as an 
intended recreational use began when San Francisco gave its beaches 
and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA. I also believe that most dog owners 
are responsible citizens who share your desire to conserve and protect 
our precious parklands, and who wish for the GGNRA to find a place 
for all within its vast territory._ 

Reasons for Support for Off Leash Dog WaJk;ug in the GGNRA 

1. The GGNRA was established to maintain "needed recreational 
open space necessary' for urban environment and planning" ( 16 
USC 460bb). Dog walking was an intended recreational use. 

2. While it may not be technically "legal" to have off leash dog 
walking in the GGNRA, historical usage and the 1979 Pet Policy 
allowing more than 2i0 years of coastal access for our pets, 
makes our situation different than most other parks in the 
nation. 

3. Crissy Field was designed with dogs as intended park users with 
special fencing to protect native plants and birds. This plan 
approved by the NPS. in 1996 also promised to increase available 
acreage for off leash dog walking from 38 to 70 acres. 

4. The GGNRA controls the entire city coastline, so there is little 
alternative for the 120,000 dogs that live in the City of San 
Francisco particularly for the sporting breeds who need to swim 
for exercise. 
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5. Dog walkers are the most constant users of the park and as 
such act as volunteers who clean up trash, poop and dangerous 
debris on a daily basis, monitors who report injured birds and 
seals, potentially dangerous individuals (I once called on a man 
wrw repeatedly expose<}, hi.mselftojoggers), accidents (!know 
dog walkers wrw have called for injured runners and cyclists) and 
fires --a friend was the first to call recently when seeing a fire 
from the beach at Crissy Fi.eld in the hi.lls above Lincoln 
Boulevard). The presence of dog walkers at all times of day 
makes the beaches safer places· by deterring undesirable 
elements and drug use. The dog walkers are a strong 
community that supports our parks. 

6. Designating areas for off leash activity will help protect and 
maintain areas previously closed to recreation use. These 
wildlife protection and native plant closures have been largely 
respected. If all dog walking is banne~, then there may be 
widespread disobedience everywhere induding the closed off 
areas thereby threatening native plants and birds. I fear that if 
all dog walking is banned, all bets are off and people will think 
as all areas are illegal, all areas are equal. This could result in 
great damage to protected areas. 

7. As the GGNRA comprises some 75,000 acres with only .5% 
currently available for off leash recreation, surely there is room 
for our cariine citizens . .. . 

8. From my 10 years as a dog walker, I know that dogs that 
socialize off leash are healthier and less aggressive than those 
who are on leash defending their owners. In my years of daily 
walking at Crissy Field, the problems I have seen are a result of 
crowding not aggression. This is all the more reason to create 
space for dogs to recre~te freely away from crowds, small 
children, joggers and cyclists. 

9. Concerned dog owners have joined such groups as the Crissy 
Field Dog Group who keep Crissy Field clean, who stock the bag 
dispensers and who help to educate dog owners. If dog walking is 
made legal, these groups can work in conjunction with the 
GGNRA to continue educating the public about shared use of our 
parks. 
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Compromises 
I walk at Crissy Field and on West Pacific Avenue on a daily basis. 

1. I believe that by requiring leashes on the jogging path, many of the 
existing problems that r€sult from overcrowding in a small corridor 
would be eliminated. '-

2. I believe that the Central Beach and the Airfield are perfect places 
for off leash recreation. I rarely· see $lyone but dog people on the 
Central Beach and the Airfield is large enough to accommodate 
many types of activities. 

3. I am conflicted about restricting the East Beach because of the 
impact on families with children and dogs but could conceive of 
restrictions that include dogs on leash between 10-4 on the 
weekends. 

4. I believe that better NPS signage informing the public of the dog­
free West Beach could alleviate some of the crowd conflicts that 
arise between families, picnickers and dogs . 

5. I think West Pacific Avenue is a great place for dogs as it is little 
used, safe, controlled and it allows for owners to actually walk a 
good distance off leash with their dogs. With good fencing, like at 
Crissy Field, the new native plants near Mountain Lake can be 
protected while allowing for off leash recreation to continue. 

6. I would like to see weekday access to the Land's End trails 
returned but would su f>port weekend restrictions. 

I believe the GGNRA has a great chance here to partner with the 
public, the large and vocal dog community as well as the native 
plant and bird groups to firstly, make dog walking a legal activity 
and secondly, to get these groups working together to find 
manageable solutions to shared use problems. Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment. 

s~ 
Sally Cancelmo 

, - --·--,.,.I 
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2255 - 18th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94116 
March 5, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

REF: ANPR--Pet Management in GGNRA 

RF !~1'.:''RVED 

MAR 1 1 2002 

WPERii~I2.:J:~cs o~· sf' rr~~--

I am writing to you as the owner of two Golden Retrievers and as a resident of San Francisco and 
my objection to restrict freedom of pets to run unencumbered. 

The proposed rule 36 CFR Parts 2 and 7, specifically 2.15( a)(2). As the practice of "voice 
control" over the past twenty years had been instituted and honored, albeit in contradiction of 
NPS regulations, owners and pets have behaved in a responsible manner. To reverse this 
practice at this time is to create a hostile and divisive environment. Pet owners are peacable and 
law abiding citizens who want to enjoy the outdoors with all visitors to the park. 

GGNRA is in a unique situation in that it is in a major metropolitan area, very urban, very 
congested and few open space. Anyone visiting GGNRA appreciates the beauty of the land and 
the- freedom to walk, jog and run freely, this applies to pets. 

I want my concerns to be noted and that the leash regulation not be implemented. 

Sincerely, 

'¥~04 
Joyce Dislage 

" 
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Steven Courlang 
851 Rockdale Drive 
San Francisco, CA 94127 
(415) 293-3929 

DearGGNRA: 

ooo.LJ-oL(- IA 

March 6, 2002 

R.ECEIVED 

MAR 112002 

. ~~' ~;;;NTENDENT'S OffJCE 
As a father and dog owner I wish to voice my concern to the apparent impending changes 
to off-leash dog privileges at Fort Funston {I-will restrict my comments to Fort Funston 
as I have been walking my dogs there for over 5 years and consider myself very familiar 
with this area.) .. 

Since there are so many points to discuss, I will divide my letter into sections pertaining 
to points mentioned in the ANPR Document. 

·- -~ 

Current Pet Management at GGNRA: The ANPR states that "Several recent events 
have underscored the need for undertaking a public process concerning dog management 
in the GGNRA ... " Who comes up with these prejudicial, remarks? I reject this notion 
and feel that the APNR Document is biased, having a preferred outcome in mind. 

I have been coming to Fort Funston daily for· over 5 years and have spoken with people 
who have been doing so for 10, 15, and even 20 years. Although the weather has eroded 
some of the cliffs, not much dse has really changed at Fort Funston. The bird life, sea 
life, vegetation, visitor safety, and utilization are all virtually the same. What "Recent 
Events" about the daily life of Fort Funston's dogs and their owners, beach goers, 
fisherman, horseback riders, hang gliders, surfers, etc. have really changed at Fort 
Funston? .. .. 
My understanding is that when the GGNRA was taken to court by a dog-walking group 
to try to halt the closure of around Joey Hill, the tensions of litigation polarized the two 
sides. The true "recent events" appear to be these tensions, not any major changes in the 
daily ways of Fort Funston. 

Legal Loophole: Why are we even looking into changing the dog policy? I have talked 
with people who have been walking their dogs unleashed and unbothered by the law for 
over twenty years. During this time a great comniunity, centered on bringing your dog to 
roam unleashed, has developed at Fort Funston. I have never read or heard of any public 
outcry about problems at Fort Funston or the need for a change in the dog policy. 
Problems only began recently when someone noticed that the dog policy is technically 
not lawful."It's one thing to change the nature Fort Funston if it is not working. But Fort 
Funston is thriving. For thousands of users it is the best part of the Bay Area and to alter 
it over a legal technicality would be a huge mistake. Rather than changing a wonderful 
community, there must be a way to simply correct the legal flaw. 
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All Units of the GGNRA Must be Treated the Same: I've heard it said that since the 
· GGNRA is a National Park, the dog policy must be enforced equally within all parts of 

the GGNRA. This statement seems wrong for two reasons: 1. The GGNRA is an Urban 
National Park - it is not Yosemite or Yellowstone. It is located right in a major city and 
thus has vastly different needs for its usage than traditional National Parks. 2. Different 
parts of the GGNRA already have varying dog policies. Some locations (e.g. China 
Beach, Alcatraz) do not even allow dogs to visit Most other areas allow leashed dogs and 
a few areas, whether technically legal or not; have historically allowed unleashed dogs. 
Different areas of the city are better suited than others for allowing dogs extra freedom. 
Over the past twenty years, Fort Funston has been, and remains, the ideal location for off­
leash dog usage. 

Bank Swallow and Other bird life: Every year I see the fine bank swallows return to 
nest in one particular set of cliffs at Fort Funston. They are wonderful birds and its fun to 
watch them dart through the air. Why some people think the dogs bother them is beyond 
me. The bank swallows nest about forty feet above the shore on sheer cliffs. They fly 
high in the sky. They do not walk on the shore or come anywhere near were a dog could 
even interact with them. No dog is able to scale the sheer cliff to bother the bank 
swallows. In fact, I have never heard of a dog harming a bank swallow. To those familiar 
with Fort Funston, the only animal to come near these birds are people who used to climb 
up to check out the large cement bunker that has subsequently fallen from the cliff. 

In addition, where are all these bird proponents when a serious threat to birds does arise 
at Fort Funston? For a week or so last December a great deal of tar (or some other 
petroleum product) mysteriously washed into the kelp beds and on shore. This sticky 
substance stuck to many sea birds making them helpless and caused many to die. For the 

• 
first time in my years of coming to Fort Funston I saw healthy birds perish. Why do 
some people simply want to blame the dogs for everything? 

Blame the Dogs for Everything: In reports and at meetings, I hear some people blaming 
the dogs for all the problems and f ven for some problems that do not exist Rather than 
thinking the annual winter storms cause the erosion, they simply blame the dogs. Nor do 
they even mention the horses or teenagers who scale the cliffs, who really damage the 
Cliffs and trails. And what about the erosion caused by the construction of the golf 
course? And what about the mysterious oil that sporadically washes into the kelp beds 
and on-shore and kills the bird life? Do you hear about this? No, it's easier for some to 
simply blame the off-leash dogs whether or not it is true . 
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Utilization: Visit Fort Funston on any weekend and you will find an overflowing parking 
Jot full of mostly dog owners and their dogs. It has been this way for years. It is hard to 
imagine Fort Funston being even more crowded. If the GGNRA wants there land utilized, 
they have already succeeded at Fort Funston. 

On weekdays, no matter the weatheF, there are always hundreds of dogs and their 
\, 

companions (owners or dog-walkers). By changing the off-leash policy you will not 
obtain more usage at Fort Funston. 

Some People do not like dogs and therefore will not come to Fort Funston: True 
there are people who prefer not to be around dogs, especially unleashed ones. But they 
have other choices. They can easily go to one of the maµy other wonderful locations in 
the GGNRA to walk in the woods or along the beach. Dogs and their owners have no 
other places to go to run off-leash. That is why people.from all over the Bay Area bring 
their dogs here. It would be a minor inconvenience for a non-dog lover to have just one 
less place to enjoy visiting. It would be a major life change for the tens of thousands of 
people who bring their dogs annually to Fort Funston if they could no longer use it to 
allow their dogs to exercise and socialize freely. · 

As for an analogy, being limited to where you can visit is not unusual, it happens all the 
time. There are many places in the area where my wife, son, and I will not visit because it 
is either too dangeroµs or not to our liking. Rather than tell everyone who lives there to 
change his or her lifestyles to accommodate us, we simply choose not go there. 

One more thing ... True, there are people who do not come to Fort Funston because they 
do not enjoy being around dogs. On the other hand, there are many people who do not 
own dogs but choose to come to Fort Funston because they do want to be around dogs 
and the atmosphere they provide. Not everyone living in the city that wants to own a dog 
can do so. I have met manyAnon-d~ owners who choose to take their walks at Fort 
Funston simply because it is a place where dogs abound. 

Native Habitat Restoration: We all love plants, and I agree that parts of Fort Funston 
should be fenced so plants can be protected. But please do not make the entire area an 
exclusive testing ground for some gardeners at the expense of all other users. Plant 
Restoration is important, but sometimes it seems to go overboard, like when the Native 
Plant Restoration wanted to reintroduce poison oak into the Presidio simply because it 
was a native plant. 

Currently Fort Funston has many plants and vegetation. It is a beautiful place. Please do 
not make it incrementally a bit more beautiful at the expense of other user groups • 

.. ., 

, .. ,. .. -··· - -- .. --·· 
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Do dogs and their owners have any rights: I realize that dogs have virtually no legal 
rights. But does that make it correct for our society not to provide for their needs? Also 
off-leash recreation is many people's recreation of choice, just as valuable as golf, 
horseback riding, hang gliding, and bicycling riding- all of which have an effect on the 
area. Approximately one out of every four households in thi\ area has a dog. With so 
many dogs, we need a place for them to go and get their needed exercise and 
socialization. Fort Funston has been that place for decades. There would be a huge 
adverse affect on this area if dogs were not allowed to be off-leash in Fort Funston and 
their owners would have to over-utilize other parts of the city. 

Dogs need to run around unleashed and exercise: This topic is pretty clear. Just ask 
any veterinarian and they will tell you that virtually ever breed of dog needs daily 
exercise. I realize that a few people can accomplish this by taking their dogs on leashed 
runs. However, the vast majority of people, especially the elderly, cannot provide their 
dog their needed exercise. · 

What Fort Funston would be like if all dogs were on leashes: Have you ever thought 
what Fort Funston would be like if the policy was changed and all dogs had to be 
leashed? There would be hundreds and hundreds of dogs walking side by side on the 
trails. Does anyone really think a bunched of densely packed leashed dogs is going to be 
safer? It is common knowledge that a leashed dog is more protective than an unleashed 
one. By forcing the dogs to be leashed and stay within restricted areas you will be making 
a much more stressful and unsafe Fort Funston. · 

Visit Fort Funston and see for yourself: Writing letters can only do so 
much. The proof is in the pudding. Before you make a ruling that would 
greatly damage the life of th<11.J~ands of local residents who have relied on 
Fort Funston for so many years, please come and visit this area to see that it 
is not a problem that needs correcting, but a wonderful place the way it is. 
Please do not simply sit behind a desk and make a ruling over some 
technicality in the law. 

Feel free to call me if you have any questions or would like to join me for a 
walk at Fort Funston. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Steven Courlang. 
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 

.i.J>port off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my 
9hlents on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. _ . 

Name: PAV L LEE' (printed) 

Address: I 211 lei: PLA YA . ..# '], i!JtJ ~/\A-Al Lf 5 c°sta CA 7-t-12 2... 
(street) • (city) ~ ( te) (zip) 

I ,11/l()l/£D 70 'TflE >UAJ?ET BEF'OR..b OFF-L E:ASlf iu-A,5 

fRoHr81-TEb otU CJC:.EAJJ·.BE-J'rcfl JIJ 6RI>ER TO W4LI<. 

/VJ y Do~ Tlfi=R c,. }.JCJ w WF ~<j TCJ F{)/?T ·PUN5TOt<..J, 

BllT OFF-- Lch5c::- PRI u f L.EC:-.£7 JrR'E SBIJJ<f:. TARE !J 

f}wAy fRc/VI US, Tlf!-5 17 ;tµ 1/VlfORTAJJT :;actAL 

A/JD z;;xERcr:;;.E A<:::r1v1.ry poR J3c;Tf-J /JIJE- AN.D MY 
D~G. P'LEAS£ DON'T TA-kl:::-- THI~ A-0A-I [2/?0.M us,.-

. . ' . ' 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002. 

1 Here are some ideas for your letter: ~UPERl~JTEl!IDOO'S Offft 
• What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted? .. 
• The Park Service has stated that childre'i't, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 

disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. can you give personal examples where the opposite is 
true - that these groups seek off-leash areas for their recreation? 

• · Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? 

• Do you bring your friends and family a~dng or meet up with friends? Have you made new friends 
through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation 
in the GGNRA? 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the 
,. GGNRA. Do you think that continuing to make off-leash reaeation available in these areas is 

a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA' can make off­
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 

• 

activities, induding off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to 
renege on this part of its agreement with San Francisco? . 

Signed: f J k Date ;J-r: /!F2--.(oplional:Age: b ( SeJG/iiJF Ethnidty~ 
Version 2.0 I (.V 

' . .. 
GGNRA012866



Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 355r,·-01- 1 A Date: ---.o/'""""~.,.,[ ..... a-:Z==------
I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA, as 
well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue . 

• ame: ___ EJ_~_l.o.....;N,____lfl._E-1-,Y-~...:.91<-=----7'------ (optional: Age: ..JZ Sex: ~Dthnicity: af,,1e.,) 
Address: /J.70 6rfAJC( S1-· #/t'3 SF CA ·· 'IYJO 

(street) (city) (state) (zip) 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are the 
benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe w7. 

, ~rt F:,115f'lt 3- 5 -/r!Ms a.· tN«K . wtr/K tnj ~J ke.. fC7 

,J"ve. .h,irt- "I'- cAa.ic.e- -J. fWI -frte., ·~ f'L/~ u.Ji,le. I 
re/t.lK P1td 111'si-/- (AJ,·cf~ IYlf. ~~ds a/l~ cf/u.,'r ol°Js " 

I e 
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Carolyn Bower 
73 Rossi Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94118 

ttECE\\JC.0 

~~R 11 'Z.GO'l. 
Superintendent O'Neill 

. ~urUi\tltBmaliS off\\1 
Please, please, please keep off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. I have been a 
dog owner for many years and have enjoyed countless hours of wholesome fun 
swimming at Crissy Fields, chasing balls and playing tag with other dogs at Fort 
Funston and long, leisurely walks through the Presidio. I always clean up after 
my dogs, do not allow digging or chasing wildlife, discourage barking or other 
inappropriate behavior. I am a good, responsible citizen and so are my dogs. 
Do not punish us for we have done no wrongs. Dogs must be allowed to run 
free, to play with other dogs, to chase balls, to be properly exercised and 
mentally stimulated. Without these activities, dogs, like people, can become 
socially disadvantaged with disastrous outcomes. 

Generally, I walk alone and having my dogs gives me security and protection. 
Evildoers are less likely to approach a woman with dogs than one 
unacccimpanied. I have made many acquaintances and friends because of my 
dogs. As children widen their parents' social circle, so do my dogs for me. With 
few exceptions, I have found most parents of children are delighted to have their 
children meet my dogs and ~t them. Children and dogs are a natural. · 

To remove off-leash privileges i~ a bad idea. It would be extremely difficult to 
enforce without an extensive police force. It will cause great ill-will toward the 
GGNRA (and up until now, I have always thought highly of your organization), 
and to what purpose. ENOUGH WITH THE NATIVE PLANTS ALREADYll 1 

l 
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DearGGNRA, 

···--------··-·­·····-·-·------· ---------- --·-----···· 

I am writing to you concerning the change in your dog policy for the GGNRA. 
R£CE/V£o 

MAR 112002 
I hav~ two flyers stating the.dog policy for the Golden Gate N~tional Recreation ;//fiJllNTENiJfNT'S Ottu.. 
One titled "ENJOYING THEPARK. WITH YOUR DOG". This was put out by the •nr.'f 
GGNRA, the NSP and the U.S. Department of the Interior. This flier states l&Mh 
Len&th, Do& Etiquette, Service Oo&s. and •tis nVoice Control"? The other side lists 
areas within the.park were dogs are.permitted off-leach titled WHERE CAN I TAKE MY 
DOG OFF LEASH? The other is a flier for Fort Funston put out by the GGNRA and the 
NPS. n smles: WaDWag your tlog: Dogs must be leashoo While in the Bani SWatlow 
Site. Elsewhere, the must be either Jeach~d or under voice· control at all times. You must 
carry a leash. Alwa,ys pick up dog litter. Copies of the originals, that I have, are included 
with my letter. 

·our-NationafParks state theidea8h prilicy right on coloifrilflyers.hanaea out aiNation8.I 
Parks around the country. The Golden Gate flier states rione. Why would that be left off 
just the Golden Gate flier? Because there are areas were dogs can go un-leashed. 
-GGNRA-acllliilly ·pufouf fliets ·statliig-fhis . 

These off-leash policies should have been posted at beaches and parks, and tickets 
handed out for unruly dogs. I've never seen or heard about these.policies being enforced. 

THIS IS AN URBAN AREA! .This is ~ot Yosemi~. This is not Yellowstone. The Bay 
Area is one of the biggest urbag areas ip the country. You have a re~ponsibility to the 
people of the Bay Area first. This is our home. Millions of people live here and about 
25% of them own dogs. How can you apply the same rules to an urban area that you 
apply to a wilderness area? Exceptions to the NPS system-wide policy MUST be 
made. I would like to see the NPS on1teash policy waived or modified in some way by 
the Secretary, the assistant Secretary, or the Director of the NPS. 

The overwhelming majority of the people using the GGNRA and all parks in San 
Francisco are.peQple that are exercising and.people that are walking and exercising their 
dogs. We're out there everyday of the week, every month of the year. We're there in 
sunny, rainy, foggy, warm and cold days. Why punish the people that use the parks the 
most. Also remember our beaches are not sun-drenched beaches, crowded with 
sunbathers. 

.. 
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Dogs do not get the same amount of exercise on-leash as off-leash. That is obvious to 
everyone. Proper exercise and socialization c:reate health, happy non-aggressive dogs. 

The.horritile,:t>izarre-story of"Diana.Whipple's death.brought attention to all dogs.in 
general. Some people on the street were afraid of my non-threatening and meJlow 
looking, leashed dog. Of course comments to the park opposing off-leash dogs had 
fiicreasea. Tlie p&>pltfWlio ·ow·neatliose ·aangefous ·aogs,-tliatwertfffilliietno Kill, ·sliotila 
be responsible for their dog's actions. I am angered th~t you used this story to further 
your cause? 

The majority of children are happy to see and pet my dog. When children are scared or 
wary I keep my dog close to me. The same is true for seniors, minorities and all people. 
Ninety Five-Ninety Nine percent of dog owners are responsible. Why must we be 

punished"for others who do not take responsibilityJor their dogs? As I stated.before, 
tickets should be handed out for unruly dogs. 

·s-urfhisWoulCl"oe"'liar<fto ·enforce ·or ·-prove in ·court, ·so-your ·aecision is-co-tak'.e-tlie ·easy 
way out and have a straight forward policy of dog on-leash at all times. Why do we have 
to have a win lose situation here? Why not a win win situat}on? The GGNRA includes 
nearly 75,000 acres. Since 25% of.people in our area own dogs 18,7.50 should be 
designated off-leash. Keep the current situation of designating on-leash, on off-leash 
areas. If this is not acceptable to you, make certain times of the day, year on-leash and 
certain times off-leash. 

If the GGNRA see fit to change it's ct.ttrent po~cy I would support the SF Board of 
Supervisors resolution to have certain lands formerly owned by the city of SF returned to 
the city. 

How can we strive so hard to protect\our diminishing wildlife but at the same time be so 
cmel to the animals that have been so loyal to us for thousands and thousands of years. 
It's it our job to protect these animals too. 

ou time, and I'll leave you wi~ these final thoughts, 

Karen 
520 Shader #1 

• SF, CA 94117 
41S 831-f>091 

o/7 
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How can we as human beings believe tl:iat we are the only ones the enjoy nature . 

unencumbered. 

I've seen people do more damage to wildlife and vegetation than dogs. 

There are not nearly enough dog runs to support all the dogs in SF. 

Dog walkers are a reality of city life. They need safe areas to walk our dogs. 

What is the Quality of life for a dog kept on leash? 

''The greatness of a nation can be judged by the way its animals are treated." 

G(llU/hi 

... .. .. 
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·l,;lden Gate NationaLflecreat1on rea ·:· :,:.) 
National Park Service " . ·.~ 

U.S. Department of the Interior · 't 

ENJOYING 
........ _.. . 

- .. : . .-~ ~=-~:~~ .. .- .· ·~ -
., . 

THE PARK WITH 

YOUR DOG 

'• 
........ :.. :.;..:: . 

. "' ..... -ni:.:"".·~·. ::"'-:..· ... 

OING YOUR PART 
i 

There are many opportunities to enjoy Golden Gate National Recreation Area with your dog. It is 
important to remember that national parks contain resources that can be seriously damaged by-dogs 
that are not properly controlled. Rules pertaining to dogs are designed to provide a 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 national 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 violation of these rules. (36 CFR Part 2) . . 

~eash Length 

In areas requirin~ leashes, dogs must be kept on a leash no longer than six feet. 

D?g. etiquette 

Always pick up your dog;s litter. It is unhealthy, contaminates the environment, and affects the territorial 
behavior of some wil~ animals. It is inconsiderate to leave your dog's litter in public areas. 

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

Service dogs 

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

~:, ·•. ·."";:.,. ·'··"~.,.·.'•.; .·r';. 1•• •. iii, ·•... , 

· ·· , .. : · -s:,w1fa:fis~·'~oice~con.trol''? 
I 

In some areas, dogs are permitted off-leash under _"voice control." This means the dog must respond 

-_ __. 

immediately and obediently to single comm~nds. In a voice-controfarea, a dog"owrier"irmst-.:.-- - · · ---- -· 
- be familiar with the boundary of the voice-control ared 
..:..... carry a leash 11t all times 
- 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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SAN FRANCISCO 

Ocean Beach 

' Dogs arc allowed on Ocean Beach under voice control from Stairwell 1 south to Stairwell 21. 
Dogs must be on leash south of Stairwell 21 to Sloat Boulevard in order to protect the endangered 
W~stcrn Snowy Plover. 

·"' 
Fort Funston and Burton Beach 

Dogs are permitted off leash under voice control in m~ch of Fort Funston and on Phillip Burton Beach. 
However, dogs must be on leash in the Bank Swallow habitat area. 

Baker Beach 

Dogs ai:e permitted, under voice control, on Baker Beach north of Lobos Creek. Dogs must be on leash 
south of Lobos Creek and in parking lots and picnic areas. 

Crissy Field and Beach 

Dogs may be off leash under voice control on Crissy Field east of the West Gate of the Golden Gate 
Promenade, and north of New Mason Street. Dogs must be on leash west of the West Gate of the 
Golden Gate Promenade and south of New Mason Street throughout the area. Dog owners must keep 

. their dogs out of fenced dune areas. 

West Pacific Avenue 

Dogs may be off leash under voice control along the· corridor adjoining West Pacific Avenue from the 
Broadway Street entrance to the 14th Avenue gate. Dogs must be on leash in the forest and fields east 
of Lovers Lane and north of the Ecology Trail. 

MARIN COUNTY 

Rodeo Beach 

Dogs are permitted off leash under voice control on Rodeo Beach from the shoreline to the crest of the 
dune. Dogs must be leashed fr01~ the crest of

1
the dunes inland to Rodeo Lagoon and in the parking lots 

and picnic areas. 

Oakwood Valley 

Dogs are permitted off leash under voice control on, and immediately adjacent to, the Oakwood Valley 
Trail north of the small cattle pond. Dogs are not allowed off leash south of the pond, and may not enter 
the pond. · 

Muir Beach 

Dogs are permitted off leash under voice control on Muir Beach from the shoreline to the crest of the 
dunes. Dogs must be leashed from the crest of the dunes inland to Big Lagoon and in parking lots and 
picnic areas. 

Remember, people, dogs, and wildlife can enjoy this park together if you follow these rules. 
Please do your part 

.. 

Western Snoll')' P/ol'er 
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, t Funston 

· San Francisco 
Zoo 

Wastewater 
Treatment 

Plant 

Environmental 
Science Center 

S.F.U.S.D. . 

GOLF 
COURSE 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area \}~:"': 
National Park Service (' "'··· 

\.•=-' 
. \.r...i 

awona Street 

Native Plant 
Nursery 

Turn here to 
go north from 
Main Entrance 

Fort Funston is located in the southwest corner · 
of San Francisco. From the City, follow 
Highway 35 west on Sloat Boulevard thm 
south on Skyline Boulevard. 111e main entrance 
is 1/4 mile south of john Muir Drive, on the 
west side of Hwy 35. 

From San Mateo Counry follow Hwy. 35 north 
to John Muir Drive;rnake a U-nirn from the 
left-turn lane, and return south on Hwy. 35 to 

the' main entrance. 

MUNI #18 bus stops near Fort Funston's 
· Battery Davis Trail. Or ride MUNI #1., I 0, or 

23, and walk_ 1/2 mile south on Ocean Beach 
and the Coastal Trail to Fort Funston. 

LEGEND 

eJ Ranger Stntion. (fill Restrooms 

~ MUNI Stop fD Picnic Tables 

(g Parking li&1 Drinking Warer 

l1 Telephone f!D Pets on Leash 

-* ~ <§. -·-·-
Roads and Highways 

Disabled Access Trails 

M~1lti-Use Trails 

Horse Trails 

-*~I~ -----
X> ~ -----

••• •• ~. ••••• Hiking Trails 

• • 
0 

l I 
I I 
I I 
I,_,·:. · 1 

• Ray Area Ridge Trail 

Beach Access 
(subject to trail conditions) 

Golden Gare National 
Recreation Area Lands 

Private and Urban Lands 

Adjacent Parklands 

Beaches 

Cliffs - Stay Away from Edgl' 

Water 
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Disassembling the guns during "Operation Blowtorch" in 1948 

Swords to Plowshares 
The U.S. Army acquired these bluffs in 1900 to add a link in the chain of coastal artillery batteries lining the Golden Gate. 
The fort is named for Mt~or General Frederick Funston, famed for organizing relief efforts after the 1906 Earthquake. The 
guns or Battery Richmond Davis ( 1938) could lire a shell 25 miles. Nike anti-aircraft missiles stqod gu.ard here from the 

• · l 950's until the fort's closure in 1963. Transferred' to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area iri 1974, Fort Funston now 
·es military history, wildlife habitat and open space. The missile-mens' barracks house the .~anger Station and 
1mental Science Center, and the Nike Missile magazines lie below the main parking area. , 

; Preserving the Dunes 
·' Sand dune hubitat once dominated San Francisco ·s 

; , \\·est side. Fort Funston preserves some of the area's 

i last natural June systems. Exotic plants like keplant 

threaten this habitat by displacing the nmive plants 
upon which wildlife depend. Volunteers and park 
staff have begun restoring habitat for Bank Swallows 
and. other wildlife by rcnioving exotic species, 
working in our native ·\Jlant nursery and planting 
native vegetation. Join us! 

r. , ' , 

(Actual length 5") 
Drawing by E.H.Gundcrson 

Native wildflowers of the dunes 

Bank Swallows: 
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·Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 35fiCf ·Of - it.- Date: S ·· ft- o <-- ·- · ·-,,~ 

. I support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA as ·,~!:: 
well as inform tion about me that may be relevant to this issue. / ,. d ' . ) 

/? fi"'VP';f.,, I~ /.I ·e· ' ,l. Jil ~flv/U (optional: Age: lk.. SexZiJ F Ethnicity/!-111 -v£'( 
.ress: ;/ 6kn..,,Ji/f4/ U,!;-tJL '12tly &J 't3L e' 9 !61J/ 

~----='"-"'-"""'""'==~(~~-~~~~)-'-'-'-----------------...-..--=r---~~~1ey~)~~·~r--------_...{~sm~'~~~)----+.-(zl~p~}~ 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What are the 
benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, desc®e why. .-.// __. ;:t ,,. l 

-- / 6 ?/1-/-<!'-' I ,I)/ fl- ..... I IV .!e... , /}../ K.;fll) Lj 
YAi ~1 - 1.=...JJc-!11yd.1 & l:/Aen{ ,n/J&h;}1pJ __:! _ N __ . 1 
,-:'.) I / ,...-- AO I (__, • ' /" . u-J t I f'i / ~-/ i2.. ? j.:;-' /J, . ",r/[,.e;f> c-t:., ~,. /<-' I_/ J µ ~ 

2. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up 
with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? --:-> _ .,.,. ,,.. ~ re_ L.!<:1.J ,;:£. c7/( ~ 
. z- m££ ~ o/ . t/; .f I I u..J I /fl ~A#( GP/ r-r?Al vr .0 vJl ~ 7- _, 

./ ,µ1/- w rf1?./~,p.J CA-hlh?,.C... WA~,,v& A<--y· ___£),,{;,J v /11£ 
_:C" .J.4, Y~ fo~j)r_, .__,.. _ 

~k ,#1.rc:-.- y /J?&£.- /°.£p£:~-./ #-///')(! .JU-.A°P'y O/~,f(.... ...;/O~./ \t"' 
Jo6J " /. - / M ~ C .ll w _,.fl #JJ( 

;?/-.?/{.......£ _ MY fe/~.JJ <_#o,.J J;Ju 6 o ~tv .. v/t-.U ~ _ ~ :; 

Ar@ N/E/4-£ /M/?/l-fed.f4) · "b;;:-4 ~ '7A4[ /Ah¢« ~ 7 -:4'£ W;I''/ 7)¢.1; J()b../ 
b ,~/" .A t--e>A/ b / 

3. Do you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specific 

•

recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for future 
fenerations. / 0 /J1 y of/~/!- / tJ '4..&/t.j 0-/::. b<Jrl l--~/,,,v& c1J;v; l~ .. 
I /..t-otJ~Jrty /c.hoJ/£ Z>~c.....y a.;/ru£JJ~ ·i-:-tvo ~?A,..~7/~~ 
~ .-- ::: ,/ _, ( ~~t:.·J "//.U..tk. ~/"#' tu£;£.£ ~/>?~1;17)5L.7 
jc)/'(...-J ·W/-",>1/ JV '\_Y• • 

---- .,,. e~ or: "'$1. ~/,£._ eJ--uJ,Jt/4/l-J' 
)~~ /· . 

4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNR~ _......-
2' µv &?Jr'/ 66.>& w0 u !::J /.../:Jov.-€ A ~Jo) /t!J ~ o / o 

r;,~ r(/~J/---11 ;J £"~ ~)0 :;:-~fl.6,Y~J'l,,. 7 w-ouY 
/YJJS./ /~ /~...#L./fi!Y ,/AJA~ ...r /#;-££m/*1,v6 W1 IJ/ 
t/~/f-1 p;6£ ~b Or;u,V,;S~........ . 

5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence? 

_L /f?r_;c.. ~YvJ;/GA-r.ii M/"£ vJ11/1 #£ 
a .,,, r / oEct:.rvED 
~/J/!>tJ~ I ~ 

tAAR11?.002 
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·- .. .._-m ~---~-~ .... 

. . . . ... ~ ~---~:-t:;,····~~r·;. .. . . --~.!;,\.}!;;~~-.------ --

= :l~~uperin~endent O'N~ll: ..... - • :fdi~i}~~f'~~~~~:eyJ-.z:/:f'A ·· . . ~ · 
. , . J I support the conti.nuance of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my 
... comments on this activity as well as infonnation about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

~ame: IJ./bMA!. fl.. <!.j?AvlFo 1<-D (printed} · 

: Addr~: {g 7 - -t 1J!. Av EN\J€" . Se.rl ft-leN ~s Coe) .. CA 9 4-1l6 

3 , 
I 
I 

· :: (street) > (city) (state) (zip) 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What ar 
the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. µ4- ') ~ ~ p ~e/.,Wr) ~~~ • 1~ I"': '6~ ~c.A • 

·111" ~ ~ li ~ r· ~ ~ ~ ~ 
~ 16-~- .. 

2. The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cu!tural minorities, and people with disabilities may avoid 
areas with off-leash dogs. can you give personal examples where the opposite is true - that these groups seek off-leash 
areas for their re~--eation? Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? If so, please explain why. 

3 . 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 4'5. {.J'tL---~~~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ a.e.R__O-~,~~~-~ 
~~ ~~~ ~~'t.~~ 

-/lto-4 ~ ~~0.-••·1/Mf'!l-Cf ~ :tlJL """' jt...e_~~ ~C,.L ~ ~ ~~ ,4-(~ . 

Please escnbe whether ~recreation is a ~al ouUet for you. Do y&J bringryour friends and family al meet u~ 
with friends? Have you made new friends through this actiVity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longe 
off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 

. o-1..~ • l 
I 

J ; 
i 
j 

- Gi~ N~A 

• 

4. Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the GGNRA. DO you 
think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is a good use of this recreation area? Do you hav• 
suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off-leash a~ more enjoyable for everyone? 

~ 

RECEIVED 

Mf:\R 11 2.002. 

SUPERiMlENDEMI'S OfftCE 

1-~ 

5. San Francisco~~ its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing activiUes, including off. 
leash recreati~- wpu1d continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to renege on this part of its agreement with 
San Francisco?'? -N O . 

Date 

-~ :\., 
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- ··--·- --------·-

Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 

~upport off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my 
~ments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. . 

Name: Crai;g /[l. 1:-(//j_ Teei ch(Jr 
Address: c ;q /{ S- j [<'-/- h S'../-- ~Ill (fhti 11 Ct f c a CA: 

(street) (city) (state) 

.F-1,. 

(printed) 

901/Y 
(z(p) 

I h 1-f. ,--:r " I/ ff I< ~ !s-e 

-fu f/,,;~;>~r/ 

of T4/s ?Cfr;f--, 

fo 4 T-/rcc7- reM 

• 
Here are some ideas for your le~er: . 

RECEIVED 

MAR 112002 

SUPERINTENDENT'S OfffCE 

• What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted? 

• The Park Seivice has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. can you give personal examples where the opposite is 
true - that these groups seek off-leash areas for their recreation? 

. . 
• Do you feel safer when walking in an pff-leash area? 

• Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up with friends? Have you made new friends 
through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation 
in the GGNRA? 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the 
GGNRA. Do you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas bl 
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA' can make off­
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

• San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 

•
-· activities, induding off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to 

renege on this part o~ its agreement with San Francisco? 

Signed: ~,{/.# 
Version2~ 

Date 3-:J-oz (optional: Age:_!:/_Q Se>(g)F Ethnidty___J 

. . 
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• 

• 

,. 

February 22, 2002 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill, 

I support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recre~ion Area (GGNRA). There is 
a large population of dog lovers in the Bay Area. These are tax-paying citizens who support the 
National Park Service and request only to enjoy a small portion of this land with their beloved 
pets. I respect the actions of the Park Service to set aside key pieces ofland for bird habitats and 
plant rejeuvenation but there is enough room for humans and dogs to enjoy this area alongside 
these conservation efforts, since off-leash dog walking .is available in only 0.5% of its 75,000 
acres of land. Even those who do not have pets can appreciate setting aside land where dogs can 
get adequate exercise and socialization with other dogs in order to be happy and healthy 
members of the Bay Area community. These off-leash locati9ns are family friendly, attracting 
people of all ages who want to enjoy the day with their entire: family, including the family dog. 
In addition, these locations encourage an atmosphere of comthunity where people feel safe 
visiting at all hours of the day. 

Off-leash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when San Francisco gave its beaches 
and coastal bluffs to the GGNRA and when the GGNRA was established to maintain "needed 
recreational open space necessary for urban environment aiid planning."(16 USC 460bb). The 
1979 GGNRA Pet Policy upheld this activity by creating a special provision allowing off-leash 
recreation. It is now time for the National Park Service to recognize the will of the people and 
create a Section 7 special rule for off-leash recreation in the GGGNRA. Please act now! Thank 
you. 

Sincerely, 

~n~~~ts: 
H/h/-€ I 

RE'CE'fVeb 

MAR 112002 
SUPER/NTENDENrs OFFICE 

~ 1> I/I rlf?/'4( fl S 

t/Vl P#Vrr/Vr 1"v HkVL 9ffr;&[ %"'T ~1 ~ 

~ ~1Jlf ~~I> -rHei,f- (f77~ P-t.:Cl'r}€ 
Prt.- I f\/f5Vv I . ' 

Please Print: 

Name:· MJtf1" /v\c/v'~ (optional: Age: 1:G!-Sex: @F Ethnicity: 'tt.1tc, f·.) 

Address: rQit:t AA.c, Er:J lt11:M ~t:#s= ~r ~Px= 
v (Street) 11 (City) (State) 

~L{{O~ 
(Zip) 
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\ CLIFFORD J. LIEHE 
131 PARKER A VENUE 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118 

~ March 8, 2002 

• 

!" 

v 

Via fax to 415-561-4355 and U.S. Mail 
-

Golden Gate National Recr~ation Area 
Attn: "ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Re: ANPR/Support for off-leash dog walking 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

RECEIVED 

MAR 11 ZOOZ 

SUPERlNTENDENfS OfflCE 

I am a dog owner ··and resident of San Francisco.. I ·frequently walk 
my ddg· in :the: F'resictio, at f'brt FU!isto~, and at Crissy Field. I 
also frequently jog, bike,.and hike in those and.other parts of the 
GGNRA without my dog. · · · 

I urge you as strongly as possible to continue to allow off-leash 
dog walking in the GGNRA. Legally speaking, off-leash dog walking 
i$ authorized by the enabling statute for the GGNRA, the 
legislative,history, the terms of the transfer .of :GGNRA property 
from San Francisco . to· 'the Natiopal Park· s·ervice, : .. the ·pet Policy 
established· in-1979.:by 'the' GGNRA citizens·' ;.Advisory :Commission·, and 
the implementation· of that -policy· for:· many/ many years·.· • ·The GGNRA 
should continue to abide by policies established by its own 
Citizens' Advisory Commission and should keep its commitment to the 
people of San Frahcisco::··3 ~.:-: • .. ·.':>:.:,; .. · ·:.: :::~ ·• · ._., ... ,, ·.,··:·, .~ --~ :-· .. ~i . 

. • ·. " ·. . • ;:· : 1. : • '.·'· ; ·. : . • ..• ~ : • . .•• :·: ~ . . . 

The National ·Park.Service has begun claiming' that it 'must rely"on 
a rule prohibiting off-~eash dogs in National Parks. But there are 
exceptions to that and otmer rules. Off-leash hunting dogs, of~­
trail bicycle riding, and hang gliding are all allowed as 
exceptions in various parks. 

Off-leash dog walking provides healthy exercise for dogs and dog 
owners, but · also much niore. It is a social and recreational 
activity, including one for families and non-dog walkers. It 
allows children to interact and play with dogs. It helps people 
interact. It makes dogs more sociable and less aggressive toward 
other dogs. It makes recreational areas safer because there are 
more likely to be people (i.e., dog owners) present. It is part of 
life in a diverse, urban community like San Francisco. 

Of course there are other users of the GGNRA. But ·that does not 
mean that the GGNRA can not be shared. It is ny understanding that 
traditional off-· leash areas account for no mor·e than o. 5 % of GGNRA 
land. · · ~ •:: :. -. · · · · '· · · 

Banning off-leash dog walking would have a serious impact on the 
parks of San Francisco, San Mateo, and Marin because of drastically 
increased usage in those counties. . Such ·a ban may very well create 
dog-human and dog-dog conflicts because dogs would be less 
socialized and might be more aggressive on leashes. 
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36c,4 .. ~- IA 
March 8, 2002 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn: ANPR 
Page 2 

I carefully read the ANPR pertaining to this issue. I was deeply 
disappointed to discover that instead of being objective, the ANPR 
was blatantly slanted in favor of a ban on off-leash dog walking. 
Its mention of the tragic death of ·Diane Whipple as underscoring 
the danger of dogs was particularly outrageous. That incident 
admittedly occurred outside of GGNRA boundaries. It appears to 
have been inserted in the ANPR solely to appeal to emotions instead 
of reason or logic. That is like.referring to the murder a couple 
years ago of a Yosemite National Park employee to underscore the 
danger of' people in National Parks and therefore the need to ban 
people from National Parks. 

There are, of course, a few irresponsibl~ dog owners in the GGNRA 
and elsewhere. ~hey deserve·to be cited or otherwise prosecuted. 
Responsible dog owners such as myself fully support such action. 
But those few irresponsible dog owners should not overshadow the 
far more numerous responsible ones who control their dogs, clean up 
after their dogs, and often clean up after the irresponsible dog 
owners). 

The GGNRA is an urban park in the midst of a very di verse 
community. It should continue to be used for diverse, urban 
recreational activities, including off-leash dog walking, just-as 
it has always been. 

Thank you for your time. 

Since~ely, 

il~rl J ~ 
Cl~o;l.1 

J. Liehe 

cc: SF Dog 
Crissy Field Dog Group 

II 

• 
• 
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To Whom It May Concern: 35(.,(,-0(- f A 

I strongly support existing regulations that require pets to be 
on leash and on trail when in national parks. I support Option A as 
proposed in the recent ANPR. 

Changing the leash law for jilst the GGNRA would set a dangerous 
precedent for national parks throughout the country. Allowing pets off­
leash is inconsistent with the park mission to protect natural resources 
and the safety of all visitors. Numerous scientific studies-including 
one by the American Humane Association-identify off-leash pets as a 
threat to visitor safety and wildlife and therefore recommend ihat pets 
be leashed in natural areas. . 

Lax enforcement at GGNRA has resulted in many documented 
cases of off-leash pets threatening or biting park visitors and hazardous 
rescues of uncontrolled pets and their owners. It is no surprise that 
82% of Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer pets on leash. I agree! 
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To Whom It May Concern: 

. --------­ --------------------

I strongly support existing regulations that require pets to be 
on leash and on trail when in national parks. I support Option A as 
proposed in the recent ANPR. . 

· · Changing the leash law for just the GGNRA would set a dangerous 
precedent for national parks throughout the-COuntry. Allowing pets off­
leash is inconsistent with the park mission to protect natural resources 
and the sflfety of all visitors. Numerous scientific studies-including 
one by the American Humane Association-identify off-leash pets as a 
threat to 4tisitor safety and wildlife and therefore recommend that pets 
be leashed in natural areas. 

Lax enforcement at GGNRA has resulted in many documented 
cases of off-leash pets threatening or biting park visitors and hazardous 
rescues of uncontrolled pets and their owners. ~~~ 
82% of Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer . Y~ 
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-< ...\ 1\ "UPERWlTENQEMTS O~CE S~\\ ~\)}' '\.{,h · . °\WoJ. ,u , . . , : 
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"Fort Funston" 
<fortfunston@hotmail. 
com> 

03/12/2002 06:26 PM 
PST 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: Fwd: off-leash comment 

----Original Message Follows---­
From: MachneDoc@aol.com 
To: fortfunston@hotmail.com 
Subject: off-leash comment 
Date: Tue, 12 Mar 2002 11:03:15 EST 

Dear GGNRA; 
I am writing in response to the proposed rule making to determine 

whether there is sufficient public will to continue the long-standing 
tradition o~ off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. 

We believe that there is room for off-leash dog recreation activities 
in 
your areas. I have read that off-leash dog walking was an intended 
recreational activity when San Francisco gave beaches and coastal bluffs to 
the GGNRA. 

We hope that off-leash activities can continue as the public respects 
t~e parks others uses including preservation of its natural resources. We 
h~ve enjoyed off-leash areas and hope to be able to continue to do so. 

Charles and Stephanie Aiken 

Chat with friends online, try MSN Messenger: http://messenger.msn.com 

.. .. 
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. 
"Ghosh, Bishakh" 
<bghosh@kpmg.com> 

To: "'goga _pets_anpr@nps.gov'" <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

• 03/12/2002 08:56 PM 
EST 

Subject: Leash Laws 

To whom it may concern, 

I am ardently against the implementation of leash laws in the parks in the 
Bay area. I am a homeowner in San Francisco, and find that one of the most 
appealing aspects of the parks and beaches of the Bay area is the fact that 
people can walk their dogs without a leash on the beaches and in the parks 
of the area. Please note my opinion in any surveys t~at are being taken and 
inform me if there is anything I can do to support this position. 

Thanks for your assistance. 

Best regar<;ls, 
Rono Ghosh 

Bishakh Rono Ghosh 
Senior Associate 
International Corporate Services 

kpmg 
KPMG LLP 
3 Embarcadero Center 
Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
Direct: 415 I 591-7481 
Fax: 415 I 986-3365 
email: bghosh@kpmg.com 

***************************************************************************** 
The inf~rmation in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged. 
It is intended solely for the addressee. Access to this email by anyone else 
is unauthorized. 

If you are not the intended reci~ient, any disclosure, copying, distribution 
or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it, is prohibited 
and may be unlawful. When addressed to our clients any opinions or advice 
contained in this email are subject to the terms and conditions expressed in 
the governing KPMG client engagement letter. 
***************************************************************************** 
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To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

• 
"Fort Funston" 
<fortfunston@hotmail. 
com> Subject: Fwd: pets off leash 

03/12/2002 05:48 PM 
PST 

----Original Message Follows---­
From: ADCX5805@aol.com 
To: fortfunston@hotmail.com 
Subject: pets off leash 
Date: TUe, 12 Mar 2002 18:08:04 EST 

Please keep Fort Funston and Crissy fields as Qff leash areas for people 
with 
their d0gs. We need a place to walk off leash~ it is best for the dogs and 
of great benefit to people who otherwise would not be out walking. To 
prohibit dogs would put too much pressure on city parks. I love the native 
plants and the birds but I do believe we can coexist, we are also part of 
nature, we must all respect one another. 
Sincerely 
Claire Chow(and Oliver) 

Send and receive Hotmail on your mobile device: http://mobile.msn.com 

• 
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Hi: 

Will Smith 
<iamwill@mindspring. 
com> 

03/12/2002 03:09 PM 
GMT 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: anpr comments 

To what avail proposed rulemaking if current law were woof without bite? 

Current law, 36CFR2.15 requiring that dogs ~e restrained on leash while at 
Fort Funston and Burton Beach is not being·enforced because of credible 
stated concern for officer safety. 

At Fort Funston, a week ago today, Law Enforcement Ranger M. Warmerdam 
stated that 3 person teams were necessary to manage, with adequate margin 
for safety, the crowd dynamics experienced when attempting to enforce this 
law. He said that, when a properly armed and armored officer has attempted 
to require that dogs be restrained on leash while at Fort Funston and 
Burton Beach as required by law, he has quickly found himself surrounded by 
a crowd of 15 to 20 persons some of whom kicked dirt upon him. others of 
whom spat upon him. Thus adequate backup is required to discourage attempts 
to intimidate or otherwise assault the Law Enforcement Ranger. 

Statements made by Law Enforcement Ranger Warmerdam without contradiction 
by Law Enforcement Ranger Lopez are highly credible to me based upon my 
direct observations over more than a decade of, on average once per week, 
walking from home at 655 John Muir Drive through Fort Funston to the ocean 
at Burton Beach. · 

Two cases in point: 
At approximately 12:41 PM Friday 01 December 2000, at Fort 

Funston, I 
observed attempts by a crowd of persons to intimidate 2 law enforcement 
officers working together in response to a complaint based on an attack by 
unleashed dogs where on~ of t~e officers had directly witnessed the attack. 
At least one of the officers wag armored. Both were visibly armed. Though 
no case number was provided, the officers are San Francisco Park Police 
Officer Harrison, and National Park Service Law Enforcement Ranger Eric D. 
LaSalle. 

attack by 
At approximately 2: oo. PM Monday 03 March 1997, at Fort Funston, 

an unleashed dog became the subject of case number 1757 investigated by Law 
Enforcement Park Rangers Heather P. (Rosselle) Irwin and Raquel Lopez. As 
cited in the case file, the human who sicced the unleashed dog stated that 
law enforcement was not a concern for him. 

My tax monies will be spent either to pay for adequate law enforcement 
backup or to pay for that first successful tort base on failure to enforce 
existing law. Officer Safety and Public Safety need not conflict. 

I urge that resources be temporarily redeployed or created so 3 person 
teams of Law Enforcement Rangers can experience adequate safety as they 
enforce c~rrent law, 36CFR2.15 requiring that dogs be restrained on leash 
while at Fort Funston and Burton Beach. 

Enforce current law while creating new law and thus "maintain within the 
parks an atmosphere that is open, inviting, and accessible to every segment 
of American society." 
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"McAlister, Anna M." 
<AMcAlister@brobeck. 
com> 

03/12/2002 03:46 PM -
PST 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

To: "'goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov'" <goga _pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: Ft. Funston dog-leash opinion 

\. 

After reviewing the March B, 2002 article in San Francisco Chronicle I 
decided to provide my opinion. 

I am a dog owner who frequents Ft. Funston.and I absolutely love the 
opportunity to allow my dogs to run freely on the beach. It is an equally 
beautiful sight to watch my dogs running happily on ttie beach as it is to 
look out onto the amazing ocean. Nature is beautiful in all forms. 

I am a responsible pet owner who picks up after my dogs as I would pick up 
after myself and who has trained my dogs to adhere to my commands. My dogs 
need to be able to run free for their physical and mental well being. It is 
not part of a dog's nature to be leashed at all times, it is not humane or 
fair to the dog. 

I agree that in developed areas it is best to keep dogs on leash to maintain 
order and to protect the dog as well. Dogs have no business running around 
the streets off leash, they do not have the brains to protect themselves or 
to behave in a civilized fashion. However, undeveloped areas should be a 
source for any natural being to enjoy. I understand the danger of the 
cliffs and the preservation of the natural veg~tation and agree to the 
safety conditions and preservation of beauty in those areas. Those areas 
should not be used by dogs or people. 

My thought is that there are alternatives for those people who are 
uncomfortable around dogs. There is a huge stretch of beach to be utilized 
by all and those who are uncomfortable around dogs can simply stay on the 
side of the beach where dogs are required to be leashed or where dogs are 
simply not allowed. I and ~y dogs would not have an alternative if Ft. , 
Funston were to be condemned to an on-leash beach. We would not have the 
choice to go to another stretch of beach to run and play. People simply 
have to learn to share. Dog owners pay taxes and have paid for the right to 
utilize those very few pieces of land where they can allow their pets run 
free without being harmed. 

Presumably, if dogs are not allowed to run off leash at Ft. Funston people 
will take comfort in that they will not be attacked or bitten by a dog and 
the beach will be free of canine excrement. Do these same people believe 
they are free from human attack or from unsightly human excrement or trash 
on the beach? It is rare that you hear of a dog killing a human,. it is not 
so rare to hear of a human killing a human. It is not rare to hear of a dog 
biting a human, it is not rare to hear of a human hurting a human. If 
excrement is left on the beach the tide will wash the beach clean and nature 
will take its course. The tide will take away trash temporarily only to 
deposit it back on the beach where some poor bird will eat it and die. 
People are the source of the trash not dogs. The only answer to preserve 
absolute safety and cleanliness is to prohibit people from utilizing the 
beach. '·' 

I respectfully urge the National Park Service to maintain the privilege of 
allowing dogs to run free at Ft. Funston while under supervision and that 
privilege not be taken away because of fear or some warped sense of who 
pollutes the beach. The small amount of land where our dogs are allowed to 
roam free from harm just simply cannot be reduced. My intention is not to 
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sound melodramatic, but in the big picture there are so many horrible events 
in life caused by human beings, not animals, that it is truly wrong to 
punish an innocent animal by not allowing it to simply run. 

Please allow us to maintain this one small privilege. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Anna McAlister 
83 Kensington Road 
Kensington, California 94707 

======================================-================= 
This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may 
contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, 
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of 
the original message. 
To reply t6 our email administrator directly, send an email to 
postmaste.:.@brobeck.com 
BROBECK PHLEGER & HARRISON LLP 
http://www.brobeck.com 
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To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

• 

Socatallna250@aol.co 

03/12/2002 06:55 PM 
EST 

Subject: Please keep the lease law, protect the birds and keep the beach safe 

Hi, 

I walk on the beach in SF weekly have been bitten twice over the years. 
I have the bite marks to prove it. · 
Why should I feel afraid of dogs when walking on t~e beach? 

What about the wildlife. 
Most of the dogs I've seen terrorize the birds. But thats just fun, right? 

Shouldn't our parks and beaches be safe, peaceful places for people to relax? 
To say nothing of the wildlife . 

... "'! ... 

Why do the SF dog owners deserve special exemption from the rules? 
Will other communities then challenge those rules. 
Will the bears of Yellowstone mind being chased by dogs? 

If my children are playing on the beach should I be afraid a dqg will attack them? 
Should I carry a baseball bat to defend myself? · 
Better yet, perhaps I should get an attack dog! 

I'd like your advise. 
If I am bitten again, should I sue the dog owner? 
AND 
Should I sue you for not enforcing the regulations and creating a hazardous situation? 

If you are going to let them run wild you should have a Warning Signs: 
Beware of Wild Dogs 
and/or 
Parents Your Children Are Not Safe On"This Beach 
(and also mention that the government accepts no liability for the dog behavior) 

Ask any parent if they are concerned about unleashed dogs running wild around their kids. 

Why can't the dog owners use those 25' leases so the dogs have some free movement but are controlled 
around people and wildlife. · 

·\ 
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"C. K. Picker" 
<phafhrd@juno.com> 

03/12/2002 11 :57 PM 
GMT 

Tuesday, March 12, 2002 

Brian O'Neill 
Superintendent 

o67(f-0/-3A 

To: "Brian O'Neill" <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: I Support Alternative A - Keep Dogs Leashed! 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
ATTN: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill, 

I am writing to support Option A in the ANPR and further request that the Park 
Service continue to allow leashed pet recreation where currently permissible, 
while minimizing pet impacts to visitors and park resources. 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area, the world's largest urban park, provides 
critical habitat for some of the state's most rare and threatened species 
including 11 federally listed endangered wildlife species and 9 federally 
listed plant species. While parks such as GGRNA also provide a great place to 
recreate with pets, I am concerned that the ANPR could lead to changes in the 
current leash policy that would put sensitive park resources and public safety 
in jeopardy. 

Numerous.academic and government studies identrfy off leash pets as threats to 
visitor safety, wildlife, and the integrity of natural and cultural resources. 
For example, a study by the American Humane Association documents injuries to 
humans, wildlife, and pets as a result of unleashed pets and recommends that 
pets be leashed in public areas set aside for natural resource protection 
purposes. Golden Gate National Recreation Area records indicate numerous 
incidents of dog bites, threats of dogs to park visitors, and instances where 
park rangers were forced to risk their own safety to rescue uncontrolled pets 
and pet owners trapped on qlifts or in the ocean. 

For these reasons -- threats to public safety and park resources -- I support 
Option A. Thank you for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 

C. K. Picker 
9108 Arline Avenue 
Overland, MO 63114 - 4850 
phafhrd@juno.com 
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"John & Virginia 
Klbre" 

· ~~kibre@ix.netcom.co 

03/12/2002 04:55 PM 
PST 

Dear NPS 

5e>11-ot-IA 

To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: dogs 

No unleashed dogs where people or wildlife are! I suggest a fenced in dog run--a LARGE one of three or 
four acres under the eucalyptus trees. Let the dogs ·run on· the ivy. 

Yours truly, 
Virginia Kibre 
46 Prospect 
San Francisco 9411 O 

... . 
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"Tim Lee" 
<elemcbride@earthlink 
.net> 

03/12/2002 02:50 PM 
PST 
Please respond to 
elemcbride 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: Comment on Fort Funston dog policy 

I am writing to emphatically support an exception to National Park policy that forbids unleashed dogs at Fort 
Funston. An exception would be consistent with the lox,.g-established use of the area in accordance with the prior 
agreement of GGNRA in 1979. It is completely unfair to change the terms of the agreement at a later date. If no 
exception is granted, the area should be given back to the City to use as it sees fit, including for unleashed dogs. The 
longstanding historical use, including use for unleashed dogs, strikes the proper balance of uses and should be 
maintained. I am a longtime supporter of the Audubon Society and Nature Conservancy, but I think they are wrong 
on this one. ' 

---Tim Lee 
--- elemcbride@earthlink.net 
..: __ EarthLink: It's your Internet . 

.. 
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Laurie Dunn 
<lauried_6@yahoo.co 

. m> 

03/12/2002 02:56 PM 
PST 

Attn: GGNRA 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: Pet Policy 

I have been a Marin County resident for 28 years. I strongly support the "voice control" policy. I 
would also like to see a reduction (or elimination) of park areas that forbid dogs altogether. 

Thank you for the option to communicate my opion via e-mail. 

Laurie Dunn 

Do You Yahoo!? 
Try FREE Yahoo! Mail - the world's greatest free email! 

' . 

.. 

.:z . c 
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"L Kondrlck" 
<lkondrlck@hotmall.co 
m> 

03/12/2002 12:57 PM 
PST 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: fortfunston@hotmail.com 

Subject: 

A citizen's comments for the record: 
·· I am in favor of off leash dog walking in our National Parks. 
!~, 

, Horseback riding is allowed ~n our parks. Cars and trailers 
~ are allowed in our parks. Horses ·and motorized vehicles too 
~ present safety issues and impact the park environment, but will 

these activites be ended or even curt~iled in our National 
Parks? 

1 Dogs are an American way of life. We own dogs for 
~~. companionship, for protection, and many times as a means to 

socialize with people. Dogs need exercise and many dog owners 
/1 in the Bay Area do not have a large: fenced in yard to freely 
~ exercise their dogs. A dog at the end of a leash cannot be 
n properly exercised or socialized with other dogs and people. 
i .x 
!~ 

I believe that enforced current off leash dog 
to protect the interest and safety of all who 
Parks. We have lost so many freedoms lately, 
people stand.to lose yet another freedom? It 
sad day. Please, do not adopt leash laws for 
Parks. 

Laura Kendrick, El Cerrito, CA . .. . 

laws are adequate 
use the National 
can the American 
will be a sad, 
our National 

Get your FREE download ofMSN Explorer at http://explorer.msn.com. 
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• 

GGoerss@aol.com 

03/12/2002 05:27 PM 
EST 

3fS8f-of-3 B 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: Dogs on leash 

Dogs should be on leash in parks and at the beach. There are ample free leash 
zones around town for dog owners to let their dogs run free. Fort Funston 
should be a leash free zone because it has been for so long, but not Ocean 
Beach or the Presidio. 

• 
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To: 

Ken Horiszny 
<ken@hkadeslgn.com 
> 

03/1212002 04:59 AM 
MST 

GGNRA 

To: goga_pets~anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: Dogs in "Metropolitan Parks" 

I am writing to voice my disgust for the bureaucratic attempt being 
made to require dogs to be on leash in National Recreation Areas that 
are located within metropolitan areas. 

Metropolitan Parks such as Crissy Field, Fort Baker and Fort Cronkite 
which are essentially renamed military compounds, cahnot and should 
not become nature preserves. The park services attempt to make them 
so is ludicrous especially when such a policy flies in the face of 
agreements made with the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and 
established public use of such areas. · 

I fully support the San Francisco Board of Supervisors intent to take 
back the federal parklands donated by the city in retaliation for 
your intended revocation of dog-walking rights. 

It is time that the park service recognizes that there is a 
fundamental difference between metropolitan parks and wilderness 
parks and that the two types of parks have different purposes and 
require a different management approaches and regulations. It is also 
time that the park service woke up to.the fact that it is in 
existence to serve the public not too create asinine restrictions 
which adversely affect thousands of metropolitan citizens and their 
pets. 

Get Real. 

Ken Horiszny 
639 Front Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
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"Kara Parsons" 
<KParsons@macys.co 
m> 
03/12/2002 06:59 AM 
PST 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: dog leash ruling 

please enforce the leash laws in ggnra. unleashed dogs are a problem and a 
menace to small children, hikers, and cyclists. most dogs are ok, but it 
is the problem dogs that make this law necessary. i have been chased 
countless times by unleashed dogs and it poses a hazard to all. 

kara parsons 
vp marketing 
macys.com 
415-932-0402 

.. 
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Dear Sirs, 

"Linda Maxwell" 
<lmax2000@earthlink. 
net> 

03/12/2002 08:42 AM 
PST 

To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: 

I am writing to express my support of off-leash recreation for dogs at Crissy Field and elsewhere in the 
GGNRA. I have two dogs that thoroughly enjoy the play/exercise time available to them at Crissy Field. It 
would not be an option for us to go there with the dogs on the leash. We respect the boundaries of Crissy, 
and always are attentive to the care of the place and clean up after the dqgs. I observe these two 
practices in other dog owners, and therefore feel that all users of the Field can coexist side by side. 
Limiting the use of the GGNRA will take the play/recreation o_ut Qf this place. Please continue to allow this 
great enjoyment of our space. ' 

Sincerely, 

Linda Maxwell 
55 Cascade Drive 
Mill Valley, California 94941 
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RachelDangermond 
<rachel@dangermond. 
org> 

03/12/2002 08:37 AM 
PST 

·"- ;., . ------~----·---- .... ~ ·····-~-~----- - --·-···" ..... 

35~5 - c:>I- IB 

To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: Comments on Pet Management 

Please do not go to an on leash policy at GGNRA. There are few open spaces 
in this dense city to enjoy walking freely with your dog. Obviously there 
are dogs that should not have this freedom, but there are certainly equal 
amounts of people who should not as well. I have recently moved to Marin 
after having lived in North Beach for '7 years and Portrero Hill for 5 years. 
While on Portrero Hill, I had to contend with more human feces on the 
sidewalks than canine. While in North Beach the Presiqio area was such a 
wonderful retreat into greenery and romping room - that to restrict it to a 
leash only area would ruin the experience. 

There is room for everyone in this compromise,
0

0ffleash dogs who are 
aggressive or dog owners who are irresponsible should be fined heavily for 
their misuse of the GGNRA, however, well behaved dogs and people should not 
be punished for the misdeeds of a few. 

Rachel Dangermond 
415. 256. 8112 
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"DENNIS N DEHNE" 
<ddehne@hotmail.com 
> 

03/12/2002 08:45 AM 
PST 

Gentlemen: 

To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: Fort Funston 

My dogs Lucy and Molly would be most appreciative if you would allow them to 
use the Fort Funston area without a leash. They need to run and get 
exercise. This is the only place I know that they can do this. Please find 
it in your heart to allow them this ~imple .but necessary pleasure. 
Thanks in advance, 
Dennis Dehne 
Lucy and Molly 

Girls on couch.jpg 

_'f,. 

. . 

.. • 
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• 
Chris Griffin 
<katlnaandchrls@sprin 
tmail.com> 

03/12/2002 09:27 AM 
PST 

Dear GGNRA, 

·To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: 

Subject: Dog leash law comments 

· I have long enjoyed all the work your organization has done in order to 
allow access to, maintain and protect some of the most beautiful land in 
this country. Thank you for all your efforts. 

This e-mail is specifically to address.the issue of dogs and the ability 
to have them off leash in the GGNRA. My wife and I have taken our dog to 
training school. She (our dog) is very well behaved and excellent at voice 
control but we are also aware that there are numerous pets out there who may 
not be trained in the same manner. While we'd love all areas to be open to 
all dogs off leash we understand the reality of ill behaved dogs and their 
potential damage to local wildlife, vegetation as well as possibly 
intimidating those people using the GGNRA who do not like dogs. 

So taking in the global reality of the situation we still do feel it is 
essential to have SOME areas allotted to allow dogs to run off leash. They 
are wonderful and joyful to watch as they gain their bliss running to their 
hearts content. The truth is, so many of dogs misbehaviors can be rectified 
if they were only exercised more and when we make that less of an option by 
limiting where they can be let off leash, we create more problems. "Dog 
Run" areas are great but not enough. 

We think there should be strategically located areas (ie Rodeo Beach, 
Oakwood Valley, etc.) that allow dogs to be off leash. The areas designated 
need to be situated so that people don't have to drive a far distance to get 
to them (ie some for Novato, some for San Rafael, some for Mill Valley, some 
for Sausalito anq San Francisco) . We also are in agreement that there are 
some places that should not allow dogs off leash because of their already 
heavy use and dense population (ie the main trail of Tennessee Valley. 
Although the upper trail of Miwok would be nice to be off leash) . 

We also think the areas designated for dogs should not be on a schedule. 
I've heard of proposals that state Tue/Thurs at Muir beach or AM/PM 
restrictions at spots, etc, e!ltc. Rather than trying to remember what day of 
the week it is or time Of day'and if we· are allowed at a certain area, we 
think it would be better to just have some locations that dogs are allowed 
off leash at all times. And yes, that means the.dogs may not have access to 
all areas of the GGNRA but that's the compromise. 

We know this is a heated debate and not an easy one to solve. We 
appreciate you taking on this task, wish you well in its resolution and 
truly hope you can find a w~y to let our dogs have more freedom, health and 
happiness in their lives by allowing them off leash in certain areas. 

Sincerely, 
Chris 

P.S. I ask that you honor my privacy b keepinq my comments anonymous and 
not giving out my e-mail address. 

-- Live Simply and Love Deeply 
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Psycobab@aol.com 

03/12/2002 02:05 PM 
EST 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: Fort Funston 

We would like to inform you that one of our favorite family outings is walking along the paths at Fort Funston and talking to the dogs 
and their owners. My four children love the dogs, and we have yet to meet a hostile owner or pet. We were all born in San 
Francisco, and we love this park. This park gives me the most sense of security, because the dogs are accustom to people and 
other dogs. The dedicated animal lovers we have met over the years at Fort Funston have enriched my children's lives by sharing 
their pets with my dog deprived family. Please do not restrict the exercise routine of these well behaved animals because of the 
perception that all pets should be leashed when in public . 

. 
\ 
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To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

----------·-·. --------

a -
Sarah Jackson 
<jacksons@socrates.B 
erkeley.EDU> Subject: please uphold leash laws in the GGNRA 

03/12/2002 10:18 AM 
PST 

To Whom it May Concern, 

As a San Francisco resident and a person who values the habitat of all 
animals, domestic and wild, I urge the GGNRA to uphold its rules re. dogs 
on leashes in order to make the space .more pleasant, safe, and ecologically 
healthy for ALL users. I enjoy running and walking on the beach (although 
I've been literally knocked down by an unleashed Rott~eiler there), using 
the cliffside trails at Fort Funston (though I've had to watch my step so 
as not to tread on dog droppings there), and spending the twilight hour 
watching the sun set from the shore. 

It puzzles me that so many dog o11iners who profess to "love animals" in fact; 
seem to l~ve only one animal, their own dog, as they allow their pet to 
destroy the habitat of native birds that live in the delicate seashore 
areas of Fort Funston, Ocean Beach, and Crissy Field. I have seen dog 
owners, time and again, pointedly ignore signs requesting that they keep 
their dogs out of certain areas, and sulk when they are reminded of posted 
signs. 

The dangers that unleashed dogs pose to children is another big issue for 
me, as my own nephew was recently_bit~en in the face by an unleashed 
dog. Why should the beach be a safe place for dogs and not for 
children? Unleashed dogs can also be a threat to other dogs. 

I happen to love ~ogs and I believe their companionship can greatly enrich 
human life. It's not the dogs that I fault; it's the owners who refuse to 
take responsibility for their pets. I ask the GGNRA to insist that dogs be 
leashed within its boundaries, for the happiness and safety of all citizens 
and their pets. 

Thank you for your conside~ation, 
Sarah Jackson • 
Noe Valley 
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Danlellec1@aol.com 

03/12/2002 01 :14 PM 
EST 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: Dog policy 

Please don't make an expection to allow dogs unleashed! Dog owners already 
have their dogs running all over the city - especially in parks and other 
areas marked leash only - and I am very uncomfortable walking around with my 
young son. Let them used the many already desigated areas for running their 
dogs and please enforce the current policies! 
Thank you, 
Danielle Conrad 
San Francisco 

., 
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Lindaruthe@aol.com 

03/12/2002 02:19 PM 
EST 

Linda Rutherford 
PO Box 371063 
Montara, CA 94037 

March 12, 2002 

Superintendent GGNRA 
Attention ANPR 
Building 201--Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94132 

Dear Superintendent: 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: Please keep dogs on leash at ail times in public parks 

I am writing to request that dogs be kept on-leash to the greatest extent 
possible in federal parklands. 

f' 
By running up closely and barking aggressively, many untrained dogs harass 
innocent hikers. I have been frightened frequently by aggressive dogs that 
run free. Dogs need to be kept on a leash at all times in all parts of public 
parks. 

I feel forced to carry a stick to protect myself, and even when doing 
carrying a stick, I feel uneasy. My sister has been bitten twice by wild 
running dogs. Once she was required to get a rabies shot. Dogs have jumped up 
with their two front legs on my chest and scared the heck out of me. I was 
trembling for five minutes after the last dog tlid this which was about a 
month ago. 

Also, the dogs chase and kill birds, rabbits and other small animals. 

If more people trained their dogs, it would be safer. But apparently, .people 
no longer have the time and dedication required to train their dogs. 

Thank you, 

Linda Rutherford 
.. 

, 
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"jean pierre demedy'' 
_ <jpdemedy@hotmall.c 

/ om> 

/ 03/12/2002 11 :33 AM 
PST 

To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov> 
cc: . 

Subject: Dog @ The Fort 

Please allow dog access to Fort Funston. The beach south of the Fort is hardly ever used and most dog 
owners are very responsible with their pets down there. If your concern is for the birds then you should 
consider banning children from the beach since on more than one occasion I have seen children 
harrassing the birds, and then of course horses would have to be banned, perhaps the birds can have the 
beach from the Fort north and tax payers who in affect pay your salaries can use the beach south of the 
Fort to exercise their dogs! 

.$>­.... ' . 
• 
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Amy Hoffman 
<AHoffman@MARKET 
COMPASS.COM> 

03/12/2002 11 :46 AM 
PST 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

To: "'goga_pets_ANPR@nps.gov'" <goga_pets_ANPR@nps.gov> 
cc: "'fortfunston@hotmail.com"' <fortfunston@hotmail.com> 

Subject: ANPR Comment: In Support of Off-leash Dog Walking in the GGNRA 

I am a citizen of Pacifica, California and wish to write to express my 
fullest support for developing a reasonable and fair approach that would 
allow dog owners to use certain GGNRA·lands to recreate with their animals 
off leash. My understanding is that one of.the primary purposes of setting 
aside land within the GGNRA is to provide needed open space to allow for 
recreational activities for people living in populated urban areas. People 
and dogs need and richly deserve the opportunity to exercise and run off 
leash in these areas. The use of these resources should be managed to 
accommodate the needs of a diverse citizenship, and should not be preserved 
as pristine wilderness (which is not the purpose of GGNRA) or for the use of 
only a certain segment of the population (families with children as opposed 
to other segments of society) . 
The opponents of off leash recreational would have us think that dogs 
destroy the environment and protected species (not anywhere near what human 
beings are doing) and that there is a vicious dog waiting to attack a child 
around every corner (again, most dog bites are of children in 
family/backyard situations) . 
There are many wilderness areas, local and county owned parks and other 
facilities that do not even allow dogs on leash, or which are reserved 
solely for children. The population of this country is growing older, 
getting fatter, and is more resistant to sharing limited resources. This is 
a trend we have to fight in order to teach citizens, and especially 
children, tolerance and sharing and humanity (for other human beings and for 
animals) and preserve our quality of life by being able to freely recreate 
in ways that will benefit our social, emotional and physical well being. 
I strongly urge you to do the right thing and formalize a long standing 
policy on allowing well socialized dogs under adequate voice control to run 
off leash in certain areas of the GGNRA. 
Thank you, 
Arny S. Hoffman 
Founder 
Market Compass, Inc. 
220 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
415.982.0431 (w) 
415.982.0436 (f) ·~~ 

' , 
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Jim Musselman 
<Jminsf@mlndspring.c 
om> 

03/12/2002 12:38 PM 
PST 

Dear NPS: 

To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov 
cc: 

Subject: Dogs in the GGNRA, specifically Ft. Funston 

This email address (gogo_pets_aripr@nps.gov) appeared in the San 
Francisco Chronicle on 3/8/02 as the place to send comments/opinions on 
off-leash dogs in the Golden Gate ~ational Recreation Area (GGNRA) . So 
I would like to submit my comments. Here.they are: 

I think off-leash dogs should be restricted to small,• enclosed, 
designated areas of the GGNRA. In particular, at Ft. Funston, off-leash 
dogs should be much more restricted than they are now. As it is now, 
people without dogs cannot enjoy Ft. Funston because of the dangers and 
hazards posed by all the herds of off-leash dogs. It certainly is not a 

·safe place.to take children, senior citizens, or disabled people (I'm 
disabled) due to all the roaming, marauding dogs. If they are to be 
allowed off-leash, it should be only in some smaller and very-restricted 
areas. Owners of off-leash dogs in restricted areas should be cited and 
fined. Not only should we humans be protected from off-leash dogs and 
allowed to enjoy Ft. Funston free of these dogs, the natural resources 
suffer greatly from the dogs' use; that, alone, is a good reason to 
restrict off-leash dogs. 

I like dogs, but I think they need to be restricted vis-a-vis we humans 
who also want to enjoy the GGNRA and vis-a-vis the wonderful but 
sometimes fragile natural resources of the GGNRA. 

I hope you will consider my comments when planning off-leash dog policy 
for Ft. Funston and for the GGNRA in general. 

Jim Musselman 
266 Byxbee Street 
San Francisco, CA 94132 .... 

"" '" 
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AM~::RICAN VET'4:RINARY MKDICAL Ass<.>CJATU>N 

March 11, 2002 

Docket No. 02-568 
Superintendent 
Attention: ANPR 

1931 N. MEACHAM F!OAC>, SUITE 100 SCHAUMBURG, ILLINOIS, 60173-4360 
PHONE {847) 925·8070 • FAX (847) 925·1329 www.avma.org 

Golden Gate Nalional Recreation ATea 
Building 201, Fort Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Re: Docket No. 02-568, Pet Management in Golden Gate National Recreation 
Area, San Francisco, California 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

The American Veterinary Medical Associ~tion (A VMA). on behalf of its more than 67,000 
member veterinarians (representing approximately 85% of veterinarians in the United States), is 
pleased to offer the following responses to options posed by the National Park Service (Interior) 
for addressing appropriate pet management within Golden Gate National Recreation Arca 
(GGNRA). 

Option A: Enforce e.xlsti11g regulation/dogs on leas/I a1Jd on trail 
Because authority does not exist for policy established by the GGNRA Citizens Advisory 
Committee to supercede that establisherd-by the National Park Service (NPS), the A VMA 
believes that on-leash regulations established by the NPS for dogs in the GGNRA must be 
actively enforced, at least until such time as the NPS determines that off.. leash dog use is 
acceptable, and under what conditions. The A VMA supports the idea of public education 
regarding park policies, and recommends that related materials aggressively emphasi7.e 
responsible dog ownership as an important part of enjoying canine companionship m National 
Parks. Responsible dog ownership, as defined by the AVMA, includes preventive and 
therapeutic veterinary care (to include vaccination and parasite control), licensing, and 
appl'opriatc socialization and training activities. · 

Option B: Jdenir"jY specific locatitmslwa;ys to address off-leash use within GGNRA 
Off-leash dog activity within National Parks, including the GGNR~ should only be pennittcd in 
areas where there is reasonable assurance that such activity will not negatively impact ecologic 
integrity, wildlife health. and visitor safety. Documented incident§: rcsuJting in degradation of 
critical wildlife habitat, disruption ofnonnal wildlife behavioral patterns, and injuries to pets and 
people, suggest that .. voice control'' is not an adequate means ofrestraining pets in areas that are 
home to sensitive wildlife or in areas having physical features (e.g.t cliffs) that present increased 
potential for injury. When determining whether a particular area is or is not acceptable for off­
leash dog use, the potential for bi-directional transmission Qf disease and parasites between 
domestic pets and indigenous wildlife must also be considered. While not the only infectious 
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disease of concern, canine distemper could be especially devastating to naive marine mammals, 
and could be transmitted to them indirectly, following interactions berwecn dogs and susceptible 
terrestrial wildlife. Responsible dog owners will be equally concerned about the potential for 
transmission of enzootic disease to their pets. 

When considering whether to permit off-leash dog use within the GGNRA, the A VMA urges the 
National Park Service to realistically assess the availability of alternative recreational areas 
where owners might enjoy mutually beneficial exercise.with their dogs off leash with fewer 
potential negative impacts to flora, fauna, and. human and animal safety. If such areas are readily 
available, or arrangements could be ma.de to make alternative areas available, the need for areas 
within the GGNRA for off-leash use might be reduced and competing interests satisfied. 

The A VMA <?hooses to make one additional comment sj>e~ific to a citation from the report of the 
AVMA Task Force on Canine Aggression and Human-Canine Interactions, which has been 
included i~the Federal Register notice as an expert opinion supporting. the need for leash 
requirements. This quote has unfortunately been taken out of context. The report of the Task 
Force, 'i A Community Approach to Dog Bite Prevention," does not specifically address off-leash 
dog recreational areas, and comments referring to "unrestrained dogs" are not intended lo reflect 
either support or opposition to such areas. .. 

The objective of the A VMA is to advance the science and art of veterinary medicine. The 
Association is the rccognb:ed voice for the profession in presenting its views to goverrurient,_ 
academia, agriculture, animal owners, the medi~ and other concerned members of the public. 
We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments. 

Sincerely, 

.·• 

ArthurV. Tennyson; 
Assistant Executive Vice President 

CffAB/CEVGCG 

GGNRA012913
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To Whom It May Concern: 

. '\. 

No.0026 P. 2/3 

Paige Green 
7840 Sanches St 

SF, CA94129 

As a dog ovmer, conservationist and resident of the Presidio I appreciate the opportunity 
to voice my opinion about pet management within the Presidio. I am also grateful for the 
information about the topic. I am a dog owner and therefore in favor of having a place to 
'let my dog run free. I just moved here from Atlanta and I think that one of the best 
qualities about San Francisco is its tolerance for dogs. Dogs are an important part of 
many people's lives. They are companions and friends for many people and it is 
important that we properly take care of them. Dogs are social animals so to care for them 
properly means giving them the opportunity and space to interact with other dogs. 

I was excited to live in the Presidio, not only because it is a beautiful natural area but also 
because there are many wonderful places to go with your dog. Going out to stand with 
other dog owners became a great way for me to meet new people, to find out more about 
the Presidio and more about San Francisco . 

Therefore I was saddened when I first heard the rumors that the Park was starting to 
ticket for dogs off the leash. I couldn't understand why when it seemed that dogs have 
been a part of this area for a long time, as can be seen in the Pet Cemetery and at Chrissy 
Field with the Christmas tree decorated with pictures of dogs. My first 'reaction was that 
dogs should be grandfathered ill due to their historic presence. 

However as an environmentalist._and as an employee for the Marin Conservation Corps, I 
realize the pressure dogs have on the environment. I understand the reasoning behind 

-·-·--keeping-dogs--on-:a-I-eash:-1- was· not1tWare-of the magnitude· oftheir-influenee,-whieh-i-s-· -·--· 
why I was grateful to receive the literature. I definitely want to protect the native plants 
and animals in the Presidio especially because there are so fc;w natural areas left. 
However I hope that there is a way we can maintain some areas for dogs to run. 

' 

I hope that we can compromise. \I think education is essential, the more dog owners know 
about why dogs should be leashed the better. I think keeping areas that are clearly marked 
as off leash areas for dogs is important. If an area is marked then other visitors who do 
not like dogs can stay away and dog owners will still have a place to go so they do not 
feel compelled to go to areas that are more sensitive. I think that it would be great to keep 
one area of the beach open to d0g use, it seems like dog owners can have more control 
over their impact on the plants at the beach. 

I think that it would be a good idea to allow certain areas be off leash at certain times 
during the day or even during certain seasons depending on behavior patterns of the 
animals that live there. If there is a vote for times of day I would prefer mornings and 
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....... ,,_...,.,.. 

Received Fax : MAR 12 2002 10: 08 Fax Station : NPS . 3 • 

• 

•• 

,. 

Mar.ll. l0:23AM MARIN CONSERVATION CORPS 

Bsqep .. 03 .. (t\ 
No.0026 P. 3/3 

afternoons after five. I think that liability could be stated on marked signs, for example 
'this area is an off leash area_ enter at your own risk'. The owners would be held liable for 
their pets' actions and be held responsible for picking up after "their dogs. 

I think that dogs are an easy target to attack. I am happy that the Presidio is taldng an 
interest in the environment but I would like it to be more well rounded, for iii.stance 
discontinuing the use of pesticides on the golf course and on the playing fields, placi~g 
recycle bins at all of the.playing fields and joining the citywide household compost 
collection. 

. l 

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my concern. I hope that a plan can be reached that 
will make everyone happy, even me the dog owning envirorunentalist. 

Sincerely,. 
Pai;,e Green 

~~~ 
C\v~lvH.ep@V\.ol--VV\~d. CON\ 

{~1S)'1Z~-Yt'&S . 

. ... . , 
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Dear ANPR, 

I would like to expre.tts my opinion concerning off-leash recreation for dogs at our 

City's finest and most fun Golden Gate recreation parks and areas. These park 

areas provide absolutely necessary dog socialization and exercise that my pet 

cannot get from jo!lt walking around the city on leush. It Is extremely vital to have 

outlets tree from leash restrictions. Ir the GGNRA closes ~hese areas to dogs, I 
\ 

would no longer want to Hvt in San Francisco. 

The Golden Gate recreation par~ and beaches ~re my sanctions. These 

are parks for the community. I run part or this community. This city is basically one giant 

community, and there are not that places that dog owne.rs use. I regularly see the same 

people in the at most 1 % land or the recreation park areas. Most of the people I have met 

are very responsible. S.F. beaches and bluffs are for the people. ~ 

I participate with the Surtrlder Foundation cleaning beaches all up llD.d dowu CA . .... 
Coast. I am very active in preserving natural resourceR and would also be willlng to 

volunteer to any park preservation in the area. There is plenfy of room for everyone and 

their dogs to eajoy the trne beauty of San Francisco. Thank You. 

Sincerely, 
~oA---
Erin Andrews 

p.s. My dog is currently on leash re111riction and it is impacting on his mental health and it 
is especially dlfftcult to have bis sociaJization needs met. If this is how it would have to he 
for every dog, there will be a lot more problems than just this one we are facing now • 
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March 12, 2002 

GGNRA 
Attn: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Bldg. 201 
San Francisco, California 94123 
Fax: 415-561-4355 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am a San Francisco dog owner, and I support off ~eash areas in Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 

My dog is actually very small (1 o· and 8 lbs.) so off-leash areas are not as important to the well-being of my dog. However, I enjoy 
walking on the trails and beaches of San Francisco with my family and that means my dog as well as my husband and chilcren. In 
addition, I enjoy seeing other dogs running free on the beach, chasing balls, swimming, and digging in the sand. I also love to see 
dogs playing together. I am a strong proponent of off-leash recreation and there are fewer and fewer places where off-leash 
recreation is allowed. I also believe dogs should be allowed on more walking trails for on-leash recreation. 

On the other hand, I respect that some people do not have dogs or do not want to be bothered by dogs. If I were sitting on the 
grass somewhere enjoying a picnic with small children, I would not want 'stray' dogs darting in for a sniff. I know that when I am 
running or when I am walking with my children, I do not want strange dogs running in front of me or approaching my children. 
However, the only time dogs present a problem is when on trails without leashes. Actually, I have experienced similar problems 
with bikes on trails . 

There is room for everyone. The solution is not to eliminate off-leash recreation or lo prohibit dogs from walking on trails. The 
solution is to designate special areas for each activity or combination of activity~ There should be designated areas and trails for 
each of the following: 

1. · Beaches and Parks 
a. People only 
b. People and dogs on-leash only 
c. People and dogs off-leash 

2. Trails 
a. People only 
b. Horses only 
c. People, dogs on-leash, and horses only 
d. People and dogs off-leash 
e. Bikes only 
f. Open: People, bikes, horses, and dogs on-leash 

t 
There are many trails, parks and beaches. I am sure we can find a way to accommodate everyone. In determining which trails 0r 
beaches are appropriate for each activity, common sense should be employed. Beaches and trails for People Only should be those 
that are appropriate for small children or famiiies (i.e. the water is safe for wading; the trail is not too steep, etc.). The trails for 
Horses Only or those classified as Open should be wide; they should also have outlets with parking and easy access for trailers. 

Let's keep GGNRA open to all recreation and share the wonderful resource we have. 

Sincerely, 

Tina Tunney 
3514 Scott Street 
San Francisco, California 94123 

Cc: Fax: 978-477-7757 
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Yesterday I ~ent the ~ttached fax message fr~m my neighbor's machine 
(mine was not working) and neglected to add my name, etc. Since you 
may not aoeopt anonymous messages, and I want to express my Cbpinion, 

l am re-transmitting this morning because r believe· this is the last 
day for input. Thank you for the opportunity to be heard. 

.. .. 

Jeanne Yl:.urbide 
2064 Jackson st. 
San Fran. 94109 
(415)922-4378 (phone) 
(415)885-0592 (fax) 
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Comments concerning off-leash dag:-walk$ng p.i:iyiJ;eges for users of GGNAA 

FAX # 415/501-4355 

Although for 35 years I was the owner (and therefore 'the walker) of 
large dogs i~ San.Francisco.and fre9usntly used public areas throughout 
Northern California for their exercise, I am firmly opposed to off­
le~sh dog-wa~k~n9 in any place where the general public, especially 
children, ulil~ze the area for re~reational purposes. 

MosL pet dogs are -- most of the time -- well-behaved, obedient -- or 
at least responsive -- tu their owners' wishes concerning behavior, 
and seldom intenLiomtlly aggressive or frightening to other dogs or 
people. However, every Mingle one of them, big or little, does have 
the potential for antl-social behavior of a possibly dangerous kind; 
and no one can ~redict precisely when such an incident might occur. 
My own dogs, wiLh ooe exception, were docile and quite friendly, but I 
kept them leashed be~ause I observed many incidents which could have 
caused problems. (Exlilrlple: unleashed dog minding its own business 
or playlng; unsupervised childf friendly or curious and intrigued with 
dog's activity, suddenly inter!eres with dog's play or take its toy or 
decides to hug the animal, and dog reacts negatively: child becomes 
friyhtened, might even get bit, unsupervising parent is hysterical, 
furious and perhaps also frightened by dog's behavior;) All too often 
the resulL of such an example is that most witnesses will be turned 
o.C! JJy.the uog::s actions, no matter that it was provoked. 

In our society it doesn't matter whether the dog is truly aL fault; 
the person, especially if a child, is not supposed Lo be put at risk 
by any action on the part ot the dog. Since the aim should ·be to 
prevent ALL unfortunate incidents, not just remedy or explain them, 
the surest method of prevention should be required at all times, and 
that is a leash (Enclosed areas for off-leash exercise exist and 
sho~ld be utili~ed by owners who desire that for their dogs.) 

It would be wise for au~horities to remind dog-owners that even on~y 
one ugly incident can rJsult in a very wide ripple effect of negative 
.response l.>y th~ public to all dogs. Many children and some adults 
are simply afraid of dogs (a concept most of us who treasure their 
companionship find it hard to understand), but those fearful people 
have a right to enjoy public recreaLional areas without worrying 
about the appearance of an unleashed dog. 
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307 North Street 
Sausalito, CA 94965 

March 1 J, 2002 

Superintendent, Gl~lden Gate National Recreation Arca 
Attn: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
FAX No. (4 tS) 561-4355 

Subject: Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Pct Management in 
· Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Dear Superintendent: 

1 strongly urge you to fulfill your legal mandate to requ1re dogs ON LEASH in all areas 
within GGNRA. Your strong compliance with a full leash law on NPS lands is required 
to protect natUral resources and minimize conflicts between dogs and people .. 

. . :~ 

{JJ 

As you know, many studies have proven that off-leash dogs hann and harass w11dlifc and 
destroy native vegetation. Further, there is no reason why dogs can't get their exercise 
while on a leash.; in fact, their owners would get more value from wa\k.ing their dogs if 
they kept. them on a leash and walked or ran with their dogs at a faster pace. 

J urge you to not succumb to the pressure of the often-rude comments and outrageous 
argumenLc; of the proponents for dogs off-leash. It is ridiculous to believe people can 
control dogs through "voice control..,, If a dog wants to chase wildlife, it wi)) do so on 
instinct and loose dogs act as pack animals. 

I am also concerned that if NPS lands are transferred to the City of San Francisco~ there 
would be a further weakening in the enforcement of the existing leash law. Therefore, r 
suggest that the NP.S deny such a transfer and, instead, work with the City of San~ 
Francisco to identify other City~~wned lands where additional dog parks can be created 
in City neighborhoods. 

Our national parks should be protected and preserved for natural resources and esthetic l 

experiences by those who use them. not serve as areas where people can run their dogs. } 
Off-leash dogs should be prohibited and the National Park Service should stnctlJ enforce 
its existing laws requiring that dogs be on leash at all times within the GGNRA 
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'4ame: <;f\AS~ CQ f\J...A.~ ... (optlonill:Ag~il Sox M {i)Er~k:ll)~ t.J l 

~drea:~ll ~ ~ ~sA: CA== Ci[1f tt::: ~ 
(lltreet) . (C ) . (mtt) I 

. . 
1. Please deacr!l)e how often snd Where you Visit tl'I• GGNIV.. Whal are your main activities er reaoon~ f.:Jr vlslthlQi Wha~ are 

°'o bonom~ to you of your visit( is)? If thl• has chanced avar thlil yaar1, cits~~ INhy. 

~ ·f'J-'Jrrefil) ~~~ ~ ~"F-L-
~ \"t> ~ ~ ~ vJ"t't\ L.-e- > ~DtA-vt ~ AJ-b 

rW\nf:. ~{""€-V'IAI~ ~~1~1S.. ~ 

2. Pleaee deecrlbe wh~er off-leaeh recreation la ~~!!!iJ;?o~. oo you bring your fri1nd1 end ramlly 110~ ~ m~.t up 
'A'fth frl.nd17 Hav1 .You m9de new friend• through . fivl{Y? fts ~ l,... ~ Lj ( \J. A=-" ~ · v · f. ~ :l J t. - -" J 

. . f'r1J(l 'f'S l : 
I 
i 
I 
i 

Co you belie-.•o ttwt off-loash recremlon 16 appropriate for portlona ot tne GGNRA? Why? Plea5"' maks specmc · 
reQOmmendatlons for way• tho Park Service oen aocornmodeto ond expand thl1 11otlvlty while preserving ti"~~ atoas W 

f~~eration~\ ~I~ ~ ('N-A-ff f2?re- ~~ 
( l.Q'"ll\A.;~w\.\ ~ ~ t-~ M"frtv" v ~ 

fn2Jf. 9 . C.t) -<E)C(~ ,· f<r-.f t.1"'A-V1 µ C _~.._J ... v< 'A:-J J'\,{_ t;,7 
~ ~ - L ~-tr· ~ > \1"tt l \/V'--r~._': :~I~ 
~ LJ\U-. ~ Sf~ o~--A-· ~~ , 

4. What would be the impact on your life if !hero were no laniJer off.leeeh 1'9Craat1on In the GGNRA? 

t T \,..UTV\.UD . ~ A1 . s ~ .r .f I ._, 

~-tt\6~1 ~T V\Si'l ~ ~l 
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GGNRA 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Bldg. 201 
San Francisco, CA 94213 

I am both a dog owner and an admirer. of wildlife. Most of our State .Parks recognize that 
the 
presence of dogs and dog scent on trails is disruptive to wildlife. 

Our Audubon Chapter of 1700 members in Sonoma County has taken previous positions 
that · 
unleashed dogs do not belong .in wildlife areas. We have not changed from this position 
and ask 
that very serious restrictions remain .in pJace at GGNRA: 

Diane Hichwa~ Conservation Chair-Person, 
Madrone Audubon Society 
P.0.Box 1911 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 

t00·d dvv=tt z01tt/E0 Z8tt SLS L0L eMLP ! H lUefi...19 

mBr.»:1mr.a1•:1.1c 1tt•™• 
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Sherrie Bolin 

March 11, 2002 

9 Laurel Avenue: San Anselmo, CA 94960 
(415) 457-2589 • sherrie@sbolin.com 

Golden Gate NL1tional Recreation Arca 
Attention: ANPR 
FML Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

To Whom It May Concern.: 

This letter is to show my support lhr continued off-leash dog walkin~ at GGNRA. Walking with 
my dog is my form of cxcrci~-e and reJaxationjust as others ride hikes, hang glide or take their 
children to GGNRA. A<\ a taxpayer. it is important that my contributions fund areas that protccr 
the environment but also allow me to c.qjoy the area with my dog off.leash . 

ln 1979, the Citizen's Advisory Committee pas~ed. a Pet Policy that allowed off· leash dog 
_walking. The GGNRA agreed to uphold the traditional recreational uses of the park, including 
off-leash dog walkirtg, when they received these lands as a gill. 

The National Park Service makes exceptions in ovt:lr 40 national parks for off-leash dog use. The 
GGNRA should be one of these exceptions considering your original agreement, the need for 
more l'>ll:.te~h dog space and the right8 of the large dog owning population Lo use the land 
appropriately. .. 

The reality is that the Bay Area is highly impacted and over development, increa<;cd trutlic and a 
growing population all 8erve to damage the environment and its wiJdlifo and plant inhabitants. 
One only has to look up when sitting on Muir Beach to sec the houses crowding around this area 
or take a drive in the early morning to see dead wildlife killed by cars. 

As a responsible dog owner and un ovid nature proponent, I assure that neither my dog nor I 
negatively impact the environment around us. With proper management for all who use the 
GGNRA. we can continue to enjoy the natural environment that clraws many of us to the Bay 
Arca. 

Sjnccrcly, _(\' 
·< .. , - l /\ 'f->t~~ . 
. _::> f\Q.)1.J\J.JL 

Sherrie Bolin 
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March I I , 2002 

Greg Gilmore 
9 Laurel Avenue 
San Anselmo, CA 94960 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 20 I 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

To Whom Tl May Concern: 

03/12/02 06:53P P.002 

This letter is to encourage continued off-leash dog walking at GGNRA. The Citizen's Advisory 
Committee's Pct Policy guaranteed off-leash dog walking. The GGNRA agreed to uphold the 
traditional recreational uses of the park, including off-leash dog walking~·when they received this 
g,ift. To change the .rules at thls point, is a breach of agreement. 

My taxe~ and private donations help to protect natnral areas responsibly. If there is an 
environmental impact~ then human use as a whole needs be better managed. 

The counties in which the GGNRA is located hos a very large population of dog owners, most or . 
~hom take great care and rcsponsil.1iliry with their dogs. The majority respects and ev~n makes , 
donations or time or money to preserve our natural areas. Off-leash dog walking is an activity 
like hiking, hang gliding, picnicking or hang gliding. I am sure that all leave their marks on the 
environment but people that are well educated and value our natural areas do not abuse the right 
to use these lands. 

' 

Sincerely, \ 
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March 12, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
AttentiOn: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Alex Redman 
3390 S11Cramenlo Street 
San Francisco, CA 94118 
(415) Jn-6601 

RE: Pet Management In Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

To WhorTI .It May Concern: 

As you meet to discuss pet management within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, I urge you 
to consider the rights of pet owners Yo/ho currently use parts of the GGNRA for off-leash pet recreation. 

As a pet owner and animal lover, I am certainly concerned over the fi'agile habitats that exist within the 
GGNRA, ancf as its protector it is certainly necessary for you to ensure the safety c:I these areas al')d 
the creatures within. This duty, however, should not lead to the notion cf removing Off-leash pet 
recreation from the park entirely. There is certainly a compromise to be found, all<Ming pets and their 
cmners to recreate off leash While protecting the GGNRA and its fragile environments . 

The current use of a section d beach at Crissy Field, for instance, seems to~ well as a place 1Nhere 
dogs can recreate ·at and in the water, v.tlile preserving space nearby as strictly off limits for pets 
entirely. In addition, there Is certainly enough space available in less ecologically fragile areas within the 
park to create fenced-off, off-leash pet play areas, that will allow the people of the Bay Area to enjoy the 
park with their pets without causing hann to the n~ral beauty that is the main draw of the GGNRA. 

I believe that In order to create a successtut pet management Policy, a balance must be struck bet-Aeen 
the ecological needs of this mnderful treasure and the needs of Its users, many of whom are pet 
0M1ers. Off leash pet areas must be provided, they must allow access to the bay and ocean, and 
they must be located near the population centers of the Bay Area for them to be useful. 

Above all they must not be located or configured in such a way as to cause damage to the sensitive 
ecosystems around them. Some ways that other cities have used successfully found this balance are 
with designated off-leash dog areai;, designated days fOr off leash recreation, .and off-leash play 
alla.ved on v.et sand areas of beaclies only, to protect plant and animal life and prevent erosion in 
nearby dunes and cliffs. 

There is surely a compromise solution to be found, and I look fOlward to hearing more from the 
GGNRA on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

exRecinan, 
Pet O'Mler and GGNRA user 

P· 1 . 
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March 12, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Bob Gain 
3380 Sactlimf:lf1ICI Street 
Siil Franctsco, CA 94118 
415-5(17-2258 

RE: Pet Management In Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

To Whom It May Concern: • 

~ you mee1 to discuss pet management within thG Golden Gate National Recreation Area, I urge you 
to consider the rights of pet owners who currenHy use parts of the GGNAA tor atf·leash pet recreation. 

As a pet owner and animal lover, I am certainly concerned over the fragile habitats that exist within the 
GGNRA, and as its protector It Is certainly necessary for you to ensure the safety of these areas and 
the creatures within. This duty, however, should not lead to the notion of removing off-leash pet 
recreation from the park entirely. There is certainly a compromise to be found, allowlng pets and their 
owners to recreate off leash while protecting the GGNRA and its fragile envl(onments. 

The current use of a section of beach at Crissy Field, for instance, seems to work well as a place where 
dogs can recreate at and In the water, while pteserving space nearby as strictly off limits for pets 
entltely. In addition, there Is certainly enough space available in less ecologically fragile areas wtthln the 
park to create fenced·off. off-leash pet play areas, that will allow the people of the Bay Area to enjoy the 
park with their pets without causing harm to the natural beauty that is the main draw of the GGNRA. 

I believe that in order to create a successful pet management pollcy, a balance must be struck between 
the ecological needs of this wonderful treasure and the needs of Its users, many of whom are pet 
ownetS. Off leash pet areas sh~uld be provided, allow access to the bay and ocean, and they should 
be located near the population cen1ers Df the Bay Area for them to be useful. · • 

Pfotectlng the environment Is a concern for all of us, but it doesn't have to be at the expense of other 
recreation or the joy of ours ewes and our animals. 

There is surely a compromise solution to be found, and I look fOIW8l'd to hearing more ·from the 
GGNRA on this issue. · 

Sincerely, 

~~.~~------

LO/LO l2l"ON Lo=aL 20, 2L/£0 6l9l 906 SLv ANI 1V8019 SAV1l~V8 

..... iiHMllii• .. IW,ll•M wa£11M•Ei1IE•Hi!• 
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March 12, 2002 

GGNRA 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason Building 201 
San Francisco, ca 
94123 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

8 Poppy lane 
San Carlos. California 
94070 

I am writing to you today in response to your request for input on the leash or off-leash rules fOr Fort 
Funston. I am relatively new to the area and have only beeri going to Fort Funstoo fOr the last year. 
Durtr.u that year I visit the park an average of 1-2 times per week. Evert time I have been there I 
brought my companion Nikki, a 2 year old Siberian Husky. We are also often joined by a number of 
other friends, Who are out for the enjoyment of the beach or a day outside. Our visits to Fort Funston 
have become our favorite place to go, because of the acceptance of the "off-leash dogs". This is one of 
the ffNJ places with that gives a big enough area for Nikki to run and exercise to her capability, the way 
she needs to do for her optimum health and well-being. 

During our trips to Fort Funston, over this past year, we have never once met or observed any 
aggressive behavior from other dogs at the park. In addition, my otlservation is that the clog owners are 
very conscience and thoughtful of the responsibilities of tending to their dogs. Fort Funston has been a 
place where I see owners focused on their dogs and appears to strengthen the relationship between 
the people I have met and their dogs (it has been said that these outings increase physical and mental 
fitness for both the human and the dog). 

I understand restricting this park to an off-leash park is being considered due to a few things such as: 

• To allow this to be a park where everyone can feel comfortable, not only dog owners 

• To protect-the wildlife and reduce impact on natural resources 

• To reduce the risk of injury or dog attack (to which awareness to this type of thing has 
been elevated due to the dog mauling In SF) 

In response to these issues, I would like to respond with the follOWing: 

• I have a large nu~ber of friends and acquaintances that don't own a dog and choose 
to go to Fort Funston specifically because they enjoy watching the dogs play at the 
beach· and around the par1<. Limiting the park to leash-only may provide another 
place for people who have a fear of dogs to feel comfortable when they come, but I 
believe it is prejudice against the people with dogs that require a large area to go to 
play and exercise. I have never heard of or seen any one in this group hurt or be 
disrespectful to the park or other people. They value this space that allows them to be 
at a park that it is ok to have their dog off-leash. I would not travel to this park if the 
leash law became enforced, and the large number of people I have spoken to who go 
to watch the dogs play also feel it would take away from their outing and not go to 
Fort Funston any more. Over 25% of people own a dog. Only 0.5% of the 74,000 
acres in this area are used for off-leashed dogs. This is a small percentage for the 
benefit of sueh a large percentage of the population. Is this movement a prejudice 
against the people who have dogs? 

Q 

p. 1 
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• Protecting wildlife and reducing the impact on natural resources is a valuable issue, 
we struggle witli it as a society every day as we build new developments and create 
parks for our use. Wildllfe that is in the area co-exists with the park as it is, just as 
wildlife has adjusted and moved based on new building developments. The 
importance of ensuring that the balance between providing recreation areas for 
different activities (dog walkingtexercising) and maintaining wildlife must be 
managed. The Fort Funston area has found a balance and the wildlife has already 
made Its adjustments over the last 10 years that the off-leash dog was permitted. In 
addition, this area is well utillz~d and valued for this purpose. At present no one is 
trying to expand the area this occurs in, but just trying to sustain the sman 0.5% for 
the people who go there with their dogs for exercise. • 

• The awareness for the recent dog-mautlng has increased sensitivity to aggressive 
behavior from dogs. Most owners, vets and trainers will tell you that the correct 
training, socialization and exercise will reduce the number of dog-bites and attacks. 
Awareness of what has happened is good,· but I feel fear of all dogs is a bit of an 
overreaction. Owners need to be responsible for the actions of their pets and actions 
like limiting dogs to be leashed only in parks, is only hurting the many owners and 
dogs for a few careless and irresponsible acts. 

Other ways that may help manage the situation, ensure that.off-leash can continue and respecting the 
other park users. 

• limit number of dogs per person. It is important the people have voice control and 
. can closely watch the dogs they bring into the park 

Require dog-walkers to have a license that they have acquired through taking a 
test, ensuring that they are in control and respectful of their responsibilities (picking 
up after all dogs, keeping them all In close proximity, ensuring that they do not 
damage any part of the park, liable for actions of the dogs they are watching, etc.) 

• Keep the present areas for off-leash use, but fine people who's dogs go into the 
off-timits .sectiOns, preserving areas for wildlife and environment growth. If it is 
appropriate change these sections from year to year. to ensure that each section 
does not get o1'er used. 

I hope in some way this Is helpful to your review of the situation and I hope that the park will continue to 
allow off-leash dogs, as it has for the last 10 years. 

Sincerely, 

Deborah Vogt 
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn. ANPR 
-Forte Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 
94123 
fax (415) 561-4355 

Gina Sponzilli 
2060 Sutter St., #307 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
(resident-owner of my unit) 

To whom it may concern: 

;6472133 

I am writing to you regarding the ANPR- and its strong bias against off-leash recreation. 
I have been a long-time resident of the Bay Area, over 25 years, and a resident-property 
owner in San Francisco for over 2 ~ years and over this entire time have regularly 
visited the Golden Gate National Recreation areas throughout San Francisco. 

In particular, I go to Crissy Field every weekend with my well-trained, well-behaved dog, 
Mandy. A major reason why I bought my home, justify the high-cost of real estate, pay 
taxes on-time and donate money to various. San Francisco philanthropies, i.e. the S.F . 
Zoo, the S.F. Symphony etc. Is that I can take advantage of Crissy Field - and fully 
enjoy the beauty of San Francisco because I am able to take Mandy to Crissy Field off­
leash. 

# 2/ 2 

It is critical not only for Mandy, but for all dogs, to have a place to run free without 
leashes- they are able to get their ·needed exercise, freely interact with other dogs, and 
socialize with dog-friendly people . .:Crissy Field is an ideal space for this activity not only , 
because there is ample parking, but it is also a safe place for solo dog owners, like 
myself- a petite female, to go- it's open and easily accessible from the street, other 
people are constantly around, and it's a large enough multi-use area for many activities r·I 
to take place. 

There is certainly room and spac~ for all types of people and activities to coexist at 
Crissy Field, including an off-leash area for dogs and their owners. In addition, 
generally, dog-owners only let their dogs off-leash if they are behaved & responsive to 
their owners' commands while off-leash. Dog-owners even tend to be more thoughtful 
about their surroundings since they need to be aware of where their dogs will be playing 
and, hence are mindful of the delicate/important natural resources at Crissy Field. 

Thank you for your c.~-~ 
Gina Sponzilli 
Proud owner of 

GGNRA012935
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn .. ANPR . 
Forte Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 
94123 
fax (415) 561-4355 · 

Concerned S.F. Resident 

To whom it may concern: 

;5472133 

I am writing to you regarding the ANPR- and its strong bias against off-leash recreation. 
I have beFm a long-time resident of the Bay Area and over this entire time have regularly 
visited the Golden Gate National Recreation areas throughout San Francisco. 

In particular, Crissy Field is somewhere I go to interact with friends, open space and 
friends with dogs. It is a major inc~ntive that I can go to the beach and play with friends' 
dogs off-leash and in natural surroundings (off-leash). 

It is important for all dogs, to have a place to run free without leashes- they are able to 
get their needed exercise, freely interact with other dogs, and socialize with dog-friendly 
people. Crissy Field is an ideal space for this activity not only because there is ample 
parking, but it is also.a safe place - it's open and easily accessible from the street, other 
people are constantly around, and it's a large enough multi-use area for many activities 
to take place. · 

There is certainly room and space for all types of people and activities to coexist at 
Crissy Field, including an off ·leash ar~a for dogs and their owners. Whenever I've been 
at the beach, I have found that generally, dog-owners only let their dogs off-leash if 
they are behaved & responsive to their owners' commands while off-leash. Dog-owners 
need to be aware of where their dogs will be playing and, are mindful of the 
delicate/important natural resources at Crissy Field. 

\ 
Sincerely, 

, . 

·~. 
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn. ANPR 
Forte Mason, Building 201 
San-Francisco, CA 
94123 
fax (415) 561-4355 

Concerned S.F. Resident 

To whom it may concern: 

;5472133 

I am writir@ to you regarding the ANPR- and its strong bias against off-leash recreation. 
I have beE!n a long-time resident of the Bay Area and over this entire time have regularly 
visited the Golden Gate National Recreation areas throughout San Francisco. 

In particular, Crissy Field is somewhere I go to interact with friends, open space and 
friends with dogs. It Is a major incentive that I can go. to the beach and play with friends' 
dogs off-leash and. in natural surroundings (off-leash). 

It is import~nt for all dogs, to have a place to run free without leashes- they are able to 
get their needed· exercise, freely interact-with other dogs, and socialize with dog-friendly 
people. Crissy Field is an ideal space for this activity not only because there is ample 
parking, but it is also.a safe place - it's open and easily accessible from the street, other 
people are constantly around, and it's a large enough multi-use area for many activities 
to take place. 

There is certainly room and space for 1111 types of people and activities to coexist at 
Crissy Field, including an off-leash area for dogs and their owners. Whenever I've been 
at the beach, I have found that generally, dog-owners only let their dogs off-leash if 
they are behaved & responsive to their owners' commands while off-leash. Dog-owners 
need to be aware of where their dogs will be playing and, are mindful of the 
delicate/important natural resources at Crissy Field. 

Sincerely, 

# 3/ 5 
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn. ANPR 
Forte Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 
94123 
fax (415) 561-4355 

Concerned S.F. Resident 

To whom It may concern: 

;5472133 

I am writing to you regarding the ANPR- and its strong ~ias against off-leash recreation. 
I have been a long-time resident of the Bay Area and over this entire time have regularly 
visited the Golden Gate National Recreation areas throughout San Francisco. · 

In particular, Crissy Field is somewhere I go to interact with friends, open space and 
friends with dogs. It is a major incentive that I can go: to the beach and play with friends' 
dogs off-leash and. in natural surroundings (off-leash). 

It is important for all dogs, to have a place to run free without leashes- they are able to 
get their needed exercise, freely interactwith other dog~. and socialize with dog-friendly 
people. Crissy Field is an ideal space for this activity not only because there is ample 
parking, but it is also a safe place - It's open and easily accessible from the street, other 
people are constantly around, and ifs a large enough multi-use area for many activities 
to take place. 

There is certainly room and space for all types of people and activities to coexist at 
Crissy Field, including an off-!eash «jt~ea for dogs and their owners. Whenever I've been 
at the beach, I have found that generally, dog-owners only let their dogs off-leash if 
they are behaved & responsive to their owners' commands while· off-leash. Dog-owners 
need to be aware of where their dogs will be playing and, are mindful of the 
delicate/important natural resources at Crissy Field. 

Sincerely, 

~,££!: 
c .0' A.et1V1·1.STA-o 

# 4/ 5 
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn.ANPR 
Forte Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 
94123 
fax (415) 561-4355· 

Concerned S.F. Resident 

To whom it may concern: 

;5472133 

I am writing to you regarding the ANPR- and its strong bias against off-leash recreation. I have 
been a long-time resident of the Bay Area and over this entire time have regularly visited the 
Golden Gate National Recreation areas throughout San Francisco. 

In particular, Crissy Field is somewhere I go to interact with friends, open space and friends with 
dogs. It is a major incentive that I can go to the beach and play with friends' dogs off-leash and 
in natural surroundings (off-leash). 

It is important for all dogs, to have a place to run free Without leashes- they are able to get. their 
needed exercise, freely interact with other dogs, and socialize with dog-friendly people. Crissy 
Field is an ideal space for this activity not only because there is ample parking, but it is also a 
safe place - it's open and easily accessible from the street, other people are constantly around, 
and it's a large enough multi-use area for many activities to take place. 

There is certainly room and space for all types of people and activities to coexist at Crissy Field, 
including an off-leash area for dogs arid their owners. Whenever I've been at the beach, I have 
found that generally, dog-owners only iet their dogs off-leash if they are behaved & responsive 
to their owners' commands while off-leash. Dog-owners need to be aware of where their dogs 
will be playing and, are mindful of the delicate/important natural resources at Crissy Field. 

Sincerely, 

# 5/ 5 
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March 12, 2002 

GGNRA 
ATTN:ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

DearGGNRA, 

I am writing to you because I am very concerned about the Advance Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking Document. I believe that it is obvious that there is significant "public wilr' 
to continue off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. I use many of the area's off-teash parks 
and no matter what day or time I go, these parks are always being occupied substantially. 
I do not see why this document was written. I have seen that off-leash activity respects 
the other park uses. However, if the other park users find it inconvenient, they always 
have a myriad of alternative choices. If off-leash park users are stripped of this activity, 
there are no alternatives but to restrict and confine our dogs of simple and natural 
pleasures such as running free. 

I have heard that the ANPR document is strongly biased against off-leash recreation. If 
this document is being spurred because of the dog mauling case, I am disheartened. It is 
an extreme case. I own a Pomeranian and already find it hard enough to find places 
where he can run· free and socialize with other dogs. Socialization is very important to 
raise tame animals. These parks help promote socialization and are actually quite safe 
areas. It is in dogs to become aggressive if their territory is being invaded. However, 
these off-leash areas unite dogs of all breeds on neutral territory where they can socialize, 
play, exercise, and just enjoy 'the nature whicli was intended for them too; not just 
humans. Off-leash dog walking wa~an intended recreational activity when San 
Francisco gave its beaches and coastal bluffs the GGNRA. 

I urge you to consider continuing off~leash activity. 

Thank you, 

;:;~:~~) ~···· ·v·o rt1J 
.. 

~001 

GGNRA012943
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March 12. 2002 
'l'o Whom II May Conc:cnl, 

I llnd an awful and frigh1ening experience on Ot.."Can Beach roccntly. just a few bl0t:ks from my 
home. l w:1s held a1~ains1 my will by 1wo 11nned federal p<1licc in a Jargc, polluling SUV. who ~manded 
idcmificatio11 :111d did H background chock on me. (Docs this souud like America'!) 

My crime'! Walking wilh three or my bc.'il friends, my dogs, at '>:JO AM on a Sunday mon1ing 
when there was not another soul in sight 

TI1e beach h:L'> always been n sanctuary. u place to tind a sense of peace and freedom. I cl1ose this 
locution in Ille Sunscl to buy a hou5c because of ils proximity to the beach and the p;.uk. T need nature 
arou11d me. . 

J h.avc three well bch.avcd. well trained dogs. two of wl1om were rescued from lhc pound - two 
very small ;md sl1y girls, 1md one friendly. goofy fellow. a seven year old Labrador Retriever who loves the 
w:ller bul is oot inlcrcslcd in clla$ing other animals. We treat lhc nutuml environment with rCS(1CCl and 
clci\1\ up. 

These arc my closest comp;miol\s. ·n,cy J.,r\vc me more Utlcondi1ionul love, aucntion. und loyal~ 
lhan any Ctf"lhe people I h11ve met in my life and 1 return these qualities to them. Walking with lhcm ttlung 
lhc ocean is u kind of mcditi11ive communion with nature. We get to foci namral, unfettered. a part of it 
ull. And. M nnim.ats, all sharing the planet. we need this. · 

The beach was ilnd should be :i sanehn1ry for ""of us. 
Sadly, my awful and frigluening ei<pcricncc witfl armed /!U.llrds invnding my s.1nctumy ll.15 1.nken 

this away from us. The beach is now a fearful pl11cc where my co1"Dpanio11$ nnd l are unable 10 relax. 
Docs ou.r peaceful walking tlisturb the birds more 1ha1nhc loud, smelly suv·s the Feds <•re 

driving. defacing the s.mtl whh tire tr.iCk!i'l 
San Francisco is not the place it uSl.Xl to be when l bouglll my home. I am scriotto;ly considering 

moving and lo.king my taxes (irnd l pay plcoty). my business (l employ people), and my family (who spend 
a lot of my moncyj some place where we are free to c1~oy the natural beauty Clround us . 

What happened to life. liberty. and tbc pur:mil of happiness? It ccrl;1i11ly has not "gone to the 
dogs." 11 's "for the birtls. •· 

MO!)I Sincerely. 

~-··UL. JJWcr-
~~,q; Robert. OMD 

1.sn .isth A,·cn11c 
San Francisco,. CA 1J412l 

0291-126 Stv 11auuo~,o sawer d2tr=e:o 20 21 ..iew GGNRA012945
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Mike McKenna 
3131 Rivera St. 
San Francisco. CA 94116 
415-731-5832 
stsmfke@gateway.net 

Dear members of the GGNRA: 

March 9, 2002 

We need off leash areas for our dogs. My fiance, our dog and I, love to go to 
Fort Funston, walk around, play catch and let the dog swim. Though we continue 
to visit the park, it is much less frequently than before the leash restrictions. It's 
just not as much fun. Our dog is l~rge and needs to run. She runs much faster 
than either of us and we can't really give her proper exercise on leash. 

\nsiting Fort Funston off leash is a wonderful recreation activity for our family. 
We enjoy going there so much when It is a relaxed and free, off-leash 
experience. 

We need more off leash areas for our city dogs, both for the dogs and for their 
owners. I hope you'll consider the loss many of us feel in not being able to play 
catch, swim or enjoy the social play of our dogs without being afraid of "being 
caught" by a ranger. 

Sincerely, 

~~---···· 
Mike McKenna 

.. .. 
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Renee La Vallee 
3131 Rivera St. 
San Francisco, CA 94116 
415-731~5832 
reneelavatlee@yahoo.com 

3{Q2.o-of- /A 

Dear members of the GGNRA: 

March 9, 2002 

I love bringing my dog to Fort Funston. I ride my bike (with Brandy trotting 
beside me) to the end of Ocean Beach and then walk the path to the paved road 
(leashed) and then I can let her run and play with the other dogs while I enjoy 
the beauty of our San Francisco coast We then make our way down to the 
ocean for a swim and some fun games of catch and fetch in the water and a 
leisur~Jy walk back up the beach to the bike. 

Visiting Fort Funston off leash is recreation at its finest for both me and my dog. 
Brandy is a 75lb. Rottweiller who both needs and loves intense exercise. I am a 
38 year old therapist who both needs and loves to play freely with my dog. We 
can't play catch on a leash. We can't share the joy of chasing other dogs or 
swimming on a leash. We need off leash park space where dogs can socia.li.7..e 
and especially for rny dog, where they can swim. She is part sea lion and is 
happiest when 'playing in the waves of the Pacific. I dislike that she's a criminal 
for enjoyillg the ocean. 

We need more off leash areas for our city dogs, both for the dogs and for their 
owners. I hope you'll consider the loss many of us fee) in not being able to play 
catch, swim or enjoy the soci.abplay of our dogs. 

Sincerely, 

~v:. 

GGNRA012947
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March 12, 2002 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This letter is in support of keeping off. leash areci:. for Snn Francisco Bny Arca dog 
owners. I am a responsible owne( of a two-year-old Lab-Shepard mix.. We lived in Lake 
Tahoe for the past year and decided that moving to the city would he a hRd icif".a hP.<'JlllSP. 

of the fact that there were not many parks or places that Neo {my dog) could go off leash. 
After some research I discovered that there were many offleaph areas where Neo could 
run in the San Francisco Bay Area. This was a HUGE factor io iny ~ecision to relocate 
to this area. Please don't take this privilege away fro.mus. There are veiy few areas 
already alld we love the places we visit curren.tly. Please, please, please reconsider the 
actio.n of revoking the off-leash areas. Thank you for talcing our foelings in this matter 
into a.ccount. · 

Th'7. Y'.}l1· /Ji'? h) 
t~J' 006 
Michelle Dong and Neo 
mcdisjadelily(a!hotmail.cont 
535 Ivy Sr. 
San. Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 515-3212 

l.l 
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SharC)n S. Stork 
• 1660 Bay Street, #107 ". 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

T: (415) 776-6997 
Email: Stork@Rad0nc17.UCSF.edu 

March 12, 2002 
Via Fax to: (415) 561-4365 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn:ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

I have attended public meetings, from t.he proposed w!!'flands to the present debates 
over the GGNRA Pet Poficy of 1979, since June 1995 .. 1 am a dog owner and have been 
going to Crissy Field two to three times a week since 1978 to exercise my Labrador 
retrievers. 

As I recall, the funding of the Presidio for The Park Service was narrowly restored by 
Congress, on the premise that the Presidio is unique as an urban National Recreation 
Area. We (dog owning) San Franciscans, who originally supported the National Park 
Service, are now confronted by fences, off-limit areas, restrictions, and other prohibitions 
of activities that had been customary for over fifty years. Watching the sun rise or set 
through the Golden Gate from Crissy Field or from the shoreline at Baker Beach are truly 
marvels of our great City. Novt>.the Park Service purports to expel dog owners and their 
dogs completely. · 

The people of San Francisco have been enjoying Crissy Field, Baker Beach, and Fort 
Funston hannoniously for decades. There are no other comparable parks or open 
spaces for unrestricted play. We should af/ be· allowed to enjoy this wonderful area. Why 
can't we play together? 

Sincerely, 

Sharon S. Stork 
Registered San Francisco Voter, Dog Owner, and Concerned Citizen 

c: The Honorable Dianne Feinstein, U. S. Senator 
The Honorable Barbara j3oxer, U.S. Senator 
The Honorable Nancy Pelosi, Member of Congress 
Mayor Willie Brown 
Supervisor Gavin Newsom, District 2 

141001 
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11 March 2002 

To: GGNRA 
Attention: ANPR, Fort Mason 
Fax: 1.415.561.4355 

Re: Comment Letter for the Golden (iate N~tlonal Recreation Area's 
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Off Leash Recreation in the 
GGNRA. . 

I am both a tax payer and a volm:eteer financial contributor to our National 
Parks and Recreation Areas and Open Space areas In the San Frant:lsco 
Bay region. 

I am writing in support of off-leash dog walking as a supported 
recreational activity in the GGNRA. 

I believe that the GGNRA in its charter has the responsibflfty to provide 
off-leash dog walking as an intended activity. i:here are VAST amounts of 
open space areas in the GGNRA that do not allow any dog activity, even on 
leashes. As a citizen I enjoy the very small areas alloted to my famiJy and 
our dog for off-teash use. I also notice that when I am with my dog in the 
GGNRA off-leash areas that the single women and elders enjoy a safer use 
of the parks while walking their dogs . .. 
There is room for off-leash dog walking activities.and in fact would be 
supportive of EXPANDt NG activity areas. The tradition of off-leash areas 
tor dogs is good for·.Park use and is somethiing that citizens pay for Jn 
·thef r taxes and through their cf vie responsfbilitles in park use. 

\ 

Please continue off-leash dog .areas In the 6GNRA and Include f n your 
plannf ng ways to expand these areas. 

~.71~~ 
Brenda H. Christensen 
223 Purisima Road 
Woodside, CA 94062 

a 
GGNRA012952



----- -·-------

Received Fax : MAR 12 2002 14:13 Fax Station : · PS- o . 1 · 

• 

• 

I' 

• 

01/09/2015 05:09 FAX 650 926 7147 

12 March 2002 

To: GGNRA 
Attention: ANPR, Fort Mason 
Fax: 1.415.561.4355 

Solomon Smith Barney ld:JOOl 

· Re: Comment Letter for the Gofden Gate National Recreation Area's Advance Notice of 
Pmposed Rulemaking for Off Leash Recreation in the GGNRA. · 

As both a tax payer and a volunteer financial contributor to our National Parks and 
Recreation Areas and San Francisco Bay Area Open Space Areas I am writing in 
support of off-leash dog walking as a supported recreationaf activity In the 
GGNRA. 

f believe that the GGNRA In its charter has the responsibility to provide off-leash dog 
walking as an intended activity. There are VAST amounts of open space areas in the 
GGNRA that do not allow any dog activity, even on leashes. As a citizen I enjoy the very 
small areas alloted to my family and our dog for off-leash use. I also notice that when I am 
with my dog in the GGNAA off-leash areas that the citizens are very responsible to 
maintain the ateas and in their responsibilities to the other dogs and humans enjoying the 
area. 

I believe that there is room for this activity and in fact would be supportive of EXPAND I NG 
activity areas. The tradition of off.feash areas tor dogs is good for Park use and is 
somethiing that citizens pay for in their taxes and through their civic responsibilities in park 
use. 

Please continue off.leash dog areas in the GGNRA and include in your planning ways to 
expand these areas. 

Sincerely, 

~w~· 
Thomas W. Barry ~ 
223 Purisima Road 
Woodside, CA 94062 

' 

\ 
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Golden Gale National Recre11tion Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
Sl\n Francisco, CA 941:2.3 
Fax(415) 56J -4355 

To Whom It May Concern: 

415 831·4552j Mar-12·02 3:16PMj 

I run writing on behalf of my dog, Fletcher, along with all other dogs as they are unable tQ cunwlllnicate in 
writing themselves, about the importance of maintaining off- leash &re!1!5 in the GGNRA. lfyou have ever 
wilnesscd the difference in behavior between a dog who has regular exercise, and a dog who is rarely, or 
nevt.'T eKercised, then you must agree thal off.- h~ash recreation for dogs h; vital to their hcnlth and well -
being;· Dogs who are under - exercised and under - socialized are more likely to have behavior prnblemi;. 

S1111 Francii;co ii; well .- known for it'!I pro dog policies which allow cllllines to ride on public 
tronspMntion, sit with their owners at many outdoor cafes, and visit all neighborhoods in 1he city. They 
are allowed to do aU of the above on leash. This is better tbal1 most cities c11n hrai, however, a life 
pennanently Jived on leash does not allow any sized (log a proper amount of exerci~e. 

My husband and I arc ovid outdoors people, and we hupe to visit muny National Parks in our lifetimes. 
Since becoming dog owners, and reiilizing the strict restrit;Lion:; on dogs in National Parks. we have not 
been 11ble 10 support the National Park system as we would like to, huwevcr, we wtdersr.and and respect 1he 
laws which are enforced at all National Parks in prisline wildemess arettS as they protect both lfle wildlife 
and the dogs. I feel that the GGNRA falls into a scparale c11tegory as LUJ urbnJl park which ho.<; n:cently 
been oblnlned by the National Parks system. Therefore, I feel that the clhical solution is for the GGNRJ\ to 
ndbcre to its inilial us<1gc policies including off - leash recreation for dogs. 

I am in full support of wildlife management and of protecting sensitive nnturtll habitats. There an: many 
solutions which enn be explored before choosing an ultimatum ond banning off- leash dogs from these 
wondertUI recreation nrea:; where they bav,; been able tn romp freely since the city of San Franci!lco gave 
ils beaches and conscal bluffs to the GGNRA. I feel thal a viable compromise i.~ Lo offer certain areas as off 
- leash arcos for dogs in th~ GGNRA so !hat delicate ecosyslems remain untouclled, yet dogs are able to 
continue to receive the amounr of eitcrcisc necessary for their natural e'!Cistence, 

With scrong conviction, 

~ 

Page 1/1 
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March 12, 2002 

MOLL.IE M.A:RSHAL:I.. 
101 CA~IFORNIA $TR££T 

5V1Tli: 1$00 

SAN F"RANCISC01 CA 94111 

Golden Gate National Recreation.Area 
Attention ANPR 
For Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

' 
~ 

FAX 415-561-4155 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to you regarding the issue of off-leash dog access at GGNRA 
and especially Fort Funston. I urge you to continue to allow off-leash dog 
activities at GGNRA properties and again, especially at Fort Funston. 

Fort Funston is essentially the only beach area around that currently 
pennits off-leash dog activities. There are many, many beaches that 
prohibit dogs altogether. A few areas pennit the dogs on leash. For 
people who do not want dogs around, there are many alternatives to Fort 
Funston. For people who want to be able to have their dog run off-leash at 
the beach, there are no alternatives. 

We are responsible dog owpers and have our dog under voice control at all 
times. We clean up after him, and after humans as well as we walk in For~ 
Funston. If we were required to keep our dog on leash, he would not be 
able to run or romp in the water. We do not have the ability to run with 
him, nor do we want to freez.e our feet in the water. However> he loves it 
and it's his only opportunity to enjoy the beach, be able to get out and get 
exercise and allow my husband and I to get exercise while our dog does as 
well. 
This is as opposed to dog parks. Dogs may run around, depending on the 
facility, but there's no exercise for humans. 

San Francisco gave the land to GGNRA with the understanding th.at these 
areas would continue to be urban park areas and enjoy the same usage as 
they always have. This certainly included off-leash dog activities. The 
park service should not have accepted the land nor should they continue to 

" hold it, if they cannot abide by the original requirements of the gift. 
"" 
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MOLL:CE MARSrIALL 
10 I C"ILIFORNIA STREET 

SUITE 1£100 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94111 

The park service states that they must abide by .:the rules of the National 
Park Seivice. However, GGNRA land, and especially Fort FlUlston, is not 
the same as Yosemite, Yellowstone, etc. It is hard to believe that the park 
service cannot develop rules which fit with the intended usage of the park 
area. Dogs are allowed off-leash in other national parks for hunting, for 
ex.ample, 

At Fort Funston, the area available for people and dogs has diminished 
greatly over the past few years. More and more fences block off areas. 
Leave the rest of the land as originally intended- an urban park that 
allows off-leash dog activities . 

Very troly youts, 

Mollie Marshall 

• 
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VlA FACSIMILE-(415) 561-4355-AND U.S. MAIL · 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Atm:ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

T-152 P.001/001 F-299 

Kristin E. Hutchins 
874 Page St., #3 
San Francisco, CA 94117 

March 12, 2002 

Re: Public Comment On Off Leash Access to Golden Gate National Rec11!ation Area­
Support For Off-Leash Privileges 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am a San Francisco resident writing to express my support of maintaining !;ignificant off-leash 
areas in Fort Funston, Crissy Field, and other GGNRA areas . 

I am not a dog owner, yet I recognize that the vast majority of dog owners are highly 
responsible people who diligently control their pets and clean up 1heir litter. I get great 
enjoyment from watching the many dogs and their owners frolicking off 1ea3h in these areas, and 
feel that one of San Francisco's most unique aspects would be lose if dogs w~re required to 
remain on leashes. l believe that with proper park management, the GGNRI\. can accommodate 
all its users - people and pooches alike - as well as preserving sensitive wildlife habitat. These 
are, after all, city parks - not Rfistine \l{ilderness preserves. 

Please do not curtail the off-leash privileges for dogs in the GGNRA. If yo·.i wish to contact me 
for a more in-depth discussion of°my views on this issue and the reasons behind them, please do 
not hesitate to call me at (415) 439-6296 during the day. 

Thank you. 
\ 

Sincerely, 

Kristin E. Hmchins 

SFRDOCS:30422778. I 999999 1S11 
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.ear Superintendent O'Neill: 

I support off-leash recreation in the GoJden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my 
comments on this activity as well as information about me that may b.e relevant to this issue. 

::~: ~r~J~1io, 
(street) 

SF I cA 
(city) I 

(printed) 

qLfl l=t-' 
(state) (zip) 

:t= l!IJAf.ll. \M.\h ~ ~, NWtt'.e.. t11t- .~ \Ji'~ Ptfit'i<S 

FDA- fuvi~-\-zm I ~ ~ A.t~.1 ~ S+v.&t do4, ~ 
~ Cor{Jl(IA ~ 'q lli.). OV\JV . wf&t; )Ov] pJ_ DJ j 
~ \0 WM~ \ Y1 ~~\fl'v-a<i M 

~ 15 Uv\,~vi~4vvw-· . . aAA4 
• .):.- -f?,e-1 £Ml WuWtivtti lvi-\?i VIVI oft" I~~ ~ ~ 

J::_ ~i\1.£, C,O'IVIVV\\Nl'\i-\vi /;(_ dlJtq OJl'U( (J(MJ'I/:, 1 i+ !J}M 
\f\U~\\,\rj(t{~ ™ ~ +z> eJf/81111J ~ pa1- Wl~ .{;:;"'-10111'~/ 

,. 

Here are some ideas for your letter:. \'i\J\V~ V((\ \ vM1;J__ 1. 
• What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted? 

• The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with 
disabilities may avoid areas with off-leash dogs. can you give personal examoles where the opposite is 
true-that these groups seek off-leash areas for their recreation? · 

• Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? 

• Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up with friends? Have you made new friends 
through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation 
in the GGNRA? 

• Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the 
GGNRA. Do you think that oontinuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is 
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off-
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? "' 

• San Francisco transferred Its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing 

• 

activiti including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to 
reneg o this part of its agreement with San Francisco? 

s;9nec1: · oate ,~J1~lo-z., (opttona1:Alie: ?J Sex M~ty__; 
Version2.0 ~ :_!__/-
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(aii11M) (•ta.t C&iPI 
1. Please deacrtbe how often and Where you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or reasons for vialting? What 

are the benefits to you of your \lisit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. 
0('-1</£ It ~~I<- . . . 
TV E.~ '( 7>1£ &/I-c tf-· //JI TJf- (k '1 1,) 0 & . 

2. The P•rk Service has stated that children, the eldedy, racial and cuttural minorltiH, and people with dlaebilities may 
avoid areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give ppCJODOI oxomplea where the opposite is true - that these groups 1eek 
off-leaeh areanor their recreation? Do you feel aafer when walking in an off-leash area? tf ao, pleaae explain why. 

NO 

Please daecribe whether Off·leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friend• and family along or meet 
up with friend11? Have you made new friends through this activity? What would be the impact on your life If there were no 
longer off-leash recreation in ~e GGNRA? _.. ,,,... / · 1lf i"i ~ -e..A-c # 

.. ~ ;Mv£ /11£ 1 · r /f Ir- r/tJ I O~ '£ 
J- ".'\ · ,,,, /T V"'o vc...1J IVt:-q:./f /l ~ /t> 
,.,,,,J L ~ V (s JI" /"" 7 . /,/ () Q ., / rr;::. '7 l ( r h T6' ·pP /_,.,a IV{J c ,( /"V Vf !) £ o..rf. (_<As c 

flb-Cflf~~C Ir/ Gtf /V/l.A 

4. Since the early 1900's, off4 leash dog recreation haa been a primary U!age of 1ome areas now within the GGNRA. Do 
you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these 1rea11 is a good use of this recreation area? Do 
you have suggestion• as to how the GGNRA can make ofMeaah areas more enjoyabl~ for everyone? r 

VG y - /'Lf .ft'1.!C (.Af'/r/Nvr: ~I or,c -llkr~ M~ ~ 1 

5. Sin Franclaco traneferred its beaches and partca to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing ectivitiea, includinu 
off-leaeh recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to renege on this part of its agreement 
with San Franel•CO? µ o 

( 81~ 
( 

'{J 

Date ) /) 7 / O k-- (opttonaf; Age: (IA. Sex (i} F 
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&>•er Superintendent O'Neill: . 

~ eupport the continuance of off-leash recreation In the Golden Gate Natlonal Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my 
comments on this activity as well as Information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

Name: S.°'-.~\..r'\ "'F" ~v..A..0..v\ (printed) 

Addre11:\~~ ~:y. "°<;. ~ C,p, ~~\\-"4---
- (•tr'MQ · · (ctcy) (1tftt) (zlpj 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA? Whet ere your main actlvlliea or reasons for visiting? What 
•re the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the year&, describe why. 

-~~ P\. ~"- . 

CJ~--~~ I C,A.......,(""..CO.,~ ~~I ~~ ~~ 

~c;, '""' ............ ----\ ........:> """"~ ~ ~ 

2. The Park Service ha~ stated that chlldren, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, end people with disabilities may 
avoid areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give paraOne! examples where the opposite is true - that these groups seek 
off~leash areas for their recreation? Do you feel safer when walking In an off-leash area? If so, please explain why. 

~~ ~<:.h ~~ 
~'S~~~~ 

Please describe whether off.leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet 
up with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? What would be the Impact on your life If there were no 
longer off-leash recreation In the GGNRA? 

AA .: < +gyo• :~• Slem- Y"v-.""""\ ~~l ~ 
'~ p' ==-=--~ , -- \ 
~~So ~~ ~~ v..-Q ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

A ~~ ~ &.->--"-\. . 

4. Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has bean a primary usage of eome areas now within the GGNRA. Do 
you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in theae areas is a good use of this recreation area? Do 
you h•v• auggeatlons as to how the GGNRA can make off-leath areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

\-1 \'5. -,~ q.-c-- c:i..... ~~ '"'~ ~ --'? ~ ~.- \..qp.'(' 

~<;. "' '<.Q c ~\ ~ 'b."=>~~ ·~~~-~ ~~~ ~~ 
-._.-=:>, . ...._ L. ' " ~~-

~~d- ~ ~OP~ ~- \~~ \:._~ ~O..~l...., ~ · j 

~ e1\.\\. 
5. San Francleco traneferred Its beaches and perks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing activities, Including 

off.leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to renege on this part of Its agreement 
with San Francisco? 

~o v..> P\"{ '. n 

. Date 2 \ \ '° I ~ "2... (optional: Age: ~ '\ StJx M ~ 

I ""'_.""'' n 
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.Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 

I support the continuance of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). 
comments o ~is activity as woll as lnf?rm tion about me that may be relevant to thi1 issue. 

,. 

Following ere my 

Name: "(printed) 
Addre111: 

,......, c (le.II) (dp) 
1. Please deaeribe how often and wharo you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or ree1on1 for visiting? What 

are the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the year•. describe why. 

if h~ q vu.le J "fl'i><e,<_ }Jek-1-:I 

2. The Park Service ~as stated that children, the elderly, reeiat and cultural minorities, and people with diaabilltles may 
avoid areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give Rartonal oxomplu where the opposite Is true - thel thHe groups eeek 
Off-lealll areas for their recraatioN;" f~el oalor ~walking in an off-l•••h area? ff ao, plea1• •llPl•in why. 

Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a soclel outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet 
up with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? What would be the impact on your life If there were no 

~·3~hC~:NRAh>,c:et7 4c/.,; dd ~~~J 
'{kt J /e<? :,l.12.{ ~ 11,,)1- "7,J ..-/"'~£ {~e<. . 

.t. Since the earty 190011, olY·leHh dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the GGNRA. Do 
you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available In theH areas i& a good use of lhis recreation area? Do 
you have suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off-leaah areas more enjoyqblo for everyone? 

qes, 
S. San Frencieco transferred It• beeehes end parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing actlvlllas, including 

off-laath recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to renege on this part of Its agreement 

with San Francllco?. ~ ,ll/D 
0 
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.ear Superintendent O'Neill: · 

I support the continuance of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my 
comments on this activity es we~ Js information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

Name: ~d Wtfln~ 1 Va{t.n'e f/fi,µ.e_()tfc_ (printed) 

Addre11: 30 AJ~ .Jr S:~ CA ~cf//f-
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~ear Superintendent O'Neill: 

~ Gupport the continuance of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gato National Recreation Area (GGNRA). ~ollowing are my 
r.ommen,!! on thl~ ac~lvlty as well es information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

Name: \)~f \\L '\),)\\ \/\ - ~ . . (printed) 

Address: n '1.. l\ 'D <:... c.,"-,... f .-;ti it\\' 
v\ '!\"'If~ f')\) ~ ·"' n ~11\dXv (c.11\. I\ 1T 

(• (elt;j (1tm) (zip) 
1. Please deecriba haw often and where you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? .WhQt 

are the benefits to you of 'our visit(•)\ If tpis ha• changed over the years, da1cribe why. . · 

J_ LVrV'-\\/\f ~ '"'4 ~ i\WV\~O\cAt .~iikR v.,.._,·J. I \nu-( ~IN\ 
\ ;)eJV V\ ~ ~j ~(~ I \A s '\--: \,tV ~ ~ :l \ : \l'f d \r'-t\.M. I 1.. W OW c,\ "'f Ll k:t.:. 

N>~ -\~ ~~ ~f=t\ ~Q\C.".\i11"(~~ < ~ VVU-P.~ ~ t.-;.·~,{j~~ 
, V\JIA) cAV'-6v~. \,')P..~ \(lfl.>\1-. ~ v\ . ,\O\~ ~\< .. u.. \i~ 

12.ll" \t.V-- 1J. \A>vC.... ~W... ~II\. O\J\"°' • J 
2. Thi Park service ha1 elated thil\ children, the elderly, re~I a'r<d cultural minorities, end people with dlaabilitlea may 

. avoid areae with off-leaeh doge. Can you give pmonal axomplg where the apposite i• true - that these groups eeek 
off-leaah araaa for tnelr recreation? Do you feel 1afer when walking In-an aff-leaah area? If ea, pleaae explain why. 

-:I-~ v\ ~P\ s~v.i~ ~ \J-e vJ ,,\ \o..c.\ ~ ~·~ k ~<~"'- ~ ~~ 
\S. -\ lt\I. \Q..<..~b""'~'\')1\\~'1 c.P~· -\\A.,L cA~"\ t-'\.N ..-....i.r 4v ~{ I-<..~ 
t\"'(VV' c\.o fYO 1 ·1 t \ ~ ...A·~ f. 1\u.. \)o~. \J~\J \ f '. ~ cAD ~\ ')~~ 
~01\~\~ '"' Pl.,~()..~ \.N ~~ ~ ~I C\\l'A- ~ \-v- hu.<~"' A 1.. 
'?Jl. \ \- (,\ \M (I\ ~l ; 0. \\ 'µ~ \,v\ IN) 1\ 1'\\ • · \ ~ CA o/"'J ·J"'""' (A r ,A((~\~ 

"-\\J\' ~ f;:, Q ~ ~. '(.) l \ C\ \I'.\>.."'~ vVV-'\ .JJ. c \ ~ \ ,.) J . . 

' 

Pleaae desdlbe whether off-leash rabreation is • aoclal odtlet for youj)o you bring your friends and family along or meet 

• 
up with friends? Have you made new friends through this eotlvity? What would bo tho imped on your llfe if there were no 
longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? L \,.. _1 

J.. ~c ~1~· ·-\\NA-\ \ti\µ(~ ~ vl!>CI\ "vi \- lrt-1 r·,'\i 
~\r ~.,\) ( 1' 0\ \ \ lJ- VJ 0 ~ V- /\ ~\ ~ 1' ~ ,_) ~V"I- \'LJ LA I ~ ,· c.J (A\ f'C>(' 
)u.'f \ ~~\_\-. f> \ A ~'M,\.) v aP ~CC0\~1·0~ ~ l ~. ~ 
\;)'fOV~~ rT \4 ¥f'~~ S, #., \j\). ~ -\-o t~ C> ~~ \(t.J. )},., , 
°'~"*' ,_l ~~0 ).;\~ i~\ \~ ).\.~Q\.Q_. "'-)\,k) .,\r(C\,V(LA-\ ~~ £)1/(~ 

"4. ince ihe early 1900'• off-leash dog ~ ation has been a pri~ery u\age of soma areas novf within the GGNRA. Doi.:::"'"'\ 
u nk at con n . . m.akD.J.~rf:l~a.sh ecreatlon a~:=:::-it.:i use of this rey~o 

h&J!P Cini.at t the.Gil ·· off-I a1 

:;.,-T~~ "' o \j,L """ :-· t "i\~' 1 ~ ,w1 :r: '. ~ 
- I\~\)· S \-~~ l \ 'J\~Vl\t{ w OV' ~ °'~~:j \Ja'\1

1

'.J, 

,. 5. San FranCieeo tran1ferred Its beaehee and parka to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing activltiH, including 
off-leash recreetion, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA ahould be allowed to renege on this part of Its agreement 

with San Fra.nclaco? 1; ~O ~ \ -\ ~ { '·'-.. )~~ ~'~ ov \ <\ ~ v-o J !\ 

~'::> * ~"' 71µ0\~ \u_ iL ~\i (A·UA,.c·>r ti-1>.\IJ i r I~ 
ii\~\":> '•"' ~ ... ,,·~14 
·~ ~' Date 11 \b IDL10.011onal:Aga:_Sax@ F 
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2. The Park Service has 1tated that children, the elde~ly. racial and cultural minorities, and people with dieabilitlea may 
avoid areaa with off-leash dogs. Can you give ogr1gngl examp!as where the opposite la true - that the1& groups 1eek 
off-leaah areas ~ur their recreation? Do you feel safer when walklng In an off-leaeh area? If eo, please explain why. 

PIH•• describe whether off·lea1h recreation is a aoclal outlet for you. ao you bring your friends and family along or meet 
up with friends? 1-fave you made new friends through this activity? What would be the impact on your Ille if there were no 
longer off-leash recreation In th.e GGNRA? 

'"l_ \6"{ ~ ~~ ~of!> YVV\ru'\1 · ~ ~ \x.,~l, f /~ 1117 1~ 
~ ~ .vtc,. ~ 'o~'-. WOV\" Sf-Ct"\. "\ ,,.~ 11'~ I ~jJ/.' 

.. 
"4. Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the GGNRA. Do 

you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is a good use of this recreation area? Do 
you have auog••tlona as to how the GGNRA csn make off-lea1h areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

~~- )Y\1 ""lf_-"':V"rv'tA.. 11\ d-~ a-re t:;.S h.~ b t'""'- d-l.ot.;r d-4 t107::, 
~ ~ f>11 \'{«~~ Qr--{ ~ 'ne.~ai1-t'..~ -;J.'v-<. "<---Y.-/ b<'-\ 
~~ t(" ~·c~ a"I r"'.s t....;f tA-u1..s ,;, ti-~ Q.Y( '15'· 

6. San Franclaco transferred Its beachet and parka to th& GGNRA with the understanding that existing activltiH, including 
off-le11h recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to renege on thl1 pert of it• agreement 
with San Francisco? 

f\o 

Date 2 - I b - 0 2- (optional: Aoe:~ Sex M (i) 

,,,.....,.:_.,. 'n 
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 

support the continuance of off-leash recreation In the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my 
comments n this activity as well as Information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 

'.Q. \ i {_£_. [<.. . (printed) Name: 
\, 

tll 10A Col£ ~ ~+ Ct4 q c+f t+. Addre11: 

f•trwQ (cfiY) (atailt (1lp) 
1. Pleaae describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What 

are the benefits to you of your vlslt(a)? ff this ha• changed over the year•. daacrlbe why. 

-r V\ !;ai-l GGtui2..rl 

~ °6° L01+k. h~ 
3 +1'-'~ o.. W1o~'-'h_ • 

f 

Wa/vfC Q...~ ~ '-

2. The P•rk Service ha~ stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with dicsabilitlee rnay 
avoid areea with off-feaah dogs. C81n you give ngrsonal ox1JDp!aa where the opposite it true - that these groups seek 
off-leash areas for their recreation? Do you feel "fer when walking In an off-leash area? tf 10, pleaae explain why. 

Plaaae describe whether Off-leash recreation 11 a social outlet for you. Do you bring your frlenda and family along or meet 
up with friend11? Have you made new friends through this activity? Whet would be the impact on your life if there were no 
longer off-leash reoreation in the GGNRA? 

Of'f l..e'-t~h. (~tv-ec.1.-lv0 2? A SO(t(J (J)Jl(.). .·+v.: ""'".q_ - "I hou.R. .. 
VV'~J yY'\0)'\1 aC M1/ cw~· W1~~ w~·'-{ ~t,~ ~~ 

r}_o) ~ d\t\A- , . 

'4. Since the early 1900'1, off-leash dog recreation hea been a primary utage of some areas now wilhin the GGNRA. Do 
you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in theae areat is a good uae of this recreation area? Do 
you have 1ugge1t1ons ae to how ths GGNRA can make off-leash areas more enjoyable for everyons? 

tf' a:i=-r l.e Ct.) 1-.. r .Pt 1-( ~ .<; ""' v.Xl/\ th..- µ Wt>-<-\ ~ ff'~ w . ..it..., 
~' 1o ~'~~ Ahal ,,,-/.ertl\tf wr-ltr. ~~ ~Lo rM 11\iJ;f 

'nU du>°J 
5. San Francisco traneferred Its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing activities, includlng 

1 • off-leaah recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to renege on this part of its agreement 
with San Francisco? 
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Oear Superintendent O'Neill: 

I support the continuance of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my 
comments on this activity as well as Information about me that may be relevant to this isaue. 

Name: :::/) irt / m, . :Pe-.s~o,-,!, (printed) 
"\. 

Addre11: J' At.///I Sr. .('A.v /l(,Qvl-(·soa M ?~11"7 
(1"-t) (ci;; (1iliii) (zip) 

1. Please deecribe how often and where you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What 
are the benefits to you of your visit(1)? If this hsa changed over the years, deacribe why. 

6.JtJk""-- b£c.4 ~ f.M- r.--f-IF"i-.. 5 J~ ~ t .... ?·v~ ? ~ .d~' 
~~"')(.. _ ::r Ir;{ · w11'.. t,..,,,.._ ~ tk i-.J.. 

u~, G&MV11 ,~ ~~ ~ s-.:....t. if~ 7-'-" ~ t,__,.. 

2. The Park Service has 1tated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, end people with disabilitlet may 
avoid areas with aff..leaah dogs. Can you give papagoe! oxomplb where the opposite it true - that theaa groups saek 
off-lush •reas for their recreation? Do you feel aafer when walking In an off-leash area? If so, please explain why. 

•• 
f,,... (J """r-'f.t.."'/ ""''d .fl·"' 77 ~ ~7 ~ ·l? ~ ~ t~ . 

/tnf' f ~ GA~ J~k~dl fJ 7 ~ .a-(. w--1-' fir r: ~~~ h ~,/k 
lr..w... I Ge.£.'w,_ /f:"J ,'-°'" 'J· q.. ;rrw:1.. ,0~ /i..;6'-:1 t..- R~ AnJ l1r ...<..__,~~ 

WL ·1t.. / t:eAJL. .A.y J- """'-..J~ . 
Plaa1t detcribe 'A.'halher off-leash recreation la a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet 
up with frland1? Have you made new friends through this activity? What would be the impact on your llfe if there were no 
longer on-leash recreation in the GGNRA? 

J l.ve m-.r..-1- Seef""~ /</G. ""'-.o-- ,J.r ~ 7. .J Jf; ~ wlit _ 

r'(J wj. ,, SV»-e. ft.~~ ~ '7 vdl. ft....k ,,· .f<rnt.I! h:-u J'n.~ 7Z .'1 
~ 1t .,.,}, • • / " ~ ~ ~ w_.-t. ;,._, ~ 7l_ G~ A/I. ,I w"4-A ~ .~ 
~ . ~ I l t.:> • N 0 ,,,.~Go "// ,,.,- "} ./!: d .H _ tlM.LoL. ~ Qc-e.&&.. 

1l-4- I :I. 'w.Y w~ 'J- ~· ~ ..(..,.../~.,.. ~ J c..- ti.~ -...~ ~ d... · 
4. Since the early 1900'1, ~ff-leash dog recreatf6n has bKen a primary uaage of eome areas now within the GGNRA. Do-;/ 

you think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is a good use of this recreation area? Do 
you have euggestlon1 as to how the GGNRA can make off-leHh areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

M; ,_/tf.1'1 .UJ ~ L;~ ~. \ _Tt .sL~ '/.. k lo .... L-.....st. 1.- ~ 0'1A.V ,s,,..~ 
~ ~ ot...14 w L./d'c--_ ;f_·- ...&._t:.. / J ... :G ~~;: ~- 0-ff 
cl~ ""L.·J... ~c..i ~ tv4J ~ r~. 

5. San FrancllCO transferred Its beaches and pari<s to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing actlvttie1, Including 
,. off·l•Hh recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to renege on this part of Ila agreement 

With San Frenctaco? 

jlts~d... f;....J-. G<rAlfl../t -l..J. ..c.O ~ ~- .-..a.-.~~ A.°f t~~~ f~u.. 
I .A J Jj JI ~ ,,. . ..Jl ?_..Ao II!..._ J~ f-t.,-CA}i,r ~'~ ,/;,_ .( A~£."7'e.. 

,,t.•1Lc. 11..L ~y f"'( •. ~.- , t--· 
· ~ ~ • ·< .,.,,.'1._,._.> le.... ~ L.. it.. . 

r.iili.,~. :;fe•;;;;: : .. .. "" Date .l /1• /. ,t, (opt/anal: Ago:..J..L Ssx M F 
·~;;;y:w:::J - ~ I f -

\ln1,.lnn 1 I\ 
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7-07-1996 11 :27PM FROM 

Mr. and Mrs. Reuben W •. Hills III 
2920 Broa4way 

San Francisco, California 94115 

March 12, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Fort Mason 
Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
Attn: ANPR 

Re: Pet Management" in OGNRA 
on:.1eash recre!;ltion areas for dogs 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Transmitted Via Fsx 
415-561-4355 

We are writing to protest the National Par.k Service's rules prohibiting off-leash dog walking in 
theGGNRA. 

Some of these rules are obsolete as they were written well before many of the urban park areas 
were designated as .national park land. In fact, an exception for this rule was established to 
maintain "recreational open space necessary for urban envirohment and planning" (see 16 U.S.C. 
460 bb). The Park Service has permitted the off.leash dog walking use since 1979 and the public 

.has embraced this privilege and now expects it. ·mere is ample room in the GGNRA's 75,000 
acres for off-leash.dog walking where plants and wild life are not in harm's way. 

Humane and thougbtfuJ dog oWI1e:rship 'involves allowing your pet to express its natural need for 
exercise and off-leash play to ensure its physicaJ and mental well-being. Rcsponsjble dog 
ownership is the solution to this problem. The people who take th.ejr dogs to the GGNRA for 
exercise, recreation and socialization pick up after their pets and keep thein under voice control. 
Incidents where pets become a nuisance to wallcers, joggers, or bicyclists are extremely rare. 

While the United States Army occupied the land off-leash dog walking was pe.rmitted. Since the 
Army relinquished this land, the GSNRA has come to be an important and integral recreation 
area for many San Franciscans -- including their dogs. Living in an urban environment is often 
stressfuJ and we depend on our parks and open spaces to exercise our bodies and refresh our 
minds and spirits. Our dc>gs, who play such an important and vital role in our lives, deserve the 
same, 

We strongly urge you to create-a hospitable park environment that serves all creatures· and 
critters on two and four legs alike. fn the absence of a compatible sol,lJtion dog owners 
collectively will pursue legal actjon . 

P. 1 
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Mar-12-0Z II :25am From-ODYSSEY 

March 11, 2002 

National Park Service 
Via fax:415/ 561-43S5 

+4155516575 

Victoria Lee van Y sseldyk 
The MUI Building 1720 York Street, #109 

San Francisco, California 94110 
415-285-5005 I !>vgo@lycos.com 

RE: GGNRA Pet Management ANPR 

Dear Sirs: 

T-201 P.01/01 F-910 

I am writing to urge you in the strongest possible manner to allow otf-Jea~h pets in c~ain areas 
of the GGNRA. . 

I support the NPS in its mission to make our public areas enjoyable, safe, diverse and sustainable 
into the future. I do not believe that there is not room for off-leash pets in and their owners in that 
missioiJ. The 75,000 acres of the GGNRA must encompass space enough for all types of 
responsible use and still offer reasonable levels of protection to the plants and animals. 

I daily drive 20 minutes or more each way from my Misson/Potrero area home to Chrissy .field or 
another GGNRA location to exercise myself and my animal in a non-urban. non-traffic intensive 
area. The benefits to both me and my animal are immeasurable and unerly unattainable in any of 
the very small and/or very dangerous local green spaCC"S. 

I watch the overwhelming majority of pet owners act in a very conscientious manner when with 
unleashi-..d pets; animals are under voice control and supcrvi$ion at all times. I have not seen 
unruly pets menacing people or other animals in the environment. l have never witnessed an 
owner leaving their pet's refuse on the beach. If only some parents managed their children as 
well. 

Chrissy Field is a perfect example of the kind of mixed use possible in the GGNRA. At the 
eastern reach of the beach is an area where owners attend closely while their pets play and 
exercise off leash and the owners interact.as well. This should be allowed. Farther up the beach, 
in areas that are frequented by pe0ple with small children or posted as environmentally sensitive, 
please recognize the need to keep pees on leash. This offers a reasonable mixed use that allows 
for the pursuits of all, while caring for the area. 

San Francisco is blessed with gorge0us green spaces in and arowid its very concentrated urban 
center. It is one of the City's great pleasures. Without the ability to exercise our pets off leash in 
some of these areas, pet owners and our pets are damned to a mindless leash walk that does not 
provide a pet with sufficient exercise that is so important to well-sociali7.ed, loving animals. 

Please, ovide open spaces for all of us . 
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RECEIVE1tvf. BRUCE GROSJEAN 
MAR 12 ZOUZ 

SUPERINTENDENT'S OFFICE 

Park Superintendent Brian O'Neill 

1065 BRUSSELS STREET 
SAN f.RANC/SCO CA 94134 

415-467-5526 
mbgsf@worldnet.att.net 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area · 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123. 

Superintendent O'Neill, 

Monday, March 11, 2002 

The photograph that Illustrates the enclosed San Francisco Chronicle article Is all the ANPR 

comment necessary. Careful examination reveals as many as thirteen (13) dogs, of which at least 

eight (8) are off leash, three (3) humans and zero (0) birds. This photograph accurately represents 

my own personal experience. 

I have lived In, and loved San Francisco for over 35 years, and although I grew up nearly on a . 

Callfornla beach, I no longer go to my own local San Francisco Beaches. The last time I did venture 

to Ocean Beach, I was so appalled at the outrages stench and chaos created by dogs and their 

thoughtless owners, r vowed to never burden myself with this experience again. 

Why do you think that there are so few people In this photograph? Why do you think that there are 
• • no children In this photograph? Why do you think that there are no birds In this photograph? Why do . . 

you think that there are no people In this photograph that are not attached to a dog? Again, this 

photograph accurately represents my own personal experience! San Francisco beaches have 

been turned Into recreation areas for dogs to the excluslon and peril of the general publlc. 

I very much sympathize with the fact \hat you have to deal with a very abrupt and sometimes 

belligerent dog advocacy constituency. Their unpolished behqylor Is the yery regson I do not plqn 

to gttend qny of the pybllc meetings that qttempt to deal with this Issue. I only hope that you will 

have the courage to stand up for the core values of the Nqtlonal Park system and not attempt to 

placate this militant dog lobby at the_ expense of the parks environment. 

"Sincerely, 

-~ M. Bruce Grosjean 
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Public gets another month 
to give dog-leash opinions. 
GGNRA may seek ex<;:eption to national park rules 

By Peter Fimrite 
CHRONICLE STAFF WRITER 

HAVE AN OPINION? 
The Bay Area's uniquely ran­

corous debate over the leashing of 
man's best friend on federal park­
land has caught the attention of 
the ultimate arbiter - the Nation­
al Park Service. 

Public comment is now being 
gathered on whether unfettered 
pets shouia be allowed in the 
Golden Gate National Recreation 
Area. It is all part of a bureaucratic 
process known as an Advanced 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 
which could eventually lead to 
designated dog-walking areas. or 

"If we have dogs 
here, then nett 

thing, people will 
~ 

want to camp in the 
middle of Ocean 

Beach."· 

The Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area is seeking 
comment on whether to ask for an 
exception to the National Park 
policy that forbids unleashed dogs. 
Public information meetings: 
•March 13, 7:30 p.m., Showcase . 
Theatre, Marin Center, 10 Avenue 
of the Flags, in San Rafael. 
• March 19, 7 p.m., McKenna The­
ater, College of Creative Arts, San 
Francisco State University, 1600 
Holloway Ave., San Francisco. 

· Public comment meeting: 
People will have an opportunity t6 
·enter three-minute oral comments. l, 
• April 6, 9:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m., \ 
Golden Gate National Recreation \ 
Area headquarters, Upper Fort Ma­
son, Building 201, corner of Bay 
and Franklin streets, San Francisco. 
Comment by mail, fax, or e-mail: 
• Comments may be submitted in 
writing until April 12. Fax com­
ments to {415) 561-4733; e-mail 
to goga{underscore)pets 
(underscore)anpr@nps.gov or send 
by regular mail to Superintendent, 

ARTHUR FEINSTEIN, Golden Gate . 
Audubon Society executive director 

GGNRA, Attention ANPR, Fort Ma­
son, Building 201, San Francisco, 
CA94123. 
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uphold the nile requmng re- eluding the trampling of native 
straints on Rover in the GGNRA. vegetation, harassment of birds, 

The GGNRA announced this disturbance of fish and dog at­
week that the comment period tacks. Between 1998 and 2000, 54 
would be continued another dog bites were reported, with an­
month, until April 12. other B between January and 

Recreation area officials say the · June of 2001. The report also 
ANPR process - involving public states that numerous dog rescues 
comment, a lengthy review and on the cliffs at Fort Funston have, 
possibly an eventual rule change cost time and money. 
- is the only way to persuade the The physical and emotfonal: 
National Park Service· to grant benefits from off-leash exercise to1 

them an exception to its nation- dogs and their masters are sumj 
wide regulation requiring dogs to. marized - but members of th~ 
be on leashes. growing San Francisco dog rightS' 

Park Superintendent Brian movement say the document haJ 
O'Neill initiated the comment pe- an anti-canine bent. / 
riod in January in response to ''They are withholding infor] 
lawsuits, protests and threats by mation that is favorable to off 
San Francisco supervisors to take leash recreation, studies they hav~ 

k~ . .. , ·.=~:rtb~~r:;~i~a~;n;:i;~;; , . ~~;!1~n:0~ei~e ~~s.~~;r ~~~~> 
.. ,:;; .. ;. ·"':"'''·· wha.Hhey,sawasthe revocati9n of:v.;e.f.~.otQte cl9gfo'9l:iy1 ,,,Clea,::lyth~ .: 

:n~~::·{.<%~ef~~~8~f~Jl1ftJ·~~f:1fi,J~~ml.~t~;~~.£:rLi~~liftr : 
' ' -~~;: ;:::r~:~~h~~:!~:1!' ·~·. ~~~d~;~!:~~;~~h~~J~~=~ ·) 

solution based on input from all nization started cracking down on; 
park users," O'Neill said. "We unfettered pooches at traditional. 
have the opportunity to be a mod- dog havens like Fort Funston,' 
el in handling the issue of dog Ocean Beach, the Marin Head-· 
management in' parks." · lands and the Presidio. ' 

The issue has become such a The GGNRA argued that the 
hot topic at least in part because pet policy it adopted in 1979 al­
of a dramatic increase in the num- lowing off-leash recreation could 
her of people visiting recreation not override the already existing 
area lands over the past decade. park service ban. : 

About 17 million people hike, Last year the recreation area: 
bike, ride horses and sightsee on declared th~ 1979 pet policy null 
the 75,000 acres of parkland in and void, prompting a demonstra­
San . Mateo, .San ;Francisco and tion by more than 1,000 protest-: 
Mann counties. There are cur- ers. : 
rently 75 endangered, threatened Environmentalists were over ; · 
or special-status species that live joyed, however, saying the nation] 
or. are ~ependent .on the park for al parks were not designed for thd 
m1grat10n, accordmg to the ANPR recreational needs of domesticat-' 
document outlining. the issues. ed predators like dogs. ] 

The document brmgs up a host 'We anthropomorphise ourl 
of problems caused by dogs, in- pets to make them l!lte humans . ' ' 
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but they are not,'' said Arthur 
Feinstein, executive director of. 
the Golden Gate Audubon Soci­
ety. "The national parks are not 
supposed to meet everybody's per­
sonal needs. I'm worried about 

. the precedent aspect of this. If we 
~ave dogs here, then _next thing, 

ople will want to camp in the 
middle of Ocean Beach." . 

Ayers said he thought the pub­
lic should be informed that stud­
ies of thousands of dogs on 
GGNRA property in 1996 and 
1998 showed that anywhere from 
94 to 98 percent of the pets did 
not chase birds. 

Recreation area officials called 
such criticisms off-base, especially_ 
since the whole process was initi­
ated by the dog owners. 

Spokeswoman Chris Powell. 
said the public comment period 

CHRIS STEWART I The Chronic/~ 
Fort Funston has attained a special' in the hearts of San Francisco's dogs and people, such as • 
Michelle Jones, who walk them the~· :. 

·,: 
was designed to give everyone a 
voice. 

''The question on the ta~le. ; c 
right now is, should the f~deral -. : 

tions remain in effect in the 
or should we look at an 

te regulation for this 
she said. "We want to hear 

what the public has to say." 

E-mail Peter Fimrite at 
pfimrite@sfchronicle.com. 

GGNRA012972



- -

• 

• 

,. 

• 

. Superintendent, GGNRA 
Fort Mason 
Building 20 I 
·San Francisco, CA 94123 

ATTN:ANPR 

Dear Superintendent: 

3~~1-of-JA 

Leida Schoggen 
897 Noe Street 

San Francisco, CA 94114 
415.826. 7739 

My dog recently died after spending 14 years with us exploring the wilds of Golden Gate Park, 
Fort Funston, Crissy Field Beach and other parks around the area. He was a dog that needed a 
lot of exercise and walking on a leash was simply not the kind he needed. We were also always 
conscientious owners. We picked up poop, leashed the dog when people exhibited concern 
about him, did not let him run loose around young children who were uncomfortable about dogs 
and tried to be sensitive to the fact that not everyo~e likes dogs . 

I recognize that the way we treat our animals is fraught with many concerns from all sides. 
There are many dog owners who ignore the concerns of others, who don't pick up their dogs' 
poop and who generally behave in an irresponsible manner. Those people, I have found, are 
often ignorant of the impact tha} their opliviousness has on the environment and the people 
around them. There is an educati<;m function that needs to happen here. Most dog owners and' 
dog walkers that I have observed are very careful and stop other people who are not and try to let 
them know why their behavior presents a risk to all of us. 

Confining dogs and their owners to smaller and smaller areas will make the impact on those areas 
much greater. I couldn't stand going to the dog run at Golden Gate park because it was muddy, 
smelly, really small and there were so many dogs there that my dog, who was often pursued by 
other dogs and would just come and hide behind me, could get no significant exerpise. It was 
highly stressful for me and for him. 

It seems to be universally recognized that the presence of animals in our lives makes life better, 
but we cannot have them responsibly if there is no place for them to have some semblance of a 
normal exercise experience. I hope that you will help find a reasonable way to meet the needs of 
all parties - including the animals. n 

Sincerely, 

~~_.-/ 
Leida Schog{dl 
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posies peij'ect 
3(,42-0f - lA 

3114 franklin street 
san francisco, ca 94123 

phone: 415.305.7247 
email: lmaineri@aol.com 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Bldg. 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

March 4, 2002 

Dear GGNRA Hearing Board Members/Directors: 
. :r 

RECEIVED 

MAR 12 2002 

SUPERINTENDENT'S OfflCE 

As a native San Franciscan who has enjoyed ·many years of recreational use at 
Crissy Field, I implore you to preserve Crissy Field with its original intended use -
a recreational park for San Francisco/Bay Area dwellers/visitors and their off-. 
leash dogs .. It is of utmost importance that dogs have a place to run, play and 
exercise in a safe and open area for their health, enjoyment and well-being (just 
as humans need an area for exercise, fun and freedom). Under-socialized and 
under-exercised dogs (i.e, dogs on-leash) can be ·more of a nuisance and/or 
potential danger to community than having dogs off-leash in an already off-leash 
recreational park. Imposing on-leash at Crissy Field will be quite detrimental to 
these dogs' behavior. It is quite unnatural and literally abusive to have our pets 
constantly bound - they need exercise and socialization. Without off-leash 
freedom, the balance and stability of our dogs' behavior can be cruelly altered 
and our dogs will forever suffer~ 

• 
Dog owners such as myself have always enjoyed going to Crissy and letting our 
dogs run, socialize and enjoy this great outdoor area (in a responsible manner 
with care and supervision, as we do with our children). We respect the rights of 
the variety of park users, including acknowledging and protecting the important 
natural resources of this area. Off-leash dogs are not the spoilers of this park 
and its uses; they are a part of this park; Crissy Field was created for this 
recreational purpose and it should remain this way. 

Please let our dogs continue to run free of leash at Crissy Field. 

Respectfully, 

. Laura Maineri 
San Francisco Native 

GGNRA012974
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ALEX FRANKEL 
Alex Frankel 
2443 Fillmore Street No 258 
San Francisco, CA 94115 

GGNRA 
Fort Mason 
Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
Attn:ANPR 

Re: Pet management in GGNRA. 

March 9, 2002 

To whom it may concern: 

QCq43-oo- /A 

'I. 

REcE::1veo 
MAR 12 2002 

CiJPlHl;VTENfJE!IJT'S {}FfJr.r. 
. ..,_ 

I am writing to suggest that the NPS rules prohibiting off-leash dog walking in 
national parks be considered a poor guide for the GGNRA. 

I agree wholeheartedly with the letter written by Louise Frankel, attached herein. 

It is my opinion that this rule should not be applied in the GGNRA and that dogs 
should be allowed to enjoy the parks leash free . .. 

• 

Alex Frankel 

GGNRA012975
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LOUISE FRANKEL 
2'710 SCOTI STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 
415/931 ... 2710 (V) 
415/931·27JO (F) 

l. fl-
' 

! 
I 

Gold.en qme l'b-ational Recreation Area . · 
6March2002 

PortMason I Att>n: ANPR 
Building:201 i 
San Franci~co~ CA 94123 · 

To Whom It~ Concern: 

Re: Pet management in GGNRA: Jkeed for oft: 
leash iwreation are88 fbr dogs 

I 

I f 

The Nati0l!8i Piark .~ervice rules· prohibiting off~leash dog walldng in natiqnal parks are 
not written· in granite. They are intended to apply primarily to wild~.; There are 
many good ~ns for them not to apply to our unique urban park. . 

. . l Jo · . 
I. The legislative policy for such an exception was set forth in_Q.S.C. 4~ :hb when the 
00~ was ~lished to maintain "recreational open space necessary ~r urban 
environment ~d planning.'' A plan for Crissy Field some five years.ago proposed 
substantial acr+age fot dogs off leash, with the lagoon and native plants fc;nced off. 
Ind~ s\nce Jl979 the Parle Service has permitted this use, and thus ereattA a public 
·expectation~ dog owners may exercise their dogs off leash in c.ertain' ~.eas. 

. . 
I : 

2. Many ~onal and park uses should and do exist. Severity.five thoosand acres can 
surely acc~e them all. The ~ity and the OONRA are a geographi~ entity in en 
urban area; ~ should be good neighbors and share the privileges !Jnd 1>$iens of ~eir 
beautiful environment. While many residents arc ooncerned about the nat1ira1 featw"cs of 
the Park, flora jmd fauDBt the Park Service itself has shown they caii be mf.dily protected 
without saarifiCing generous oft.leash dog walking 81e88. After all, bicyclists. runnc.rs, 
skaters. otlm sPortspersons, even picnics and parties, harm plants aru1 almm birds and 
wild animals tqo. And many non-dog-owners derive great pleasure:ftom ~atching dogs 
frisking a*1d playing on the beach. 

3. As a good ~r, the National Parle Service must know that the mor~ restrictive and 
punitive it is to].wrd the dog-owning community, the more dog owners will have to 
burden. city P8J1cs and streets. There is plenty of room for eveiyone. Jndet;d, the City's 
popu.latioil has tJecreased in recent decades. whereas the dog population .h$ expanded a 
lot. : : 

4. The ~g ~who use the~ for dog exe.rdsc and recreation l rcspon811>le 
people who pi<* up after their pets (and those few forgetful owners too1 ~d keep them 
under voiee co1"r01. While the Park Service has been tracking dog-bite in~idents. these 

: . ! 
• t 

: ! 

I - t 
! l 
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are rare comp$-od with the number of dogs that are exercised. Surely~ aro many 
bicycle-causedjinjuries, runners' collisions, dilldren"s accidents, spOrts quries, physical 
disputes~ harm. Should all these aotivities be forbidden in the Padt.1 NO 
HUMAN OR. .fNIMAL ACTIVITY l~ 100°/o SAFB. . 

\, 

S. There is pl~ of beach adjacent to Crissy Field for unleashed dog recreation. It is an 
ideal area for~ purpose. Sport dogs can swim in the ocean. The dogs 40 not interl'ere 
with other use8 (sports, running,biking,picnicking, etc.) for which there is wnple other 
space unaff~ by loose dogs. And there are other beach areas (presentJ:Y off limits) 
that are equall~ ideal ior oft:.leash dog recreation. 

6, The NatiomU Parle Service is often viewed as inflexible and bureaucratic in its 
dealings with the public (i.e. the taxpayers who support it). While this may be a common 
attitude towri entrenched officialdom, I am certain the cumot debate abOut off-leash 
dog walking fujthc GGNRA offers a unique. indeed heaven-aen:t, opportwlity for the Parle 
Service to de1D9nstrate conciliation, good will. and consideraiion t<>Ward a11 the citizen 
interests subjeet to it& rule-making. Public lands should open as appropri8te to all 
legitimate varieties of public use. and one of those uses has traditionally ~eluded 
unleashed dog ~ecreation. 

: 

I ~fore strongly urge you not to prolnbit appropriate oft:..lcash R.CCeation for dogs in 
theGGNRA · 

.. 

: 

I 

I 
"' ~ . 

2 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA 3(,~ ... 03-111 

GALLERY GUIDE 

March 8, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Fort Mason. Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
Attn:ANPR Re: Off-leash dogs in the G.G.N.R.A. 

I 

To Whom It May Concern, 

RECEIVED 

MAR 12 2002 

I have enclosed a copy of a letter recently sent to you which I very strongly believe in and feel I 
must voice ligreement with. · 

Though I am not an animal owner myself, I am a longtime resident and frequent user of the 
G.G.N.R.A. and Crissy Field. In my 39 years of living in the San Francisco area I have used 
many of the parks and beaches while growing up here and have always respected the rights and 
privileges of animal owners and understand their need to share our urban area. I enjoy interacting 
with dogs and might not so readily have the chance were they always to be leash-bound. I have 
also found most owners to be responsible in monitoring and cleaning up after their pets. 

It is my hope that the National Park Service will reconsider the rules regarding off-leash dogs and 
keep open spaces available in the Crissy Field G.G.N.R.A. for off-leash dog recreation. 

Very Truly, 

David Basham 

.. 

• 

1369 Fulton Street. San Francisco CA 94117 
Ph: 415-921-1600. Fx: 415-921-1601 

GGNRA012978



• 

• 

LOUISE FRANKEL 
2710 SCOTT STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 
415/931 .. 2710 (V) 
415/931-27JO (F) 

Goldeu. Gate National Recreation Area 
Fort Mason Att'n: ANPR 
Building 201 

-1-

6 March 2002 

San Francisco, CA 94123 Re: Pet. management in GGN'M: N~ed for otr­
leash."recreation areas'. for dogs 

To Whom It. May Concern: 
-- .:f' . 

The National Park Service rules prohibiting off-leash dog walking i·n ·national parks are 
not written in granite. They are intended to apply primarily to wild areas. · There are 
many good re.asons for them not to apply to our unique ·urban park. 

lb 
I. The legislatjve policy for such an exception was set forth inp S.C. 460·bb when the 
GG~ritA was established to maintain "recreational open space necessary for urban 
environme~t and planning." A plan for Crissy Field some five years ago proposed 
substantial acreage for dogs off leash, with the lagoon and native plants fooced off. 
Indeed, since 1"979 th<:: Park Service has permitted this use, and thus created a public 
expectation that dog owners may exercise their dogs off leash in certain areas. 

2. Many recreational and park uses should and do exist. Seventy-five thousand acres can 
surely acc.ommodate them all. "'The Cityrand the GGJ\i'"R.A. are a geographic ent1ty in an 
urban area; they should be good neighbors and share the privileges and bui·dens of their 
beautifol environment. While many residents are concerned about the natural features of 
the Park, flora and fauna, the Park Service itself ha.s shown they can be readily protected 
without sacrificing generous off-leash dog walking areas. After all, bicyclists, runners, 
skaters, other sportspersons, even picnics and parties, harm plants and alar.m birds and 
wild animals too. And many non-dqg-owners derive great pleasure from watching dogs 
frisking and playing on the beach 

3. As a good neighbor, the National Park Service must know that the more restrictive and 
punitive it is toward the dog-owning community, the more dog owners will have to 
burden city parks and streets. There is plenty of room for everyone. Indee.d, the City's 
population has·decreased in recent decades, whereas the dog population has expanded a 
lot. 

4. The dog owners who use the GGNRA for dog exercise and recreation are responsible 
people who pick up after their pe~s (and those few forgetful owners too), and keep them 
under voice coi1t.rol. \Vhile the Park Service has been tracking dog-bite in~idents, these 

GGNRA012979
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are rare compa:red with the number of dogs that are exercised. Surely the~e are many 
bicycle-cause4 injuries, mnners' collisions. children>s accidents, sports injuries, physical 
disputes ca·using harm. Should all these activities be forbidden in the Park? NO 
HUMAN OR ANIMAL ACTIVITY IS J 00% SAFE. ; 

5. There is pl~nty of beach adjacent to Crissy fje]d for unleashed dog rec!reation. It is an 
ideal area for tpat purpose. Sport dogs can swim in the ocean. The dogs do not interfere 
with other use~ (sports, ~nning,biking,picnicl<lng, etc.) for which there is:ample other 
space unaffected by loose dogs. And there are other beach areas (presently off limits) 
that are equally ideal for off.Jeash dog recreation. . · 

6. The National Park Service is often viewed as inflexible and bureaucratic in its 
dealings with t~e public (i.e. the taxpayers who support it). While this may be a common 
attitude toward entrenched officialdom, I am certain the 'current debate about off-leash 
dog walking iri the GGNRA offers a unique, indeed heaven-sent, opportuaity for the Park 
Service to demonstrate conciliation, good will, and consideration toward all the citizen 
interests subject to its rule-making. Public lands should open as appropriate to all 
legitimate varieties of public use, and one of those uses has traditiona!Jy included 
unleashed dog.recreation. 

I therefore strongly urge you not to prohibit appropriate off-leash recreation for dogs in 
the GG1\'RA. ' -

Respectfully, 

L(J\/1~i. 

2 GGNRA012980
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407 Laurel Street 
San Francisco, CA 94118 

March 11, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention:ANPR 
Fort Mason,Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

M.~R 1 i~ 2002 

As members of the GGNPA, my wife l;llld I would like to make the following 
comments regarding the ANPR concerning o.ffi.leash dogwalking at Crissy Field. 
Historically, the citizens of San Francisco have always enjoyed walking their dogs 
oft:. leash on Crissy Field. San Franciscans found in the past, as indeed they now, 
that oft:.. leash walking of dogs is a totally harmless and wonderful form of exercise 
for both the dogs and the ·owners. Doubly important in this urban environment 
since it takes the pressure off other parts of the Presidio and City Parks. 
The GGNRA has made much of the harmful effects of unleashed dogs on bird life, 
and have declared the beach west of the rocks to be out ofbounds to dogs whether 
leashed or unleashed. Their has been an almost total, if begrudging obseivance of 
this ban by dog owners. As a result of this ban, this stretch ofbeach is now 
virtually devoid of both human and canine life~ As an avid bird watcher and almost 
daily user of Crissy Field, I can say that the only bird life to be seen is on the jetty 
that projects in to the bay from the beach. 
The net effect of this ban therefor, has been to increase the density of both humans 
and dogs at the eastern end of Crissy Field with no beneficial effects on the bird 
population. 
Common sense must prevail and dogs be allowed unleashed on the length of the 

· beaches at Crissy FieM. 

Sincerely, Marnell and Peter Trendell. 

J/OMdL!L~~~· 

~1ill£~~'.~:f-f-'i:tiit~;t.~:: .. ; ··'•· . ,_,, , 
GGNRA012981
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to 30-foot cord that replaces the life intervenes." The owners have 
leash for training. By allowing to know what to do when the 
the long line to drag, the owner trainingfails. 

From page El c~ control the dog's m?vement .

1 

"Even with the best-controlled 
w1~hout the dog k!1owmg it is dog,lifehappens,"Kingsays. 

help them enjoy the open space be mg leashed. Kmg teaches · "They still are animals." 
safely and responsibly. . owners to stand on the long line 

Using a combination of video instead of using ~heir hands, to Rick Polito can be rea.ched bv e-mail 
lecture and liVe-dog demonstra~ make th~ d~g thmk the owner atpolito@marinij.com. • 
tions, King will stress four com- can stop it without a leash. c 

mands: She also teaches owners to 
.,. Come. Coming on com- have a friend create temptations 

mandinadistractingsituationis and situations to test the new 
the most basic tool in dogobedi- commands, including riding by 
ence. If a dog will come when onabike~djoggingpastthedog 
called, owners can take their on the trail. She calls this "real 
dogs out of dangerous situations . world obedience," the ability to 
or stop them before they get into follow commands even when dis-
danger. tracted. 

.,. Wait. Owners cannot con- To reach these goals, King 
trol their dClgs if.they cannot see stresses "positive reinforcement" 
their dogs. Te&ching a dog to whilealsoteachingownerstoen­
wait for its owner allows the force "consequences." She does 
owner to catch up with the dog not advocate painful punish­
before it bowtds around the next ment, suggesting that "conse­
corner. quences" can be as simple as not 

I
' Iler of .,. Les:ie it. Keeping dogs ou1; standing between the dog and 

t. 1 of horse manure, dead animals where it wants to go. The dog has 
er- andothersmellytemptationsisa to understand that ignoring or 
eof constant challenge on the trail. disobeying the command holds 

The By teaching dogs the command no benefit. 
hil- "leave it," owners 'can keep their Not all of her workshop focus­

n, dogs healthy and avoid a smelly es on controlling the dogs. She 
d drive home. · also teaches a philosophy of tol­
ir .,. Wallt with me. Dogs need to erance on the trail and helps dog 
n, learn tostayclosetotheownerto o~ers understand what other 

be safe. ~trail users expect and deserve. ' 
To teach these commands ~ The final thing she teaches ". 

~ng. employs basic obedienc~ t ~the owners is to ~e ready "when 
prmc1ples and a "long line," a 20- · 

... 4Zeo--~~ 
IOCllo.Y IN DOUIY AT 1:30, 4:15, 7:10 AND 9:.CO PM 

:'.JCCUJSIVE MARIN ENGAGEMENT • NO PASSES .. 

tiD FANDANGO.COM FOR nas ~lEll 
CENTURY LARKSPUR LANDING 
461·4842 or l-800·555·TELlli:..</ 
li11kspu1 landing off Sir Francis DMke Bhri. 

THE llUSKETCER (PG-13) (5:20)7:45-10:100IGITAL 

ROCK STAR (A) (5:15)7:40-10-.05 DIGITAL 

GHOST WORLD (R) (5:00)7:20-9".50 

GUTTER (PG-13) •A + (1:»4:15)-7:11).9:«1 
llARDllAU(PG-13) • 4+ THX ~:40)-7~9.55 
KARDBAll (PG-13) •A + (2:45-5:25)-8:15 
THE IWSKETCE!l(PG-13) + THX (1:45-4:30)·7:10-9:45 

~R11~trc~&".%J3i t.!:?~451-1:so-ess 
AMERICAN PIE 2 (~l~~~~~gs)-7:25-9:50 
ROCK STAR (R) ·ID REQUl~~~s::2S)-1'21).9:«l 
THX (2:11).4.451·7<10·9 55 
LEGALLY BLONDE (PG-13) 

(2:10-4:50)-7.15·9·25 
SOUL SURVIVORS (PG-13) (2:00)-7:15 

~~~M:i~glLENT eoe STRIKE BACK(~~Jo~~20 

THE PRINCESS °W"~:~~~lm.";,35 
TORTILLA SOUP(PG-1~' + (2:25-5:00)-7:35-9:50 
PlANH OF THE APES (PG-13) + 7:00-9:45 
JURASSIC PARKlll(PG-13)+ 

(1:50-4:t5)-7:0S.9:t5 
SHllEK(PG) (1:15)-7:00 

l''l'''fltlllfif*! 41 Rowfm4 Hn111 41 191-7469 

HARDBALL (PG-13) •A • (2:45-5:30)-8:00 
THE GLASS llOUSE(PG-13)•4 + (2:J0.5:00r7:<5 
THE OTHERS(PG-13) + THX (2:55-5:40)-8:15 
THE MUSKETEER (PG-13) + (2·40-5:15)-7;50 
RUSH HOUR 2 (l'G-1J) : {2".30)-6:30 
ROCKSIAR(R)·IH<EQUlFcD+ 14:20r8:20 
THE PRINCESS DIARIES (G) 

(2;5().5:20)-7:35 
TORTILLA SOUP (PG-13) (2:50-5:25)-8:10 
RAT RACE (PG-13) + 

(2:35-5:10)-7:50 

!!!!'!''~ HOSaR•:s.:~~ 
THEGLISSHOUSE(PG-13)4 +(2~35J·7:1o-9:35 

~~ ~1lJ.E~~~J tAM~1(n5f:4JilWl~\ii:f8 
(2"11).4:40)·7:45 

0 (R) ·ID REQUIRED+ (4:30) P.M. 
THE CURSE OF THE JADE SCDRPION(PG-13) + 

(2:15·4 55)-7:40 
CAl'TAJH CORELLrS MAHDOUH (R)o ID REOW!ED + 

c1:45r7:50 

~ ~ 
HAIXU TIJHHEL (A)• ID REQUIRED (2:2Cl-4:40)-7:05-9: 10 
THE CURSE DF THE JADE SCORPION {PG-13) 

(2:30-4:«1)·7:00-9•10 
OREENANGERS (R) • ID REQUIRED 

(2:30-4:50F. 11).9· 10 

I I 

41 'lmol ¥1111 .... <ant... 1415! t:>WS15 

~'YPSE-llEQll(llJ-11~.r~ 
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1859 9th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94122 
March 7, 2002 

GGNRA 
Ft. Mason 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

National Park Service: 

M.l\R 1 f! ZOOZ 

Do not give in to the hedonistic self-servers using dogs as an excuse so they can do as 
they please. They seem to think our national lands ~e theirs to destroy. This tactic is 
simply a variation on what this same type of group wants to do in. Yellowstone with 
snowmobiles--destruction of habitat and harrassment of animals and other park 
visitors. 

San Francisco Parks and Recreation has bent over backward to work with these people. 
It has not worked because this narcissistic type only wants their selfish whims honored. 
They have no intention of being stewards of the land nor of being good citizens. Now, 
they are working on your agency. Show them you have some backbone and show them 
the door. Your agency is, doing what the people of the United Statf=?S have asked you to 
do, i.e. protect our ~atural resources from predation. These people are predators 
dressed in dog hair; what a sorry use of our most loyal companion. 

What is needed is enforcement of current laws. Any new laws should have to do with 
increasing the "no dog" are-as. A cnuple of examples from San Francisco how such · 
giving in does not work. In a small badly degraded park, San Francisco Parks 
Department delineated trails and attempted for the umpteenth time to replant a slope. 
This is a park allegedly allowing only leashed dogs although one would never know it 
from 75 % of the visitors. A woman used her dog as an excuse to walk wherever she 
wanted including the just-planted slope. When the replanting and the trails were 
pointed out, she made the excus~ that she had to follow her dog to be responsible. 
Obviously, the dog was in no way under voice control. At anothe! time in this same 
park, a man had a large dog romping all over. I simply watched him. His dog urinated 
on a plant. The human, knowing he was being watched, must have thought the 
watching was for dog waste. He took out a bag and scooped up all the wet soil 
exposing the roots of the plant! And, this ignorant behavior was in an area at the top of 
the hill where sand was being carried away by wind (and shoes and paws) because the 
plants had almost all been killed and the area was open to erosion. 

Again, more not fewer laws protecting the natural areas . 

' - ~ 
\.... . 

Ct. ,;::'\.-~ I 
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Mr. Brian O'Neill, Superintendent 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention ANPR 
Fort Mason 
Building 201 
Son Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Mr. O'Neill, 

25 Southridge Way 
Daly City, CA 94014 
March 12, 2002 . 

I am writing to request that you allow dogs to continue to walk off-leash in the Golden 
Gate National Recreation Area. I understand that dog walking is normally not allowed in 
national parks, but I believe San Franciscans and other Bay Area dog owners have been 
responsibly doing so for decades--long before the GGNRA became in charge of the land. 

I have been walking my one-year old Golden Retriever, Casey, at Fort Funston for the past 
year, and I always pick up his litter and I do not allow him into the fenced areas. I have 
observed that the vast majority of other dog walkers clean up after their dogs, and groups 
of dog walkers clean the litter of others on clean-up days. Most dog owners love other 
animals as well, and do not allow their dogs to chase birds or other animals, but I 
understand that th1s must be a concern of yours. The fenced-in areas at Fort Funston 
which are used to protect native plants and wildlife are respected by the vast majority of 
dog owners. I know that if I were to ever see someone's dog going into the fenced area I 
would speak to the owner and ask him to get his dog out. 

We dog owners love the parks and hope that you will make every effort to allow us to 
continue to walk our dogs off-leash. There are fewer problems between the dogs when 
they can socialize off-leash, than °'when they are tightly tethered. 

Thank you for your consideration and for your extension of the comment period. I really 
appreciate your effort to be fair. 

Sincerely yours, 

Heather von Manowski 

a 
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GGNRA 
Attention ANPR 
Fort Mason 
Building 201 
SF, CA94123 

- -~ -. 
Dear Sir or Madam, 

3025 Castro St 
San Francisco, CA 
94131 

I am writing beeause I am appalled with the new proposed dog policy for San Francisco. 
I am a dog-owning tax payer and I am furious about the manner in which the Park 
Service is attempting to close Fort Funston to off-leash dogs. 

Dogs need a larger area to run and play than will exist in San Francisco if you close Fort 
Funston to off-leash dog walking. Please do not take this away from us! 

Please keep Fort Funston open to off-leash dog walking. 

Thanks for your time, • 

~~ 
Shari Gardner 

\ 
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O{q5( -0f - 'c.., 
382 Dorado Way 

South San Francisco, California 94080 

March 4, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attention: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Sirs: 

""" ... ,,,,.·-1~;!""."Q 
Rr.:..v~ "t=..:.-<· 

t!~R 12 zoo?. 

I have been walking my dogs at Fort Funston for the last 16 years. Recently it 
has been getting more crowded due to many areas being closed to off leash dogs, 
creating a !unnel effect. However as 99% ·of the dog walkers are very responsible the 
area has stayed clean. Indeed a number of people go down to the beach regularly to pick 
up debris that has washed up from passing fishing boats. 

The attitude of the National Park Service during the last coupie of years towards 
off leash dogs is rather disturbing. I believe they are taking the wrong approach for a 
number of reasons: 

1. As far as native plants are concerned, this was, before the building of the fort, 
an area of sand dunes, according· to old photographs of the area. To bring in 
"native plants" and claim that the National Park Service is restoring the area is 
nonsense. 

2. I understand the Audabon Society has become very involved so that the bank · 
swallow habitat will be preserved. There are miles of coast and I doubt that the 
bank swallow will mips what is less than one mile of coastline. And have you 
ever been to Fort Funston and seen the numbers of people enjoying the area? I 
would be prepared to bet that members of the Audabon Society who are writing 
in seldom, if ever, go there. Also, it is my understanding that since the 
Nationai Park Service took out large quantities of the iee plant the bank 
swallows have largely stopped nesting there. 

3. It is important to remember that this is not a wilderness area such as 
Yellowstone or Yosemite Park. It is a well used park in an urban area and 
therefore shot!ldl>e judged by other criteria. 

I will not go into the fact that this land was given to the GGNRA on the 
condition that it should be used for the purposes it had been used for historically. My 
knowledge of the background is sketchy and limited. But I do think that as a park in an 
urban area consideration should be given to the taxpayers who get ~e most use out of it. 

I do hope that common sense will prevail. 

-~· . 

yery truly yours,_ 

~' ''!-(_/' /jSam~ 
GGNRA012990



' · 1 Dear Superintendent O'Neill: . Ci,,5;1. ... C)~_, I A 
I supi5ort the continuance of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Foll01Aing are my 

· comments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. · 
t 

Name: Mel;$~~ )kec.,ktavt . (printed) 
1 

I. . 
~ddress: le~ 8 \A.V"tl4\.., St. ~ E. CA- 't l-t l l -r . . 
~- . (street) (city) (state) (zip) · 

•· 

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or reasons for visiting? What a 
the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why. 

-X. +"'-Ile. .M. y ~j h Foi1t flA\'\ s-hM ~ ~t 1-b"'"V' ~ks °'- w~ . we. 
~+,~YI~ VJ~ LAI~ l~ ~ ~~~w~-Vt- i.ld 
~ ¥,' fnlW' ~~ • ~ ·~ tvwr~, ~ ~ b.pWtA~!:e. lbtJ.. 
v-.u-r~cM.) ~ ~ ~I.·(,,~ ~ l~ ,}J,e,Jl -6vv~. 

. . 
2. The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minorities, and people with disabilities may avoid 

areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give personal examples where the opposite is true - that these groups seek off-leash . 
areas for their repreation? Do you feel safeir when walkir:ig in an off.;leash area? If so, please explain why. 

lwo· ~or~·~ ~ 1 I ~ ~<;,,~~ G~~~ (,~ ~) ~-~ W~ '· 
~ -tA.tk-vlc.c ~ . wlA.o ·S~ ~ ~ ~ tt-5 ~~ . ~~ · ~. 
:r ~IM~-'UlMc,ot. B"Vt>Kj~·>~·f.Ul..f·~ in<:.. w~·wa-0 ~}~~ 
~_, ~ ~ k> ·~· ~.:\:"~ .. ~~ ~ llUN- ~ Uf>.lo 

~ ~~~ ~~-t~~,r~~ ~~ ~~~~t,~ ~ ~~ 
3. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet u 

with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no lon91 
off-leash recreation in the G~NRA? "]: w l l \ fW ~,, ~~ dM" 1> ~ 61.~+:!J ,-{- ~ 

• ~ LAO l~ ~ to fhiz- ~- :: ~ {~ W~ .. lo~ 1-r-O'Mt't, (llAI NIL . 
\f\.~v.\'w~ _V'"'4f l{ .T ~ fayM. ,f\l f..f(M)i °'- e,,·lj 1 1'1lf<.- - a e-i~ 
'[ ~~ Jo ~ ~ Vl-J Lib~ V'-t.p~·mA.. - kJ~~ ~ 
v~+r, vliU'A5 tm .M"'1 --'~evtA.. . ~"" V~w.. lA.~-AMui~ ~ ~tJ-"1wc 

.J . . . ._J ' • ~~l 
· 4. Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recreation has been a primary usage of some areas now within the GGNRA. Do you 

think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is a good use of this recreation area? Do you ha\ 
suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off-leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? 

J A.b~{l\~J ~WCI~ ~\ dbl, .. \.tUI-- lrptloV\ ~ l?t.- v-.tkM~ • <.u h~ 
/All ~ 1AALM !ML ~ IM ~.(l-;.,,..,,i "'f (/wf,Qtd "! CM>'f l~1i.L °"":jft\11. 
~·""\ "-- fill(},~ · JM.$+ ~j ~ ~.,_, ~~iiWl·~ 1 ~ ~- w~ ~ 
~ ~ .. .I' ~ -lo ~ ~ -1rw l'lv,,·~ ~ ree.~'M. 1 ~So 
1w' . .JJ... .AM»S.\-- (1Wl/UA6 CM'\> WNJ... ~ k2<,. W1.tLl·~ io) ~~ Vo L'ce:. 

~ ~ 1w.,ir y.e.t. 1WN.. f»I~ p~ ~ .~-~ ~ ~V\. ~bNp.,A - l' 
V'~ ~·+ ~Gt, "f)\t. kMt'.AA .~ f'OV\tJ.A.~/r~M·"" ~ ..{tw ~t. tlV'..(.. WM}· 

5. San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing activities, including oft 
leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed to renege on this part of its agreement with 
San Francisco? I\"-' t/,rNt'r/\ ,·.\-" ~ ...... "ll ~ ·,+ "40U 'V'. _ 

11.I \ \ . ,,_ "" J J. ~ - ..J l , J ' 
1· 

0
.• • ~ · V<Nlj \A~- ~·oevn, \'l.avJ Vt~ lAV\- ~~ Yf~~co ~ 

• Signed~_.~E~~4l"&b.1~'20dkoplionaf:Age:'2-ll Sex M@Ethnicity.ll 
I . 

Version 1.0 ~t~R 12 2002. 
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March 11, 2002 

GGNRA 
Building 201 
Fort Mason, San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Superintendent 

I am writing to support continuation and expansion of off leash dog walking in the 
GGNRA park system. 

Sincerely 

Cindy Long 

.. 

GGNRA012992



• 

• 

,. 

• 

March 10, 2002 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
Attn: ANPR 
Fort Mason, Building 201 
San Francisco CA 94123 

Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 

RE(;f£KVEl) 

M.~R 12 2002 

I support off-leash recreation in the Golden G~te National Recreation Area 
(GGNRA). Following are my comments on this activity as well as information 
about me that may be relevant to this issue: 

Some while back we tried visiting Ft. Funston to view the hang glider activity 
(requested by out-of-state visitors)~ The area was filled with trash, obvious signs 
of human habitation (including makeshift campsites and feces) plus unsavory 
looking persons asking for handouts. Needless to say , we did not tarry long. 

During the over 50 years I have proudly shared the wonders of my adopted city 
to any and all visitors, this was the only experience that disappointed and left a 
terrible impression of what is now the beautiful scene it always should have 
been. If my long ago friends could only revisit now! 

-Do I credit the dogs for this? In large part, I do. The unsavory persons and their 
debris have been replaced with friendly owners and walkers of a delightful array 
of equally friendly four-footed walkers (and runners). The owners keep the space 
cleared of trash and animal waste while the four-footed runners (off-leash) keep 
the area flushed clean of unwanted vagrants. · 

A conversation overheard between a visiting stewardess and a dog owner - the 
stewardess had been introduced to Ft. Funston by a friend. She could not 
verbally convince her out-of-state relatives, etc. of the actual physical beauty of 
this place, let alone the interaction of the dogs with one another, the adults and 
the children. She was resorting to video tape as firm evidence. 

Do I feel safe here? Indeed, I do. This is such a great place for seniors to meet 
and visit casually with nice people, charming children and a varied assortment of 
interesting dogs. It gets us out into fresh air and, having met a number of seniors 
who have lost their animals or cannot have pets in their apartments, this place is 
a source of healing and human interaction with other people who can share and 
sympathize with their loss. It brings joy to have a furry face come bounding up, 
ready for that brisk rub on the chest or to sit quietly for a moment regaining their 
breath tfefore rejoining play with pals. 

What an opportunity children are being given to understand how to approach 
and not approach strange animals. These children are under the supervision of 

c 
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parents or other responsible persons, often with pets of their own running free. 
Children, parents and dogs learn to establish the boundaries and pleasures of 
friendship. · 

Proponents of forcing all dogs to be leashed claim it is because they chase birds. 
I have never heard this said about cats, who not only roam unleashed, but when 
abandoned, are fed on public lands by animal lovers. 

My own experience, as past home sharer with cats and dogs, is that both do 
chase birds. 

My current experience with an intelligent dog, staying with us occasionally, from 
the vantage point of my own backyard shows that she loves to bark at birds and 
invite them to play. They seldom pay any attention .fo her, but, while hopeful they 
may someday accept her invitation,· she quickly finds other activities. 

My current experience with intelligent cats who stray, unleashed and uninvited 
from the homes of neighbors who claim ownership~ into my front and backyards 
show that they love to chase birds. They love to lay in wait for birds to enjoy a 
choice worm or a tasty seed. They love to dismember birds, raid their nests of 
babies and kill hummingbirds. They leave the body remains and feathers in ·my 
yards along with feces . 

Responsible owner's of cats keep them indoors for the animals health and safety. 
This not only saves the birds, but provides a cleaner outdoor environment for all. 

If birds are a valid concern to keep dogs on leash, that's "barking up the wrong 
tree". If .dO\)et's talk about leashing cats and holding their owners to the same 
standards required by law of dog owners. 

The Golden Gate National Recreation Area has been doing an excellent job of 
maintaining the beaches and parks under their jurisdiction. Off-leash recreation 
has always been a part of usage for these lands and at the time San Francisco 
transferred beaches and park~ to you, it was with the understanding that it would 
be continued. Please do not ~nege on this agreement. . 

Thank you. 

~~p 
Helen Ostoya 
2005 Shoreview Avenue 
San Mateo, CA 94401-3413 

cc: SFDOG, P 0 Box 31071, San Francisco, CA 94131-0071 
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