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Date: 7-%-0C

To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Attention: ANPR

Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

RECEIVED
AR 08 2002

-
erFERTENRER (70

As a response to the National park Service ANPR intended to solicit
comments from The public 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 for'mer' policy that

allowed off leash dog walking in certain areas.

T ask that the current regulation be changed to designate former
"voice control” areas for of f leash dog walking at Fort Funston, Ocean

Beach and Lands End at the very least.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
— ‘. N (signature)
Cérw P Dlﬂ\)r) (name)
76 WAL (@D (address)

Sav A-SEre  cp GYGéo

a

Comments accepted Jan. 11, 2002 through March 12, 2002
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Date: ___ 2~ -07~ -
9 e RECEIVED

To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Attention: ANPR ) maR 08 2002
Fort Mason, Bullding 20" O paenn s T

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

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

Thank you.

Sincerely, ..

&:ET o — (signature)
RBrvee  CoveH  (name)
[SY &t S TEEET (address)

OF (& 94107

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

@

[
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Date: Z/ZY/HZ

To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area RECEIVELD
Attention: ANPR |  an 082002

Fort Mason, Building 201
San Francisco, CA 94123

n:—— o

f‘; f ‘TH\\p;

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

T 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.

T 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, .

-

% ////@g——_—- (signature)

rZa

,%C/[ K M9 7777 \ (name)

IS Lo Sl LY (address)

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

GGNRA012701
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Mel Ziegler
POB 345
Stinson Beach, Ca. 94970

GGRNA/ANPR

Fort Mason, Room 201
San Francisco, CA 94123
March 7, 2002

To Whom It May Concermn:

Asa residént of Stinson Beach, ] 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. Ihave often seen dogs defecating on the sand and rarely seen their owners
cleaning up after therg.. . .

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,

Mel Ziegler -

GGNRAO012704
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Claus Schlund

151 Banks St.

San Francisco, CA 94110-5622
*07-Mar-2002

GGNRA
Attn: ANPRT

Fort Mason

Bldg 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

To whom it may concern:

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 largely 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 fair 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!)

GGNRAO012705
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3412.-01-1A REL 9 Alla Paviov
wal 1200 | 591 - 32" Avenue
B o5 San Francisco, CA 94121

February 29, 2002

Golden Gate national Recreation Area
Attention: ANPR

Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

Re: Fort Funston

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.

| contest that you do not allow us to walk our dogs off-leash at Fort Funston, where we
have walked with them ever.since | 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, | think then we should
request the land back.

| am over 80 years old and want to walk with my dog at Fort Funston. | want to have him
enjoy being off-leash, as he had always been, and | want to enjoy the closeness of the
ocean, feeling the breezes and seeing the sunsets — as | 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. | truly feel that in my golden years | have been

robbed of treasures that | always considered would be mine as a tax-paying citizen of
San Francisco. ‘

Very truly yours, \'\MQ)\ | O\NW

Alla Pavlov

cc:  Jake McGoldrick, Supervisor, District 1

GGNRAO012706
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aEGEIVEY
Golden Gate National Recreation Area , 0007
ATTN: ANPR N\AR 11200
Fort Mason, Building 201 : st 0. o
San Francisco, CA 94123 eyt “@Y Sy ek

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 beautlful 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. These activities in natural settings renew both human and animal spirits and the positive
results, such 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,

et [y s

GGNRAO012707
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March 6, 2002
RECEIVED
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 0
Attention: ANPR MR 11 2002
Foft Mason, Building 201 - -
Sai Franeisco, CA 94123 (‘ti T uLmN W o B

Dear Superintendent:

Thank you for re-examinitig the GGNRA’s ififortial policy to allow dogs off-leash in
many areas. I have several concerhis and suggestions I hope you rmght incorporate into
whatever regiilationis you eventually promulgate. :

Commiercial Dog Walkers '
This i8 & primary souice of the conflicts with dogs in tﬁany areds of the GGNRA. 1

foutinely see commercial dog walkers in the Presidio for example with 9 of tore dogs at
4 titne. Sometimes 4 subset of the dogs muy be o 4 leash, most ate ot. The walkers do
not have the dogs under voice control — they may be able to herd dogs from one place to

-atiother but they are not able 1o get thein from jumping on other people, interacting with

other dogs, keep theiti out of sensitive habitats, or stop them fromm chasing wildlife.
Rafely do I see these biiginess people picking up feces. While I Bave not beeh bitten, I
know any people who have. I also know several people who.are afraid of dogs and
have found themselves in between two, commercial dog walkers, suddenly surrounded by
20 dogs. I therefore imdke several suggestions:

s Limit the nuinber of dogs anyone can have with thein at any one time. I suggest a
limit of 3 dogs, with commercial dog walkers able to apply for
permiits/coticessioits to liave up to 6 dogs.

s Make commercial dog walkers park concessionaires. Require them to pay for the
privilege of doiiig biisine$s on park lands. I couldn’t open a hiot dog stand on East”
Beach, could I? The same principle should apply to dog walkers.

¢ Liniit how miany periiiits fay be issued for a paiticular ared.

Establish ﬂnes as part of their permit if thcy f’ail to ineet the standards Require

[ )

mieeting the standards {i.e., although other visitors to help Wiﬂl compliance).
» Use thie revenue geiierated froin the conicessions and fines to suppoit increased
patrols/enforcement.

Off-Leash Areas
I support establishifig defined off-leash dog areds 1f 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 cait’t enforce it and people will tict choose to comiply.
Somie candidates for off-leash areas might be the Crissy airfield as the grass isn’t suitable
for other uses. Portions of Ocean Beach 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, the dunies aréa not.

GGNRAO012708
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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 1o 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 i71 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
regulatiors 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.

Sincerely, WJ
Holly Van Houten
109 Bartlett Street #302

San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 561-5424

L 1Y

GGNRA012709
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Attn: ANPR
Golden Gate National Recreat,_n.Area
Bldg. 201 I

Fort Mason

San Francisco, CA 94123

creation for dogs in the GGNRA™ is threatﬂﬁ”d
places(including Ocean B.each, Fbrt Funséon;'
Field, B aker Beach, Muir B.each.iRodso .
more) are important to dog owners,’é
have such excellent areas to bripg*thﬁiradog _
they can play and be exerclsed»’*ForﬁﬁFunﬂton ETT a.
particurly good one and has baen: tha“site s0Ff, many

a happy time for our local canings and’ thein

I have two dogs, a Golden Retriever . Qwho 0
water) and a Lhasa Apso (who 1ikéehs.ts dcéialize *
with other dogs). They would bé able to continue
bhese activities in suitable areas, the. local parks .
are not adequate. ’ s o : Y

[

I hope that a solution that belances the w1shes~A _ _-;Qi- ;o
of dog owners and the ‘need to protect and preserve ) ‘ o
our resources can be reached. R RN

\

Lucille Asarg "

2

Humane Society of the United States
- T ¥ Mrs Lucille A
RN 2300 Tulare Ave o N
| ElCerrito CA94530-1667  : - e T e
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March 8, 2002

Superintendent
Golden Gate National Recreatlon Area

Fort Mason, Building 201
San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Superintendent:

As#a 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 to
enjoy the GGNRA free of danger and filth. We face
both safety and health issues. _

Personally, I have long given up walking on Ocean Be)Yach
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, * - .

Z(M %—m

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.

GGNRA012711
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To: GGNRA R
ATTENTION: ANPR . RECEIVED
FORT MASON -

BUILDING 201 SEERE S 11?3

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 - .
. ’ ('g 13 !q :F“\p} Jri: L.:‘.r \‘I

March 8 2002

Please add my plea to the many you will receive asklng 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 concems 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 opportumty to socialize 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. | 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«of native plants. It is imperative that we re-create ourselves
in these precious urban park lands as well. For many of us who live in the city, our most viable link to the
beauty of nature is through our dogs. | 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 | walked my
dog at Fort Funston and Chrissy Field, | never witnessed a dogfight or attack of any kind, destruction of
wild life or resources. VWhat | 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. |
lost my dog, | have my memories, but | want to know also that | will have a future with another dog at
another time in the parklands that | have come to love so much.

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

Wlth hope and sincerity,

Shirley Strout

439 Victoria Street

San Francisco, CA 94132 -
GGNRA012712
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Date: March 4, 2002 e TR S e

To: Superintendent O'Neill, GGNRA g )
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 arca adhere to reasonable off-leash requirements, such as picking up dog feces
and keeping their 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
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 dlverS|ty 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.

SlgneJ;)/\A c,Qae/O Jb’r%ﬂ/‘f Date 5[14 0) Age:S7 Sex:M Ethnicity:

Signed /\M Dat [6[02 Age: 76 Sexﬁ Ethnicity: LA/ N4

GGNRA012713
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Dék?r Superintendent O'Neill: l MAR 112092
"""" ATEADRE i 0 ATy

port off—leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Areh (GéNRAl) Followmg are my
Yments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue.

Name: Q 0 /\/\ ‘ \ /A | (printed)
Address: DCO b (L) NM £ /e ‘*C‘,ﬂﬁ\],/z‘h/}/\c\/[i CA
' (street) | (city) <7 (state) (zip)

o Mo s A et dﬂwwoﬁ%w/-}w

M’W“H\z 9 -1 JLQW Z%g‘é)/‘wf

oo o Sock o~ wht

@ 1l L = B
o8t P (L
Her;tﬁ@ soll\lltlldﬁ for yo m % %ﬁ‘

e What parts of the GGNRA do you visit Pﬁw for off-leash recreation? What parts would you LIKE to visit?

o 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-
ieash areas more enjoyabie 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 thlnk GNRA should be allowed to
Qrenege on this part of its agreement with San Francisco? — @& So € \// N

Date (optional: Age:. fj éi 5% ; F Ethnicity.

'GGNRA01274
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MAR 11 2002 February 22, 2002
Dear Superintendent O’Neill, e TENTES O

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. Irespect 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,

Add/i/tél Comments: ‘
L OFTer Ak /4/ D6 ERMIE T CHsY i)
I ForT  CRoNUKITE gy pMRam. T IS IMARATIVE o

ANIE  PLACES  [ikf  THESE  Alow  for  OFF <[ £asH

Doy pALING  Eorn  HHe  [REEDH o DogS  AND  OLJNERS
AsiLry T PLAY WITH THEM, - L IAgicT, Spovd FESIpe wifli owAERS
Please Print: "WALE THelR D56 OFfugsH AT THE awv Risic i

Name: ’?"M/ff Méa)sﬂ’(/" (optional: Age: 30 Sex:@F Ethnicity:cqv@élﬂﬂ )

Address: /46 FileeT Ave, 7y Shwsaciro (A 74965
(Street) 7 (City) (State) (Zip)

GGNRA012715
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To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area AR 11 2002
Attention: ANPR - -
Fort Mason, Building 201 CHPELETRNEI G O
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
G6NRA:

I ask for the analysis of any alternative.to the current restrictive
regulation be measured from the baseline of the former policy that

allowed of f leash dog walking in certain areas.

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

Thank you.

- Sincerely,

W (signature)

g Lfprre (name)
RIS 7 /97% 5% 72 (address)

San gaesco CF 707

Ommem‘s accepted Jan. 11, 2002 through March 12, 2002

GGNRAO012716
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353 Wawona Street, San Francisco 94127
March 6, 2002
Golden Gate Nafti(.)nal Recreation Area (GGNRA) REC CIVED
Fort Mason, Building 201 - .
San Francisco, CA 94123 * MAR 11 2002
ATTN: ANPR

CMDINTERTING S OFIL
Dear Superintendent O’Neill:

Based upon my experience growing up in a frequently-transferred military family and
having worked in various parts of the United States, | 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 weli-
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.

| 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, | couldn’t let her walk on the
sidewalks, so | would sit, holding her in my arms, on a bench on West Portal Avenue,
inviting passersby to pet her. | noticed that very few minofity adults would even

approach or allow their children to pet this happy five-pound ball of fur. | believe that
seeing all kinds of dogs happily énteracting in parks might improve this situation. .

Without dogs running around, | would not feel as safe walking in Fort Funston. | 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.

Singgrely, -

~
EIiZW

Cc: SFDOG
Supervisor Tony Hall
Mayor Willie Brown

GGNRAO012717
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Dear Stoo-mionce 8 ONebe 0 L S

IR , SLF- O~ A
| 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: LZLU /f;f', %/’)é/(/ AY LLL (optional: Aqe::gj Sex: M@thnicity; )
ddress: 97 San CA-{/ t)gi, + _ San FZ%)C/LSFO C,?t - ?&/{L{ﬁ
streef , c 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.

L Visit fert Flnsten le rekerd mwﬂ:y Jor extercise, | bonelid
f (o da wdky VS bicpdS2 | aun (0‘[‘ cbls 10 &\d’/(?pt a.
dgﬁ - Fanstonadlgws i exposian 10 armmels,  The (/075
ot wd atize dt BENEA Give H 'S apreals

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?

O -1eash. recrechon IS oSsential lor sll dogs Fhot pre
Ssialized and all PopRies (4o o liow Jer s Sociedizetion ) T
CredieS a nwthwuéé/c bensbicial 4144160 ShatO bo fogen )
Mmzunj @/q&/ ﬂwz}’ A 09S -

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. - ) ‘ ' '

Qlf beliunt {hat O(Aé‘/p&@{ [eClH10)) IS APPIOPridse /c\;/&g& pveal
Nf Fhe [HEA P%L oW is houtk heer ff{;)zﬂﬂ‘/éh 7@1/ />16I<m L)P N
}/hd W eind iy d. QON t1o0( G- 7‘1\5_{';/ 0(6(/75 /P LH\Q P&ZS") . _ﬂ,@ a | 07 4+ ?)\d)/(,[[)/
nod be pundS) 74 {d/-M\ﬂ foro 2 ceplions Pfo/% Who wlrfiZe +he GENA

See 14 &5 a Prvilefl and resjaepd fho dreq  darefony {ojin dne (oS

4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? o1 &€ (4 G (7]
) (! ) / (A . of e Cofwy s,
| werdd he (on %/f 040 fra GENEA oveds, F

noc wanld ‘- Shppors- e Ol bt pllanpt .

' B 5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence?
/)[(;0{ 7[(;LQ [ 2 /)V{’S&/LGQ_ o/ Of/- (,05.3)\6{0{ ' 77\[,/

yhe Wl's‘tj of pecple Ih ﬁus"é‘i do Not broad USCIVS ammag(
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&fﬁm%d fewo. - MAR 11 2002
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CRaTRTIInr i frap
LI ek et Tl

(BN

DiEpeE. MAL BEFRE et ws \O™

GGNRAO012718



% REQ‘;E}R\! e

g 24]95-01~ A =
2637 U ;rhomas t('2 Bengt | MAR 112002
on street, Dy S —
R Wit B et 6 e
‘ Thursday, March 7

To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area

"~ Fort Mason Atin:ANPR
Building 201
San Francisco, CA, 94123

Re: Off-leash dog-walking.
To Whom It May Concern:

- Although | no longer have any dogs, | used to walk the oneg | did have ( among them a
superbily 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 | would hope that some reasonable kind of space
Q 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. g

Sincerely,

—
(ouo- (

Phone: (415) 346-1772
E-Mail: TBenet2637@A0L.com

GGNRA012719
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MAR 17 2002
pport off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area QGGNRA) [Foliowing are my
Qs:lments on this activity as well as information about me that may be reléVaRELS s 6.

Name: /Z/be ﬁ!@/ﬁ\ kpnnted)
Address: _ /O ”/)m’?j@/nﬁgf“ S~ Ca 7/5/

(street (city) (state) (zip)

TW&& . o/zﬁo.fﬂ/ m/d%

Dear Superintendent ONeill:

e de. L0 mﬁ

Here are some ideas for your letter: §o7~ e ~- OQ-@
e What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted?

e 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 exa_mples 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 continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas i
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have sugg&stlons 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

Wm@t with San Francisco?

Signed: ‘? Date 2/27/0 )—\(apaanal Age_fSex M Eb‘rn/aty_tl:)

Version 2.0 GGNRA012720
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1702 Vallejo Street
San Francisco, CA 94123
United States of America : REC &1 VED}
- MAR 11 2002
PETrn
Dear Sir TR grEier

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 is extremely 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 protecting 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 Area.

Please save Crissy Field and GGNRA for off—léase dog walking,
Kind regards

Kelyn Brannon
March 7, 2002

GGNRA012721
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Christina La Cerda
625 Scott St. apt 407

San Francisco, CA 94117 B RECEIVED
 MAR 112002
To whom it may concern: croEATENDEST S 0RO

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 camnes Please

Qonsnder 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.

!
Sincerely,

~ Chr tina M. La Cerda, DVM |

~=

-1-
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I support the continuance of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following are my

comments on this getiyity as well as information atjout me that may be relevant to this i 153@ _
7

D (street) ST ey 7 (state) @n
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

areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give @rsonal examples where the opposite is true
areas for their recreation? Do you feel safer when walking in zn off-leash area? If so, please explain why

M e ~_’
¢ "’ AAA W%%M
’ W ,(",—A" s 4> —

. m ol MA,ZQ/—
g‘ ) O _n A My =
3. Ple descnbe whethdr off-leash recreation Is a soc: utlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up
with friends? Have you made new friends through thisactivity? What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer

off-leash recreation in the GGNRA? | 7 . ’

2y, n - 2
) ”/ /” ’///"/‘
Y v,

. - ™
4, Since the early 1900'¢, offfléash d recreatlon has been a primary usage of sor;:::Z .
think that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these areas is a good use of this recreation arga? Do you have

suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off-leash areas more enjoyable for everyone?

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?

® - ;
Signed: M%ﬂw,% Dateé{// (optional: Age:, Sex M @thnicity )

Version 1.0 . MAR 1 1 ZU{]') | GGNRAO012727
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’ \ Joseph C. Friedman 3432-0[~ |8

75 Marin View Avenue

Q | ~ Mill Valley, CA 94941
| (415) 381-8753

March 8, 2002 RECE! VED)

Superintendent Brian O'Neill, GGNRA AR 171 2002
Attn. ANPR - : RPN ERLSEES
Fort Mason, Building 201 o
San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Mr. O'Neill:

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, expenences 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 difficult for

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 forblddlng

off-lead dog walklng -
Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

J Heaman ™~
(ot dalpeenie o

Leslie De Leeuw

GGNRA012729



‘San Francisco, Calif. 94123

3484-0l- |

March 7, 2002

Golden Gate National Recreation Area RE‘\*E'!VE[:}
MAR 11 2002

Attn: ANPR , ) .

' CHELERTENDUN S QTrT

Fort Mason, Building 201

Dear Park Board Members,

I'm certain you will agree the majority of pgople 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 the 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 for dogs.
Off leash. areas in urban parks are not only logical but necessary.
Everyone should be able to use the parks. Théy 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 1Isle
Alameda, C.lif. 94501

GGNRAO012730



60 Lincoln Drive

\ S '
. 3435-0ol-18 Sausalito, CA 94965

... Maxch 65,2002
GGNRA - MAR 171 2002
ATTN: ANPR o
Fort Mason Building 201 CHPLRITENDTE G OTRR
San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Sir or Madam:

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
: " dog owriers in the areas surrounding the GGNRA, and so very few places remaining

wherte pets can get healthy exercise. Small, confined “dog parks” do not fill this

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 not abused.
*

Sincerely,

prd Bared]

Richard Breitung
Sausalito Resident

b
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| support the continuance of bff-leaSh recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA)i' Following are my
comments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue.

Dear Superintendein O'Hein:

Name: ‘éz’a/J‘ 22 82 £ . %JS e ot - —yfj . ; (printed)
Address: __ 24 -2/ erec e Dri ve. y 2 XV s’ Ca - G %G 7
(street) (city) 7 (state) (zip)

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

L w1377 LT Funsl o 5% a-r a{)e;-‘L,?.a,.-./ A TV o g av
S £ )

I v n-a /K w7 aﬁeﬂ)'r-_ .Wa’/bf/d ge oo ) e ///-Z'e—;o :'f'
o s e " ‘ .

& wasg clese p, T~ Freremds The re + Emjey
The peea—, pvyews, EZc. i

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.

-i_q}:n- e,/ale/-/%'ea,—n_cb aff—/eczsé d,/;v—a/ A gL

bo b €r —xe e The Jeas T

3. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet ﬁl
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
ﬁy/.s" /s o .s‘lcl'ﬂ/ du?f/c "z fa'r-vrze/ 'wzﬂf/z rl-qwl./%r'f"/'en4l
e Ut R A Lt . ! o
&!,/o‘rz;~ Z bave > e o e 7 e w 70—/»,'{, _,,.,45 - . /&’“%-J‘Z?x/
2 /so. o .

-
‘e .

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 avail¥ble in*these areas is a good use of this recreation area? Do you hawv
suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off-leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? WY

US e '

)/ota cold /d resFTprTE So e are as ]La (-/; dff"—/ea.sé

4’.9? P‘c,c}*e,az,'{,/"/o—n/. w

\

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? - / , // 2
Signed: é_é s o Fmasamanc Dilges~ @ oy ZE} _ (optional: Age: 7/ Sex M EEthnicity,
Version 10 : 2002 ' |
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Q ST. MARY The VIRGIN €plscopal church
2325 Union Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

The Rev. Beth Hansen, Associate Rector

March 7, 2002 REC» E,IVE .}
GGNRA; I o0fl)
Attention: ANPR MP‘R 112002
Fort Mason, Building 201  CRRLATITRRE'S 17NN
San Francisco, CA 94123 ST

FAX: (415) 561-4355

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
Q and be calm content healthy members of our families and community. I am out there

every day for 1% 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, and for many other reasons not a good solution. -

Please advocate and work for policies that encourage well trained dogs that can find
fu}l 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,

o

GGNRAO012733



\ : ' | 60 Lincoln Drive
: 8438-0l-18 Sausalito, CA 94965

. GGNRA \
ATTN: ANPR CUPEMNTENDENT'S 070CL
Fort Mason Building 201
San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing in response to the ANPR’s decision to consider whether there is
sufficient “public will” to continue the longstandmg 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

3 environment and planning”.

’ =Trad1t10na11y, off-leash use has occurred in only 0.5% of the 75,000 total acres in the
Pl . GGNRA. Please do not take away this privilege. There are a tremendous number of
SRS o dog owners in the areas surrounding the GGNRA, and so very few places remaining
Q SR ‘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 not-abused.

Sincerely,

Robin Niemeyer
Sausalito Resident

‘s 8 s 8 6 ® o s s s s 8 e o e e * o o o o o o o o o o
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eqr Superintendent O'Neill: 54& -0~ Hﬁ - RECEIVE i'a—;{&e %/17/6 2

MAR 11 2002

support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my commeptségbq% cgngqug}gﬂff _leash recreation in the GGNRA,
QI as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. U

Nicole Qulaty (optionat: Age: 2T Sex M (B) Ethimedtl 279 F’QL
duress: _J00 SanFa Rosa AVe. fauga Lt CA 94905
T (street) | Y (city) (state) (zip)

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

T Yisit QANEA aboat 3X moN€Eh €0 /Wa/,t MY dog W/ MY
fne/vds QZL e/ver 0 7‘0 Fort FUNSTON M{a% éaa’la/m/y
1 am also a S/S‘tﬁe, £or SoMe FoSHER CAILArehy

avd  going 1o g /\/@4 /th ONIY Chance- ey have . 59098

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

Off- leash recreatioN /S definadely a Social out/ed fbR. M
Friovas and their dags e meet on eekends 10 Carch-yp,
get  Jore ewert/se Jand give ouk. dqgs the rare gurorti

fty aa 1o do e QS’OC/a//z//\ﬁ Qf’ theie. awn /

&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 this activity while preserving these areas for

future generations. %, ff /e as b recr@ab@/\/ /S @S’Sg\/ﬁa L. DCQS /Nt @@d

1eQrN Lo §ocializ€ both W/ hunans +% j
Leashes Make s difpoutt as a ao S VLaNerabie

o ey T VB
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4. What would be e|mpact on your life if there olonger off-leash recreation in NRA?
3 would probavry haye fodnTe (D 0D Noréh withouts

e IV §F) To Finvd afeW,O/Cl(’@S‘tﬁClt
N ajz% %S Cgﬂeg%a%c/& g ) %f/v@/vd&%ﬁé/% s 1V
SF fMJa/d e rea/ly sad. Pledse p/??&@ﬂ@ e £
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5. iDoﬁlou /[f)eélj S/?;;r é\3\nth 5;5 ;r@esencg;/f\;_g I(e/azsh dogs or would you feel sa wélfr?;nt tg;llg)resence
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Signed: X/ﬂf\/@ Date 3/7/02
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To Whom [+ Megencern: 3440:“2‘){".; IC, _ 3-7-oa
e . ) Ca et ' " Lilium dtii, UC Botanical Garden
1 strongl)" support existing regulations that require pets to be o One of the most beautiful California native lilies, (QQ}I%.Q@

. . . : . heights of 6-7 feet, this lily lives along moist cr ks
on leash and on trail when in national parks. I support Option A as no'fhes}n California. oY 8 W

| proposed in the recent ANPR. ,@&w SW Ton Ader 5

Changing the leash law for just the GGNRA would set a dangerous

precedent for national parks throughout the country. Allowing pets off- e wre 2( ?ru/ +o
leash is inconsistent with the park mission to protect natural resources Corte yy 2 L8 e 2 ,
and the safety of all visitors. Numerous scientific studies—including .o J
one by the Armerican Humane Associafion—identify off-leash pets as a dz{z AL g WKZ ¥ ‘%ﬁ’g 7 L Vj;gﬁ 4
threat to visitor safety and wildlife and therefore recommend that pets Py {0 v . % :
be leashed in natural areas. - e by 6& a
Lax enforcement at GGNRA has resulted in many documented Hatienant (/3 e fo_a, @,Ze_a.,aa, N/Qf B
cases of off-leash pets threatcning or bifing park visitors and hazardous Ao s Li San Fra ne u o Ao m wteen An ,/-“'{’\7‘
rescues of uncontrolled pets and their owners. It is no surprise that ) A
82% of Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer pets on leash. I agree! (R ae ko /Q,A-f-v \Zw‘t ,u@%jn,f JM ,(/‘771,;!,4,6'1.:
Sincerely, . GE,\VED AN C&MM‘ > I S DYV /A . 20/
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Photograph by Richard Anderson ¥

N /1t . Y !
7-.- I WI)}/}“Z—?)’ Le ) %‘a\% .S “ﬁ]&‘,{‘. . Unlversu:;f California Botanical Garden 4 (//2 3
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Burlingame, CA 94010

To Whom It May Concern:  34<} 2« O] - 1A

To Whom [t May Concemn: 3443 ~0Ol~ |A

I strongly support existing Fegulations that require pefs 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 seta 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 1esulted in many documented
cases of off-leash pets threatening or biting park visitors and hazardous
resenes of uncontrelled pets and their owners. It is no surprise that

82% of Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer Iﬁ%ﬂﬁ“w@

Sincerely,

I strongly support existing regulations that require pets to be
on leash and onm trail when in national parks. 1 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 surprise that

82% of Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) ﬁeéwgﬂ B agree!

/f cerely, S .
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T'o Whom It May Concern:

I strongly support existing regulations that require pzis to be
on Jessh and on ¢rail when in national parks. T support Option A as
ed in the recent ANPR.

propgl;anging the leash law for just the GGNRA .would seta dangerofxt{s
precedent for national parks throughout the couniry. Allowing pets 0 3
leash is inconsistent with the park mission to protect n.atura! resources
and the safety of all visitors. Numerous scientific stnd:es——mcludmg
one by the American Humane Association—identify off—]east} petsasa
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 yisﬁors angl hazardous
rescues of uncontrolled pets and their owners. It is no surprise that

82% of Bay Area residents (KPTX poll) prefww EaBike!

Sincerely, | | e
Jibirce (endloin gy 10
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To Whom It May Concern:

To Whom It May Concern: 2E45-O| -1A

Istrongly 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 surprise that
82% of Bay Area residents (KP1X poll) prefer ts.% !;e@ﬂ:) agree!

Sincerely, polb %E&b :

37
2652 Wowene . WR1Y @

neTy '{E‘T"'ﬁ

SE CA 7¢/b P ERTITENEE S

344~o|-| 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 just the GGNRA would set a dangerous
precedent for national parks throughoiit 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 asa
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% of Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer

~—Sincerely,
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Helen Silvani To: "goga_pets_ ANPR@nps.gov™ <goga_pets_ ANPR@nps.gov>
<HSilvani@KQED.org> cc: "fortfunston@hotmail.com™ <fortfunston@hotmail.com>

03/11/2002 05:40 PM Subject: ANPR Comment: In Support of Off-leash Dog Walking in the GGNRA
PST

-

: A Y
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, toco. 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 shdéuld 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 To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov>
<th@paintedmatter.co cc:

m> ' Subject: responsibility

03/11/2002 10:56 PM

PST

3/11/02

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 public spaces.

I implore you not to forget this duty as ydu 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 owﬁers can't be responsible, you need to provide rules they must
obey.

regards,

ted heilbroner

GGNRAO012739
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Lbaarsi@aol.com To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov

' ia. cc:
(é?é/_:_1/2002 11:58 PM Subject: petsin ggnra

Dear GGNRA Superintendent:

As a regular walker/hiker in GGNRA | urge you to KEEP DOGS ON A LEASH. | 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 the|r 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

b,

GGNRAO012740
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"John Kasper" To: <go§a _pets_anpr@nps.gov>
<jrkasper@earthlink.ne cc:
o Subject: GGNRA -Pet Policy

03/11/2002 07:51 PM

PST -

Please respond to "John ®
Kasper”

This is to support the existing policy of requiring leashed dogs on GGNRA property and at Fort Funston in
San Francisco. | 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 leashed, 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 iinority. Keep the animals leashed!

GGNRA012741
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Robert Fries To: "goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov" <goga _pets anpr@nps.gov>
<rfries@steinhart.com cc:

> Subject: FW: Dog Leash Policy in the GGNRA

03/11/2002 07:08 PM

PST

From: Robert Fries

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

To: 'goga_pets_anpr@nsp.gov' .
Subject: Dog Leash Policy in the GGNRA

My wife (Llnda) and | are strongly supportive of the policy requmng 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 someodne, 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 tothe contrary 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 dogs should be free to run or ride through picnics, children's
birthday gathering, hikes, or wildflower walks (for example). 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 itself.

Sincerely, .
Robert T. Fries & . ’

GGNRAO012743
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TERRY BAUM
23454-01~ 1A 547 Douglass Street
San Francisco CA 94114
' (415) 648-5244 .
March 6, 2002 R

GGNRA . '

Fort Mason, Bldg. 201 - x

San Francisco 94123 : RECGEIVED
Att: ANPR | MAR 11 2002

CUPLIETRNDISS S 07,
To Whom It May Concern:

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,

| oty B

GGNRAO012745
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GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL REC. AREA
ATTN: ANPR

FORT MASON, BUILDING 201

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

Dear Superintendent 0'Neal: : 03/06/02

I support off-Leash dog and people recreation in the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area |GGNRA). 1 make weekly treks via my bicycle Zo the patk and
have Lived in San Francisco now for nearly half my Life and have never seen a
person or dog go out of control when not on a Leash.

I am g§iumly convinced that Leash-free people and dogs have never caused any
trouble with other Leash-gree people or dogs and that §irst amendment nighits
should continue to be supported by park service personnel in good faith.

Thank you very much Lndeed for your traditional support gor this valued
public service for our community to share with visitons to the bay area!

Very Sincerely yours, ‘ ' '

JOHN J. DYAL
55 MASON STREET #303 y
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-2805

GGNRAO012747
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RECEIVED

March 6, 2002 MAR 17 2002

GGNRA | CHPLURTERITE'S 077,
Attention: ANPR

Fort Mason, Bldg. 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

We are responsible dog owners who enjoy so much the Bay Beach at Crissy
Field. The freedomand safety for dogs of allsizes -~ ours is on the small
side - is one of the best things a San Francisco 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 city streets.

The beach area is not conducive to biking, so it naturally separates the
different desires of outdoors participants. We observe nearly 100%Z 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 everyonme.

Sincerely,

Elynor and William Schuppel
431 Castenada Avenue
San Francisco, 94116

GGNRAO012748
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3458-0(- |A | RECEIVED
' | MAR 171 2002

iar Superintendent O’Neill

upport off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing SfiEasErEEr6 4G in.the
GGNRA, as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue.
Name: J ACiit RO A {optional]: Age: Sex M @

Ethnicity hponte . .
Address: 2925 -2 &1 &'E ' an Eeoncisco <A Q410

(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.

T NRIT , Ocean Beccy, m 6 rove CtNo\ Forw Funsion. g0 one.
0F —twene Qnton \:Uu-l ""Muéb L LoteReDds . T elan B&eu

R TtHest Gatan - A Post 3 stnce & 'r Prasy
ﬁ“:; one obE-thoye b:?«;: ! MAR "‘H-—Lo Pd\-’tum o«.qa

oome O Bob TO rwrals Soc,\ e.u-\-'\-h\
Please descnbe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your and famlly along o

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

As ta A :C_doY-TudM%-»*sts&Sccxﬂcmi\,d* T Wone met
6 NTce  peuple pence gD < Tdess places . I M;\rﬁd
AN mmc@ Sewe2 \&1 -<\- VINTLD THesL Placss uari g

o7 TSy
Qo 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.
Hauns | don off- loaoh Rea npetedigd P eLlo - m

L ATt thoa e oppekunity to Pl + 3
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4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA?

I bsowid [oQ ou] Osapponkine Gt X0 powar dxgut fossary
2 00 wor ?&AM@SW& do o besdh o poan mi-WwFLLdoa -onda

Leds %4\.\ ‘2»-*\0\-\ s S¥penTERICE.

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

T Fedl tofe waidae @?o(—?—-(_eng«\g. T fhont nev ek &A06
an

ofF Lecde b by oT WAMLI
- Signed: \QO\M,W Date 02. -Z.8 ~02.
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Ellice Sperber
33 Marcela Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116 "y gy
415.661.4103 RECE1VED
i A 21

ANPR : UAR 11 2002
Fort Mason, Building 201 CEPLRTTERDIY € oy
SF CA 94123 I
March 5, 2002
To Whom It May Concern: .

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 and backgrounds. Iam 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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. RECEIVED
Date: P / ,Y/a 2 ks ] ..
To: Golden Gate Nafional Recreation Area MAR 112002
Attention: ANPR . - PTG DTS

Fort Mason, Building 201
San Francisco, CA 94123

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

GGNRA:

T ask for the winalysis 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.

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

Thank you.

Sincerely, | ’

U n ¥ _(signat
AL /ﬁZm«?, : (signature)
A3 50 }{/\Ao-w/ka(name)

S 4 GH2Y  (address)

#

Q‘ommen’rs accepted Jan. 11, 2002 through March 12, 2002

GGNRA012751
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February 19, 2002
Golden Gate National Recreation Area | e
Attention: ANPR . RECEIVED
Building 201 :
o Mason, Dl - MAR 11 2002

San Francisco, CA 94123
CHBEMETENRIN S BT,

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to voice my strongest support for mamtammg 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 the plants and ammals 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, |
W% K. 15 “"‘}3/
I\f Aney K. KoonT2

ey Seeeva DL
Poeirca) CA Guoyy
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Q Tuesday, March 5, 2002
Brian O'Neill ‘ —
Superintendent | RECEIVED
Golden Gate National Recreation-Area. )
ATTN: ANPR « MAR 1712002
Fort Mason, Building 201 ) )
San Francisco, CA 94123 CUPERTNTRMDINT'S OTHICE

Dear Superintendent O'Neill,

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,

Q Mike Mooney N« ﬂ/bﬂz’l47 g/s-/oz_

214 Onondaga Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94112
michaelamooney@yahoo.com

GGNRAO012753
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Dear Supenntendent O’Neil: ‘
8403 O\- l A

1 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.

ame: g‘lf/%/ G)OW/E‘? _ (printed)
didress /23t/ AY, mﬂw S/ ARAncsso h~ 21

(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.
T Jsr FT Funapn on cilsy fED /></uz.—‘a<. T e A
w— LY -
LA'é ,Qma/gﬂ_ AVO  THEE }4{2&7’\1 ME  THE Oviy owE| CLoff 47

TO Cres Hum THE EXEUSE ME [ ERUNES

2. The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cultural minoritfes, and people with disabilities may avoid

e areas with off-leash dogs. Can you give personal examples where the opposite is true — that these groups seek off-leash

' p i areas for their recreation? Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? If so, please explam why
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' 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?
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4. Since the early 1900;5, off-leash dog re'creatLon'hés 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?
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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 o renege on this part of its agreement with
San Francisco? - =
an Francisco /(_/O 1] Tt 15 A Hope (SSUE #7
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Signed: W”L_,,;F A JESFy Date 3/ g I/ow/— (optional: Age: f@ Sex 8% F Ethnicity ' )
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pport off-leash recreatlon in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). Foﬂowmg are my
mments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue.

Dear Superintendent O'Neill:

Name: ReENATo | JesE (printed)
Address: eed ople ST St CA- q417
(street) (city) (state) (zip)
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' Here are some ideas for your letter:
o What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted?

o 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 famiiy along or meet up with friends? Have you made new fnends
through this activity? What would be the 1mpact 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?

o ¢ San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing
Q activities, including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed tc
renege on this part of its agreement with San Francisco?
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6 Thomas A Goossens
2425 Green Street
San Francisco, CA 94123 RECE] VES
MAR 17 2002
LR TR ST
March 8, 2002
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason
Building 201
San Francisco, CA 94123
Re: Need for off-leash recreation for dogs
) Sirs:
‘ The enclosed letter to you 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, . | ’
M

GGNRA012758
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| RECEIVED
LOUISE FRANKEL
2710 SCOTT STREET MAR 171 2002
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 : T —
415/931-2710 (V) . : CHPLRIRTENDIST'S prmer
AL E -[~
6 March 2002
Golden Gate National Recreation Area :
Fort Mason ' Att'n: ANPR
Building 201 o . , :
San Francisco, CA 94123 Re: Pet management in GGNRA: Need for off-
leash recreation areas for dogs

To Whom It May Concern;

The National Park Service rules pmeiﬁng off-leash dog walking in national 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.

6
1. The legislative policy for such an exception was set forth in . S.C. 460 bb when the
GGNRA was established to maintain “recreational open space neoﬂwy for urban
environment and planning.” A plan for Crissy Field some five years ago proposed
substantial acreage for dogs off leash, with the lagoon and native plants fenced off.
Indeed, since 1979 the Park Service has permitted this use, and thus created a public
expectation that dog owners may exercise their dogs off leash in cortain areas,

2. Many recreational and park uses should and do exist. Seventy-five thousand acres can

surely accommodate them all. The City and the GGNRA are a geographic entity in an

urban area; they should be good neighbors and share the privileges and burdens of their

beautiful environment. While many residents are concerned about the natural features of

the Park, flora and fauns, the Park Service itself has shown they can be readily protected

without sacrificing generous off-lecsh dog walking areas. After all, bicyclists, runnars, ’
gkaters, 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

frisking and playing on the beach.

3. As a good neighbor, the National'!LPark 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 stroets. There ig pleaty of room for everyons, Indeed, the City’s
population has decreased in recent decades, whereas the dog population has eéxpanded a
lot.

4, The dog owners who use the GGNRA for dog exercise and recreation are responsible
people who pick up after their pets (and those few forgetful owners too), and keep them
under voice control. While the Park Service has been tracking dog-bite incidents, these

GGNRA012759
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ars rare compared with the number of dogs that are exercised. Surély there are many
bicycle-caused injuries, runners’ collisions, children’s accidents, sgorts injuries, physical
disputes causing harm. Should all these activities be forbidden in the Park? NO
HUMAN OR ANIMAL ACTIVITY IS 100% SAFE.

5. Thers is plenty of beach adjacent to Crissy Field for unleashed dog recreation, It is an
ideal area for that purpose. Sport dogs can swim in the ocean, The dogs to not interfere

with other uses (sports, nnning,biking,pionicking, etc.) for which there is:ample other
spece unaffected by loose dogs. And there are other beach areas (presentty off limits)

that are equally ideal for off-leash dog recreation.

6. The National Park Service is often vigwed as inflexible and buréaucratic in its
dealings with the public (i.e. the taxpayers who support it). While ﬂns gy be & common
attitude toward entrenched ofﬁcialdom, I am certain the current debate about off-leash
dog walking in the GGNRA offers a unique, indeed heaven-sent, opporstunity 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 ag approprite to all
legitimate varisties of public use, and one of those uses has traditionally included

unleashed dog recreation.

I therefore strongly urge you not to prohibit appropriate ofﬁ-leash recreatlon for dogs in
the GGNRA.

Respectfully,

i 2

TOTAL F.B3
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)ear Superintendent O'Neill: 34(‘7;08 =i A | ; FDaté; ’ (5 / :% / (O 2/ |

|

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

{an® @H GV, NG (opt:onal Age.____ Sex thnicity )
\ddress: &,% @d@/&ﬂb %NOJ@_ K&M CA q Ve

(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

Jm WMLC/V/@"? WWQ&—Z

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

- SWW

Qyou believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for poruons 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 generatlons : Mﬁ( VLD O’W’V d"ﬁ
W aa  Swron

1. What would be t(.e |mpact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA?

Denvicqt W\d \ q

5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would yqu feel safer vmthout their presence?
DaZQ; rifect” e ‘IVW !7 mam(ﬂwmw’f )
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Please consider this neighborly appeal.
Deadline date - March 12, 2002.

The “non-publicly-elected” regresentative of the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area (GGNRA) advisors and superintendents boards 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 in

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 clos ace a mp on it, and mail i

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 pgts and seeing to their well being. In the light of
this, the area of land governed by the GGNRA is very relevant.

Th NRA ha ically, a - rati limi

leash areas for dog owners and now they cite anyone who is found
exercising th RA rol r . This seems

rather bizarre to those of us who live near, and use, these GGNRA lands as the
climate here means that these arqas are used by very few people. On_a usual foagy
day you will know that these areas are aimost deserted of people. The huge expanse
of Ocean Beach for example is primarily utilized by fishermen, surfers (and 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, Labr riev me of th
heir n nd temperament are so ideally syi famili ith childr well
as the glgerly. Like many other breeds, the Labrador and Retriever love swimming
and fetching balls and 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

GGNRAO012762
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are thus perfect for doing just that.

The GGNRA, through its no-off-leash policy therefore expects dog owners to provide
adequate exercnse for these dogs whilst keeplng them on a leash. Their dictate is
bl ith their d n leash, or swim
he o with_their d onl r wal ood:cou il ach_day with
;heur 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 mocratic sense of caring for the needs of tens of thousand
of people in our society. )

Please copy our public representatives on your views, as they are the ones
Wwﬂﬂu&wﬂm&

Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi - sf.nan ail.hou

Senator Diane Feinstein - sggit;g[@te_insge_m_ggn_a_;gg_

Senator Barbara Boxer ~ use her web form http://boxer.senate.gov/contact/webform.htm|
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) — gavin _newsom@ci. 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. mg_e_l_gg_dx 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, heart
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 Spare The Air environmental

protection campaign 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
declared off limits to us.

Web sites to visit for more information on this issue:

GGNRA WatchDog - http://fortfunstonforum.com
San Francisco Dog Owners Group - http://www.sfdog.org
California Dog Owners Group - http://www.caldog.org

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

n3/3 GGNRAO012763
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\Dear Superintendent O'Neill: : 84(90[ - l < P\ - Date:

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

Il as information about me that may be relgant to this issue. LAY oVeRs . . - '
e: /\A KS / / 5 - 5&56/ / / @OROTZJQ . (opti?nal: Age: T~ S‘ex @thnicity___)
Address: {4 — 440% /9 W - a4 //439/\'0&@ % 76[/ /
77 7¢ (street) v (city) (state) (zip) ‘

1. Please describe how often and whei:e you vusft the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for'visiting’? What are
the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this ha& changed over the years, describe why.
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2. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bﬁ'ng your friends and family along or meet up
with friends? Have yuu made new friends thrqugh this activity? ; ;
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.,/bo you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? ‘P ease make specific

recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for
future generations. ' '
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4. What would be the impact on your life if there we@onger off-leash recreation in the GGNRA?
T Have bEEN bedeice Fmd/al é’é/%éf Sweg [75¢ oy
frees7, for 3T Froda s e D ] O e s
7 Kowd %ﬂ‘?ﬁh& Foorcisco D /ﬁ% e Py Wi 00K €O nPranioRS
5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-5ash dogs or would you feel safer without their prese%ci? N/@/#T '
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March 8, 2002

Superintendent GGNRA ' A LTAAN

Attention ANPR RECE! \

Fort Mason, Building 201 1 9002

San Francisco, CA 94123. MAR 112002
Cyp HRTRRPTR S SR

Dear Superintendent:

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

Last weekend, I attended a dog birthday party at the Presidio. My group,of friends 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 your 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 tell, 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. -

If we 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 smell 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 be 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 argul\nent 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. Proteft/our COmmon open space. :

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.
Very truly yours,
Mo Mejia

Resident in San Francisco -
33 Alta St.

GGNRAO012766
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Annette Billingsley
2821 Pine Street
San Francisco, California 94115

March 5, 2002
RECEIVED
13 a7
Golden Gate National Recreation Area . . MAR 11 2002
Attention: ANPR e
Fort Mason, Building 201 - . CUF TP R ICR R

San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear ANPR:

I am responding to the public comment period 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. This was stated as such in the introduction 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. Iwould 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 very 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 seen how people congregate together around their respective dogs and
talk. Itisa community that would be destroyed by requiring dogs to be on leash.

Why not have a period 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. This 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.

Si ,

Annette Billingsley h*yr&a
18 Year Resident of San Francisco

GGNRAO012767
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382 Dorado Way
South San Francisco, Califgrmia 94080 -
- . March 4, 2002
Y RECEIVED
Golden Gate National Recreation Area © MAR 112092

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

O 1 Lo’
CHFARTRN S ORI

Dear Sirs:

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,
creating a funnel effect. However as 99% of the dog walkers are very responsi le 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 d1sturbmg 1 believe they are taking the wrong approach fora
nuinber of reasons: _

1.  Asfar 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 miss what 1s less than one mile of coastline. And have you
ever been to Fort Funston and seen the numbers of people enjoying the area? 1
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
condmon that it should be used for the purposes it had been used for historically. My
knowledge of the background is skeichy 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,
A WA ANS

Patricia S. Caket

GGNRAO012768
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January 11,2002 | 4 REC EYWED

PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS
MAR 1712002
RE: FORT FUNSTON -
oy CEEEETENPEER G O0R AL

Please let the people run the dogs at Fort Funston.

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 their 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
| MAR 11 2002

GG National Recreation Area ' ERPLT G (T
Attn: ANPR : VRt me’i e Gk,
Fort Mason, Bldg. 201
SF, CA 94123
Dear Sir or Madam: b

| am writing because | feel very strongly that my right to be able to walk my dog off leash at Crissy Field
be preserved. Itis important to me not only for my enjoyment but aiso for my dog s well being. [ama
responsible dog owner that cleans after my dog and ensures that my dog is not hammful to the
environment or to my fellow citizens.

| have enjoyed Crissy Field since | moved to the city in 1988. It is where | 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
S|gn|ﬁcant part of my ritual. Crissy Field is what | cons1der to be one of the primary benefits that |
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 | thought that my ability to walk my dog off leash was in any way directly harmful to others,

1 then | would support such a decision, but | do not think that this is even remotely the case. | am also
) 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.

| am a voter. | have voted in every election (except this March 5" for personai reasons) and my vote
will take into consideration those that support the measure to ban off leash walking in Crissy Field.

Sincerely,
{,T,zw; JabCor

Sophia Kabler
97 Sixth Avenue ,
SF, CA 94118 \

GGNRAO012770



PR
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| support off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments“g‘bo%g' cg‘nf' inuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA,
as as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. CPETERRTT S BT
| i
f m WO G\( ANC CQQ(\/(J - . . [{optional: x? @_ Sex M{ F JEthnicity )
addess 002 - Anflo@on G S CAH q Yl
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1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main a Jisies or reasons for visiting? What are
the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this hai chan%ed oEr the years, describe vi ¥
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@: 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 thls activity while preserving these areas for
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4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA?
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5. Do you fee! safer w1th the presence of off-leash dogz or
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February 25, 2002 N

w | | RECEIVED
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 2009
Attn: ANPR MAR 112002
Fort Mason, Building 201 TR T
San Francisco CA 94123
To Whom It May Concern:

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 quo regarding unleashed dogs under
“voice control” in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (“GGNRA”). As citizens and
members of the local community, we are very dependent on the space available at Crissy
Field, Fort Funston and Ocean Beach, Baker, Rodeo and Muir beaches, Wolf Ridge and
Oakwood Valley Road and Alta Avenue 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 ﬁegister-éo 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 withrdirections 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

GGNRAO012772 -



;z/,q

2A76-02~3 K

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
UNACCEPTABLE 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 can 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, ' v

Q @m&

sephine Adorno
31-63 42n Street
Astoria, NY 11103
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. Superintendent
GGNRA Attention ANPR ' RECEIVED
Fort Mason, i
Building 201 . . MAR 11 2002
San Francisco, CA 94123 .

CUPLAMITENRENR'S OFREE

Dear Superintendent

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 acquired Pepper, a 20-pound cock-
a-poo three years ago. She has been the joy of my life (ell 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 her 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 in 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.

[ 3
Thank you for reading my letter<and taking the wishes of all park users into ’
consideration. Itoo believe we can work it out.

Sincerely,

| @@Q@m%@@m 2/a [ze02

Dolores Apton

GGNRA012774




2478-01-1D Mar. 1, 2002 RECEIVED
MAR 11 2002

Dear Sirs,
CHRLTTRRRENT S OFHIE

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 fbr 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'with no responsability?? I
don't think so! ' -

Listening to people yell at mmeetings ?? I know- you.
are not deaf jyst because you are not yelling back. Can
you not avoid these debacles ? Why listen to them rant?

I am a senior 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 cannot afford to keep the peace, its simple.

BAN DOGS ALTO GETHER ., As you already know, asking for
dog handlers cooperation is fruitless, Owners/handlers

are as unruly as their 'pets'. Rules? ha ha watcha
gonna do about it?? huh?

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

3. Announcéments: DOGS FOUND IN THIS AREA.WILL BE SHOT.

That ought to do it.

4., Maybe, allow dogs on beachs where there is no swimming.
I am disgusted with dog-doo under foot where I am swim
ming, and under blanket, and being accosted by un-
ruly animals leaping all over all of us, includiag my
small grandchildren. . &

THANK YOU for your efforts in dealing with these

difficult problems. (mi::)\slzﬁuzq rit:L‘\xC?S l'
| \ . D —3 ' —
Dolores Bishop “«&
510 - 652-4526 377 63 rd. St. GGNRA012775
Oakland,Ca '

24618
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Jear Superintendent O'Neill: 3479 -O\~ (A ., RECEIVEID, . mm Olj, 20072
} | AR 171 2002

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

as &l as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. O RFHTERRIN S T
§ ‘ @@h\)@,&p g‘@W\@/T (optional: Age: SS' Sex@ F Ethnicity )
¥ Address: @@ Plrent (<SS gﬂm&%ﬁ(@ CA e D

' (street) (city)” (state) (zip) T

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. C/ __
04 . I
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2. P!easg 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?
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} you believg 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. . - -
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i 4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA?
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5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer withgut their presence?
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WHY THERE SHOULD BE OFF-LEASH AREAS IN THE GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

\0 Oftt-leash areas are essential to the well-being of dogs. Regular off-

cash exercise burns off pent-up energy, builds contidence, improves

a dog, s social skills and helps prevent aggression. Conversely, limit-
g play results in under-socialized, undet-exercised, under-stim-
dogs and often leads to behavior problems.

# Orf-leash dog walking was an intended activity when the City of
San Francisco gave its beaches and coastal bluts to the GGNRA.

e In 1979 the GGNRA Citizen's Advisory Commission implemented
a Per Policy allowing people to walk off-leasiv dogs in certain areas
of the park. The GGNRA should abide by that policy.

& When San Francisco gave GGNRA lands (o the National Park
Service. the city was assured that traditional recreational uses,
including oft-leash dog walking, would be continued. The Park
Service should honor its commitment to maintain the broad range of
recreational use that is appropriate in an urban park.

The San trancisco SPCA
2500 16th Street .
San Francisco, CA 94103-4213

e - ———— —— e e merm e

® As an urban park. the GGNRA is different from most national parks.
Urban parks are not pristine wilderness preserves. They are supposed
to provide a variety of recreational opportunitics for the community.

® The GGNRA claims it must comply with a Nativnal Park Service
rule that prohlbus off-leash dogs. But there are exceptions to the off-
leash ban in more than 40 national parks, where hunting dogs are
allowed to run free.

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

¢ With proper management, the GGNKA can accommodate wildlite
and human activity. Blcyclma hiking, hang-gliding, dog walking and
other pursuits can co-exist with birds and plants.

o Off-leash recreation is an under-served need. The State of
California recently recognized that fact with plans to test an off-leash
area 4t Candlestick State Recreation Area in San Francisco.

.- am— b —

RECEIVELDR
MAR 112002
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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

Francisco gave the GGNRA this land.

make an expeption 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
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Due to re-coding of petitions, the following main code
numbers are not assigned to a comment:

e 3481

o 3482
e 3483
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Dear SquﬂgtfﬂgentONelll 341.@4-() | — j(\/ Date:

| support ofi-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash rec e GERED, as
well as mformatlon about me that may be relevant to this issue.

_zasme: ‘;/ N E - AV\!’QQF&S)\ ' (optiohal Age§9~_ Sex: @eqh%;gityzﬂm ) |

Q‘Jress: MMML——TML&——J&W%"L?&WTQ%# T

(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.
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3. Do you believe, that cff-leash re lon is appfopl'late for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specific
recommendat;ons for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for future;
eneratfons
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4. What would be the impact on your life if there were n h recreation in the GGNHA”
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5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence?
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STEPHEN

SHEPHERD
March 7, 2002 - PSYCHOT;{ERAPY RECEIVED
') .
GGNRA MAR 11 200
ATTN. ANPR CHPERTITERDENT'S OFFL

Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear GGNRA:

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 | 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 pollcy. 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. ltis 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, | have heard
many environmental concerns which do not have any science behind them.
Arguments in support of the Sncwy 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. \

Sincerely,

\

-

Stephen S. Martin
9 Roosevelt Way
San Francisco, CA 94114

®415.864.6358
9 ROOSEVELT WAY
SAN FRANCISCO
CALIFORNIA 94114
MFCC LIC. NO. M16455
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Dear Supgrintendent ON- Iy gl S

ﬁégw"o[\ IA Lale:

| 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: \"]‘ I 1‘3\’\'\ £ \AQ | tn 2 W (optional:iAge.'_é_g‘_ Sex: @ F Ethnicity: W )

.Address 54 CAWR OAkS § Y SAD ER ACHEC & CA %f10-3d0¢

(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
Y beneflts to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, descnbe~why
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2. Please dsscribe whether ofi-leash r;éreatlon is a social ouitlet for you. Do you bnng Mds and family along or meset up
with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity? -
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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 actnvnty while preserving these areas for futurt

generatlons
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4. What would be the impact on your life |f there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA?
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+ 5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presenc Q\}/
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: 4’27 @l\ ( D Date: 35 oz

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

dame: ' M{QV\ Nz _ (optional: Age:f)v_a_l- Sex: M@Ethnicity: )
doress: |02 TED C velyn Bive Ao CA_ - 44wn

(street) (city) <O (state) (2ip)
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.

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

generatlons
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4. What would be the impact on your life if fhere were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA?
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5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without thelr presence?
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March 6, 2002

RECEIVED
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Attention: ANPR T . MAR 171 2002
rort Mason, Bulding 2! C CUPERTENIBNS O

San Francisco, CA 94123
Re: Pet Management in GGNRA

I believe that the current rules, that require pets in the park to be on-leash, reflects a
reasonable position. For those of us who have had the éxpexience 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 treatment 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. '

-

Sincerely,

Waldo R. Griffin )
460 Aspen Way o ,
Los Altos, CA 94024
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CUPCRINTENDIRT'S Q7L

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

GGNRA

Attn: ANPR

Fort MAson, Building 201
San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Sir or Madam:

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,

(D adrocne £

Barbara Sprung

GGNRAO012786
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Suzanne Varadi

71 Dolore§ Terrace A

San Framc1scoj CA 94110 - . Match 8, 2002 Rg(l@:a\ \fﬁ‘:}
él(\;PNlégomnnttee b w1l 2002
?:;Iﬁzgérgﬁﬁding 201 CEPETERDIES 5 i

San Francisco, CA 94123
Dear ANPR Committee,

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 orphaned. 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 cdhtam her energy, to have her sit and wait for her 4

command to “go play.” o

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 of 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!

CK‘
Suzanne Varadi

GGNRAO012787
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O _ MAR 112002  February 22, 2002
Dear Superintendent O’Neill, _ | CUPCRTITENRENT'S QFicE

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. Irespect 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 ali’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:
Name: Zﬁ} e —')917-\/\35 B8AJ (optional: Age: 20 Sex: @F Ethnicity: \/\/ )
(. Address: 3125 Dt VisADER O Sl feAry o4 23

(Street) (City) (State) (Zip)
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Dear Supennienden O'Neiit. T
ar Superinienug i 2403 - Ol—l@

J
| support the cortinuance of off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate?Natiohal Recreation Area (GGNRA). Following ;re my,
comments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue.

Name: % AR AN \ AOSSN G (optional: Age: 3_‘89x M @)Sthnicity )
/Css: 2o Balboe 'Sh = F A QU2 T
(street) (city) (state) (zip)

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA? What are your main activities or reasons for vrsrtmg? What are
the benefits to you of your vrsrt(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why.
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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 perscnal examples where the opposite is true — that these groups seek off-leash

areas for their recreation? Do yqu feel safer when walklng in an off-leash area? If so, pl explain w
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3. Please describe whether off-leash recreation IS a al let for you. Do you bring your friends and famlly along or mece!ftfq'g
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?
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4. Since the early 1900's, off-leash dog recréation 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 aréas more enjoyable for everyone?
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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

.SanFrancrsco'? A%SOLU\QC—«% /\)O--—\\

RECEIVED
R 112002 \
Signed: W N WAR 11 Date < \\ O
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.f}ear Superintendent O’Neill: 54615‘- @) l - {Q R : Date: 3 / l ! 0L

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

: | as information about me that may be relevant to this issue.
m K peeN PERL/N (optional: Age: 19 45 sex @Ethmbity_Q_J '
Address: 5«;20] DouGLASS ST 5-F CA Q"/ ”

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

1. Please describe how often and where you v15|t 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 vears, describe why.
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2. Pleased nbe whether off-leash recreation is a social ou et for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up

with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity?
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.,{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 this activity while preserving these areas for
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5 Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence

T ol sefeand oy fuul in e prtsons of off- /wl\da%
@ RECEIVED
AR 11 2002

Signed: %@I/\ M SHELETERRETS D Date I3/00/0% ‘

(A/l




o RECEIVED
intendent O'Neill: 349~ 0l- 1L
Dear Superintenden eill: AR 11 2002

qupport off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRAD?'L’!W[@MEEB%FQ@Y
fomments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue.

Name: F{/ Icw\ OM\’ - (printed)
Address: L3 Poothdl Drive  Dedy Ny CA Wo(S
~ (street) ~ (city) (state) (zip)
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Here are some ideas for your Ietter
e What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted?

e The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cuttural 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?

e Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up with friends? Have you made new friends
through this activity? What wouid be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreatio!
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? -

o San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing
Q activities, including off-leash recreation, would continue. Do you think the GGNRA should be allowed tc
: renege onthis part of its agreement with San Francisco?

Signed: Date 5) 5 !0’0\ (optional: Age: S 2. 33 Sex M @b‘waty ASl “’d
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415 S6[ 4255 VAR 112002
off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. Following are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA,
ﬁ?:s information about me that may be relevant to this issue. CLERTTERDERT'S OFAE

. ame: ,7/151%% /)—:LMC/@"QJ (opbonalAejiSexM@'thnicdy_@
idress: Z«ZC)D/ % Sty 9<% FVG{ACA% O/I’gl qq/Z/

(street) (city) {state) " (zip)

Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main actlvmes or reasons for vusntmg? What are

the benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe why b l_g_ _
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. Please describe whether off-ieash recreation is a soclai outiet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or meet up

with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity?
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. Do you believe(that off-leash recreatlo S ap ropriate for portions of the NRA? Why? Please make specific
recommendations for ways the Park Servicé can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for
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RECEIVED

6 - MAR 172002  February 22, 2002
Dear Superintendent O’Neill, ' CLRERITENDENT 'S OFRE

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 fiappy 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 commumty 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,

Additional Comments:
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Dear Superintendent O’Neill, CHPEGHTENDEST'S OTLE

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 ali 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,
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435 Dewey Blvd. MAR 11 2002
San Francisco, CA 941 S02LRATERREYT 'S 0rier
Superintendent, GGNRA ) .
Attn: ANPR
Fort Mason, Building 201 :
San Francisco, CA 94123 RE: In support of off-leash
: recreation in GGNRA

Dear Superintendent O’Neill:

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 together off-leash.

Dogs are. wonderful compamons in the home and in shanng recreatlonal act1v1t1es such
as dog agility and hrkmg, but they need off-leash exercise and play to maintain physrcal
fitness and happiness. When we people of the San Francrsco Bay region gave our
beaches and Dbluffs to the GGNRA, we were giving away our best dog recreation areas,
but we did so because we were prormsed by the Federal Government 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.

* 2
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 beaches 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 owners
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 town, and has access for dogs to swim in the bay, and should also have off-leash
areas. Some people can’t walk far, but can get to Ocean Beach, sal would hope that at
least some of Ocean Beach can be avallable to off-leash dogs..

I understand that not everyone wants to be near dogs andI thmk there should be areas

available for such people. However, there are other people who don’t have dogs, but like
to be around them. For example, I recently overbeard a young girl walking at Ft. Funston

GGNR’AO12796
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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

Q 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 ngeds 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 monetary 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,

w. i,
Q {ﬁf Wilford . ~

' -?/.'L GGNRA012797
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" Dear Superintendent O'Neill: MAR 11 2002

upport off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA)¢iiFiollowingrara:my
mments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. .
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e What parts of the GGNRA do you visitnow for omgﬁ)recreatlon? at parts would you LIKE 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? '
o 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
Qrenege on this part of its agreement with San Francisco?

(printed)
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éigned: M /L/\/V Date ?"'(\/ (optional: Age: 3/ SEX@ F EﬂmicityW)
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March 8, 2002
Superintendent, GGNRA _ RECEIVED
Attention ANPR ’

i 2007
Fort Mason, Building 201 MAR 1712002
San Francisco, CA. 94123 CUPERTENDENTS ORcE

Subject: Regulations of Pets in GGNRA' i

Dear Superintendent and NPS Staff,

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 fand ad)acent 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 establlshed for other special interest groups to make additional,
selfish demands.

Free roaming pets disturb wild}‘ife, 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,

RS

James McLane

GGNRA012799
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area
ATTN: ANPR; Fort Mason - o
Building 201 RECEIVED

San Francisco CA 94123
. MAR 11 2002

March 7, 2002 -
CHPERETENBEAG 'S OTRIE

Dear Sir

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 nearmy 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

Mo

1702 Vallejo Street
San Francisco CA 94123 N ,

GGNRAO012800
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pport off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). _Followi p;equ¥,
Gments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to thid’ i&ﬂg LR

Dear Superintendent O'Neill:
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Here are some ideas for your letter:
o Wha:?gpaqrgsv of the GGNRA do you visit now'? ‘Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted?

. The Park Serwce has stated that childrén, 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?

o Do you feel safer when walking in an off-leash area? zés !

o 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 is
a good use of this recreation area? Do you have sgr%‘shons asto how the GGNRA can make off-
leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? LEMNG (NGS TCo 041

‘e 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: /ILCO?ﬂ(JL %ﬂu/l P~ pate ?;/ 7%V (optional: Ax;,éz Q_M@Emnidqé/_)

‘
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Version 2.0
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: T MAR 11 2002

port off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRAYPEHEWNTE iy
comments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. ’
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Here are some ideas for your letter: Df tesr— v “’ar .
 What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now for off-leash recreation? What parts would you LIKE to-visit?

o 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, 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 trarisferred 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

Q ene this part of its agreement with San Francisco? '

Signed: Date %/6;/ 02 (optional: Age:—__ Sex M F Ethnicity ___)

GGNRA012802
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Caitlin M. Long
249 17" avenue
} San Francisco, Ca 94121

-
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area RECEIVED
RE: ANPR '

Fort Mason, Building 201 MAR 11 2002
San Francisco, Ca 94123 .' | i TS oy

To whom it may concern:

| 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.

| have been using Crissy Field on 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 10 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 be 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 pressing 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,

Mm - /é)/
Caitlin M. Long

GGNRA012805
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RECEIVED
GGNRA 11 2002
Attn: ANPR - MAR 11 2002
Fort Mason _ TR (O
Bldg 201 Y CREERTENRENTS OTRY
San Francisco, CA 94123
Dear Sirs, 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 u:llize 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 aré 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.

:

-\ Slncerely,
Pete Taylor
275 Frederick St.

San Francisco, CA 94117

GGNRAO012807
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Dear Superintendent O’ Neill, CHRERATENDESTS Doy

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. Irespect 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 commumty 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 encourdge an atmosphere of commumty where people feel safe
visiting at ali 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:
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Elaine Lissner
95 Corwin Street #3
San Francisco, CA 94114 ]
(415) 920-9180 | RECEIVED
fax (415) 920-9179 MAR 11 2002

LissunerE@aol.com
CRBERITRNDER S 07RO

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Atttention: ANPR

Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

March 8,2001

Dear GéNRA Commissioners / National Park Service,

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 a]l,v 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 bemecessary 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 take their chances and ignore it if they were determined
to sit on the bluffs. I

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 dliff-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. So, 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 dliff birds, your education efforts need to get
much better. From what I understand, it’s not really dogs and people running around
on the bluffs who disturb the birds so much, it’s any disturbance to the cliff face. Yet
there have been all sorts of closures up top, while there are NO signs down below
educating people to the real concern. If I were a cliff-dwelling bird, what would disturb .
me most would be the young men in the throes of testosterone 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. Iknow it’s 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 tct>hp: Yes, [ 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. If you get rid of the dog
owners, you will face a 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: 1 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 area®

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 NP5 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 think, “It's 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
one’s shoulder, one soon is informed that with hundreds of dogs a day, it does indeed
make a difference.

GGNRAO012810
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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 don’t’s are explained along with the rationale behind them.
If the dog owners’ groups feel like-the 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 conversational 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 couple 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, because 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.

o

9) One of the rules I'd like to see on a “new, improved” entrance sign is “Dogs must be
immediately leashed when horsés are in sight.” I'd like to hear more from horse- °,
owners about what else we could do to help them. Weren't there 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 (the one most used by windsurfers, families, etc.), and
allowed off-leash on the less-used 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).

Thope these suggestions help. |
Sincerely, Z : i ﬁ ( Z
\Q Elaine Lissner
San Francisco

P.s. Req_uKP;'ng *Canine Good Citizen? cedtification for oftf-
leash use s also an oﬂl’on . GGNRA012811
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March 7, 2002

National Park Professional RECEIVED

Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Attention: ANPR B . . MAR 1 1 2002

Fort Mason, Building 201
San F isco, CA 94123 S G
an Francisco CHPERITENDENT'S 0SFI0E

Dear National Park Professional,

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. contaigs 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 and domesticated animals. GGNRA is
one of the only remaining places in the Bay Area for dogs to get serious exercise.

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

Sincerely,

William J. Gignac
1172 Ashcroft Way
Sunnyvale, CA 94087 &

GGNRA012812
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JEAN MARIE HUBA

1701 VALLEJO STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

RE’_C»E‘VE'Q
March 8, 2002 wir 11200
S e RN S it
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 3}?‘1\“\“ o
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 exception to the rule to the off-leash ban.

Sincerely,

dfewk}laln'e Jaba

Jean Marie Huba

cc: SF SPCA

GGNRA012813
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Q - . RECEIVED
Dear Sirs, MAR 11 2002

Dogs in Parks are not a good idea. EYENITERBES 0L
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 owners foster renegade dogs. They poop
anywhere. Yas, I've Eeen both do it., Plants gét dug up as
quickly as the dogs do it. Who will control them 7?7

Maybe safe enclousures for Humaﬁs e

@

Dogs in their own yards.
People in the parks. ~

S

Brian Bishop
\ 377 - 63rd Street
Oakland, GA

94618-1257
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382 Dorado Way
South San Francisco, California 94080
March 4, 2002 RECEIVED
MAR 11 2002
Goldgp:Gate National Recreation Area CUPERITENDENT S OFFICE

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

Dear Sirs:

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. Asfar 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
"natiggplants” and claim that the National Park Service is restoring the area is
nonseérnse.

2.  Iunderstand 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 and seen the numbers of people enjoying the area? I
wouldsbe 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.

T Qe

F Short

GGNRA012821
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March 5, 2002 RECEIVED
| MAR 11 2002
Dear Superintendent O'Neill: ]
. CUPERITENDENT'S QFFLE

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 socialize 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 indicate 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.

= et pe o
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MARYANN KOTAK

. RECEIWVED
e ~ MAR 11 2002
| | CHREATENDENTS OFRIE
To whom it may concern at GGNRA: ‘

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 studles 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’.
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



aarSuberintendent O'Neill: v\ ,3525.‘01.‘”% " Date: 05/04/9 2.
FAX To: 41S S6[ 4255 7

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

N e A - (optional: Age;___ Sex M F Ethnicity____)
’ : ~—— S v PRy S CH Psr=y

(street) - = (state) @oF
kS

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.

WL G ‘ ~
VERY [fAOE e Er 7 ¢ ¢ /9/4%6/ /%—S/b/a/ )

Liveosnr PHCE | ctim s 5477‘%// A7 s é%

idress: _——

. 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?

REGE:\V EL

v OFIE
TR S 0

.Qyou 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
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hat would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA?
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3. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would ¥gu feel safer without their presence?
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) support off-leash recreatlon 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: __ %ﬂ'ﬂm,\ FGTQM‘ (optional: Age: Al Sex; M@ Ethnicily: )
édress: AT CAMRAL ST JAN RIS LD e 74)/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 changed over the years, describe why.

8 TMES @WRT TWO WEtKS ~ FORT FUNSTIN .

M ACTIVITIES - HIKING  TAEING CHILDREN , BziNG ARDUNY aN/ﬂM(.S Beag MO
A sArem TO0 WTERACT W/ NATURE .

BENGFITS = SUN) DXCIRCISE , RAAKATION ;e ypvTent,
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?
BV MADZ Mew FRIenpS BUT e MADE MANY ACGUANTINCES | | Redlinf
MDY GoNG T FunSTOR) AND RECOBMIZING Peopls THER DOGS. AMD ENOwmE
GUERYNS NAMES - INCLULDING THE POGS ./

/! NTRODUCE FUNSTOR TO ﬂN)’OA/G FROM  OUT-OFTowl ReLATINES TD FRIGNAIS
RAlSeh IN S-F. WHO NEVER. Engi Hors BAUTIFUL THE AR0A WAS .

3. Do you believe that off-leash recreation is apbropnate for portions of the GGNRA? Why? Please make specnf”c
recommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity wh||e preserving these areas for future

generations. .
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4. What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA?
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5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence?
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February 27, 2002
GGNRA
Attention: ANPR - ,
Fort Mason, Building 201 . ~ v ey R
San Francisco, CA 94123 - ;RE("&’
MAR 11 2002
Re: Dogs and Owners at Fort Funston - , o
Yes for Off-Leash Recreation O CERETENDRNTS OTRLE

Dear Sir:

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 wg 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 Franéisco 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. Itisa

| 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 be a demanding city to live in — people work hard to earna
living and there are many dangersdurking 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 /250 g/ec/e/—@

TR i
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March 8, 2002

21:)1;22: tg;:i: Ilt;atlonal Recreation Area RECEIVED
uiding 201 MAR 11 2002
San Francisco, CA 94123 P TENRETS grﬁﬂﬂ
Subject: Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPR)

Dear Superintendent:

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 human, 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
bebavior be enforced in 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

emotional health. I walk our dogs daily in Alamo Square, a local city park with an off-leash area. This is a
wonderful 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
available 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 humans.

The human + dog relationship

Restricting areas where humans and dogs can walk and play together is a shppery 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 hlstory, as
companion, co-worker, caregiver, gulde\, 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. 1t is simply not fair
that off-leash recreation be abolished completely. A space-share or tlme-share alternative would be

~ favorable to complete off-leash restriction.

GGNRAO012833
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March 8, 2002 Page 2
Golden Gate National Recreation Area ‘

Guidelines must be established and enforced

I also believe greater responsibility should be expected of dog owners licensing, training, proper
breeding, shelter 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 Idon‘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.

Si“““’”%

Jendifer L. Kohler

1701 Turk Street, #3

San Francisco, CA 94115
415.441.7016

jenspeed3 @yahoo.com

GGNRA012834
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‘ Eric Finseth March 7, 2002
384 Curtner Ave. '
Palo Alto, California 94306 '
- , | RECEIWVEDRD
National Park Service .
Golden Gate National Rec;'eation Area MAR 1 1 ZUUZ
Building 201 Eﬁp&m‘mﬁfﬁﬁ"s 0

Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123

Re: Golden Gate National Recreation Area ANPR

I am writing to urge that the National Park Service cease and desist from its
efforts to impose a leash law upon Fort Funston in San Francisco. If we 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

I..\

GGNRA012835
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0 MAR 112002 February 22, 2002
Dear Superintendent O’Neill, s twwmmw\ﬁls -

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. Irespect 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

o=

Sincerely,

Additional Comments:

\
Please Print: _ -
Name: {0 SQ‘E_E,L\ (optional: Age: Sex: M F Ethnicity: )
;‘ Address: 27230 Ralecs S E CA- L \Q’}
(Street) (City) (State) (Zip)

GGNRA012836
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. March 6, 2002
Golden Gate National Recreation Area | ' RE C ki
Fort Mason, Building 201 » 1 VE O
San Francisco, CA 94123 MAR ‘
FAX 415-561-4355 . 1 2097

i

Attention: ANPR ey < CHipy:
Dear Sir or Madam:

1 believe that an over twenty-year policy of allowing dogs to walk off-leash in certain parts of the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area should be continued. My dog does voluateer 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 asea to begin their project that did not have 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,

Maria Da Costa

Q

1563 17TH AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94122

GGNRAO012837
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill:
¥ MR 172002
pport off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA),. Mﬂg 0%%me
Pmments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant ts # ol
Name: (N Aek  BewwdDomorce | printed)
Address: 1% 50 VERMONT ST ST CA (1D
' (street) - (city) (state) (zip)
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Here are some ideas for your letter:
o What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted?

o 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?

o 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 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? ”

e San Francisco transferred its beaches and parks to the GGNRA with the understanding that existing
O 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: f/%/@? ~ te B/A/A - (optional: Age.'_%_O Sex@;@ )(:'Oq’%/ggy__)

Version 2.0
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: B RECEIVED

support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA). M@me
1 omments on this activity as well as information about me that may be relevant to ﬂi‘ﬁ‘!&f#@%ﬂ” OFFICE

MR

Name:____Wahonure Sung | (printed)

Address:__é__GS_hM%x&:g:Mlm Dok, oy ca 4[5

| (street) (city) ! (state) (zip)
[0 Wlbmmm&%%ﬂmhwwmm%%ww
o Yo onces A o ithorlS g . Tb o nol ol o sy pank L

Here are some ideas for your letter:
e What parts of the GGNRA do you visit iow? Where would ydu LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted?

e 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 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 recreati
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 that continuing to make off-leash recreation available in these area:
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 |
renege on this part of its agreement with San Francisco?

Signed: %}u\/, Date 3/ g l_/ D Y (optional: Age:___ Sex M F Ethnicity )

'n 2.0 GGNRAO012840
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March 8, 2002

Superintendent- GGNRA _ e ED
Attention ANPR RE&A’:‘-’A \’F
Fort Mason, Bld 201 02
San Francisco, CA 94123 MAR 1120

iTL
Dear Superintendent: Ei‘}?m TR S 50
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 populatlon 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.

%%@1 - ,

Karen Vitulano
40 Park Manor Dr.
Daly City, CA 94015

GGNRA012841
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To: Superintendent O’Neill MAR 11 o
fﬁﬁ?ﬁﬂﬁ‘ﬁmﬁﬁm's QFrith

Subject: I support off-leash recreation

I just recently started visiting the GGNRA Park with our family
dog. Ireally enjoy hiking with her in the park 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 Df—&

Daly City, CA 94015

GGNRA012842
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: : 3e3X-Ol~ |R 7 k ~5
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: Kc Sterlin 9 (optional: Age: 5O Sex:@ﬂhnicity: )
Cddress: WL Pipe St ¥ 2 Sk CA- F4109
(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.
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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?
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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

4 generations.
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4, What would be the impact on your life if there were no longer off-leash recreation in the GGNRA?
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5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence?
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: ' 3529 ~O|~ \A ' Date: 3/08/02

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
me; (optional: Age:

Sex: M @ Ethnicity: __C__)

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.

Address:

Fort Funston is shrinking in size due to natural erosion of the cliffs and
closures by the National Park. . .

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 get to meet other 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
ecommendations for ways the Park Service can accommodate and expand this activity while preserving these areas for future

Y
(égenerations. ) .

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 romp7in 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 unevemn trail. Less people temnd 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 dog om 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 friemndlier
when they are off leash. They are also, not as agre331ve and territorial

when off leash. I have encountered homeless peopIe in the past at Fort ‘
Funston particularly on the by Skyline Blvd. I do not feel threatened
knowing there are dogs and their owners on the trail.

Date:

Signed: AR 11 7007

, r
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January 25, 2002

GGNRA RECEIVED
Attention: ANPR o
Fort Mason, Building 201 MAR 11 2002

San Francisco, 94213
CYPERTITENBET'S 07RIE

Dear Friends,

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! | can be solitary
and yet feel safe and | 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 | walk. That exercise isn't possible on leash.

This does require me being alert and responsible for my dogs, and
keeping them near me.

| don't go to crowded places myself, | walk where | rarely see other
people and dogs. | 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 is!

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, poliuting
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$ now facing from terrorism, our tax dollars need to
be spent of more essential security 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!

GGNRAO012847
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Q ' | February 22, 2002

Dear Superintendent O’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 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 establishied 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,

RECEIWVED
Additional Comments: MAR 112002

' CPERMTENDENT'S OFFICE

Please Print: :

Name: Tr):/m M e_rAvg/Av\ (optional: Age: Sex:@ F Ethnicity: )
Q Address: |13 Van MeSt Ave LA Freaazs ¢ 404

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

"‘GGNRA012848
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March 4, 2002
GGNRA - ~EIVED
Attention: ANPR RE("E’
Fort Mason, Building 201 MAR 11 2002
San Francisco, CA 94123 .
S‘is‘?Eﬁii\i’{E?éBEi\ﬁ“S QrHtE
Dear GGNRA:

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 allow 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 more 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. .

Beth Raia Hickey

GGNRA012849
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Date: @7 7 // gT RECEIVED
To: Golden Gate National Recreation Area @
Attention: ANPR - . | ' MAR1120 |
Fort Mason, Building 201 ) g\;?EBimENBBﬂ‘S QFFiCE
San Francisco, CA 94123

As a response to the Na'nonal'p'ar'k Service ANPR intended to solicit
comments from the public regarding pet managemem‘ within the
GGNRA: -

T asK for the andlysis 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.

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

Thank you.

- Sincerely,

W (signature)

élgﬁflb"/(f K A’N#H (name)
7l (Soeoacd G’ (address)

F, & 94117~

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

GGNRA012850
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The Environmental Action Committee of West Marin

_ . -

Superinténdent Brian O'Neill RE@EI VED

Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Fort Mason, Building 201 MAR 1 1 2002

San Francisco, CA 94123
SUPERINTENDERT'S OfFice

March 6, 2002
Déar Superintendent O'Neill ,

The Environmental Action Committee of West Marin wishes to express our support for the National .
Park 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
principals 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 Parks 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 publlc lands for recreational uses such as soccer fields, tennis
courts, and off-leash areas. Off-leash recreation is a legitimate activity that deserves its space.
Not, however, on National Parklands, 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 Park 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.. The Environmental Action Committee of West Marin joins with
the Golden Gate Audubon Society, éhe 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,

Codl. O

Catherine Caufield
Executive Director

GGNEAO12851

Box 609, Point Reyes Station, California 94956 tel: 415-663-9312 fax: 415-663-8014 "eac@svin.net
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1857 Ninth Ave.
San Francisco, California 94122
4 March 2002

National Park Service

Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Fort Mason i _ ‘ o

San Francisco, California 94123 ‘ RECEIVED

RE: Pet Management in GGNRA -MAR}I 12002

Gentlemen/Ladies: SUP Eﬁmwﬁfm'v R

Do not change dog regulations; there is no reason to do so. 3

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 regulations 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 national 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 yours, ‘

/f anet Fiore

GGNRA012852
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7 CICHARD Huwn) " (printed)

ess:  UST/MMISFREE  DR. Dacy Cry Ca QFOLs
(street) ‘ (city) (state) (zip)

) ) BELIEVE DOES MNEED EXERSIZE oD THE FEEUNS O/~
FRE=DOK] OCCASIONMLY AS 0O 1. GO TO FORT FUMSTON
SOME7TTHE, IT IS A Comp ETELY DIFFERT ATPIOSHYIERE

L WEN THE RANGER S AR EXFIR EING- LEASH /,/mg(mc

MOopE,

. RECEWED
LET THE DOGGIES PLAY WR 117002
Q . ’ ' | CUPERTITRIDENT'S S

Here are some ideas for your letter:
o What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permitted?

e The Park Service has stated that cﬁildren,‘ 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?

e Do you feel safer when walking in an off¥leash“area?_,

e Do you bring your friends and family aibng 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 g
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?

e 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
Qenege on this part of its agreement with San Francisco?

Signed: M%\——\ Date 3// /d 2 (opbonal AgesSO Sex (1§ F Ethnicity *'T)

Version20 -~ | 7V GGNRA012854
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) . RECEIVED
March 7, 2002
' MAR 11 2002
_ CUPERIATENDENT'S 079100
Superintendent, GGNRA
Attention ANPR
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 92123

Dear Suzerintentent:

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 facilities, 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,

=Y S

Carol Simmons
3845 20" Street, #5
San Francisco, CA 94114

GGNRA012855
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8 March, 2002

Supt. Brian O'Neill RECEIVED

GGNRA

Att. ANPR MAR 1 1 2002

Fort Mason, Bldg. 201

San Francisco, Ca., 94123 CUPERTENDENTS QFFICE

Dear Supt. O’Neil,

I believe that existing Federal regulations should cemain 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

control’ is a77allacy that exists only in the minds of dog owners.

Sincerely,

Lou Wilkinson
155 Cazneau Ave.
Sausalito, Ca., 94965-1824

should be ONLY when on aleash. They should never be allowed in under “voice control’. “Voice

GGNRA012856
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TERRY BERGMANN
2821 Pine Street
San Francisco, CA 94115
415.922.6039
March 7, 2002
RECE/gyp,
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 5
Attention: ANPR o _ MAR 1 1 2002
Son Froewtuon, Calfomie 4123 SUPERM TRy
> g T 558
Dear ANPR:

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
the GGNRA.

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. There must be compromise!

As to my position on what the rulés should be for Pet Management in the GGNRA I propose the
following compromise:

e Allow off-leash dogs at the beach during the early morning and evening hours. Close the beach
to off-leash dog walking from 10 am to 4 p.m. daily.

\
e Designate specific areas within the GGNRA for exclusive off-leash activity.
e Regulate commercial dog walkers within the GGNRA who allow their dogs to run free on the
trails. These commercial dog walkers with multiple dogs aften do not have control of their
- animals and create heavy impact when off-leash.
e Enforce dog waste laws. Cite dog owners who do not have voice control over their animals.
Please seek a compromise that would satisfy a majority of people. Thank y6ir

Sincerely,

® =

Terry Bergmann

GGNRAO012857
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March 7, 2002

Sally Cancelmo
2247 Sutter Street
San Francisco CA

94115
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Attention: ANPR
Fort Mason, Building 201 - .
San Francisco CA 94123 RECEIVEDS
RE: Pet Management in the GGNRA MAR 1 1 2002
To Whom It May Concern: ' SUr'Hina « HBENT'S QFFRES

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 Walking 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 20 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.

GGNRA012858
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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
who repeatedly exposed himself to joggers), accidents (I know
dog walkers who 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 Field in the hills 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 léash 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 banned, then there may be
widespread disobedience everywhere inciuding 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 canine citizens.

»

e - , ¢

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 recrehte 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

O parks.
2/ '3 GGNRA012859
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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 result from overcrowding in a small corridor

7 would be eliminated.

2. I believe that the Central Beach and the Airfield are perfect places
for off leash recreation. I rarely see anyone 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. 1 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 support 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.

Sally Cancelmo

é/ ) GGNRA012860
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2255 - 18" Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
March 5, 2002

%

Golden Gate National Recreation Area o o gy
Fort Mason . - RFT™IVEL
San Francisco, CA 94123 B | MAR 11 2002

CUPERII00m7s OTvRE
REF: ANPR--Pet Management in GGNRA Y

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 isina umque 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.

R S . ’

Sincerely,

POl

Joyce Dislage

GGNRA012861
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Steven Courlang March 6, 2002

851 Rockdale Drive

San Francisco, CA 94127 .

(415) 293-3929 . RECE‘VED
002

Dear GGNRA: WAR11Z

. .o oo ATENDENT'S OFFICE
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 | 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.

e
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 else 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 community, 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. Tt’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.

GGNRA012862
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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 'Even 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.

t3
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Utilization: Visit Fort Funston on any weekend and you will find an overflowing parking

lot 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 weather, there are always hundregs of dogs and their
companions (owners or dog-walkers). By changmg 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 many 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 dangerous 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 many hon-dog 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 bave 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 this 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 thdysands 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 llke to join me for a
walk at Fort Funston.

Sincerely,

Steven Courlang.
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill:

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

Name: PAUL  LEE | (printed)

address: (3// LA PLAYA F 5, AN FRANCISCO, CA 74122
(street) - (city) " (state) (zip)

! MOVED vo THE sumsEfﬁéFORé“ OF F- L EASH WAS '
PROHIRITEDS o8 OCEAMNBEACH IN ORDER To wALK
MY Do& THERE, NOwW WE &0 TO FoRT FUNSTOLI,
BUT OFF-LEASE PRIVILEGES ARE BE/N& TARE N
AWAY FRom uUs., TH(S |5 AN IMPORTANT 5oc1,§L
AND EXERCISE ACT/VIT . FoR B2TH mk AvDd MY

Do&. PLEASE DoN'T, TAKE THIZ AWAT FRoM %S
o | RECEIVED
MAR 112002
Here are some ideas for your letter: | CUPERNTENDERT'S OFFRE

o What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was pen'mtted’?

o The Park Service has stated that childreh, 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’ldng 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 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, incduding 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: FMJ 7% Date E/Z {/ / O 2 (optional: Age:_é_/_ Sex(M) F Etnicty____)

Version 2.0
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Dear Superintendent O'Neill: '5556, oj.. ] A Dare: ——%[‘74———*

| support off-leash recreatlon in the GGNRA. Followmg are my comments about continuing off-leash recreation in the GGNRA, as

well as information about me that may be relevant to this issue. 9{&

\ame: ZRin ”7 EIYEK 7 (optional: Age:_ZZ Sex: M, thnicity: M

Address: / 170 6@\/& S7- #/ 3 \S‘F Z 79 w7
(street) . (city) (state) (zip)

1. Please describe how often and where you visit the GGNRA. What are your main activities or reasons for vnsmng? What are the

benefits to you of your visit(s)? If this has changed over the years, describe w /y
Fort Feastot 3-3 Fies a week w«v//(’m/ /j Ave,ﬁ

\7:%4:/}1/4, chaqce o (N #CL andl explore. w/t/e,
n';/q)( and  w'sit WIﬁl’.A( /)'7/ 7g€/l/5 anl %Al'f o/ﬁs ,

2. Please describe whether off-leash recreation is a social outlet for you. Do you bring your friends and family along or mest up
with friends? Have you made new friends through this activity?
. Soc q/ Wf/QL / / .56%

0#/6’454— recreaffot s a
maé N /a/ my Srendk. We Z; worK ancl. have

bt havrl Fort Fingbr as « qyﬁmxy [ace Fo mf;w%
o/ WJ 445 becerra. a Fradihon- 7‘n/ / 7484';@/6 //dé 47:5;/[
me%mtz 79(4% ?%V(—Maéﬁdr& e rebpikd W"’l o F ok

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 e 7g_and this actnvuty while preserving these areas for future
O generations. ﬂ/y—,m s off s Sard wes Sef wsio o5 - feas :
secrea Sl and Yhis I an exHene /, //7/4 /7; 247{1//
74' Ao7E 7% have. . §oaa//:z a/o . o7F - s )/M
/ havier f/z:jj .

J
e,}\,,w,,,/)w) i 2L ) :
calmy 4 mmZ relixeAl éo/m ;/Z m«/sj WW{ 0% | a&@o«d_
an S /E. ﬂ NS YESp€ A mes are clised
72 Dogk /7@/ &S “jf/ ”—5 M“g’ % J 7’0 s Jo SuiBcre .
4. What would be the mpéZt on your life if there were 0 longer off-leash recreatlon in the GGNFZ
/ wauld 62. //om;édc, F Jhis wee Fakia away
fremt. Me 5€muse, %4«5 bl was set, asicte for Fhis /VV"J‘L
and Aoj aumes o She c/ &Scr/f"///s Sand ansl.

are King harol 7& ento ﬁ phat has éeefg,

SEBD %At,rs . ¢ slhseie o avea Fo le Ao anol M/L///LZ >/A. y
=4
5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off Ieash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence‘7 é{:’v a5 Se

Scné m‘/& 074[\/84’5 62/05 @S,
in 74"7L / ‘“"’/ ‘/‘ Meehng a /:y@ We/écédva%// 7%4

ﬁ/j_g Hhat ose ¢Zsea <. Cunes 4/6‘/"7 T
O /Bﬁ/aﬂSlﬁ/{’/ 2dl feash A, 955 s ¢/u,/ 20, af /) Tren

Signed: 7 uﬁj@i@é/& ~a S Date:
| % [ /}%V RECEIVE |
/Y\CM/Q &,’ / MAR 11 200nraotzes7
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Carolyn Bower

73 Rossi Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118

RE,CEZ\VEQ |
wiR 11 2002

G ERTENDENT S 0

Please, please, please keep off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. | 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. | always clean up after
my dogs, do not allow digging or chasing wildlife, discourage barking or other
‘inappiopriate behavior. | 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.

Superintendent O’'Neill

Generally, | walk alone and having my dogs gives me security and protection.
Evildoers are less likely to approach a woman with dogs than one
unaccompanied. | 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, | have found most parents of children are delighted to have their
children meet my dogs and pet them. Children and dogs are a natural. '

To remove off-leash privileges is 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, | have always thought highly of your organization),
- and to what purpose. ENOUGH WITH THE NATIVE PLANTS ALREADY!!!

GGNRA012868
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Dear GGNRA, .
REcE VED)

MAR 11 200

I have two flyers stating the dog policy for the Golden Gate National Recreation Ailg’ﬂWTEd[[)[m S0

One titled “ENJOYING THE PARK WITH YOUR DOG”. This was put out by the OFFie
GGNRA, the NSP and the U.S. Department of the Interior. This flier states Leash

Length, Dog Etiquette, Service Dogs, and What is “Voice 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. It states: Walking your dog: Dogs inust be leashed while in the Bank Swallow

Site. Elsewhere, the must be either leached or under voicé' control at all times. You must

carry a leash. Always pick up dog litter. Copies of the ongmals that I have, are included

with my letter.

I am writing to you concerning the change in your dog policy for the GGNRA.

‘Our National Parks state their leash policy right on colorful flyers handed out at National

Parks around the country. The Golden Gate flier states none. Why would that be left off
just the Golden Gate flier? Because there are areas were dogs can go un-leashed.

"GGNRA “actually put ot fliers Statinig this.

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 not Yosemite. This is not Y ellowstone. The Bay
Area is one of the biggest urban areas in the country You have a responsibility 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 oni{leash 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 people 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.

GGNRA012869
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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 create health, happy non-aggressive dogs.

The horrible,bizarre 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 mellow
looking, leashed dog. Of course comments to the park opposing off-leash dogs had
inicreased. The people Who owied those dangerous dogs, that were trained to kill, shoiild
be responsible for their dog’s actions. I am angered that 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 responsibility for their dogs? As T stated before,
tickets should be handed out for unruly dogs.

‘Bt this woiild be liard to enforce or prove in ¢ouft, so your decision is fo tdke the €4sy
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 situation? The GGNRA includes

Q nearly'75,000 acres. Since 25% of .people in our area own dogs 18,750 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. ' |

REE L GROR R Y

If the GGNRA see fit to change it’s current policy 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 protectl\our diminishing wildlife but at the same time be so
cruel 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.

Thanks for you time, and I’ll leave you with these final thoughts,

520 Shader #1

Q SF, CA 94117

413 831-6091

GGNRA012870
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How can we as human beings i)el—iev'e that 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.”
Gandhi

o &
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N ko - .-+ - National Recreation Area
lden Gate o National Park Serwce

U.S. Department of the Interior

ENJOYING
THE PARK WITH
YOUR DOG

Bill Scuvone

O)OING YOUR PART

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 Qnd your dog, as well as other visitors, while also protecting park resources.

(t

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)

Leash Length

In areas requiring leashes, dogs must be kept on a leash no longer than six feet.

Dqg_ etivguette

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

Many children (and adults) 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.

Q 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 a hike.

at i “Voice ' Control’?
In some areas, dogs are permitted off-leash under “voice control.” This means the dog must respond
1mmed1ately and obediently to single commands. In a voice-control area, a dog owner must..” =~ . 7 T
~— be familiar with the boundary of the voice-control area
~— carry a leash at all times

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

6 — assure the dog does not dig holes, chase wildlife, destroy vegetation, or enter 7 any fenced or closed

areas, or disturb other visitors.

L3

continues on reverse

GGNRA012872
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" Ocean Beach

, e
Dogs are 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
Western Snowy Plover.

Fort Funston and Burton Beach

Dogs are permitted off leash under voice control in much of Fort Funston and on Phillip Burton Beach.
However, dogs must be on leash in the Bank Swallow habitat area. :

Baker Beach

Dogs are 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 shorelink to the crest of the

dune. Dogs must be leashed from the crest of the dunes inland to Rodeo Lagoon and in the parking lots
and picnic areas.

Oakwood Valléy

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 follbw these rules.
Please do your part.

Western Snowy Plover

GGNRA012873
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Fort Funston is focated in the southwest cortier
of San Francisco. From the City, follow
Highway 35 west on Sloat Boulevard then
south on Skyline Boulevard. The main entrance
is 1/4 mile south of John Muir Drive, on the
west side of Hwy 35.

Wastewater
Treatment
Plant

From San Mateo County follow Flwy. 335 north
to John Muir Drive,'make a U-turn 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,, 10, or

23, and walk 1/, mile south on Ocean Beach
and the Coastal Trail to Fort Funston.

\]
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Ranger Station @B Restrooms
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Telephone Pets on Leash
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) Beach Access
(subject to trail conditions)
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Swords to Pldwshares

Disassembling the guns during “Operation Blowtorch™ in 1948

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 Major General Frederick Funston, famed for organizing relicf cfforts after the 1906 Earthquake. The
euns ol Battery Richmond Davis (1938) could fire a shell 25 miles. Nike anti-aircraft missiles stood guard here from the

- 1950’s until the fort’s closure in 1963. Transferred to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area i 1974, Fort Funston now

" Preserving the Dunes

» Sand dunc habitat once dominated San Francisco’s

west side. Fort Funston preserves some of the area’s
last natural dune systems.  Exotic plants like Iceplant
threaten this habitat by displacing the native plants
upon which wildlife depend. Volunteers and park
stafT have begun restoring habitat for Bank Swallows
and other wildlife by removing exotic species,
working in our native plam nursery and pl'mlmﬂ
native vegetation. Join us!

s military history, wildlife habitat and open space. The missile-mens’ barracks house the Ranger Station and
imental Science Center, and the Nike Missile magazines lie below the main parking area. *

Native wildflowers of the dunes

(Actual length 5™)
Drawing by E.H.Gunderson

Bank Swallows: Life of the Edge

These dunes are home to Bank Swallows, which build their nests
in the steep, sandy banks of rivers or coastal cliffs. Once abundant,
Bank Swallow habitat has swindled due to coastal development
and riverbank reinforcement, and in 1988 the State of California
listed Bank S allows as a thledtened specxcs. Bank Swallows nest

GGNRA012875



{.Dear Superintendent O Neill: 355c7. Of < ( . Date: _3- &- o

| 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. - gt
ﬂvez —ﬁééud L. féMf@ﬁ/f&Q (optional: Age: L1 Sex@ F Ethnicity-C, 7224 w'“ '
dress: _// Codu s/ (oAt Tt 2 4 S CA 7 VU/J

(street) * (eity) 4 (state) " (2ip)
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 wh - Z .
you of your visit(s) 9 O eyl Aife - THE Fhiiust,
9/\5/ (/7 — /~U¢JP//N6 -/A‘/’{ /’/)()/L'////N . /

?Mpbi’, Srrol L, e DO T H  TTAE, A 7/7,

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? . _
T MEES F VidiT i TH ARY  DiEFRAET fa[,/&f Al A
g agh MR DE s FRENp, WHICE P I APIA %V-jdéJ v TUE
A Sl 7
by AL s ABE RS AT A =y o THEN PO NP
2 dplEE . mY FA Erip s 610/0 D06 o cp/v,v/b.(/ Ak, Cowd Lo JH /14/;

Sr s yMPRILE) - Bort By TAE WACK v+ TAR wny /)%epéé/

S ET Atob
3. Do you believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for portlons 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

'}‘enerations. O my oviée. /O %ZJ/Z\/ o5 o il Dy 47 '
T AorES T 7 w/(//u W jWESES “TUO  CorolypiNToos
Fariisin \Es. THEE BoiH WELL L £ Ly

Tiee cwk oF By THEsE Sumel

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

T Yo CombEn Welly gk A REwSed o So Jo
e s Ered Dy, THERm T woul)
sl TNE /%/(’7//// NS < /A///-Zﬁa/;é,,ué Lr g A
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5. Do you feel safer with the presence of off-leash dogs or would you feel safer without their presence?

I /////'/(/ eow;//é,é, /7 ‘Q//f; LT A / & o a/ﬂ/(//d
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" Dear Superintendent O'Neill:

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

ame: __ T Hoapas He CRAWFORD (printed) - S
Address: [p "7 '7 ™ AVENOE' san FRancasce . CA 9411
(street) city) (stato) @)

1. Please descnbe 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.

3@7 cithers A Prooichie, ‘{”“"7'}""“ n Bake~ Beach

g

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 rem*eatlon? Do you fee! safer when walking in an offdeash area? If so, please explain why.

ava. Ma- ,MWMW

%Zmeetu;

3. Please describe whether recreat:on is a s0cial outlet for you. Do ygﬁ bring’your fnends and family al
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?

wobitidiitl,.....
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4. Since the early 1800, 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 anea? Do you hav:
suggestions as to how the GGNRA can make off-leash areas more enjoyable for everyone? '

‘*\/éfbd/' , \ F;«;ECElVEQ
| WAR 112002

CUPERNTENDENT'S OFRitE

Ul ... ..

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

San Francisco?® N O .
Slgned M%M“o\ Date 3’[ é’/ O 2_ (optional: Age:éb’Sex@F Ethnic“}/h_
Version 1.0 - . G%Raf{%& M
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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: ( Farg /?7 ﬂ // Jea chor (;mnted)

nidress: 2985 > 1&4h S Cop Granates CA VA4 4
(street) (city) (state) (zip)

ﬁ\af /éaJZ ar F7‘ LupiFon  t
T E{; L7 pewe o‘fp 74 5 /oamé
/A)K I5 . // F e/w .‘740 a 77 raC A~ /Qéd/o/e
~+~ “féd) ‘/aa’/% |

RECEIVED

| | ~ MAR 171 2002
. - SUPERINTENDENT'S 0fprcE

Here are some ideas for your Ietter

e What parts of the GGNRA do you visit now? Where would you LIKE to visit if off-leash was permltted7

e The Park Service has stated that children, the elderly, racial and cuttural 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?

o 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 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?

e 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: W? ,é/c/q Date 3-J-02 (optional: Age: 9 e, F Ethnicity )
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February 22, 2002

Dear Superintendent O’Neill,

I support off-leash recreation in the Golden Gate National Recredtion 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. Irespect 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-icash dog walking was an intended recreational activity when Sai: 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,

RECEIVER, |
UPEnwrmasm ORI

Additt nal Comments:

T Do ntT HME A b1t ‘Ptfr [ Tt 1TSS
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Please Print:
Name: MA’TT Mc I\/W (optional: Age: 227 Sex: @F Ethnicity: M&ﬁ)
Address: \CH‘*(’ AA&P(\l M =S  SF S w1 A

(Street) (City) . (State) (Zip)
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254 -02- 14 CLIFFORD J. LIEHE
131 PARKER AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118

March 8, 2002

Via fax to 415-561-4355 and U.S. Mail

Golden Gate Natlonal Recreation Area \

%EEE.Mgggg, Building 201 . . RECElVED
San Francisco, CA 94123 | MAR 112002
Re: ANPR/Support for off-leash dog walking SUPE‘[NTENBEM'SM

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am a dog owner “and resident of San Fran01sco. I frequently walk
my dsg in ‘the Preeidlo, at Fort vunstun, and at Crissy Field. I
also frequently jog, blke, and hike 1n those and other parts of the

GGNRA w1thout 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
is authorized by the enabling statute for the GGNRA, the
legislative history, the terms of the transfer Oof ‘GGNRA property
from San Francisco -to-‘the National Park- Service, the 'Pet Policy
established in. 1979-by the GGNRA Citizens‘’: Adv1sory Comm1551on, 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 commltment to the
people of San Franclsco THED LG T i e “ SR -
RS P N T e

The Natlonal Park Serv1ce has begun claiming’ that it mist rely on
a rule prohibiting off-leash dogs in National Parks. But there are
exceptions to that and other rules. Off-leash hunting dogs, off-
trail blcycle rldlng, and hang glldlng are all allowed as
exceptions in various parks.

Off-leash dog walking provides healthy exercise for dogs and dog
owners, but  -also much more. 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 accnunt for no more than 0. 5 % of GGNRA

lando : . . .vt.".',..

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.

GGNRA012881
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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 1rre5pon51ble dog owners in the GGNRA
and elsewhere. They 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 diverse
community. It should continue to be used for diverse, urban
recreatiocnal activities, including off-leash dog walking, just-as
it has always been.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

%J. Liehe ) "

cc: SF Dog
Crissy Field Dog Group

GGNRA012882
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To Whom It May Concern: 35(,(4‘0("[ A \ \D)

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 surprise that
82% of Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer pets on ieash. I agree!

RECEIVED
MAR 12 2002
CUPERINTENDENT'S ORACE
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To Whom It May Concemn: | 35(0q - el ~ Q—

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

-+ Changing the leash law for just the GGNRA would sct 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 isitor 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 surpyj
82% of Bay Area residents (KPIX poll) prefer ;‘Rﬁﬂ";ﬂ%
Sincerely,
MAR 12 2002

o S AN SUPEHNTENDET'S OFFEE




N

.«
¢ .
4

2510 -0|-3B

"Fort Funston” To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov

<fortfunston@hotmail. cc:

com> Subject: Fwd: off-leash comment

03/12/2002 06:26 PM  _ - -
PST - ;

----Original Message Follows----

From: MachneDoc@aol.com

To: fortfunston@hotmail.com

Subject: off-leash comment _

Date: Tue, 12 Mar 2002 11:03:15 EST e

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 of  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
the parks others uses including preservation of its natural resources. We
have 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

*
* :

GGNRA012885
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"Ghosh, Bishakh" To: "goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov™" <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov>
<bghosh@kpmg.com> _cc:

03112/2002 08:56 M Subiect: Leash Laws

EST

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 that are being taken and
inform me if there is anything I can do to support this position.

Thanks for your assistance.

- Best regards,

Rono Ghosh

Bishakh Rono Ghosh
Senior Associate
International Corporate Services

kpmg
KPMG LLP
3 Embarcadero Center
Suite 2000

- San Francisco, CA 94111
Direct: 415 / 591-7481
Fax: 415 / 986-3365
email: bghosh@kpmg . com

*****************************************************************************
The information 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 recipient, 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.
khkhkhkhkkhhhkhhhhhhhhhkdhhhhhkhhhhohkhrhhhhhhrhdhhhhkrhhkhhkhhhkhkdhhkhkhhdohhkhhkddhhrhokhdhk
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"Fort Funston" To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov
<fortfunston@hotmail. cc:

com> Subject: Fwd: pets off leash
03/12/2002 05:48 PM

PST

~----Original Message Follows----.

From: ADCX5805@aol.com

To: fortfunston@hotmail.com B

Subject: pets off leash ' .
Date: Tue, 12 Mar 2002 18:08:04 EST

Please keep Fort Funston and Crissy fields as @ff leash areas for people
with

their dogs. We need a place to walk off leashi it is best for the dogs and
of grea% 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

‘\

o
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Will Smith To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov
<iamwill@mindspring. cc:

com> Subject: anpr comments
03/12/2002 03:09 PM

GMT

Hi:

To what avail proposed rulemaking if current law were woof without bite?

Current law, 36CFR2.15 requiring that dogs be 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 ong of the officers had directly witnessed the attack.-
At least one of the officers was 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. '

At approximately 2:00 PM Monday 03 March 1997, at Fort Funston,
attack by . ' _
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 clurrent 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."

[
/ 2 GGNRA012888
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. Will iamwillemindspring.com 1-415-337-8909
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"McAlister, Anna M."” To: “goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov" <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov>
<AMcAlister@brobeck. cc: -

com> Subject: Ft. Funston dog-leash opinion

03/12/2002 03:46 PM - .

PST s

Dear Sir/Madam:

After reviewing the March 8, 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 happlly on the 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 vegetation 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
gside of the beach where dogs are required to be leashed or where dogs are
simply not allowed. I and my 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

GGNRA012890
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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 to our email administrator directly, send an email to
postmastei@brobeck. com

BROBECK PHLEGER & HARRISON LLP

http://www.brobeck.com

¥z
GGNRA012891
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Socatalina250@aol.co To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov

m cc: '
d keep the beach safe
03/12/2002 06:55 PM Subject: Please keep the lease law, protect the birds and keep the bea

EST

Hi,

| walk on the beach in SF weekly have been bitten twice over the years.
| have the bite marks to prove it.
Why should [ feel afraid of dogs when walking on the 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 nothlng 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 | be afraid a dég will attack them?
Should | carry a baseball bat to defend myself?
Better yet, perhaps | should get an attack dog!

I'd like your advise.

If | am bitten again, should | sue the dog owner?

AND

Should | 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 controlied
around people and wildlife.

|

GGNRA012892
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"C. K. Picker™ To: "Brian O'Neill" <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov>
<phafhrd@juno.com> Subi cc: Al _

03/12/2002 11:57 PM ubject: | Support Alternative A - Keep Dogs Leashed!
GMT

Tuesday, March 12, 2002

Brian O'Neill

Superintendent

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 identify off leash pets as threats to
visitor safety, wildlife, and the integrity of mnatural 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 oh cliffs 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

GGNRA012893
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"John & Virginia To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov>
Kibre" cc:

<jvkibre@ix.netcom.co Subject: dogs

m>

03/12/2002 04:55 PM  ~ -

PST : ' *

Dear NPS

No unleashed dogs where people or wildlife are! | 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 94110-

GGNRA012894
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"Tim Lee" To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov
<elemcbride@earthlink cc:
.net> Subject: Comment on Fort Funston dog policy

03/12/2002 02:50 PM ~ -

PST v
" Please respond to

elemcbride

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 long-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.

GGNRA012895
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Laurie Dunn To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov
<lauried_6@yahoo.co cc:
m> Subject: Pet Policy
03/12/2002 02:56 PM
PST
Attn: GGNRA

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!

®

GGNRA012896
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"L Kondrick" To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov

<lkondrick@hotmail.co cc: fortfunston@hotmail.com
m> Subject:

03/12/2002 12:57 PM

PST -

A citizen's comments for the record:

ST

I am in favor of off leash dog walking in our National Parks.
Horseback riding is allowed in 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 curtailed in our National

Parks? ;

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
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
properly exercised or socialized with other dogs and people.

- I believe that enforced current off leash dog laws are adequate
" to protect the interest and safety of all who use the National

Parks. We have lost so many freedoms lately, can the American
people stand.to lose yet another freedom? It will be a sad,
sad day. Please, do not adopt leash laws for our National
Parks.

" Laura Kondrick, El Cerrito, CA

- > »

Get your FREE download of MSN Explorer at http://explorer.msn.com.
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GGoerss@aol.com To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov
. cc:
gag;zlzooz 05:27 PM 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.

GGNRA012898
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Ken Horiszny To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov
<ken@hkadesign.com cc:
> Subject: Dogs in "Metropolitan Parks”
03/12/2002 04:59 AM
MST -
*
To: GGNRA

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 ateas.

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 regulatlons 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

GGNRA012899
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"Kara Parsons"” To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov

<KParsons@macys.co cc:

m> Subject: dog leash ruling
03/12/2002 06:59 AM

PST

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. 1 have been chased

countless times by unleashed dogs and it poses a hazard to all.

kara parsons
vp marketing
macys.com

415-932-0402

GGNRA012900
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; "Linda Maxwell" To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov>
<imax2000@earthlink. cc:
net> Subject:
03/12/2002 08:42 AM
PST

Dear Sirs,

| am writing to express my support of off-leash recreation for dogs at Crissy Field and elsewhere in the
GGNRA. | 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 dogs. | 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 out of 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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Rachel Dangermond To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov>

<rachel@dangermond. cc:

org> Subject: Comments on Pet Management
03/12/2002 08:37 AM

PST

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 Presidio area was such a
wonderful retreat into greenery and romplng room - that to restrict it to a
leash only area would ruin the experience.

There is room for everyone in this compromise. Offleash 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

GGNRA012902
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“"DENNIS N DEHNE" To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov>
<ddehne@hotmail.com cc: :
> Subject: Fort Funston
03/12/2002 08:45 AM
PST - R
%
Gentlemen:

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 simple but necessary pleasure.

Thanks in advance,

Dennis Dehne

Lucy and Molly

Girls on couch.jpg
N
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Chris Griffin " To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov>
<katinaandchris@sprin cc:
tmail.com> Subject: Dog leash law comments
03/12/2002 09:27 AM
PST - -
%
Dear GGNRA,

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 and 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, €tc. Rather than trying to remember what day of
the week it is or time 6f 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 wdy to let our dogs have more freedom, health and
happiness in their lives by Bllowing them off leash in certain areas. {

Sincerely,
: Chris
P.S. I ask that you honor my privacy by keeping my comments anonymous and
not giving out my e-mail address.

-- Live Simply and Love Deeply

GGNRA012904
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Psycobab@aol.com To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov

. cc:
OE:;/.:_ZIZOOZ 02:05 PM 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 exerclse routine of these well behaved animals because of the

perception that all pets should be leashed when in public.

GGNRA012905



—e——— L e - Loeet L TR Pomee e

2589 -0l~{A

) Sarah Jackson To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov
<jacksons@socrates.B cc:
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 Rottweiler 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 wme that so many dog owners who profess to "love animals" in fact
seem to love 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 bitten in the face by an unleashed
dog. Why should the beach be a safe place for dogs and not for

é_ children? Unleashed dogs can also be a threat to other dogs.

I happen to love dogs and I believe their companionship can greatly enrich
human life. 1It'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 consideration,
Sarah Jackson -
Noe Valley

GGNRAO012906
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Daniellec1 @aol.éom To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov

) cc:
(E)I;l_;l_2/2002 01:14 PM 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

GGNRAO012907
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Lindaruthe@aol.com To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov

. cc:
geé/;zjzooz 02:19 PM Subject: Please keep dogs on leash at all times in public parks

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:

I am writing to request that dogs be kept on-leash to the greatest extent

possible in federal parklands.
S e

By runnihg 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 ¥id this which was about a
month ago.

Also, the dogs chése 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

GGNRA012908
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"jean pierre demedy” To: <goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov>
. <jpdemedy@hotmail.c cc: .
om> Subject: Dog @ The Fort
03/12/2002 11:33 AM
PST - .
- T

T

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 | 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! '

GGNRA012909
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Amy Hoffman To: "goga_pets_ ANPR@nps.gov™ <goga_pets_ ANPR@nps.gov>
<AHoffman@MARKET cc: "fortfunston@hotmail.com™ <fortfunston@hotmail.com>
COMPASS.COM> Subject: ANPR Comment: In Support of Off-leash Dog Walking in the GGNRA
03/12/2002 11:46 AM

PST

Dear Sir or Madam,

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 allow1ng well socialized dogs under adequate voice control to run
off leash in certain areas of the GGNRA.

Thank you, ‘

Amy S. Hoffman

Founder

Market Compass, Inc.

220 Montgomery Street

San Francisco, CA 94104

415.982.0431 (w) K

415.982.0436 (£) i\

GGNRAO012910
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Jim Musselman To: goga_pets_anpr@nps.gov

<jminsf@mindspring.c cc: '

om> Subject: Dogs in the GGNRA, specifically Ft. Funston
© 03/12/2002 12:38 PM

PST .

Dear NPS:

This email address (gogo_pets_anpr@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 National 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 hords of off-leash dogs. It certainly is not a

-gsafe 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 cff-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 Eonsider 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

*‘ra

GGNRA012911
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AMERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAIL ASSOQCIATION
1831 N. MEACHAM ROAD, SUITE 100 =  SCHAUMBURG, ILLINOIS, 60173-4360
PHONE (847) 825-8070 «  FAX (847)925-1329 =  www.avma.org

March 11, 2002

Docket No. 02-568

Superinicndent '

Attention: ANPR .
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

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 Association (AVMA), on behalf of its more than 67,000
member veterinarians (representing approximately 85% of veterinarians in the United States), is
pleased 1o offer the following responses to options poscd by the National Park Service (Interior)
for addressing appropriate pet management within Golden Gate National Recreation Arca

{(GGNRA).

Option A: Enforce existing regulation/dogs on leash and on trail

Because anthority does not exist for policy established by the GGNRA Citizens Advisory
Committee to supercede that establisheéd by the National Park Service (NPS), the AVMA
believes that on-leash regulations established by the NPS for dogs in the GGINRA 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 AVMA supports the idea of public education
regarding park policies, and recommends that related materials aggressively emphasize
responsible dog ownership as an important part of enjoying canine companionship in National
Parks. Responsible dog ownership, as defined by the AVMA, inctudes preventive and
therapeutic veterinary care (to include vaccination and parasite control), hcensmg, and
appropriate socialization and training activities.

Option B: ldentify specific locations/ways to address off-leash use within GGNRA

Off-leash dog activity within National Parks, including the GGNRA, should only be permilted in
areas where there is reasonable assurance that such activity will not negatively impact ecologic
integrity, wildlife health, and visitor safety. Documented incidents resulting in degradation of
critical wildlife habitat, disruption of normal wildlife behavioral patterns, and injuries to pets and
people, suggest that “voice control” is not an adequate means of restraining pets in areas that are
home to sensitive wildlife or in arcas having physical features (e.g., cliffs) that present increased
potential for injury. When determining whether a particalar area is or is not acceptable for off-
leash dog use, the potential for bi-directional transmission of disease and parasites between
domestic pets and indigenous wildlife must also be considered. While not the only infectious

GGNRA012912
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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 between dogs and susceptible
terrestrial wildlifc. Responsible dog owners will be cqually 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 AVMA urges the
National Park Service to realistically assess the availability of alternative recreational areas
where owners might enjoy mutually beneficiat 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 made to make alternative areas available, the need for areas
within the GGNRA for off-leash use might be reduced and competing intercsts satisfied.

The AVMA chooses to make one additional comment spegific to a citation from the report of the
AVMA Task Force on Canine Aggression and Homan- Camne Interactions, which has becn
included ixthe Federal Register notice as an expert opxmon supporting the need for leash
requirements. This quote has unfortunately been taken out of context. The report of the Task
Force, “A Community Approach to Dog Bite Prevention,” does not specifically address off-leash
dog recreational areas, and comments referring to “nnrmamed dogs™ are not intended to reflect
either support or opposition to such areas. '

The objective of the AVMA is to advance the science and art of veterinary medicine. The
Association is the recognized voice for the profession in presenting its views to government,
academia, agriculture, animal owners, the media, and other concerned members of the public.
We appreciate the opportunity to offer comments.

Sincerely, " .

Arthur V, Termysony
Assistant Executive Vice President

CHAB/CEVGCG

GGNRA012913
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Paige Green
784D Sanches St
- SF, CA 94129

To Whom It May Concern:

As a dog owner, 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.

[ 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 peoPIe 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 in due to thcir 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-leash-T was not-aware-of the magnitude of-their-influence; whieh-is--
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 few 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.\l 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 dog use, it seems like dog cwners 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 momings and

‘ GGNRA012915
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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.

1 think that dogs are an easy target to attack. I am happy that the Presidio is taking an
interest in the environment but I would like it to be more well rounded, for instance
discontinuing the use of pesticides on the golf course and on the playing fields, placing
recycle bins at all of the playing fields and joining the citywide household compost
collection. ‘

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my concern. [ hope that a pfan can be reached that
will make everyone happy, even me the dog owning environmentalist.

Sincerely,.
Pai;c Green

%‘B‘ Enatan—y
\ veenigp@nchnan | Comn
(415)12% - Y135

®

W
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avch i 2.0072_
Dear ANPR, Mave )

I would like to expfess my opinion concerning off-leash récreation for dogs at our
City’s finest und most fun Golden Gate recreation parks and areas. These park
areas provide absolutely necessary dog socialization and exercise that my pet
cannot get from just walking around the city on leash. It is extremely vital to have
outlets free from leash restrictions. If tpe GGNRA closes these areas to dogs, 1

would no longer want to live in San Francisco.

The Golden Gate recreation parks and beaches are my sanctions. These
are parks for the community. I am part of this commuﬁity. This city is basically one giant .
community, and there are not that places that dog owners use. I regularly see the same
people in the at most 1% land of the recreation park auas. Most of the people I have met

are very responsible, S.F. beaches and bluffs are for the people. .

I participate with the Surfrider Foundation cleaning beaches ull up and down CA

‘ <
Coast. 1 am very active in preserving natural resources and would also be willing to

volunteer to any park preservation in the area. There is plenty of room for everyone and

their dogs to enjoy the true beauty of San Francisco, Thank You.

Sincerely,
O/L—--"' -
Erin Andrews

p.s. My dog is currently on leash restriction and it is impacting on his mental bealth and it
is especially difficult to have his socialization 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.

GGNRA012919
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March 12, 2002

GGNRA

Aftn: 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 | support off-leash areas in Golden Gate National Recrealion Area.

My dog is actually very small (10" and 8 Ibs.) so off-leash areas are not as important to the well-being of my dog. However, | enjoy
walking on the trails and beaches of San Francisco with my family and that means my dog as well as my husband and children. In
addition, | enjoy seeing olher dogs running free on the beach, chasing balls, swimming, and digging in the sand. | also love fo see
dogs playing together. | am a strong proponent of ofi-leash recreation and there are fewer and fewer places where off-leash
recrealion is allowed. [ also believe dogs should be allowed on more walking trails for on-leash recreation.

On the other hand, | respect that some people do not have dogs or do not want to be bothered by dogs. If | were sitting on the
grass somewhere enjoying a picnic with small children, | would not want ‘stray” dogs darting in for a sniff. | know that when | am
running or when | am walking with my children, | do not want strange dogs running in front of me or approaching my children.
However, the only lime dogs present a problem is when on trails without leashes. Actually, | 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 o designate special aréas for each activity or combination of activity. There should be designated areas and frails for

each of the following:

1." Beaches and Parks
a. People only :
b. People and dogs on-leash only
¢. People and dogs off-leash
2. Trails
People only
Horses only
People, dogs on-leash, and horses only
People and dogs off-leash
Bikes only
Open: People, bikes, horses, and dogs on-leash
L

~o a0 o

There are many frails, parks and beaches. | am sure we can find a way to accommodate everyone. In delermining which trails or
beaches are appropriate for each aclivity, common sense should be employed. Beaches and trails for People Only should be those
that are appropriate for small children or families (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 Scolt Street

San Francisco, California 94123

Cc: Fax; 978-477-7757
GGNRA012920
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Yesterday 1 sent the attached fax message from my neighbor's machine
(mine was not working) and neglected to add my name, etc. Since you
may not accept anonymous messages, and I want to express my adpinion,
I am re-transmitting this morning because I believe this is the last
day for input. Thank you for the opportunity to be heard.

Jeannce Yturbide

2064 Jackson St.

San Fran. 94109
(415)922-4378 (phone)
(415)885-0592 (fax)

9

GGNRA012921

3



2o

3/9/02

Commgnts concerning off-leash dog-walking privileges for users of GGNRA
FAX # 415/561-4355

Although for 35 years I was the owner (and therefore the walker) of
large dogs in San Francisco and frequently used public areas throughout
Nor thern Califqrnia for their exercise, I am firmly opposed to off-
leash dog-walking in any place where the general public, especially

children, utilize the area for recreational purposes,

MosL pet dogs are ~- most of the time -- well-behaved, obedient -- or
at least responsive -~ to their owners' wishes concerning behavior,
and seldom intenlionally aggressive or frightening to other dogs or
people. However, every single one of them, big or little, does have
the potential for anti-social behavior of a possibly dangerous kind,
and no one can predict precisely when such an incident might occur.

My own dogs, wilLh one exception, were docile and quite triendly, but I
kept them leashed because I observed many incidents which could have
caused problems. (Example: unleashed dog minding its own buginess

or playing; unsupervised child, friendly or curious and intrigued with
dog's activity, suddenly interferes with dog's play or take its toy or
decides to hug the animal, and dog reacts negatively; child becomes
frigyhtened, might even get bit, unsupervising parent is hysterical,
furious and perhaps also frightened by dog's behavior;) All too often
the resullL of such an example is that most witnesses will be turned
off by the dogs actions, no matter that it was provoked.

In our society it doesn't matter whether the dog is truly at fault;
the person, especially if a child, is nol supposed Lo be put at risk
by any action on the part ol the doy, 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
should be utilized by owners who desire that for their dogs.)

It would be wise for authorities to remind dog-owners that even only
one ugly incident can result in a very wide ripple effect of negative
response by the 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.

-4

%MC 561-4935%

GGNRA012922
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307 North Street
Sausalito, CA 94965

March 11, 2002

Superintendent, Golden Gate National Recreauon Area
Attn: ANPR .
Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

FAX No. (415) 561-4355

v, were N

Subject Advanced Notice of Pmposcd Rulemaking for Pet Management in
Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Dear Superintendent:

{ strongly urge you to fulfill your legal mandate to require dogs ON LEASH in all areas
. within GGNRA. Your strong compliance with a full leash Jaw on NPS lands is required
to protect natural resources and minimize conflicts between dogs and people.

As you know, many studies have proven that off-leash dogs hann and harass wildlife 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 walking their dogs if
they kept them on a leash and walked or ran with their dogs at a faster pace.

T urge you to not succumb to the pressure of the often-rude comments and outrageous
arguments of the proponents for dogs off-leash. 1t is ridiculous to believe people can
control dogs through *‘voice control.” If a dog wants to chase wildlife, it wil) do so on
instinct and loose dogs act as pack animals,

T 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, I
suggest that the NPS deny such a transfer and, instead, work with the City of San>
Francisco to )dentify other Clty\qwned lands where addmonal dog parks can be created
in City neighborhoods.

Our national parks should be protected and preserved for natural resources and esthetic §
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 strictly enforce

its existing laws requiring that dogs be on leash at all times within the GGNRA.

fied

Sincerely,

k/(¢<<’/~»’ < /x((ZZ‘ J

9 Ruth T. Pratt

GGNRA012923
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or Suporintandant ©' ate: ML
O oot Suparintandant ONell; EAX Tos 41c 5“4,/ %’s’Fm N\MCQ\ \\

support off-leash recrastion in the QGNRA. Followln% are my comments about sontinuing off-eash ragreation In the .:C‘:‘NP.A
msell as Information about ma that may be relevant ta this issus.

Gme: .Q\AS/-P\"J ) Y (optionst: Aged T sox M @Emnlcm_‘f_i)

Address: @u_m %__FA:AF%‘_@— AL 44—
atate)  {alp) )

1. Please dascrbe how often and whera you Vigit the GGNRA. What are your main actlvltles or reasons for visiting véha‘ are
the boanofits to yau of your visit(s)? If this has changed over tha years, deserdbe why.
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2. Please describe whether aff-leash recreation 1s ou. Do you bring yaur fisnds end famlly along or meet up

with frlends? Have you made newfr@nd: through tHE® vw?m ¢o Luqﬁ_\j [ \z = g} }‘95)

.I 3. Doyou believe that off-leash recreation is appropriate for partiona of the GGNRA? Why? Please maks specific
recommendations for ways tha Park Gervice cen aocammodate snd expand this aoﬂvlb' while praserving these atnas 1

future generstiona.
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4. What would be the impagt on your life if there were no longer ofi-leash recraation In the GGNRA? ( ' L
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5, Do .you feel aafer with the presence of offlensh dogs ar wauld you feel safer withou! thelr prasence _
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. Nt March 2002

Dear SU[}W«AWM ()'A_)ed(;

T walk v dof) mgu[arbj of Poct Funston and haghdyy vadue
Yo oppertuniy B vk such a beastifed g Wil
i dog. Miswivo off - [eash recreatom in His waari; s
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GGNRA

Attention: ANPR

Fort Mason, Bldg. 201
San Francisco, CA 94213

[ 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 arcas. Wc have not changed from this position

and ask o
that very serious restrictions remain in place at GGNRA,

Diane Hichwa, Conservation Chairpcrson,
Madrone Audubon Society

P.O0.Box 1911

Santa Rosa, CA 95402

enyD Iy 1uefiag
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i Sherrie Bolin
9 Laurel Avenue; San Anselmo, CA:= 94960
(415) 457-2589 = sherrie@sbolin.com

March 11, 2002

Golden Gate National Recreation Arca
Attention: ANPR

Forl Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

‘T'o Whom It May Concemn:

This letter is to show my support for continued off-leash dop walking at GGNRA. Walking with
my dog is my form of cxcreise and relaxation just as others ride bikes, hang glide or take their
children to GGNRA. As a laxpayer, it is important that my contributions fund arcas that protect

the cnvironment but also allow me to cnjoy the area with my dog off-leash.

1n 1979, the Citizen’s Advisory Committee passed a Pet Policy that allowed of¥-leash dog

.walking. The GGNRA agreed to uphold the traditional recreational uses of the park, including

off-leash dog watkirg, when they received these lands as a gifl.

The National Park Service makes exceptions in over 40 national parks for off-lcash dog use.” The
GGNRA should be one of these cxceptions considering your original agreemient, the need for
morc ofl-leash dog space and the rights of the large dog owning population o use the land
appropriately, ¢

The reality is that thc Bay Area is highly impacted and over development, increased traflic and a
growing population all serve to damagc the environment and its wildlift and plant inhabitants.
Onc only has to look up when sitting on Muir Beach to sce the houses crowding around this arca
or take a drive in the early moming to see dead wildlife killed by cars.

As a responsiblc dog owner and an avid naturc proponent, I assurc that ncither my dog vor L
negatively impact the environment around us. With proper management for all who use the
GGNRA. we can continue to enjoy the natural environment that draws many of us to the Bay
Arca.

Sinccerely, !

( .. : =
e E— ‘(QM.
Shoung, B

Sherrie Bolin

GGNRA012928



(.

4154578297 ©3/12/02 ©6:53P P.,002

360L -O[- 1§

March 11, 2002

Greg Gilmore
9 Laurel Avchuc
San Ansclmo, CA 94960

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Attention;: ANPR

Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is to encourage continued off-lcash dog walking at GGNRA. The Citizen’s Advisory
Committee’s Pct Policy guaranteed off-lcash dog walking. The GGNRA agreed to uphold the
traditional recreational uses of the park, including off-leash dog walking, when they reccived this
gift. To change the rules at this point, is a breach of agreement.

My tuxes and privatc donations help to protect natural areas responsibly. If there is an
environmental impact, then human usc as a whole needs be better managed.

The countics in which the GGNRA is located has a very large population of dog owncrs, most of
whom take great care and responsibility with their dogs. The majority respects and even makes ,
donations ol time or moncy to preserve our natural areas.  Off-leash dog walking is an activity
like biking, hang gliding, picnicking or hang gliding. 1 am sure that all Icave their marks on the
cnvironment but people that are well educated and value our natural areas do not abusc the right
to use these lands.

Sincercly, \

GGNRA012929
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Robert Gain ' 415-929-8678

2007~ Of- |A
VIA FAX . 3300 Sacramento Srel
(415) 561 (San;;a?r_\lc!_:gg‘im 94118

March 12, 2002

Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Attention: ANPR

Fort Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA 94123

RE: Pet Management in Golden Gate National Recreation Area
To Whom #t May Concem:

As you meet to discuss pet management within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, | urge you
to consider the rights of pet owners who cumently use parts of the GGNRA for off-leash pet recreation,

As a pet owner and animal lover, | am certainly concemed 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{eash pet

- recreation from the park entirely. There is centainly a compromise to be found, allowing pets and their

owners to recreate off leash while protecting the GGNRA and its fragile environments,

The current use of a saction of beach at Crissy Field, for instance, seems to work well as a place where
dogs can recreate at and in the water, while 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 creats fenced-off, off-leash pet play areas, that will aliow the people of the Bay Area to enjoy the
park with their pets without causing hanm to the natural beauty that is the main draw of the GGNRA.

) believe that In order to create a successful pet management policy, a balance must be struck between
the ecological needs of this wonderful treasure and the needs of its users, many of whom are pet
owners. 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 B, designated days for off leash recreation, and off-leash play
allowed on wet sand areas of es only, to protect ptant and animal life and prevent erosion in
nearby dunes and cliffs.

There is surely a compromise solution to be found, and | look forward to hearing more from the
GGNRA on this issue.

Sincerely,

ex Redman,
Pet owner and GGNRA user

GGNRAO012930
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March 12, 2002

Golden Gate Natlonal Recreation Area
Attention: ANFR

Fort Masan, Building 201

San Franclsco, CA 94123

RE: Pet Management In Golden Gate National Recreation Area

To Whom [t May Concern; * ‘

As you meat to discuss pet management within the Golden Gate Natlonal Recreation Area, | urge you
to cansider the rights of pst owners who currently use paris of the GGNRA for off-leash pet recreation,

As a pet owner and animal lover, | am certainly concerned over the fraglle habitats that exist within the
GGNRA, and as its protector It IS certalnly 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 enlirely. There is certainly a compromise to be found, allowing pets and thelr
owners to recreate off leash while protecting the GGNRA and its fragile environments.

The current use of a section of beach at Crissy Fleld, for instance, seems to work wel! as a place where
dogs can rocreate at and In the water, while preserving space nearby as strictly off limits for pets
entirely. In additlon, there is certainly enough space available in less ecologically fraglle 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 harm to the natural beauty that is the malin draw of the GGNRA.,

| bellgve that in order to create a successful pet management policy, a balance must be struck between
the ecalogical needs of this wonderful treasure and the needs of its users, many of whom are pat
owners. Off leash pet areas should be provided, allow access to the bay and ocean, and they should
be located near the papulation centers pf the Bay Area for them to be useful. '

Protecting the environment Is a concern for all of us, but it dossn't have to be at the expense of other
recreation or the joy of ourselvee and our animals.

There is surely a compromise solution to be found, and | look forward to hearing more from the
GGNRA on this issue. ,

Sincerely,

b

4
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8 Poppy Lane
San Carlos, California
94070

March 12, 2002

GGNRA

Attention: ANPR

Fort Mason Building 201
San Francisco, Ca
94123

Dear Sir or Madam:

| am writing to you today in response to your request for mput on the leash or offdeash rules for Fort
Funston, | am relatively new to the area and have only been going to Fort Funston for the last year.
During that year | visit the park an average of 1-2 times per week. Every time | have been there |
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 few piaces 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 frips 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 observation is that the dog owners are
very conscience and thoughtful of the responsibilities of tending to their dogs. Fort Funston has been a
place where ) see owners focused on their dogs and appears to strengthen the relationship between
the people | have met and their dogs (it has been said that these outings increase physical and mental

fitness for both the human and the dog).

} 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, | would like to respond with the following:

= lhave 3 large nu\mber of frlends 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 park. Limiting the park to leash-only may provide another
place for people who have a fear of dogs to feel comforiable when they come, but |
believe it is prejudice against the people with dogs that require a large area to go to
play and exercise, | 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 aliows them to be
at a park that it is ok to have their dog off-leash. | would not travel to this park if the
leash law became enforced, and the large number of people | 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 a3 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 such a large percentage of the population. Is this movement a prejudice
against the people who have dogs?

GGNRA012932
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Protecting wildlife and reducing the impact on natural resources is a valuable issue,
we struggle with it as a society every day as we build new developments and create
parks for our use. Wildlife that is in the area co-exists with the park as it is, just as
wildiife has adjusted and moved based on new building developments, The
importance of ensuring that the balance between providing recreation areas for
different activities (dog walking/exercising) 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 utilized and valued for this purpose. At present no one is

- trying to expand the area this occurs in, but just trying to sustain the smalt 0.5% for

the people who go there with their dogs for exercise. ¢

The awareness for the recent dog-mauling 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 | fee! 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
offlimits sections, preserving areas for wildife and environment growth. If it is
appropriate change these sections from year fo year, to ensure that each section
does not get over used.

I hope in some way this Is helpful to your review of the situation and hope that the park will continue to
allow off-leash dogs, as it has for the last 10 years

Sincerely,

Netmah

Deborah Vogt

GGNRA012933
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Attn. ANPR i

-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:

| 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, | go to Crissy Field every weekend with my well-trained, well-behaved dog,
Mandy. A major reason why | 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 | can take advantage of Crissy Field - and fully -
enjoy the beauty of San Francisco because | am able to take Mandy to Crissy Field off-

leash. :

" Itis 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 femnale, 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 ’1

to take place.

There is certainly room and spacg 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 copsideration jn this regard,
Gina Sponzilli
Proud owner of Mandy the do

GGNRA012935
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Atth. ANPR . _
Forte Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA

94123

fax (415) 561-4355

Concerned S.F. Resident

To whom it may concern:

| 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 | go to interact with friends, open space and
friends with dogs. It is a major incentive that | can go to the beach and play with friends’

dogs off-leash and in natural surroundings (off-leash).

Itis 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 and their owners. Whenever I've been

at the beach, | 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 resourc{es at Crissy Field. f

Sincerely,

22
: GGNRA012937
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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:

| am writirig to you regarding the ANPR- and its strong bias against off-leash recreation.
| 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 [ go to interact with friends, open-space and
friends with dogs. It is a major incentive that | can go to the beach and play with friends’

dogs off-leash and in natural surroundings (off-leash).

Itis 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 and their owners. Whenever I've been
at the beach, | 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,

GGNRA012938
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Attn, ANPR X
Forte Mason, Building 201

San Francisco, CA

94123
fax (415) 561-4355

Concemed S.F. Resident

To whom it may concern:

| 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 | go to interact with friends, open space and
friends with dogs. It is a major incentive that | can go:to the beach and play with friends’

dogs off-leash and in natural surroundings (off-leash).

Itis 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 |t’s a Iarge 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 and their owners. Whenever I've been

at the beach, | 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. H

Sincerely,

GGNRA012939
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Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Attn. ANPR ’ -

Forte Mason, Building 201 ) N
San Francisco, CA

94123

fax (415) 561-4355

Concerned S.F. Resident

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to you regarding the ANPR- and its strong bias against off-leash recreation. Ihave
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),

1t 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 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, ' \i

.

GGNRAO012940
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March 12, 2002

GGNRA

ATTN: ANPR

Fort Mason, Building 201
San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear GGNRA, ' K

I am writing to you because I am very concemned about the Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking Document. I believe that it is obvious that there is significant “public will”
to continue off-leash recreation in the GGNRA. I use many of the area’s off-leash 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 which was intended for them too; not just
humans. Off-leash dog walking wasean intended recreational activity when San
Francisco gave its beaches and coastal bluffs the GGNRA.

Turge ydu to consider continuing off-leash activity.

Thank you,
Shirley Fulqui

GGNRA012943
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March 12, 2002
‘I'o Whow [t May Concern,

I had an awlul and frightcning experieiice on Ocean Beach rocently. just a few blocks from v
home. I was held against my will by two armed federal palice in a large, polluting SUV. who demanded
identification and did & background chock on me. (Docs (his sound likc Amcerica?)

My crime? Walking, with three ol my besi fricnds, my dogs, at 9:30 AM on a Sunday morning
when theee was not another soul in sight.

The beach has always been o sanctuary, a place to find a scnsc of peace and freedom. | chose this
location in the Sunsct to buy a housc hecause of its proximity 10 the beach and the park. T need nature
around me.

J have three woll beluived. well tmined dogs two of whom werc rescued from the pound - (wo
very small and shy girls, and onc fricndly. gooly fellow. a seven year old Labrador Retricver who loves the
wilter bul js not interested in chasing othicr animals. We treat the natural cavironment with respect and
clean up.

Thesc arc my closest compunions. They give e more unconditionul love, atention, and lovalty
than any of the peoplc I huve met in my life and 1 return (hese qualities 10 them, Walking with them along
(he ocean is a kind of meditative communion with nature. We gei 10 feel natural, unfeitered. a part of it
all, And. as animals, all shariag the planct, we need this,

The beach was and should be a sanctuary for alf of us,

Sadly. my awful and frighsening experience with armed puards invading my sanctuary has taken
this away from us. The beach is now a fearfol place where my companions and 1 are unable to relix.

Docs our peaceful walking disturb the birds more than lhc loud, smclly SUV’s the Feds ar¢
driving, defacing the sand with tirc tracks”?

San Francisco is not the place it usod to be when | boughl my home. ] am scriously considering
moving and (aking my taxcs (and | pay plenty). my business (J cmploy people), and my family (who spend

" a lot of my money) some place where we are frec (0 enjoy the natural beauty around us.

What happeacd to life, liberty. and the pursuit of happiness? It certainly has not “gone to (he
dops.” Ut’s “for the birds.”

Most Sincerely,

é\-‘ei.\m Roberl. OMD

1573 45th Avenuc
San Francisco, CA 94122 .
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Mike McKenna - ! March 9, 2002
3131 Rivera St. *

San Francisco, CA 94116

415-731-5832

stsmike@gateway.net

Dear members ofthe GGNRA:

We need off leash areas for our dogs. My fiance, our dog and |, 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 large and needs to run. She runs much faster
than either of us and we can't really give her proper exercise on leash.

Visiting 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
aexperience.

We need more off leash areas for our city dogs, both for the dogs and for their
owners. | 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,

——=z" A — e . R
Mike McKenna ‘

GGNRA012946
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Renee LaVallee March 9, 2002
3131 Rivera St.

San Francisco, CA 94116
415-731-5832
reneelavallee@yahoo.com

Dear members of the GGNRA:

Ilove 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
leisurely 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 751b. 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.