        Example Statements for Crissy Field from the GGNRA’s DEIS/Dog 

       Management Plan 

· The document failed to accurately characterize soil compaction issues at Oakwood Valley Trail (compaction was attributed solely to dog walking). The document needs to consider all causes of soil compaction at the trail, including engineered compaction, and other users, including bikers, horses, pedestrians, etc.

· The document failed to provide substantial evidence to its claims that dog waste at Crissy Field is contributing to water quality issues. The document needs to provide localized monitoring and data to back up such claims, or else, if such data does not exist, it should remove the discussion of dog waste as an issue. Moreover, the document mischaracterized how much dog waste is left at Crissy Field; reading the document one has the impression that dog waste is left everywhere. I walk my dog daily at Crissy Field and can attest that the grounds at Crissy Field are very clean and that dog owners who walk their dogs at Crissy Field are extremely responsible about picking up after their dogs. The document needs to more fairly characterize the amount of dog waste at Crissy Field, and therefore the issue of dog waste at Crissy Field.

· The document failed to properly characterize the urban setting of the GGNRA; reading the document one is left with the impression that the GGNRA is a wilderness area, and not the urban parklands of the San Francisco Bay region. The document should better characterize the general setting of the GGNRA, and the level of visitation to the GGNRA.

· The documentation fails to adequately characterize the significant role to human health/wellness that being able to walk and play with dogs. The GGNRA offers unique outdoor recreation resources to urban residents with dogs, and therefore contributes to the health and well-being of local residents. The document needs to acknowledge and describe the important benefits to human health the GGNRA provides to the community.

· The document’s proposal to ban dogs on east beach does not consider access concerns, including restroom access and wheelchair access. The proposal should be modified taking into consideration the needs of all visitors.

· The document fails to consider the intent/wishes of the Hass Family’s grant to Crissy Field. The document should be modified to discuss and consider the intent of the Hass Family’s donation. 

· The document mischaracterizes the level of dog noise and does not properly characterize the soundscape at Crissy Field. The document should fully consider the soundscape at Crissy Field, which in my experience, walking my dog regularly at Crissy Field, may include (depending on day/time of day) construction nose, emergency vehicles, highway traffic, kids yelling, music, crowds, noise from equipment removing trees, etc.

· The document does not provide adequate data support its claims that dog conflicts are a significant issue. In my experience walking my dog almost daily at Crissy Field, I have very rarely witnessed dog conflicts; dogs are generally well trained/controlled. The experiences I almost always witness of dogs at Crissy are experiences of joy and contentment, and not conflict. The document should modify its discussion of dog conflicts to more accurately characterize the issue – which is largely a non-issue.

· The proposal to ban dogs on Crissy Field in order to protect wildlife/sensitive species is not consistent with the regular use of Crissy Field as an event space (e.g. for races/walks, Fleet Week, etc.).The document needs to be modified to present the impacts of dogs in proper context of all other uses of these same spaces.

· The document mischaracterizes dog’s presence in the Wildlife Protection Area (beach at the west end of Crissy Field). In my experience, dog owners are very mindful of not allowing their dogs to enter the WPA, and even remind other dog owners who may inadvertently let their dogs in the WPA that dogs are not allowed during most of the year. The document needs to modify it’s characterization of dog presence in the WPA.

· The document fails to accurately or fully characterize the issue of potential disturbance to wildlife in the WPA. In my experience visiting Crissy Field regularly, there are many users of the WPA that disturb wildlife, including families picnicking, kids running around, kite-boarders, horses. Especially on a sunny weekend day, the WPA is often packed with people enjoying the beach. The document needs to be modified to more fully and accurately describe issues of potential wildlife disturbance at the WPA.

· The preferred alternative proposes that only the west side of Crissy Field be open to dogs. The proposal does not recognize that many events/race activities occur in this area of the field. By limiting dogs to a small area of the Fields, it would be introducing potential conflicts between dog walkers and special event users. The document needs to more fully describe and consider in it’s proposals the multiple uses which occur at Crissy Field.

                   General Comments for the GGNRA’s DEIS/Dog Management Plan from 

                                the Crissy Field Dog Group Workshop, March 1, 2011

The description of the existing management of dog-related activities in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for Action, is inadequate. Fencing and signage are not properly constructed or placed in a manner that allows for an understanding of park rules. Chapter 2, Alternatives, is also inadequate because it fails to consider an alternative that includes adequate fencing, signage, and public education. The EIS should be revised to include an alternative that utilizes feasible management tools to meet the Dog Management Plan objectives while avoiding impacts on the recreational uses of GGNRA lands.

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for Action, is inadequate because it fails to adequately describe the original intent and direction of the charter. The EIS should be revised to properly disclose the fact that the charter was originally intended to provide balanced recreational opportunities for the myriad users of the GGNRA lands.

In Chapter 3, Affected Environment (Section on Visitor Use and Experience), the EIS fails to describe park facilities (and existing accessibility to those facilities) in the areas where dog walking currently occurs. This section should be revised to describe these facilities, including bathrooms and accessibility to trails. In Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences (Section on Visitor Use and Experience), the EIS fails to describe impacts on users, especially mobility-impaired users, of those facilities and currently accessible trails. The EIS should be revised to describe these impacts and commit to mitigation of such impacts.

Chapter 3, Affected Environment, and Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, are both inadequate in that they fail to discuss the competing uses of the GGNRA lands and their impacts. Therefore, impacts related to dog activities are not properly put into context. The EIS should be revised to describe the competing uses of GGNRA lands and describe and evaluate the contribution of dog-related activities in order to justify the Purpose and Need for the Dog Management Plan.

Chapter 3, Affected Environment, and Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, are both inadequate in that they fail to discuss nearby local and regional areas where dogs are allowed on- and off-leash and the impacts on these areas due to the proposed implementation of the Dog Management Plan. These areas will experience indirect impacts with implementation of the Dog Management Plan since dog owners and professional dog walkers will increase their use of these areas as soon as the plan is approved. The EIS should be revised to describe these impacts and commit to mitigation of such impacts.

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, is inadequate because it fails to evaluate the impacts of implementation of the Dog Management Plan that are related to the proposed concentrated use of smaller areas of the GGNRA lands for dog activities. The EIS should be revised to describe these impacts and commit to mitigation of such impacts.

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences (Section on Special-status Species), is inadequate because it fails to provide adequate scientific evidence connecting dog-related activities with impacts on snowy plover populations. The EIS should be revised to include such evidence.

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences (Section on Special-status Species), is inadequate because it fails to disclose and consider the scientific controversy related to the impacts of dogs on wildlife. This failure demonstrates the bias of the EIS authors and should be revised to include this information in order to provide a balanced description of impacts to decision-makers.
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