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NPS-1

United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Fort Mason, San Francisco, California 94123
IN REPLY REFER TO:

L76 (GOGA-PLAN)

OCT 3 1 2011
Mr. Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Depattment
Natura l Areas Management Plan Draft EIR
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94 103
Re: Natura l Areas Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Wycko:
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) has reviewed San Francisco Recreation and Park
Department's (RPD) Natural Areas Management Plan Draft Environmentallmpact Report (DElR). The
National Park Service (NPS) has interest in this management plan because changes are proposed for areas that
lie adjacent to lands managed by GGNRA, and these changes may result in effects or impacts to GGNRA land.
In 2006 GGNRA submitted scoping comments on this plan that mostly focused on Sharp Park and Laguna
Salada. We appreciate the Plan incorporating most of our suggestions. Since 2006, the park has released a Dog
Management Plan Draft EIS, and completed major restoration projects at Mori Point with ongoing restoration
stewardsh ip efforts at this site. In this regard, your management actions at the Sharp Park natural area are of
great interest to the NPS, as this natural area is within GGNRA's legislative boundary.
Also, reflected in our attached comments are concerns regarding Dog P lay Areas (DPA's). RPD expressed
many concerns regard ing GGNRA's Draft Dog Management Plan and how the plan may affect DPA's. Given
RPD 's interest and concerns, we would have welcomed collaborative discussions during development of the
DEIR regarding this area of mutual concern.
Thank you for the opp01tunity to comment. We encourage RPD to closely coordinate activities on natural areas
that are adjacent to NPS lands as the plan moves towards completion and adoption. lfyou have questions or
flllther clarification regard ing our comments please contact GGNRA Planning Division Chief Nancy Hornor at
(4 15) 561-4937.

Frank Dean
General Superintendent

Enclosures ( 1): GGNRA Comments on RPD Significant Natural Areas Management Plan DETR
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NPS-1

GGNRA Comments on SNRAMP DEIR (Aug. 201 1)

GGNRA Comments on San Francisco's Significant Natu ral Areas Management Plan

General Comments
Plan Objectives (pg. 84): We suggest adding an objective that the RPD will coordinate management
actions with adjacent open space managers so that habitat restoration work can be maximized over a larger
area.
Maximum Recreation Alternative (pg. 498): P lease clarify the sentence under "Recreation": "However,
under this alternative, Natural Areas Program staff would continue routine maintenance, which would
ensure that lhe physical deterioration of recreation facilities (trails, DPAs, and other facilities) would not
be substantially degraded." Erosion Control - Mitigation measures should include a requirement that
erosion control materials be certified weed free, and when possible, certified wheat free. We also suggest
that any erosion and sedimentation control materials, such as wattles, not be made of anything but natural
fiber. We suggest that plastic mono-filament or biodegradable plastics not be used for erosion control
where frogs or snakes may become entangled or trapped in it.
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Dog P lay Areas (DP As)
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Pg. 33, 301: rt would be helpful to provide further details on what the process would be to
document adverse affects in DPA 'sand what the· order of steps would be to address impacts,
especially prior to a decision to discontinue a DPA. n.

Pg. I 05. II 0. 262: Further explanation is needed as to why no more DPAs may be planned. Since
direction on this point dates to 2006, we suggest that this decision be revisited within RPD areas especially
g iven SF concerns regarding impacts on existing SF DPAs due to GGNRA draft dog management plan.
Proposed reductions in SF DPAs could increase pressure and impact on remaining dog areas.
Lake Merced DPA Cpg. 136. 305-306): It would be helpful to our dog management planning for NPS to
receive the report of data gathered(# of dogs/incidences of disturbance) on disturbance to breeding birds at
Lake Merced DPA that led to the proposal to close this DPA.
Pg. 252: We would appreciate receiving any user data collected in preparation of this draft EIR that
underlies the statement that the natural areas support a "substantial amount of outdoor recreation". The
City submitted comments on the GGNRA Dog Management Plan/ DEIS asking that we consider theredistributional effects of closing areas, and noted that the City would provide visitor information to this
effect. User data that documents the number of visitors (and dog walkers) currently using these areas will
help us address this comment. Pg. 262, 346, 440 - Has any data been gathered to support the impacts on
other DPAs and adjacent lands due to the proposed reductions of DPAs, together with the actions proposed
in the draft GGNRA Dog Management Plan? If so, it would be helpful to share this information with
GGNRA.
Lake Merced DPA (pg. 443): GGNRA would appreciate receiving any Lake Merced DPA visitor use data,
4 referenced in the summary of increase in traffic being "minimal" as a result of this DPA closure. ·
General Comment (pg. 443): Please correct description of acreage open to dog walking at Funston; 200
acres is not a correct figure. P lease contact Shirwin Smith of my staff at 561 -4947 for a correct acreage
fi gure.
Pg's 470,484,498: GGNRA would appreciate receiving any data that documents how implementation of
the GGNRA Dog Management Plan would result in significant and unavoidable impacts from deterioration
ofthe DPAs.
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GGNRA Comments on SNRAMP DEIR (Aug. 2011)
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General Comment: GGNRA is instituting a survey this fall to evaluate potential for redistribution onto
other areas both within and outside the park resulting from implementation of the dog management plan
and will share that those survey results with RPD.
Sharp Park
General Comment : We are unable to find any information in the DEIR as to how management of the golf
course regarding threatened and endangered species is linked with what is proposed in the document (e.g.,
mowing).
General Comment : We are pleased to see that signage, in addition to fencing, is being recommended to
protect sensitive wetlands.
General Comment (Laguna Salada): We suggest that the plan clearly identifya long-term, sustainable
so lution of wetland protection and restoration that addresses rising salinity, sustainability of the seawall,
and the issues associated with the pumping.
General Description (pg. 143): There is a statement that makes reference to the Mori Point site being
recently acqu ired. The property was acquired by the NPS in 2004 and has undergone major restoration
efforts, including efforts to enhance habitat for the San Francisco Garter Snake and California Red-Legged
Frog.
Sharp Park Restoration Cpg. I 03): We suggest changing the language on the following statement:
"Fo llowing completion of each season's restoration activities (anticipated between May 1 and October 15),
those staging and storage areas that are not permanently modified would be scarified, re-contoured, and
hydro-seeded with native vegetation to approximate their pre-disturbance condition." We recommend
changing the language to state "those staging and storage areas that are not permanently modi fled (or
identified as staging areas for near-future approved projects) would be scarified ... " It doesn't seem
appropriate to commit resources re-vegetating an area that will be disturbed in the fo llowing project
season.
SP-3a Recommended Management Action (pg. 144): We recommend this management action be applied
based on vegetation type. For example, branches/logs that are contaminated with some invasive species
(such as invaded with ripe seeds, cape ivy, untreated (chemically) eucalyptus trees, etc.) should not be
retained.
SP-4b Recommended Management Action (pg. 145): We suggest maintaining low vegetation in these
upland mounds to allow fo.r sufficient sun exposure, possibly by including some boulders or similar
substrate that wouldn't support vegetation growth .
SP-8a Recommended Management Action (pg. 145): We recommend including language about working
with golf course staff to reduce chemical (fertilizer/herbicide) use to the minimum r~qu i red and to use
chemicals appropriate for areas adjacent to endangered species habitat.
.
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CCC-1

Bock, John
Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Wednesday, November 16,2011 3 :1 4PM
Bock, John; Sarah.B.Jones@sfgov.org; LisaWayne@sfgov.org; Lisa.Beyer@sfgov.org;
Karen. Mauney-Bro dek@sfgov.org
Fw: Comments DEIR SF Natural Resource Areas Management

From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018/ Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
-- --- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/16/201103:14 PM----"Renee Ananda"
<rananda @coasta I.
ca.gov>
To
<jessica. range@ sfgov .org>

11/16/201102:57

cc

PM
Subject
Comments DEIR SF Natural Resource
Areas Management

Dear Ms. Range (Jessica),
Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with comments on the Draft EIR for the City of San Francisco' s Significant
Natural Resource Areas Management Plan. We understand that this CEOA document is programmatic.
It does, however, contain a project-specific analysis for the proposed restoration of Sharp Park in Pacifica. I've also
included a comment regarding Lake Merced.
SHARP PARK
Sharp Park is located within the Coastal Zone and the proposed restoration is located within an area under the Coastal
Commission's (Commission) retained jurisdiction. A Coastal Development Permit (COP), therefore, would be required
from the Commission in order to implement the proposed restoration project. Please note that the comments below
are preliminary and that Commission staff expects to conduct a more in-depth review/evaluation of the proposed
project as part of the COP application process.
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01
[

Dredging of wetlands where there is no feasible, less environmentally-damaging alternative and where feasible
mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects is permitted for restoration
purposes, pursuant to Section 30233 of the Coastal Act.
The City will need to provide supporting analysis/evidence and documentation that the City's proposal is indeed the
least environmentally-damaging alternative for restoration of the site.
Proposed project activities, from the perspective of the Coastal Act, should not result in the filling of wetlands, as
defined under the Section
30121 of the Coastal Act, or mowing of wetland vegetation. Additionally, there should not be significant modifications
of wetland hydrology. The City will be required to ensure that all wetlands are correctly delineated according to Coastal
Act Section 30121 and Section 13577 of the Administrative Regulations. Potential impacts to wetlands and other
significant coastal resources must be clearly identified along with appropriate measures to mitigate those impacts.

02

03
[

The City's environmental impact review should include data and analyses of coastal resource impacts associated with: a)
sediment and water quality; b) wetland hydrology; and c) de-watering activities. Impacts should be evaluated for all
phases of the proposed project, i.e., during construction and after construction. This information, additionally, will be
needed for evaluation of the City' s COP application.
LAKE MERCED

04
[

lake Merced is located within the Coastal Zone. The DEIR correctly identifies the City of San Francisco as the agency
responsible for issuing a COP for any projects located within 100 feet of the lake. It should be additionally noted that the
City's final action on a CDP is appealable to the Coastal Commission. Additionally, the open waters of the lake are under
the retained jurisdiction of the Coastal Commission. Any proposal that involves that area requires a CDP from the
Commission.
Please feel free to contact me if you have questions regarding these comments. I can be contacted at
rananda@coastal.ca.gov or by phone at 415-904-5267.
Sincerely,
Renee Ananda, Coastal Program Analyst

The Planning Department will have reduced services available the day before Thanksgiving and will be closed during the
regularly observed legal holidays Thursday & Friday November 24-2S, 2011. On Wednesday November 23rd only the
Planning Information Center (PIC), located on the 1st floor of 1660 Mission Street, will be open for normal business
hours.
Please note that the PIC will have reduced staffing on this day. The. PIC phone number is (415) 558-6377. The Planning
Department will resume full services on November 28, 2011.

============
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NAHC-1

Edm und G Brgwp Jr Gpycrnor

STATE OF CA LIFORNIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
(916) 653-4082
(916) 657-5390 - Fax

RECEIVED
September 7, 2011

Jessica Range
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 941 03

RE :

SEP o9 2011
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
MEl\

SCH# 2009042102 Natural Areas Management Plan; San Francisco/San Mateo Counties

Dear Ms. Range:
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the Notice of Completion (NOC) referenced above. The
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an historical resource, which indudes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the preparation of an EIR
(CEQA Guidelines 15064(b)). To comply with this provision the lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have
an adverse impact on historical resources within the area of project effect (APE), and if so to mitigate that effect. To adequately
assess and mitigate project-related impacts to archaeological resources, the NAHC recommends the following actions:
-"

./

01

./

-"

Contact the appropriate regional archaeological Information Center for a record search. The record search will determine:
If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.
If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE .
If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.
If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing the
findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately
to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and
associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for public
disdosure.
The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.
Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:
A Sacred lands File Check. . USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle name, township. range and section required.
A list of appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist in the
mitigation measures. Native Ame rican Contacts List attached.
lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.
Lead agencies should indude in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of accidentally
discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of
identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with
knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.
lead agencies should indude provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their mitigation plan.
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the
process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a
dedicated cemetery.

Sincerely, ~

K~hez~

Program Analyst
(916) 653-4040
cc: State Clearinghouse
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Native American Contact List
San Francisco and San Mateo Counties
September 7, 2011

Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan
Ann Marie Sayers, Chairperson
Ohlone/Costanoan
P.O. Box 28
Hollister
• CA 95024
ams@lndlancanyon.org
831 ·637·4238

Jakki Kehl
720 North 2nd Street
Patterson
• CA 95363
jakki@bigvalley.net
(209) 892·1060

Ohlone/Costanoan

Trina Marine Ruano Family
Ramona Garibay, Representative
30940 Watkins Street
Ohlone/Costanoan
Union City • CA 94587
Bay Miwok
soaprootmo@msn.com
Plains Miwok
51 0·972-0645-home
Patwin
209-688-4753-cell
Amah/MutsunTribal Band
Irene Zwierlein, Chairperson
789 Canada Road
Ohlone/Costanoan
Woodside
• CA 94062
amah_mutsun@yahoo.com
(650) 851-7747 · Home
(650) 851-7489 - Fax

Amah!Mutsun Tribal Band
Joseph Mondragon, Tribal Administrator
882 Bay view Avenue
Ohlone/Costanoan
Pacific Grove. CA 94062
831 ·372·9015
831·372-7078 • fax

Amah!Mutsun Tribal Band
Melvin Ketchum Ill, Environmental Coordinator
7273 Rosanna Street
Ohlone/Costanoan
Gilroy
, CA 95020
408-842-3220

M uwekma OhiOOO Indian Tribe of the SF Bay Area

Rosemary Cambra, Chairperson
2574 Seaboard Avenue
Ohlone 1 Costanoan
San Jose
• CA 95131
muwekma@muwekma.org

408-205-9714
510·581 -5194
Amah/MutsunTribal Band
Jean-Marie Feyling
19350 Hunter Court
Redding
, CA 96003
)mfgmc@sbcglobal.net
530-243-1633

Ohlone/Costanoan

Th'- 1'-t '- current only as of the date of th'- document.
Oltltributlon of th'- 1'-t does not ret lew any person of the statut<><y responsibility • defined In SKtlon 7050.5 of the Health and Sat.ty Code,
Section 50t7.M of the Public Resources Code and Section 50t7.t8 of the Public Resources Code.

This 1'-t Ia only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to c ultural resources for the pn>poaed
SCHI 2009042102 Natural Are• Management Plan; San Francisco/San Mateo Countles.
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Native American Contact List
San Francisco and San Mateo Counties
September 7, 2011

The Ohlone Indian Tribe
Andrew Galvan
PO Box 3152
Fremont
, CA 94539
chochenyo@ AOL.com
(51 O) 882-0527 - Cell
(510) 687-9393- Fax

Linda G. Yamane
1585 Mira Mar Ave
Seaside
, CA 93955
rumsien123@yahoo.com
831-394-5915

Ohlone/Costanoan
Bay Miwok
Plains Miwok
Patwin

Ohlone/Costanaon

This list is current ooly as of the date of this document.
Dlatributlon of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory respOf'ISibillty as defined In Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
Section 6097.94 of the Public ReaO<Jrcea Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.
This list Is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
SCHt 2009042102 Naturel Areas Management Plan; San Francisco/San Mateo Counties.
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OPR-1

S T A T E OF C A L I F 0 R N I A

Governor 's Office of P lan ning a n d Research
State Cl earinghouse and P lann ing Unit

RECEIVED

Edmund G. Brown Jr.

Governor
October 18, 20 II

(-:~
·~·
Ken Alex
Director

OCT J 7 2D11
CITY &COUNTY OF S F
l'lANNING DEPARTMENT ' .
M F.A

Jessica Range
City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Subject: Natural Areas Management Plan
SCH#: 2009042102
Dear Jessica Range:

01 [

The SUite Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the sUite agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on October 17, 20 I I, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. Jf this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in furure
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.
Please note that Section 21104{c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

-

"A responsible or other public agency shaU only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which arc within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
Tequired to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shaU be supported by
specific documentlltion."

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your fmal environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification ofthe enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

01 [
(Cont.)

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
. State Clearinghouse at (9 16) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review
process.

r,--

con Morgan
Director, SUite Clearinghouse
Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400. TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-8044
TEL (916) 446-0618 FAX (916) 323-8018 www.opr.ea.gov
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency
Type
Description

2009042102
Natural Areas Management Plan
San Francisco, City and County of
EIR

Draft EIR

The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department developed a Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan to guide the management activities of the Natural Areas Program. The Natural
Areas Program was created to protect and manage Natural Areas (fragments of unique plant and
animal habitats) for the natural and human values they provide. The plan contains detailed information
on the biology, geology, and trails within 31 Natural Areas. 30 of which are in San Francisco and one
(Sharp Parki is in Pacifica. The plan is intended to guide natural resource protection , habitat
restoration, trail and access improvements, other capital projects, and maintenance activities over the
next 20 years. The proposed project is implementation of the plan.

Lead Agency Contact
Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Jessica Range
City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department

(415) 575-9018

Fax

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco

State CA

Zip 94103

Project Location
County
City
Region
Latl Long
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

San Francisco, San Mateo
San Francisco, Pacifica

Range

Section

Base

'Preximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use
Project Issues

Reviewing
Agencies

Date Received

Hwy 1

San Francisco Bay. Pacific Ocean. Laguna Salada. etc.
numerous
Land use is recreational, sites designated as open space and/or public.
AestheticNisual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologlc-Historic; Biological Resources; Coastal
Zone; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding ; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Recreation/Parks; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply;
WeUand/Riparian: Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects
Resources Agency; California Coastal Commission: Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Office of
Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission: Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans,
District 4; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Department of Toxic Substances Control ;
Native American Heritage Commission

09/01/2011

Start of Review 09/01 /2011

End of Review 10/17/2011

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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OPR-1

STAJE OF CAbJfOANlA

Edmtc!d 9 Brow-g

4r

Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL. ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814
(916) 653-4082
(916) 657-5390. Fax

RECEIVED
September 7, 2011

SEP - 9 2011

Jessica Range
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission S treet, Su"e 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE:

~~~~TF C'LEAR ING HOUSE

SCH# 2009042102 Natural Areas Management Plan; San Francisco/San Mateo Counties

Dear Ms. Range :
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the Notice of Completion (NOC) referenced above. The
CaUfomla Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an historical resource, which indudes archeological resources. is a signifiCant effect requiring the preparation of an EIR
(CEQA Guidelines 15064(b)). To comply with this provision the lead agency is required to assess whether the project w ill have
an adverse impact on historical resources within the area of project effect (APE). and if so to mitigate that effect. To adequately
assess and mitigate piJ)ject-i'elated impacts to ardlaeological resources, the NAHC recommends the following actions:
../

../

../

./

Contact the appropriate regional archaeological Information Center for a record search. The record seardl will determine:
If a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.
If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
If the probabH~ is low, moderate. or high that cultural resources are located In the APE.
If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present
If an ardlaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detamng the
findings and recommendation& of the records search and field survey.
The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately
to the planning department. AD information regarding site locations. Native American human remains, and
associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum. and not be made avaUable for public
disclosure.
The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after wol1\ has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.
Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:
A Sacred Lands File Check. . USGS 7.5 minute quadrangle name. townsh ip. range and section !'llguired.
A list of appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist in the
mHigatlon measures. Native American Contacts List attached •
Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.
Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the Identification and evaluation of accidentally
discovered archeological resources. per California Environmental Quality Act (CECA) §15064.5(1). In areas of
Identified archaeological sensitiv~. a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native American, with
knowledge in cultural resources. should monilor all ground-disturbing activities.
Lead agencies should include in their m~igation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts. in
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans .
Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains In their mitigation plan.
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and PubliC Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the
process to be foDowed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains In a location other than a
dedicated cemetery.

Sincerely,

Katy Sanchez
Program Analyst
(g16)65~040

cc: State Clearinghouse
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BAAQMD-1

Jeanie
Poling/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc

10/20/201111:10AM

bee
Subject Fw: SNRAMP

History:

~

This message has been forwarded.

----Forwarded by Jeanie Poling/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/20/2011 11:12 AM----Christine Holmes
<cholmes@baaqmd.gov>

To "jeanie.poling@sfgov.org" <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>

10/1 7/2011 11:41 AM

cc
Subject SNRAMP

Dear City/County of SF,

01

I would like to voice my strong support for the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management
Plan. Pollution, habitat loss and fragmentation, and invasive species all make it difficult for
native plants and animals to survive in the city. The remaining remnants of grasslands, coast
scrub, oak woodlands, riparian areas, and salt marshes in natural areas throughout San
Francisco must be maintained and expanded in order to preserve the bio-diversity which is San
Francisco's most important natural element.
Thank you,
Christine Holmes
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Human Resources Analyst I Human Resources Office
939 Ellis Street I San Francisco, CA 94 l 09
Office: 415.749.4938 I Fax: 415.749.4992
cholmes@baagmd.gov I www.baagmd.gov
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City of Pacifica-1

MAYOR

Mary Ann Nihart

CITY HALL
170 Santa Maria Avenue • Pacifica, California 94044-2506
www.cityofpacifica.org

RECEIVED
CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE
TEL {650) 738-7301
FAX {650) 359 6038

October 26, 2011

CITY ATTORNEY
TEL {650) 738-7409
FAX {650) 359 8947

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

CITY CU:RK
TEL {650) 738·7301
FAX {650)359 6038

MAYOR PRO TEM
Peter DeJarnatt
COUNCIL
Sue Oigre
James M. Vreeland, Jr.
Len Stone

OCT 2 a 2011
OF S F
CITYPlANNING
&COUNTY
.
OEPART~Nf

Me 4

CITY COUNCIL
TEL (6501738-7301
FAX (650) 359·6038

FINANCE
TEL (650) 738-7392
FAX (650)738-7411
FIRE ADMINISTRATION
TEL (650) 991·8138
FAX {650)991-8090
HUMAN ~ESOU R W
TEL {650)138-7303
FAX (650) 359-6038
PARKS, 8EA04ES I.
RECREATION
TEL (650) 738-7381
FAX (650) 738-2165

PlANNING
TEL. (650) 738-7341
FAX (650) 359-5807
• &ulkllnc
TEL {650) 738-7344
• Code Enforcement
TEL {650)738-7341
POLICE DEPARTMENT
TEL (650) 738-7314
FAX (650) 355· 1172
PU8UC WORKS

01

TEL. (650) 738·3760
FAX (650) 738 9747
• Enclneerina
TEL (650)738-3767
FAX (650) 738-3003
• Field Services
TEL (650) 738-3760
FAX (650) 738-9747

RE: DEIR for SNRAMP Project (2005.1912E)
Dear Mr. Wycko:
This comment letter on the Environmental Report for the Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan is submitted on behalf of the City of Pacifica.
One of the natural areas covered by the report is Sharp Park which is located in
the City of Pacifica.
The City was asked by concerned residents to comment on the City/County of San
Francisco's Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP) which includes Sharp Park. The
request came from those who have a concern about the impact of tree removal on
drainage and the potential increase in mosquitoes due to increased size of the
lagoon. These items are part of the SNRAMP that will be implemented at Sharp
Park.
Based on staff research the City Council determined that the report addressed the
concerns raised and that the concerns will be alleviated by the actions proposed to
be included as a part of the SNRAMP. The City of Pacifica appreciates the work
that
San Francisco put into the DEIR, particularly in addressing the concerns that
[
had been raised regarding management plan work proposed for Sharp Park.
Pacifica considers Sharp Park an important part of the community and believes
that its natural areas and golf course are a part of what make Pacifica a pleasant
community in which to live and recreate. We support the City of San Francisco's
efforts to develop a plan to manage this most important resource for both
communities.

Path of Portola 1769 • San Francisco Bay Discovery Site
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Comment letter to Bill Wycko re DEIR for SNRAMP
October 26, 2011
Page2

The City of Pacifica wil l continue to be a partner with San Francisco in moving forward the work ca lled
for in the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan and in the preservation of the Sharp
Park Golf Course. This is an important resource that is shared by the two cities as well as the rest of
San Mateo County.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan.
Sincerely,

Mary Ann Nihart
Mayor
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SAN FRANC ISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1650 MlssiO<l St.

September 26, 2011

Su~e 400

San Francisco.
CA 94103·2479

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, 4'., Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Reception:

415.558.6378
Fax:

415.558.6409
Planning
lnfonnation:

Dear Mr. Wycko,

415.558.6377

On September 21, 2011, the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) held a public hearing and
took public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEfR) for the proposed
Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan. After discussion, the HPC arrived at the
comments below:
The HPC did not have con!;ensus on the historical integrity of the Sharp Park Golf
Course. Some commissioners thought that the property does not retain sufficient
integrity to convey the property's historical significance per the National Register of
Historic Places and/or California Register of Historical Resources, while others
thought that the property does retain sufficient integrity.

01

02

The HPC suggest that the mitigation measure deso·ibed in M-CP-1 (Page lt) should
be modified to specify that the future historic resource evaluations should be
com pleted by a qualified professiona l landscape architectural hi storian.

03

TI1e HPC suggests that the mitigation measure described in M-CP-7 (Page 13) should
be modified to specify ·t hat a qualified professional landscape architectural historian
should be retained to document the c;ulturallandscape.
The HPC St1ggests that implementation of the Sharp Park restoration activity to
const:\1Jct a post and ra il fence along the seawall of the golf cout-se descdbed in I-CP· 8
(Page 14) would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the Sharp
Park Coif Course.

04

The HPC also commented that it is likely that future projects involving federal
permitting or nmding will be reviewed and commented on by the Commission a~
part oHhe National Env ironmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.

05

The HPC appn!ciatesthe opportu ni·t yto participate in review of this environmenta l doOJment.
Sincerely,

/~~~
Chaxles 01ase, President
Historic Preservation Commission

www.sfplanning.org
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Bay Area Golf Club of Northern California
Nathaniel Jackson, President

~

407 Monticello Street, San Francisco, CA 94127
Telephone 415-407-7675 • Email: Njackson352@comcast.net

October 5, 20 11

Congresswoman Jackie Speier
District Office
400 So. El Camino Real, #750
San Mateo, CA 94402
Hon. Ed Lee, Mayor
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 200
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl.
San Francisco, CA. 94104
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
David Chiu, President
Supervisor Sean Elsbernd
City Hall, Room 244
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl.
San Francisco, CA. 94104
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Carole Groom, President
400 County Center
Redwood City, CA. 94063
Hon. Mary Ann Nihart, Mayor
Members of the City Council
City of Pacifica
170 Santa Maria Ave.
Pacifica, CA. 94044

BAY AREA GOLF CLUB SUPPORTS SHARP PARK GOLF COURSE
Dear Congresswoman Speier, Mayors Lee and Nihart,
And San Francisco and San Mateo County Supervisors,
Sharp Park is well-known as "the People's Golf Course," a public course
where racial minorities, retired seniors, school children; working men and women, and
these days even the unemployed can play golf. Because of its
modest fees, all of these groups play golf in Large numbers at Sharp Park.
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The Bay Area Golf Club represents such golfers. We are a mostly AfricanAmerican club, fonned in 1954 and based in San Francisco. We are a founding member
club of the Western States Golf Association, one of America's oldest African-American
golf organizations.
We were the host club for Western States' inaugural championship
tournament in 1955, where the founding member clubs met and played golf together for
the first time. That tournament was held at Sharp Park.

It is significant that Sharp Park was built by history' s greatest golf
architect, Alister MacKenzie. Most of MacKenzie's courses - including the most famous
ones like Augusta National- the site of the annual Masters Tournament, and Cypress
Point - are private and inaccessible to common people.
Sharp Park is part ofSan Francisco' s egalitarian tradition of providing
great classical architecture for its public places. This is the spirit of San Francisco' s City
Hall, with its golden cupola and soaring dome inspired by Michaelangelo' s St. Peter' s
Basilica in Rome. This great public architecture is San Francisco' s way of showing
respect to its citizens, to help them respect themselves.
Our members, and all who play golf at Sharp Park know of its Alister
MacKenzie heritage. It is important to them. If San Francisco were to destroy this golf
course, the city would be telling our members and those other minority and working-class
golfers that the city does not respect or care about them.
The tradition of African-American golf continues at Sharp Park. For over
20 years, Sharp Park has been the home of the annual Senior Swingers tournament, a
largely but not exclusively African-American golf event to raise money for the Western
Addition Senior Center. The tournament's founder, Riley Jameison, is an AfricanAmerican golf pioneer, now over 90 years old, who joined the fight in the early 1950's
against racial discrimination on the old Professional Golfers Association golf tour.
Today, Bay Area Golf Club members support the First Tee, which has a
golf driving range and operates youth sports programs at the Visitation Valley Middle
School in the Sunnydale neighborhood.

01

For these reasons, we thank you for your efforts to preserve the historic
Alister MacKenzie golf course at Sharp Park. And we urge you to resist those who
[ wouJd destroy it.
Very truly yours,

rfadrt-JLC?
-4-9-?
~~sident

Nathaniel
Bay Area Golf Club ofNorthem California
cc: Willie L. Brown, Jr.
2
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~
~p..NDo~
DUNES

RECEIVED
SEP 2 6 lUl l
CITYPlANNING
& COUNTY OF S.F
DEPARTMENT
!.II' •

September 22, 2011

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: Sharp Park Golf Course
To Whom It May Concern:

01

[

I am writing to express my complete and enthusiastic support for designating the incomparable Sharp
Park Golf Course a •historical resource: Its architect, Alister MacKenzie, is one of the great masters of
the 700 year old craft and Sharp Park is one of his masterpieces. It is truly a work of living art. As the
owner of two golf resorts, Bandon Dunes in Bandon, Oregon and Cabot links In Nova Scotia, I have a
very strong opinion that Sharp Park should not only be preserved but maint ained to the very highest
standard.
Sincerely,

'

Michael L. Keiser
MLK/ml
cc: Richard Harris

c/o M•ke Ke•scr

2450 N

Round Lake Dnve
Bandon, Oregon 97411
www.bandondunesgolf.com
541/3~7-4380 • 541/347-8161 fax

l.akl'Vll'W

Ch•ca~o.lllino•~ 60614

773/348·6410 . m/929·7123 fax
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CoUNCIL OF ARMENIAN A!VfERICAN 0RGAN17fi"ll0NS OF NORTHERN CAIJFORNIA
/ ,
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825 BROTHERHOOD WAY, SAN l'RANC!SCO, CALIFORNIA 941 32

·PHON~: (415) 749-1 750

t
'/~

BOARD Of DIRECTORS
C11,11~MA:>
Clt;\KI.C. t\ . 1',\.\t.: E~ t\N

V IC!: CIIAIRMAN
AN1'fV\Nt..: ( sN(:t'Z.

Thi:ASII~~R

October 5, 2011
Mr. BiiiWycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

1'1\YA~ At;f'-'\81\S

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report

RIX'ORPINt; Sr.CRr.TAR\'

Dear Mr. Wycko:

RECEIVEr.>
UCl

l i i.·;

C!TY & COUNTY OFS
!'IJ\NNING DEPAAT~<ftl l
M"A

.

11 ,\l~o.: HA(~ IIO.w:.Mat\"11

01

co~ 10:~1\WPIN,; s1:c~ 1 :rARI'
"~' YtNI·K'\"'"'"

We believe that the Draft Environmental Impact Report for SNRAMP is an adequate,
accurate and complete review of the plan.

AOVISORS

It considers a broad range of potential impacts to our City's resources and proposes
feasible mitigation measures to address impacts where possible.
The EIR looks at a range of alternatives and discusses the potential impacts for both
natural and recreational amenities of the City's Natural Areas.

l.t\'ON ISH!\(:

02

Jxt;,\1. A nv•s~~R
I'Al'l T,\t ~ R~SAR ... I~$1A!\", t:.-:~.
HONl) R.~ \' Ml:t.·lllf.RS
t:tlWARili\SLANii\:00:
ARCI IRISII~ll' :\Kt.<.; SI IIR\'Af\'L\ N
Rrv. j,\.\l~ K li".l li: IA~

rAtll. '1\'l't•S,U:~ t.SSIAN, t:.~.

Al lMII'STRi\TIVI: SU £T()RT

In Summary,
We feel :
• It is an innovative management plan to safeguard our City's Natural Areas.
• Implementation of the Plan will help prevent the local extinction of plants and
animals, improve habitat for wildlife, increase safety, and improve access and
recreational use in Natural Areas.
• It provides clear direction to the City on how to prioritize management and
restoration of our Natural Areas.
• The Plan is the most cost effective method for managing our resources and
protecting these areas for future generations.

~lnoo,.ly,
(

~

C>~~ ./~·.P.J

c'tiannl'i!skerian
Chairman

An:ll Ht~nt;.~IAN

Mi:MBER 0RGANIZA110NS: AIV\~AT ARMI:NIAN S..~IET\', ARM£:-IIA" A.\\t"IL',\N Crrl7f.NS' l.1:A<:1 · r., M.\\F.NIAN Mst:~1KI.Y t)f A.\ 11:~1<'.1 BA\' A"CA RI:Gic)~,, ..,
A~:Mr.~IAN ClltiRl'H Y l'lOII 0•<'•\NIZMION. Sr. JOliN & Sr. V AI:T.t:>:, AR.\11::-<IA:>: O r.l ltX'IV\Tir LtA<;ur., A•.lll:~w< Gr.:o~t:IVIL B~:~•r.vc)LCNT U:<ION • 0,\KLA.~n,
SAN F~A;o.JCI.'\oc..\."', StuO"'N
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A

V-:E;.:R. ""'S_I~T"Y" _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

_9E N_l E R_tor B I 0 LOG ICAL D 1

October 31,2011

Sent Via Email to bill. wycko@sjgov.org
Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
bill.wycko@sfgov.org

RE: Significant Nlltw·al Resource Areas Management Plan DEIR
Dear Mr. Wycko,
'TI1e Center for Biological Diversity ("Center") submits the following comments on the draft ElR
for San Francisco's Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan. TI1e Center for
Biological Diversity is a national nonprofit conservation organization with more than 320,000
members and supp01ters dedicated to protecting endangered species and wild places. 'The Center
has been advocating for endangered species and restoration of natural areas in the San Francisco
Bay Area since 1998. Our organization has been extensively involved in efforts to restore Sharp
Park and end San Francisco's mismanagement and illegal hann to endangered species at this site.

01

02

[

In general, we support the goals ofthe Natural Areas Plan which promote ecological restoration,
community stewardship and sustainable management of San Francisco's natural areas. However,
the Natural Areas Plan is severely flawed due to inclusion of a poison pill in the fonn of a sham
"restoration" plan for Sharp Park. TI1e Sharp Park element of the plan is at odds with the best
available science on impacts of the golf course, it ignores the recommendations of the only peerreviewed restoration plan for Sharp Park and it proposes further illegal impacts to endangered
species at the site. Sharp Park should be removed ti·OJn the Natural Areas J>Jan.

It is shameful that San Francisco has put the restoration of all of the City's natural areas in
jeopardy by including a knowingly controversial and objectionable Sharp Park project which has
been discredited by independent scientists, restoration experts and dozens of San Francisco
conservation and community groups. We question why San Francisco would include a Sharp
Park element that would likely drive San Francisco's namesake species, the San Francisco garter
snake, toward eA1inction- all to promote an unsustainable, money-losing golf course.
If San Francisco approves and attempts to implement the proposed Natm·al Areas Plan
with the sham Sharp Park " restoration" element, it willr·esult in additional litigation
against the City for illegal and UJUlecessary degradation of endangered species habitat.

Arizona • California • Nevada • New Mexico • Alaska • Oregon • Montana • Illinois • Minnesot<I • Vermont • Washington, DC

Jett Miller, Conservation Advocate • 351 Ca li fornia St., Suite 60C • Sa n Francisco , CA 94104
Phone: 4 15·669 -735 7 • Fax: 415·436·9683 • jmiller@biologicaldiversity.crg
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We find it curious that the Sharp Park element of the Natural Areas Plan ignores ongoing
violations of the Endangered Species Act resulting from golf course activities such as water
pumping from wetlands and mowing that are harming endangered San Francisco garter snakes
and California red-legged frogs. The Natural Areas Plan ignores the current litigation against San
Francisco for continuing illegal activities at Sharp Park without an approved habitat conservation
plan or legal permits under the Endangered Species Act. The Natural Areas Plan ignores the
pending San Francisco Board of Supervisors vote on legislation to repurpose the golf course and
transition management to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area.
The Natural Areas Plan ignores the conclusions and recommendations ofleading scientific
experts on endangered species and wetlands restoration, who contend that the Park Department's
proposed golf course activities impair the long-term survival and recovery of endangered species
at the site, and that the Parks Department's alleged compliance plan is not being followed and is
unworkable. The Natural Areas Plan ignores the only peer-reviewed science on alternatives for
managing Sharp Park, Conceptual Ecosystem Restoration Plan and Feasibility Assessment:
Laguna Salada, Pacifica, California (ESA-PWA 2011). The peer-reviewed report demonstrates
that the best option for protecting and restoring endangered species at Sharp Park is removing the
golf course and restoring the functions and natural processes of the lagoon and surrounding
wetlands; and that removing the golf course to restore habitat to the east of the lagoon is essential
for the long-term sustainability of endangered species found on the site. This approach would
also be the most cost-effective option and provide the best flood protection for neighbors against
sea-level rise and coastal storm events.

02 cont.

The Sharp Park element of the Natural Areas Plan proposes numerous unnecessary,
controversial, discredited, illegal and ecologically damaging projects such as: dredging Laguna
Salada and other wetlands with a backhoe; continuing an illegal water pumping and management
regime; filling in 5.5 acres of existing wetlands; de-watering endangered species habitat; and
removing and evicting endangered species from Sharp Park to Mori Point, an activity that is
extremely unlikely to be permitted by state and federal regulators and is illegal without proper
permits. The Sharp Park element proposes perpetuating the very illegal management activities
that kill and harm endangered species and have resulted in the current litigation against San
Francisco.

03

04

[
[

The "restoration" projects proposed in the Sharp Park element elements are not based on any
credible science and fly in the face of recommendations from experts on endangered species and
wetlands restoration. The proposed pre-activity surveys, worker education program, biological
monitoring and illegal relocation of individual endangered species do not in any way adequately
mitigate for impacts. The only proposed management actions for Sharp Park we support are
those dealing with controlling invasive species, reintroducing native species and fencing dogs
out of sensitive wetlands.
The DEIR analysis is flawed since it identifies recreation and maintenance alternatives as the
"environmentally superior alternatives."
We recommend you remove the Sharp Park element from the Natural Areas Plan and re-read
ESA-PWA 2011.

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-21

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

CBD-1

Sincerely,
Jeff Miller
Conservation Advocate
Center for Biological Diversity
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Bock, John
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica. Range @sfgov. o rg
Tuesday, November 01, 2011 3:48PM
Bock, John
Fw: NAP comments from the Crissy Field Dog Group

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
-----Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201103:49 PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V

To

Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/201103:25
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: NAP comments from the Crissy
Field Dog Group

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:25 PM----crissyfielddog1@a
ol.com
10/31/201106:39
PM

To
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc

Subject
NAP comments fro m the Crissy Field
Dog Group
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Dear Mr. Wycko,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the San Francisco Department of Recreation and Park's Natural Areas
Program EIR. Below is a list of our concerns.

01

1) There is no evidence in this EIR to substantiate claims that dogs have an impact on plants or wildlife in natural areas.
The EIR must be based on solid, documented impacts, and there is no evidence cited to justify closing or reducing the
size of any Dog Play Area (DPA).

[

02
[

03
[

2) There are a number of places in this EIR that state that dogs MAY impact plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
these impacts are actually occurring or have ever occurred.
And continues to state: If allowed to be in a natural area, dogs MAY continue to impact plants or wildlife.
If there's no proof of an impact, then that impact cannot "continue."
The analysis in this EIR based on this speculation is inadequate.
3) In a few places, the NAP EIR says: Observations indicate dogs are impacting erosion, or natural communities, yet it
offers no information on these "observations." Who made them? Were they done in a scientifically and objective w ay?
EIRs should be based on solid, scientific data, not on anecdotal "observations." Any conclusions based on this
information is again, inadequate.
4) The EIR does not differentiate between impacts caused by people with dogs and impacts caused by people without
dogs. For example, a 200-pound man will have a much more significant impact on plants that he walks on than a 20-

04
[

pound dog will have on any that it walks on. If there is little difference in the impacts, then the conclusions in this EIR
cannot justify banning off-leash dogs from natural areas.
5) The EIR considers only the closures of 15% of total off-leash space when

05

determining impacts on remaining DPAs and recreation. Because the NAP plan puts 80% of off-leash space at risk of
closure in the future, this EIR must also
consider the impacts of this much larger closure on remaining DPAs and on recreation.

06

6) This EIR acknowledges that there is likely to be a significant and unavoidable impact of DPA closures when combined
with closures of off-leash area in the GGNRA. How ever, the EIR says the nature of the GGNRA closures is "speculative"
and therefore it doesn't try to analyze the level of the combined impacts. However, we know that the GGNRA proposed
to cut a substantive amount of its off-leash space, and this EIR should analyze the impact of that level of closure when
combined with the NAP closures of 15% and 80%.
7) The EIR assumes that because there will still be relatively large off-leash areas in Mclaren Park and on Bernal Hill, that
few people will be

07

forced to drive to other DPAs to walk their dogs, with few resulting impacts on air pollution, traffic congestion, and
climate change from the added car trips after the 15% closures take place. However, this EIR does not adequately
consider the topography of t he remaining off-leash spaces in these parks. If much of the remaining area is st eep, people
will not be able to use the area, and more people will be forced to drive to other DPAs. This must be analyzed in this

2
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(Cont.)

[

EIR.

08

[

8) This EIR does not consider the impact of people driving to other parks if 80% of off-leash space is closed. This analysis
must be done.

09

10

[
[

9) This EIR does not adequately consider the impacts of the use of herbicides, especially Garlon, on dogs who walk
either within or adjacent to natural areas (this applies whether dogs are on- or o ff-lea sh). Dogs are particularly
susceptible to problems from Garlon. This distinction is not made and the analysis of impacts from herbicides must be
redone to reflect this.
10) The EIR refers to dogs as "nuisances." It does not consider the positive aspects of dog walking, including the physical
and mental health benefits to people who walk with their dogs. These must be included in the analysis of different
alternatives. People walk in Mclaren Park and on Bernal Hill because they are large enough to take long walks with your
dog. Most other DPAs are much smaller and do not offer the same walking experience. This EIR assumes all DPAs are
interchangeable. They are not. This must be corrected.

11

[

11) This EIR does not adequately analyze mitigations short of closing DPAs if any impacts can be proven.

12

[

12) This EIR does not consider any impacts on the social community of people who walk with dogs in areas NAP wants
to close. This is especially important if 80% of off-leash space is closed. These are significant impacts and must be
evaluated and considered.

We are especially concerned about the "dispersion" issue within the City of San Francisco and the nexus between City
Parks' DPAs and the GGNRA off leash areas. Any significant reduction of either area will impact where and how people
take their dogs, if it a safe environment for all park users and would significantly reduce the "quality of life"
for thousands of San Franciscans.

Again, thank for the opportunity to comment on this EIR.
Sincerely,

Martha Walters
Chair, Crissy Field Dog Group

3
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CNPS-1

Bock, John
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3:48PM
Bock, John
Fw: Significant Natural Resource Areas Mgt Plan -comments

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018/ Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
---- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTVPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:49 PM----

Bill
Wycko/CTVPLN/SFGO

V

To
Jessica Range/CTVPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/201103:24
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: Significant Natural Resource
Areas Mgt Plan- comments

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTVPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:24PM----Jake Sigg
<jakesigg@earthli
nk.net>
To
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
10/31/2011 07:13
cc
PM
Subject
Significant Natural Resource Areas
Mgt Plan -comments
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Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Dept
We appreciate the hard work by staff to produce this extensive and detailed document. In general, we find the
document to be fairly thorough in identifying resources and problems, especially for the 31 natural areas in San
Francisco.
There are problem areas. For example, the term Urban Forest is used throughout, in spite of the fact that it is not a
scientific term and no definition of what constitutes an urban forest exists. The term should be stricken from the
document, as it means different things to different people.

01

For many, it means street trees, for others it means the artificial eucalyptus plantations (not forests) which are having a
devastating effect on the biological diversity o f the areas where they are planted, such as Mt Davidson, Mclaren Park,
and Glen Canyon. It is proper to evaluate the effects of tree removal, but the effects of non-removal should also be
evaluated. One of those effects is the unstable conditions the trees create. The shading, wind protection, and summer
fog drip drastically changes the environment, inviting in English and Algerian ivy, and Cape ivy (Delairea odorata). Not
only are all the native plants of the area eliminated, the eucalyptus and cypress trees themselves are unable to
regenerate. The consequence is what we see beginning to happen on Mt Davidson now: trees toppling because of the
weight of the ivy and the cutting off of light from the tree crown, making it unable to photosynthesize. Regardless of
whether the trees remain, are thinned, or removed, the impacts of non-removal need identification.

02

03
[

04 [

05
[

Feral cats are identified as predators, which they are. But the connotation in the DEIR implies that predators are bad.
They are not; native predators are a part of the system that nature has employed for millions of years to bring balance
and stability. Non-native feral cats should be identified as deleterious and destabilizing to natural ecosystems and
biodiversity.
There is mention of scrub, without identifying it as a habitat. We have many different types of ecosystems or habitats:
wetlands, grasslands, shrublands, oak woodlands, &c. Scrub as a habitat type should be identified as a scientific
community--e.g., North Coastal Scrub. French broom and Himalayan blackberry do not fit in that category.
The statement on page 524 (VI I.E- Environmentally Superior Alternative)
has this astounding statement: " ...In determining the environmentally
superior alternative for the proposed project, this EIR considers the environmental effects of the project and project
alternatives. The Maximum Recreation and Maintenance Alternatives are the environmentally superior alternatives
because.... " I have no idea what this means, but it sounds like a non sequitur. Please revisit this.
Jake Sigg, Chair
Conservation Committee
California Native Plant Society
Verba Buena Chapter
338 Ortega Street
San Francisco CA 94122
415-731-3028
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DOGGIE BUSINESS
San Franc&cod Premiere Dog WaLker

Oct 30, 2on
BillWycko
Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am a native San Franciscan, born at Kaiser Hospital, raised in Forest Hill and these
days, I own a home in the Sunset District. I have been here for 58 years. I
remember the days, as a kid, that I would take our family dog out for long walks on
the beach at Taraval Street Now; that we can no longer do this (because we are
restricted to on-leash only, and what fun is that?), I really feel as though this city is
becoming less and less like the friendly town that I grew up in. People in San
Francisco are becoming less tolerant of others and angrier as more of our rights
disappear.
People that own dogs in San Francisco have been forced to gravitate towards
spending their time strolling through dog parks and these parks have almost become
community centers for them. In San Francisco, I believe that these days there are
somewhere between 15o,ooo to 175,ooo dogs living within our city boundaries with
people that adore them and consider them part of the family In fact, many dogs get
to sleep in the same bed with there owners! These people take their dogs to dog
parks so that the dogs can release pent up tension from being in the house all day,
while their owners are at work and to let them play freely with other dogs, which
most dog owners agree is a God given right; and also, the owners can connect with
their friends and neighbors to blow off steam about what ever is on their mind in
these high-stress times. It is a place for them to feel happy, connected and a place to
release anxiety with friends and neighbors, both the dogs and the owners.
When the SFRPD, in the late 1990s, initiated a Natural Areas Program to protect and
manage these Natural Areas, there were significantly fewer dogs living in San Franciscan
households and there were significantly more areas where dogs were allowed off-leash.
Practically, you could go anywhere in the city with your dog and decide if you wanted
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them on or off-leash. It was our decision to put the dog on leash and even if a sign said it
was required, as long as your dog was well behaved, everyone, including law
enforcement, looked the other way.
One park in San Francisco that I regularly frequent these days is McLaren Park. Since
this park is near the Housing Projects, this park has always had a reputation for being a
very dangerous place to go, which has kept the community from using it and it had fallen
into poor maintenance. There were heroin addicts leaving needl.es all over the grounds,
there were prostitutes in the parking lots, there were pimps and dn1g dealers peddling
their goods, and there were gang fights over the twf. Finding dead bodies was the norm.
Dog Walkers and dog owners, are the biggest reason that McLaren Park is now a safe

01

please to take your dogs and kids. Drug dealers and other undesi.rable people felt
[

02

[

uncomfortable using the park and stayed away because of the dogs.
Let me get to the point. Tam in favor of the Maintenance Alternative. It maintains the
"recreation" in city parks and "recreation" is what a city the size of San Francisco neeci<>.
With 175,000 dogs in the city, where will they all go, if you reduce the play areas?
People will be forced into smaller areas, dogs will fight, people will shout and scream at
each other and the only available dog play areas will be trampled so that all vegetation is
left dead. Please leave thing as they are. We need our parks for the dogs. They are a
very, vety large part of the community and DOGS AND PEOPLE need a good deal of
space to roam.

01
(cont.)[

In my opinion , McLaren Park was designated a "dog park" and should remai n so. All the
other dog parks should remain without change to preserve the sanity. It is easy to tip the
scales and have complete chaos on your hands. Why chance it?
Sincerely yom·s,

Janet Slissman
Owner
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Bock, John
Fro m :
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica.Ra nge@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 0 1, 2011 3 48 PM
Bock, John
Fw: SF RPD NAP DEIS Public Comment

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:50PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V
To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:26
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: SF RPD NAP DEIS Public Comment

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:26PM----DogPACSF
<i nfo@dogpacsf.or
g>
To
Sent by:
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
dogpacsf@gmail.co

cc

m
Subject
SF RPD NAP DEIS Public Comment
10/31/2011 05:07

PM
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Comments on RPD NAP DE IS
I visit Golden Gate Park, Spreckels Lake, Panhandle, Randall Museum, Douglass Park, 5th-7th Ave/Lincoln Way, Steam
Grove, Mclaren Park, Bernal Hill, Lake Merced among many other DPAs. All city park DPAs are essential for the little
greenspace we have in our very urban city.
If the GGNRA Master and Dog Management Plans are implemented, the overflow for resident and dog recreation will
overcrowd our city parks. To date, the GGNRA has not provided the city with any analysis or metrics of the effects of
their plans on city assets.

01

This must be accounted for BEFORE ANY sweeping adjustment to city parks is considered.
I know of no known science that shows any ill effects of dogs on open spaces. Humans are the most widely perpetrators
of environmental destruction, not dogs.

02

[

Additionally, recent reports of Monsanto's Round Up herbicides and other chemicals that are not only harmful to dogs
but the general animal population in the park is untenable. Furthermore, the use of genetically harvested herbicide
resistant seeds must never be allowed in the confines of our city.
As a taxpayer and voter of 20 years, I am appalled that the NAP would close down what is one of the core culture and
lifestyle in SF. Dogs are our family members whether its a companion for elders, a service dogs for people with
disabilities, single people, or families with or without children.

03

1) The NAP EIR provides no evidence to prove cla ims that dogs have an impact on plants and wildlife in natural areas.
An EIR should be based on scientific evidence, and there is little presented here. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of
impacts from dogs is not based on any evidence, the analysis is inadequate. Without any demonstrated evidence of
impacts from dogs, there is no justification for excluding people with off-leash dogs from natural areas. There is,
therefore, no justification for the closure of the DPA at lake Merced, nor for the reductions in the DPAs at Mclaren Park
and Bernal Hill.

2) The NAP EIR does not take into account scientific studies that show off-leash dogs have little impact on plants and
wildlife, including nesting birds when declaring that dogs have negative impacts. These studies were provided to the
Planning Department by SFDOG in its comments on the Initial Study for the NAP EIR. Ignoring them shows that the NAP
EIR is inadequate and inaccurate when it comes to dogs and "impacts."

04

3) The NAP EIR repeatedly says: Dogs MAY be impacting protected plant species or wildlife (pp. 297, 298, 305, 306,
472, 473, 502, 517), yet offers no evidence these impacts are actually occurring or ever have occurred. Unsubstantiated
claims cannot be made in an EIR. After each of these examples, the EIR then goes on to say: Dogs MAY continue to
impact plants or wildlife. If there's no proof of an impact, then that impact cannot "continue." EIRs must be based on
observed impacts, not th ings that "may" happen. The analysis in the EIR based on this speculation is incorrect and
inadequate.
2
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04

4) In several places, the NAP EIR says: Observations indicate dogs are impacting erosion, or plant damage, or damage
to natural communities (pp.
471, 500, 505, 516, 519), yet offers no information on these "observations." Who made them? Were they done in a
scientifically rigorous way? Were they made by people biased against dogs? We have seen with the GGNRA's attempts
to get rid of dogs and with Point Reyes attempts to get rid of an oyster farm that reports by "observers" biased against
dogs or oyster farmers do not stand up to independent scientific scrutiny. Is this the case here as well? We do not know,
since the NAP EIR provides no information about them. Again, EIRs should be based on solid, scientific data, and
definitely not on anecdotal "observations." If not, their analyses cannot be trusted and are inadequate.

05

5) The NAP EIR does not differentiate between impacts caused by people with dogs and impacts caused by people
without dogs. Do people in the natural areas with dogs cause significantly more impacts than people in the natural areas
without dogs? Clearly a 20Q-pound person will have a much more significant impact on plants than a 20-pound dog.
Because this was not evaluated in the EIR, the analyses presented in the NAP EIR are inadequate.
If there is little difference in impacts, then the EIR cannot justify banning dogs from the natural areas.

6) The NAP EIR considers only the NAP plans to close 15% of the legal off-leash space in SF city parks when considering
impacts on the remaining DPAs and on recreation. However, the NAP plan also calls for expanding the most sensitive
areas within natural areas, and this potentially cou ld result in the closure of significantly more DPAs (up to 80% of the
total off-leash space currently available in city parks, off-leash space that is located either within or adjacent to a natural
area). These added closures (up to 80%) will significantly increase the impacts on recreation, on people with dogs, and
on the remaining DPAs. These increased impacts were not considered in the EIR when it evaluated the Project
Alternative, and without them, the analysis of the Project Alternative is incomplete and inadequate.

06

7) The NAP EIR acknowledges that the NAP plans to close 15% of the DPAs in city parks immediately, when added to
the GGNRA's plans to cut off-leash access by 90%, will have a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on
remaining off-leash areas in city parks and on recreation. However, the EIR says that because they don't know the final
GGNRA plan, they cannot analyze what that cumulative impact will be. We do know what the GG NRA originally
proposed (cutting off-leash access on its lands by 90%) and the cumulative impact of that plan, when combined with the
NAP closures can and should be analyzed. We saw on Tsunami Friday what the impacts could be. The GGNRA closed
both Fort Funston and Ocean Beach to all visitors on the morning of Friday, March 11, 2011 because of concerns that a
tsunami triggered by a major earthquake in Japan would strike the coast. The busiest weekend days normally find about
60 dogs at the Pine Lake DPA at any one time. Weekday mornings normally have far fewer, closer to 20. On Tsunami
Friday, a Rec and Park Dept staffer counted over 200 dogs at the Pine Lake DPA at 10 am, almost 10 times more dogs
than on a normal weekday and more than 3 times the maximum numbers of dogs seen on weekends. This example can
be used to quantify the cumulative impacts ofthe GGNRA and NAP closures of off-leash space. The analysis presented in
the EIR, which does not contain this, is inadequate.

07

08

[

8) The number of DPAs in city parks listed in the NAP EIR is wrong. Page
155 says there are 19 DPAs, when the actual number is 29. To get such a basic fact wrong is shocking and calls into
question other information about dogs, such as their alleged "impacts' on plants and wildlife.

3
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10

11

12

13

9) The NAP EIR incorrectly summarizes RPD's so-called moratorium on creating new DPAs until a systemwide survey of
DPAs is conducted. The NAP EIR says that this moratorium was a directive from the Rec and Park Commission that was
announced at the October 10, 2006 meeting of the RPD Dog Advisory Committee (DAC). This is not true. The idea of a
systemwide survey of where dogs and DPAs are in San Francisco came not from the Commission, but from RPD staff. It
was not discussed at the October 2006 DAC meeting. It was not fully discussed in the DAC until 2007 when RPD made
the decision to "sunset'' the DAC and conduct the citywide survey. While the survey was being conducted, the DAC was
told, there would be a hold on new DPAs. The DAC was told the survey would take maybe a year or a year and a half at
the most. The idea of the citywide survey was not presented to the Rec and Park Commission until mid-2007. This was
no "direction from the Commission." This hold was never meant to be permanent. Yet the NAP EIR implies it will last for
decades (the length of time covered by the NAP
EIR) and therefore the EIR does not have to consider new DPAs. In the four years since the DAC was sunset, however,
RPD has done nothing on the citywide survey. And now this inaction by RPD is being used to prevent the EIR from
considering whether or not creating new DPAs to replace ones closed by NAP could decrease the impacts of the
closures. The NAP plan will last for decades, and for the NAP EIR not to consider a major mitigation like opening new
DPAs to replace closed ones because of a temporary halt on new designations is absurd. Any analysis of alternatives that
does not include this possible mitigation is incorrect and inadequate.

10) The NAP EIR assumes that, because the DPAs at Mclaren Park and Bernal Hill are not being closed completely, the
15% closures will not cause a significant number of people to drive to other parks to walk their dogs.
People will just walk in different parts of the parks that are still off-leash, the EIR assumes. However, the NAP EIR does
not take into account the topography of the remaining land in the two DPAs. If what is left is mostly steep hills, people
will not be able to walk there with their dogs.
Thus, even though the acres of off-leash space may remain relatively high in these two parks, the amount of space that
is practically available for off-leash access may be much less. This will increase the impacts on recreation and also w ill
make it more likely that people will be forced to drive to other parks to walk their dogs off-leash. This must be included
in the analysis of any and all alternatives. Since it is not, the analysis in the NAP EIR is inadequate.

11) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the impacts of the use of herbicides, especially Garlon, on dogs who
walk either within or adjacent to natural areas (this applies whether the dog is on- or off-leash). In a paper on the effects
of Garlon, the Marin Municipal Water District (
http://www.marinwater.org/documents/Chap4_Triclopyr_8_27_OS. pdf) notes that Garlon can cause kidney problems in
dogs because of their limited physiological ability to excrete weak acids such as those in Garlon in their urine (they are
somewhat unique among mammals in this). The NAP's reliance on herbicides to speed the removal of non-native plants
in natural areas will have a negative impact on the health of dogs walked where it has been applied. This is especially
true in Glen Canyon, where Garlon was applied over 30 separate times last year. This impact was not considered in the
Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the NAP EIR and a discussion of the health impacts on dogs of repeated
exposure to Garlon should be included.

12) The NAP EIR says that the impact of people driving to other parks to walk their dogs because of the closures of 15%
of off-leash space at Lake Merced, Bernal Hill, and Mclaren Park will be less than significant because there will remain
sufficient off-leash space in those parks (except for Lake Merced). However, the EIR does not consider the impact of
people driving to other parks if 80% of the legal off-leash space in city parks is eventually closed because NAP claims
impacts from dogs. This must be included in the analysis of the Project Alternative, and will likely show a much more
significant impact than what the EIR now shows.
4
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13) The NAP EIR refers to dogs as "nuisances''. The EIR does not consider any positive aspects of dog walking, including
the physical and mental health benefits to people who walk with their dogs. This lack is especially noticeable in sections
dealing with impacts on recreation of the various alternatives considered. The reason so many people walk their dogs
off-leash in Bernal Hill and Mclaren Park is that those areas are large enough that people can hike long distances with
their dogs off-leash. The majority of DPAs in city parks are too small for similar hikes. You can play fetch with a dog in
these smaller DPAs, but not take a long walk. You cannot have the same recreational experience in a small DPA that you
can have in a larger one; DPAs are not interchangeable. This difference in DPAs creates a significant impact on the
recreational experience for dog walkers if the DPAs in Bernal Hill or Mclaren Park are closed. In addition, there would be
a significant negative impact on the physical and mental health of dog walkers if 80% of off-leash space were closed
because NAP claims impacts from dogs. This is not considered in the NAP EIR, which is inadequate without it. These
negative impacts on the physical and mental health of dog walkers of the 80% closure will be amplified considerably
when combined with closures of off-leash in the GG NRA. This must be considered in the cumulative impacts sections.

14

15
[

16

17

14) The NAP EIR does not adequately analyze mitigations should any impacts from dogs be proven other than closing
the DPA. Fences are mentioned briefly, while DPA closures are featured prominently in the EIR.
Other mitigations- education, sign age, more extensive fencing, etc.- are not discussed. NAP seems to go straight from
a single impact to closing the DPA.

15) The NAP EIR states that impacts to land use planning can be considered significant if they have a "substantial
impact on the existing character of the vicinity." (p. 176) In all of its analysis of impacts on the existing character of the
vicinity, the NAP EIR never considers the impact on the social community of people who walk with their dogs in the DPAs
and portions of DPAs that NAP wants to close. This community, in many cases, defines the "existing character" of the
park. Dog walkers are perhaps the most diverse group of park users. If you watch dog walkers in SF city parks, you will
see kids and seniors, people with disabilities, gay and straight, every ethnic and religious group, and every
socioeconomic class walking, talking and laughing together, all united by their common love of dogs. There are few
places in San Francisco where you will see so many different types of people interacting without rancor. People who
walk in the same park at the same time every day know their fellow dog walkers.
These friendships extend outside the park into the neighborhoods, helping create the sense of belonging to a
community that is so important in today's impersonal urban society. Closures and reductions in DPAs (especially if80%
of the total off-leash space in city parks are closed) will have a significant negative impact on these social communities.
DPA closures will destroy these communities. Because the NAP EIR did not consider these impacts on community of
those who live near and walk in parks, it is inadequate.

16) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the impacts on the social fabric of San Francisco if one-quarter of its city
parklands are closed to residents. Natural areas are not generally accessible to people, whether they have a dog or not.
The NAP plan calls for the closure of many trails and reduction of recreationa l access. You cannot play catch with your
child, have a picnic lunch, or play with a dog in a natural area. It can only be a plant museum. The EIR does not
adequately consider the significant impact on families and the sense of shared community that access to parks fosters in
our urban setting.

5
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17) The NAP EIR does not adequately analyze the impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant sensitive plant species
(those that are listed as either endangered or threatened) throughout its natural areas. These plants, by virtue of their
special status, trigger automatic federal and state protections, the primary one of which is severe restrictions on access
to people and dogs. The NAP goal to preserve existing remnants of historical habitat does not require the planting of
threatened and endangered species.
There are plenty of native species that are not threatened or endangered that can be planted in San Francisco' s urban
parks. Ecologists have noted that planting a few sensitive species plants does little to preserve the species. It is not an
ecological decision; it is a landscaping decision. So why does NAP feel it should plant so many sensitive species when it
knows the ir mere presence will " requ ire" NAP to restrict access to its lands? The NAP EIR should consider the major
negative impact on recreation that planting threatened and endangered species causes in its analysis of the Project
Alternative and other alternatives.

18

18) The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation and land use from the fact that NAP controls the entire park
in over half of the parks (18 of
32) where there is a natural area. No other recreational use is possible in those parks. In an additionallO parks, NAP
controls over SO% of the land.
Only four of the 32 parks with natural areas have less than SO% of their land controlled by the NAP. A majority of land
under NAP control citywide
(57%) will have significant restrictions to access by all people (not just people with dogs); that is the amount of land
designated as MA-l and MA-2.
In 8 parks, all of the land in the natural area are designated as MA-l and MA-2, with resulting significant restrictions on
access to everyone. In some cases, this denial of access will be in the only park within easy walking distance in the
neighborhood. The NAP EIR must consider this large-scale denial of access when analyzing the Project Alternative.

19

19) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the negative impacts on aesthetics and land use of poor maintenance in
natural areas. In most parks, the NAP plan allocates fewer than 20 days/year for planting/maintenance of the natural
areas. In 16 of the 32 natural areas, the total maintenance planned is 10 or fewer days each year. There are countless
stories of volunteers who have spent long hours planting native plants in NAP areas, only to see absolutely no
maintenance performed once the plants are there. Without maintenance, the plants die, creating unsightly vistas of
dead and dying plants. The NAP EIR should have considered the impacts of scaling back the program to a few areas that
can be well maintained, as opposed to the current plans to take over one-quarter of San Francisco' s city parkland. The
NAP plan is more ambitious in the amount of work to be done annually than NAP has demonstrated it has the capacity
to actually DO on a consistent basis.

20

21
[

22
[

20) The NAP EIR does not consider the negative impact on aesthetics of NAP management decisions. For many people,
brush piles used in natural areas look like accumulations of trash and are aesthetically unpleasing.
For many people, shaded areas with tall, non-native trees are aesthetically pleasing, while areas without tall trees are
less so. People like to see their parks green not brown half the year. Because these impacts were not considered, the
NAP EIR is inadequate.

21) The NAP plans call for cutting down over 18,000 healthy trees simply because they are not native. The NAP EIR does
not adequately consider the long-term impacts on climate change and global warming of the conversion of land covered
by trees with grasslands. Tree are much better at carbon sequestration than grasslands, and the long-term
consequences of this difference are not adequately considered. For more on NAP impacts on trees,
6
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see: http://milliontrees.wordpress.com

23

22) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the fact that the climate in San Francisco has changed (and continues to
change) from the time several hundred years ago that the NAP plan is trying to re-create. Native plants suited to the
earlier climate may no longer be suited to today's (and
tomorrow' s) climate. The NAP EIR does not consider the lack of sustainability of trying to re-create what the habitat was
at one snapshot in time when the climate has changed since that time. The environmental consequences (for example,
more herbicides, etc.) of trying to force the old habitat into today's climate should be analyzed more thoroughly.

Bruce Wolfe, M.S.W., President
DogPAC of SF

7
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Friends of Oak Woodlands - Golden Gate Park
Park Partner SFPA
863 Arguello Blvd.
San Francisco California 94118
Co-founders:
Rob Bakewell • Volunteer Steward Oak Woodlands Natural Area
Peter Zepponi, AlA , San Francisco Horseshoe Pitching Club
Attn: Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street , Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Comments in regard to Draft Environmental Impact Report ( DEIR) for the
Significant Natural Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP)
01

02

[

We of ' Friends of Oak Woodlands- Golden Gate Park ' (FOW-GGPJ fully
support the DEIR for SNRAMP as an adequate , accurate and
comprehensive review of the Plan.
The implementation of this innovative management plan will help improve
the habitat and landscape for threatened local plants and animals, enhance
public safety and improve access and recreational use in the designated
Natural Areas.
The Plan provides clear priorities and cost effective methods for
management of resources and protection of these for future generations.
FOW-GGP's fully supports the SNRAMP, and our mission is to provide
stewardship: community advocacy and resources for the realization of the
Plan's objectives for the Oak Woodlands Natural Area of Golden Gate
Park.
Sincerely,
Robert Bakewell
Co-founder ' FOW- GGP '
rcbakewell @gmail.com
415-710-9617

RECEIVED
t,I:T -q 1 2011
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPAAnJ.ENT
RECFPTION DESK
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OCT 3 1 2011
1 ~rr.h p,,.'k Dri-..: · lawrencc,KS 66049·.3859 • Tel800 412efr)7"' ~5~~1\l'TV'r't'P

SF

PLANNING DEPARTMENl . .
RECEPTION f)J::SK
October 6, 2011

San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Supporting "Historical Resource Designation for
the Sharp Park Golf Course

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,

01

[

On behalf of the Golf Course Superintendents Association of
America (GCSAA) I am writing in support of the "historical
resource" designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course.
GCSAA is a leading golf organization and has as its focus golf
course management. Since 1926, GCSAA has been the top
professional association for the men and women who manage golf
courses in the United States and worldwide. From its headquarters
in Lawrence, Kan., the association provides education, infonnation
and representation to 19,000 members in more than 72 countries.

GCSAA's mission is to serve its members, advance their
professjon and enhance the enjoyment, growth and vjtaJity of the
game of golf. The association's philanthropic organization, The
Environmental Institute for Golf, works to strengthen the
compatibility of golf with the natural environment through
research grants, support for education programs and outreach
efforts.

01
(Cont.)

Sharp Park Golf Course is a historical and cultural resource, and is
recognized as such by local, state and national entities. Not only
was Sharp Park designed by Alister MacKenzie, one of the greatest
golf course architects of all time, but it is also unique because it is
one of the few municipal courses he designed.
Golf is a game that can be played by people of all ages and
abilities, and 80% of the golf rounds played in the United States
Advocacy -v Professional Development - Community
Environmental Stewardship ._ Responsiveness
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are played on public golf courses such as Sharp Park. Preserving this historicaL resource
as a place of recreation and good health for all of the people of the City and County of
San Francisco and the City of Pacifica, and all surrounding areas, is imperative.

01
(Cont.)

[

Thank you for your time and for allowing GCSAA to express support of the San
Francisco Planning Department's determination that Sharp Park Golf Course, designed
by Alister MacKenzie and opened for play in 1932, is a "historical resource" under the
California Environmental Quality Act.

Sincerely,

J. Rhett Evans
Chief Executive Officer

cc: The Honorable Jackie Speier, U.S. House of Representatives
The Honorable Ed Lee, Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
The Honorable Mary Ann Nihart, Mayor, City of Pacifica
Mr. David Chiu, President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Ms. Carole Groom, President, San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Mr. Philip Ginsburg, General Manager, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
Mr. Charles Edwin Chase, AlA, President, San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
The San Francisco Public Golf Alliance
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H111 , \rf'i1 IJird~ ..,;,rc·c• T9/ i

October 31, 2011
Via U.S. Mail and electronic mail
Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
SNRAMPEIR
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Re:

Final Environmental Impact Report for the Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan Project (2005.1912E)

Dear Mr. Wycko:
I am writing on behalf of the Golden Gate Audubon Society and its more than 10,000 members
and supporters regarding the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP) Project 2005.1912E. The Project is an excellent
opportunity to promote public education and protection of these parks while being sensitive to
the natural values and ecology of the area for the next 20 years.
Since 1917, Golden Gate Audubon's members have been dedicated to protecting Bay
Area birds and other wildlife, to conserve and restore native habitat, and to connect people of all
ages with the natural world. Our members use and enjoy the many parks that comprise the
Natural Areas of San Francisco and along the San Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean. Our
members often visit these areas to engage in bird watching, scientific research, and recreation
activities. We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the DEIR and improve the Project.
Overall, Golden Gate Audubon is encouraged by the progress made in implementing the
Natural Areas Program in San Francisco. While the NAP is still woefully under understaffed and
underfunded, the DEIR is a good first step for moving forward. However, the DEIR can be
improved in many ways, such as ...

01
[

As an initial matter, Golden Gate Audubon is extremely concerned that the DEIR's
inclusion of what is essentially a new project at Sharp Park will derail the approval of the DEIR
and implementation of the Management Plan. As presented in the DEIR, the project at Sharp
Park is far different than what has been considered in the past and would essentially force a
GOLDEN GAT E AUDUBON SOC I ETY

2530 San Pablo Avenue, Suite G

l'h""" 510.843.2222

Berkeley, Cal i fornia 94702

fov 510.843.5351
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Golden Gate Audubon Society comments re: SNRAMP DETR
October31, 2011
Page 2 of 12

01
(Cont.)

decision to be made about management at the site before adequate envirotm1ental review and
public input has been conducted. The Sharp Park plan, as now included in the DETR, is likely to
result in significant (and in our opinion, successful) challenge to the DElR. slowing down the
implementation process for the entire Project. TI1erefore, Golden Gate Audubon urges the
Planning Department to tier Sharp Park from the DEIR for further study. We address this
issue- include the question of piece-mealing review- fmther below.
For ea..<;e of reference, this letter will for the most part follow the structure of the DETR. It
will begin with a comment on the Project Description and Objectives. followed by a discussion
of management actions and environmental impacts.
I.

PROJECT DESCRWTION AND OBJECTIVES

A.

Project Description

Overall, the Pr~ject Description adequately describes the SNRAMP program and the purpose of
the DEIR. We appreciate that the DEIR provides a list of special management concerns that
exist in San Francisco, especially in its Natural Areas. These include:
•
•
•
•
02

•
•

Loss of special status or unusual native species or habitats;
Loss of diversity and components of a healthy ecosystem;
E!Iect of nonnative invasiw species on the local native flora and Hnma;
Erosion of Natural Area<; from inappropriately located or constructed trails and access
roads;
Effect of human uses (recreation, poor trail location or too many trails, and a general
increase in use) that conflict with conservation values; and
Effects of feral animals and domestic pet.<; on native ilora and fauna.

We will address these specific concerns in the Recommendations and Environmental Impacts
sections below, but we note that while the DETR calls out these issues, it does not prescribe
adequate management measures to deal with each . Of particular concern is the Planning
Department's decision to allow feral cat feeing stations to continue to be operated in San
Francisco' s Natural Areas. In fact, the DETR 's fai lure to study the impacts of feral cat feeding
stations in the Natural Area may be a fatal flaw that renders it vulnerable to challenge.

01
(Cont.) [

We also note that tl1e DEIR makes specific reference to the 2006 version of the SNRAMP, which
sets fotth a plan for Sharp Park that is very different than the one described in the DEIR.
Golden Gate Audubon believes that this is further evidence that Sharp Park should be tiered from
the SNRAMP DETR for further study.

B.

Objcdivcs

1he DElR identifies the following objectives of the Project for CEQA purposes. 1hese are:
• To identify issues and impacts adversely affecting ecosystem functions and biological
diversity;
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Page 3 of 12
•

•
•
•
•
•

To identify, prioritize, and implement restoration and management actions designed to
promote the functioning of San Francisco's native ecosystem, including the maintenance
and enhancement of native biodiversity;
To identify and prioritize monitoring of natural resources to support an adaptive
management approach;
To provide guidelines for passive recreation compatible with San Francisco's natural
resources;
To provide guidelines for education, research, and stewardship programs; and
To restore the Laguna Salada wetland complex for the benefit of special status species.

(DEIR, at 82).
Overall, Golden Gate Audubon endorses the objectives as set forth in the DEIR.
However, we would amend the second-to-last objective to read (new text in underline):
•

03

To provide guidelines for education, research, aRJ stewardship programs, and outreach to
inform communitv members about the value and importance of natural areas within San
Francisco; and

We see "stewardship" and "education" as being somewhat more narrow than broader outreach to
the community. Alternately, similar language could be inserted under the "Education" or
"Stewardship" sections of Section III.E.l Objectives and Goals of the SNRAMP. (DEIR, at 85,
86).
One of the clear failures of the Recreation and Parks Department and the Natural Areas Program
to date has been the inability to effectively communicate that native wildlife, plants and their
ecosystems are valuable and extremely vulnerable assets to the quality oflife in San Francisco.
In communications stating opposition to the Natural Areas Program, some have argued that
because San Francisco is a city, it is inherently "unnatural" and that native ecosystems do not
deserve protection. Others seek to push more domestic pets, including off-leash dogs and feral
cats, into these few, remnant areas. Golden Gate Audubon believes that the Project must include
an outreach element to dispel false information about the NAP, promote the importance of
stewardship of natural areas, and help build a political constituency to keep the NAP adequately
funded and empowered to meet the other objectives.

04

C.

Description of Natural Areas Program
1.

05

[

Section III E 3 Description of Natural Areas Program Management

Golden Gate Audubon supports additional funding to support additional Natural Areas Program
staff. The SNRAMP is a 20-year plan that anticipates growing impacts on the natural areas. To
be effectively implemented, the Project will demand more than the ten gardeners that are
currently on staff.
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2.

M:magement Practices
a.

Golden Gate Audubon endorses the DEIR' s selection ofthe "least toxic decision making model."
(DEIR, at 90). Because the use of pesticides in San Francisco is ex'tremely controversial, Golden
Gate Audubon encourages the NAP to develop a comprehensive communication and education
package prior to applications, especially near neighborhoods, schools, playgrounds, and other
areas that may be accessed by children and other v ulnerable groups. 1

06

b.

Tree Management

Golden Gate Audubon supports the tree removal proposed in this plan when the tree trimmers
and tree removal is made after taking precautions defined above to protect native, nesting bird
species. (See DEIR, at 92) Where trees must be removed during the bird nesting season
(February 1 - August 1 of each year), surveys should be conducted to avoid mmecessarily
disturbing nesting birds. Destmction of birds ' nests, eggs, or young constitutes a violation of the
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, for which there are no take pennits allowed.

07

08

Golden Gate Audubon also endorses the intent to remove non-native trees with native trees or
shrubs, as is appropriate for the habitat. Golden Gate Audubon cautions the Planning
Department that removal of trees results in loss of carbon and carbon-fixing, which may be
considered to contribute to climate change. 'Il1e Department should address this issue in the
DEJR because fai ling to do so may be considered a flaw in the DEIR that leaves it vulnerable to
challenge.

09

c.

10
[

Et·osion Control

Golden Gate Audubon encourages the use of site-appropriate erosion cont.rol measures. (See
DEIR, at 93) For example, in the past, the RPD has dumped piles of redwood chips along Lake
Merced, which has resulted in (likely illegal) discharges of the chips and their chemical
components into the Lake, changing its chemical composition and adding pollutants.
3.

11

Integrated Pest Management

Monjtoring Program

Overall, Golden Gate Audubon endorses the Monitoring Program as wtitten, but is concemed
that the DElR does not commit the City to .fi.tlly executing or funding the Monitoring Program.
(DElR, at 94-95) Golden Gate Audubon strongly recommends tbatthis section be improved to
identifY funding sources and state an affirmative commitment that monitoring will be conducted
and that findings wiJl be made available to the public (via reports or other means of sharing data)
in a timely manner. This is of particular importance for the monitoring of special stahts species.
Golden Gate Audubon futther endorses the Monitoring Progrru.n's component to monitor avian
and buttedly abundance ru.1d diversity even for species that are not considered to be a "special1

See http://www.epa.gov/oppOOOOllipm/schoolipm/append-b.pdf
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status." (DEIR, at 95) The goal of many conservation etfott s is to keep "common species
common" before they are considered special-status species that require the kind of significant
and often controversial management practices necessary to keep special-status species extant.

D.

Project-Level Activities (Section III.F.2)
1.

01
(Cont.)

Sharp Park

The full plan for Sharp Park is laid out in Section III.I.23 of the DEIR and we will therefore
address it f urther below. However, for purposes of reviewing the DEIR in its c urrent state,
Golden Gate Audubon must comment on the project as described in Section III.F.2. (DEIR, at
97-98) It appears that the Sharp Park project as described in the DEIR is significant different
than what was envisioned in the SNRAMP. (See DEIR, at 105). Golden Gate Audubon believes
that the Planning Depattment is attempting to shoehorn a much larger Sharp Park project into the
SNRAMP DEIR and creating the potential for confusion, conflict and delay. On that grolmds,
Golden Gate Audubon recommends that the Plam1ing Department separate out Sharp Park from
the rest of the DEIR for futther study, public input, and approval.

General Reconunendations for All Areas (Sectionlll.H)

E.

1.

Breeding Bird Habitat.

Golden Gate Audubon endorses the te,..1:. included in the Breeding Bird Habitat portion of Section
III. H. (DEIR, at 109). However, we recommend thatthe text be amended to include
consideration of nest predators other than the nest-parasite Brown Headed Cowbirds. For
example, the number of crows in San Francisco has been increasing in recent years, likely due in
patt. to poor trash mat1agement. TI1erefore, Golden Gate Audubon recommends the following
text:

12

•

If surveys indicate that predation by crows, European Starlings, English House Sparrows,
or other bird species are subsidized by human activ ities is a significant problem, consult
with CDFG and the USFWS to detenuine the proper course of action, if any, to address
population increases of these species and to minimize effects of these species on native,
local breeding birds.

2.
02
(Cont.) [

Cat. Predators

Feral cat colonies and feeding stations should not be tolerated in any portion of the Natural
Areas. "lhe destructive impact on birds and other w ildlife has been well documcnted. 2 Feral cat

2

See Impacts ofFeral and Free-Ranging Cats on Species ofConservation Concern, available at
http://www.abcbirds.org/newsandreports!NFWF.pdf; see also Feral Cat Colonies in Florida: The Fur and Feathers
are Flying: A Report to the U.S. Fish & Wi/dlfle Service, available at
hltp://www. law.ull.edu/conservation/pd f/ feralcal.pdf (finding lhal fera l and free-ranging cats pose significant threa[S
to native wildlife and human health) ; Mot!, M. 2004. US Faces Growing Feral Cat Problem. Nati<>nal Geographjc
News Service. Available athttp:l/news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2004/09/0907 040907 feralcats.html (quoting
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feeding stations also feed non-native rats and other species which eat native bird eggs and chicks
(raccoons, common raven and westem scrub jays). There is an estimated population of 60
million feral cats in the US and their negative fmancial impact in the US cost $17 billion. 3
Unfortunately, the DElR states the intent to " [i]mplement the feral cat control policy from the
Quail Recovery Plan approved by the San Francisco Conunission on the EnvirolUnent." (DEIR,
at 110)
Section 2.4.3 of the Quail Recovery Plan states:

02
(Cont.)

Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 631-00 specifically requires a quail recovety
effott that will be implemented "without killing other animals." Removal or
relocation of predators may result in death and other unintended negative
consequences. ·n1erefore, any proposed removal or relocation of predators of any
kind must be submitted in writing to the San Francisco Recreation and Park
Department for review and recommendation. In each proposed case, the
Dep1utment will consult with San Francisco SPCA to determine whether the
relocation or removal is feasible and, if' so, how best it can be done. If the
relocation or removal is approved by SFRPD, the Department will utilize the pro
bono services of SF/SPCA to accomplish the task unless SF/SPCA declines to
participate.
(Quail Recovery Plan, at 3). T11e Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 631-00 was intended to
specifically apply to the Quail Recovery Plan, not to the SNRAMP. Tt is an extremely unwise
management decision to impmt the strictures of Resolution No. 631-00 into a management for
natural areas.
First, Resolution No. 631-00 was intended to apply only to the Save the Quail campaign and was
not su~ject to debate or public input as part of a larger management scheme for all of San
Francisco. Second, the Resolution was not considered with the special needs and sensitivities of
the Natural Areas Program or its prioritization of the protection of biodiversity. Third, the
Resolution was ill-founded in the ftrst instance and constitutes a significant and unnecessary
conflict with the goal of protecting native wildlife in the City.
In any event, the D EIR as written prohibits the use of lethal control for "any animal", including
feral cats. It also effectively delegates decision-making authority about the potential removal or
other control of feral cats to the SPCA, which is not a government entity and which has
unfortunately consistently demonstrated that it prioritizes non-native feral cats over the
wellbeing of native birds, lizards, mammals and insects that suffer significant impacts from feral
cat colonies and feral cat feeding stations. While the SPCA has repeatedly verbally expressed
concem about native animals, it has never once made efforts to reduce their impacts on native
a Cal. Dept. of Fish & Game staff person as saying "Cats do kill wildlife to a significant degree, which is not a
popular notion with a lot of people.")
· See Hildreth, A. et al. 2010. Feral Cals and Their Management. University ofNebraska, Lincoln Extension.
Available at http://elkhom.unl.edu/epublic/live/ec l781/build/ecl78l.pdf
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wildl ife. Rather, it has consistently fought every reasonable effort to do so. With this language,
the Platming Department is putting a non-wildlife organization at the forefront of decisions that
have significant impacts on native wildlife ar1d native ecosystems in the Natural Areas Program.
Perhaps more importantly to the viability of the DEIR, Golden Gate Audubon argues that if the
l,lamling Department intends to implement a prollibition against lethal control in the NAl,,
the enviromnental impacts of tJ1at policy must be fully reviewed in the DEIR. T11e CutTent
DEIR provides no data or other information about this policy. If the Platming Department fails to
conduct the necessary environmental review, Golden Gate Audubon will consider the DEIR to
be fatally flaws ar1d will consider an appeal and all necessary legal challenges.

02
(Cont.)

It would be l~tr wise for the NAP to develop feral cat control as part of its Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) program. (See, Hildreth, A. et al. 2010. Feral Cats and Their Management.
University of Nebraska, Lincoln Extension, at 4)4 As part of a. planned lPM program, the effort
could involve a series of prophylactic measures to prevent feral cat populations from expanding
to the point that lethal control would be necessary. (ld.) A well-planned, comprehensive
program would also reduce the need for extremely expensive and controversial Trap-NeuterRelease ("TNR") ef1orts, which are of questionable value in reducing colony sizes.
The Planning Department's e!Tort to sweep this issue under the rug is one of the most glaring
flaws in the DEIR As expressed above, unless this issue is given much greater considerationand the environmental impacts of the policy are tl.llly studied and mitigated- Golden Gate
Audubon will be in the tmhappy and unwanted position of consider a challenge to the adequacy
ofthe DEIR.

3.

Dog-related recreation in the Natural Areas should be limited to areas and activities that are
appropriate for each area. (See DEIR, at II 0) For example, the walking of dogs on leash around
Lake Merced may be appropriate, while permitting a dog to swim in the lake off-leash would
not. 1l1e DEIR could be greatly improved by a site-specific discussion of which dog-related
activities will be allowed.

13

'l he D£ 1R and the SNRAMP suffer from t he larger problem endemic to San Francisco's
management of dog-related activities. Though all city parke; pennit dogs only on-leash and offleash in designated otT-leash areas, non-compliar1ce with leash requirements is nunp~mt. Despite
that dogs are regularly allowed to run off-leash throughout nearly every park in the city, off-leash
dogs continue to oppose even reasonable restrictions on dogs in the few Natural Areas covered
by this Project.

14

15

Dog Use

[

In any event, ar1y Dog Play Area in any Natural Area should be ti.tlly enclosed or otherwise wellmarked. Enclosures provide dog owners with a clear explanation of where off-leash activity is
appropriate. Enclosures also restrain dogs from activities that may result in significar1t, negative
4

Available at http :// elkhom. unl. edu/epublic/live/ec 1781/build/ec 1781 .pdf
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impacts on native wildlife and plants in the Natural Area. Finally, enclosures reduce conflicts
with other park users and other dogs.

16

Overall, the DEIR would be improved by a greater discussion of the environmental impacts of
dogs on the Natural Areas. Because the stated priorities ofthe NAP, the protection of
biodiversity and other natural values should be prioritized over dog-related recreation and other
similar activities. Even where biodiversity is prioritized (in this small amount of San Francisco's
total park acreage), there should be ample opportunities for responsible dog owners and other
visitors to full enjoy the Natural Areas.
4.

17

[

Urban Forestry

Golden Gate Audubon endorses the section of the DEIR relating to Urban Forests practices.
(DEIR, at 111 ). We recommend that the section include text that all urban forest practices will
consider impacts to nesting birds during the bird breeding season or where particular trees have
been known to be important nesting or roosting sites in prior nesting seasons.
F.

Recommendations for Specific Natm·al Areas (Section 111.1)

1.

Glen Canyon Park and O'Shaughnessy Hollow (GC/OH) (§ 111.1.12, DEIR at
125)

Management measure GC/OH - 4a (Avoid removing trees with red - tailed hawk or great
horned owl nests and prohibit tree removal within 150 fe et of occupied nest) provides an
illustration off the kind of need for sound urban forestry management discussed above. Tree
inventories should be considered while nesting is underway. Information about the local of
important nest trees should be recorded, preferably on maps and with GPS units or tree-tagging.
Removal of important nesting trees should be avoided, even if those nesting trees are non-native
(at least de-prioritized over other non-native tree removals). Staff should assess whether suitable
nesting habitat exists nearby for returning breeding raptors or other birds that rely on the tall
trees .

18

19

Golden Gate Audubon strongly endorses management measure GC/OH - 9a (Monitor the dog
impact on wetlands and Islais Creek channel and consider appropriate restrictions (including
fencing) to keep dogs out of the creek channel and wetlands). It is known that dogs have
significant negative impacts on local birds and other wildlife populations. San Francisco Bay
has already lost approximately 90% of its wetland habitats, leaving native wildlife that depend
on such habitats few spots for rest, forage, and roosting. Dogs should be entirely excluded from
the wetland and any riparian habitat areas. All dog play areas should be clearly delineated,
preferably with fences.

20

Give the priorities of the Natural Areas Program, it is appropriate to prioritize protection of
wetlands and creek channels above dog-related recreation. Staff should ensure effective
implementation of this management measure by monitoring dog-related recreation in the area

[
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and enforcing leash requirements. A failure to enforce leash requirements will result in the
ineffective implementation of this measure.
2.

21

[

Golden Gate Park Oak Woodlands (Section 111.1.14)

Golden Gate Audubon strongly endorses the protection of Golden Gate Park's Oak Woodlands.
(DEIR, at 130). We do note that dog play areas should be well-delineated, preferably with
fences, and that leash requirements should be monitored and enforced.
3.

Lake Merced (Section 111.1.18)

Lake Merced Park is one of the most important Natural Areas in San Francisco. The park
provides nesting habitat to herons in the rookery, waterbirds including grebe species in the lake,
Red-shouldered hawks and passerines, including the San Francisco Common Yellowthroat, in
the area surrounding the lake. The park is also highly accessible to neighboring communities
and receives extensive recreational use.
In addition to the management actions already identified, Golden Gate Audubon recommends the
following for Lake Merced:
•
22

•

•

23

24

Improved trash management
o Trash containers should be made wildlife-proof
o Trash containers should be emptied regularly; currently trash is overflowing on
weekends, attracting pests, non-native animals, and posing health risks.
Cease dumping green waste along the sides ofthe lake
o Green waste dumped around the edge ofthe lake eventually works its way into
the lake, changing its chemical composition and contributing to pollutant
problems in the lake, including eutrophication.
Discourage feeding of all animals.
o Signs should be installed to discourage the feeding of pigeons, other birds, and
animals near the concrete bridge. Signs should be in multiple languages.

Golden Gate Audubon endorses management measure LM - 4a (Maintain and enhance
important bird nesting and foraging habitat to include the removal ofinvasive species and
natural recruitment ofpreferred species). (DEIR, at 135) Golden Gate Audubon also endorses
management measure LM - 7a (Relocate the DPA to a different area to avoid disturbing
breeding birds in the current location). Given the current moratorium on DPAs, it is unlikely that
the DP A could be moved and that the only viable option is removal. While Golden Gate
Audubon supports removing the DPA from the site, Golden Gate Audubon encourages the city
to find a suitable location for the DP A that will not result in an impact to native wildlife or
plants. While the SNRAMP would reduce the total number of DPAs currently in San Francisco,
Golden Gate Audubon reminds the City that new DPAs are being planned for Heron's Head
Park, Lennar's Hunters Point and Candlestick Point development sites, Treasure Island, and
other sites in the Sunset district.
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4.

25

[

Golden Gate Audubon endorses management measures MP - 8a (Restrict access to
sensitive habitat areas if damage continues), MP - 9a (Eliminate dog access to a portion of Gray
Fox Creek and convert the area around the creek to an on - leash area, resulting in the loss of 8.3
acres of DP A), and MP - 9b (Monitor native grassland and wildflower areas within the
remaining off- leash area ofthe Shelley Loop and Geneva Avenue DPAs). (DEIR, at 138-139)
As discussed at length above, the priorities of the Natural Areas Program require consideration
ofthe monitoring and protecting of biodiversity and natural habitat values above recreation,
including dog-related recreation, which can have significant negative impacts on the
environment and other visitors to the natural area. Specifically, Golden Gate Audubon supports
the protections at the Gray Fox Creek area and also recommends that if the native grassland and
wildflower areas near Shelley Loop and Geneva DPAs show harm to these plants attributed to
dogs then adaptive management action should be implemented to protect the plants.

5.

26
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McLaren Park (Section 111.1.19)

Mt. Davidson (Section 111.1.20)

Mt. Davidson also provides valuable habitat for hawks, hummingbirds, and other native species.
Any tree removal necessary should be conducted in a manner sensitive to these and other nesting
spec1es.

II.

PLANS AND POLICIES

A.

San Francisco Dog Policy (Section IV.A.S)

While the DEIR does not identify any inconsistencies with the San Francisco Dog Policy,
Golden Gate Audubon notes that San Francisco's failure to fully implement the Dog Policy does
create ongoing and serious conflicts with the priorities ofthe NAP. (See DEIR, at 155-156) The
lack of adequate enforcement of the Dog Policy, especially in sensitive areas where leashes are
required or dogs are excluded, has perpetuated conflicts between different users of the park
system in San Francisco and exacerbated impacts to local wildlife and plants. The DEIR should
include provisions requiring active compliance monitoring and enforcement of the policy to
ensure that the application of the Dog Policy is consistent with the NAP.

27

B.

09
(Cont.)

San Francisco Climate Action Plan (Section IV.A.8)

Golden Gate Audubon does not challenge the assertion that the DEIR is inconsistent with San
Francisco's Climate Action Plan. (See DEIR, at 156). However, we note that the Project calls for
the removal of many trees and other vegetation, which may have impacts on carbon-release and
carbon-sequestration. Golden Gate Audubon urges the Planning Department to fully consider
these impacts to ensure that the lack of information related to invasive plant removal and carbonsequestration creates a vulnerable flaw in the DEIR.

C.

California Coastal Act (Section IV.A.12)
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Golden Gate Audubon does not take a position as to whether there are any conflicts with the
Coastal Conservation Act. We do note, however, that some of the work that may be required to
fully implement management at Sharp Park may require permits under the Coastal Act (and other
regulations and laws). Golden Gate Audubon does not understand from the DEIR how some
parts of the Sharp Park management project can be distinguished from those proposed as patt of
SNRAMP. Because management of all of Shar·p Park should be considered holistically, Golden
Gate Audubon encourages the Planning Department to segregate Sharp Park :from the rest of the
S RAMP DEIR for further environmental review and planning.

01
(Cont.)

Ill.

BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS

A.

Consideration of California Cia ppcr Rail

During the bit·d breeding season of2011, Califomia Clapper Rail young were observed on
multiple occasions at Heron' s Head Park.. This was the first detection of (likely) breeding
California Clapper Rail in a considerable period and it is believed that the nesting pair derived
from rail populations further south in the Bay. The appearance of this breeding, endangered bird
highlights the importance of all of San Francisco's bayside wetland areas, including, potentially,
India Basin. Golden Gate Audubon recommends that the Platming Depattment consider whether
t he California Clapper Rail should be included on Table 9.

28

B.

Impacts to Native Plants

Golden Gate Audubon joins in the comments provided by the Verba Betma Chapter of the
California Native Plant Society with regard to the impacts to native special status plar1ts. (See
DEIR, at 294-295)

29
[

Overall, the DEIR would be improved by includin.g a discussion of the value and creation of
bmsh piles in areas where tree trimming or tree removal is plar1ned. Brush piles can provide
immense value for wildlife and suppress invasive plant growth.

B.

Impacts to Native Birds and Sensitive Bil·d Species (Impacts BI-2, BI-5).

02
(Cont.)

Golden Gate Audubon is most concerned with this section's failure to discuss the env ironmenta l
impacts of implementing General Reconunendation 7, especially GR 7a, as fonnal policy in
implanting the SNRAMP. 111e DEIR does not discuss the enviromnental impacts arising from
GR 7 and does not consider any alternatives to perpetuating feral cat colonies in Natural Areas.
The DETR should be revised to consider different alternatives, including the absolute exclusion
offeral and free-ranging cats in NatLlral Areas and to consider the impacts of all reasonable
altematives for cat population management.

30

To the eh.ient that maintenance activities will have impacts on birds and other sensitive species,
Golden Gate Audubon believes that as long as best management practices are in place,
monitored, and enforced, impacts to native species should be minimized. (See DIER, at 313316) For example, trail-clearing, maintenance, or tree cutting during the breeding season should
follow protocols identified in the DEIR to avoid disturbance to breeding birds or other animals.
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02
(Cont.)

The DEIR would be improved by acknowledging that the total San Francisco population of
California Quail is approximately 12 birds. The quail have been extirpated from much of the
city due to management, including tolerance of feral cat colonies and off-leash dog activities.
The quail should be considered a locally significant bird and provided special status protection
consideration in the DEIR.
C.

31

Impacts to Sharp Park Will Have Significant and Unavoidable Impacts.

Golden Gate Audubon does not agree with the analysis provided under Impact BI-6 that the plan
for Sharp Park as laid out in the DEIR will result in impacts that are less than significant to
sensitive species with mitigation. (See DEIR, at 319-343) Golden Gate Audubon believes that
the breadth of impacts has not been adequately described or studied in the DEIR and is
concerned that the incomplete nature of the DEIR in this regard constitutes a potentially fatal
flaw that is subject to challenge. Golden Gate Audubon also believes that implementation of the
proposed Sharp Park project would inevitably conflict with the federal Endangered Species Act
and potentially other federal and state laws, resulting in difficulty in obtaining permits and
perhaps further litigation regarding the matter. Golden Gate Audubon reiterates its
recommendation to the Planning Department that it tier off study of the Sharp Park project for
further study and subsequent review and approval.
IV.

CONCLUSION

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Golden Gate Audubon will continue to
submit comments, both written and verbal, in an effort to improve the SNRAMP project. If you
would like to discuss this matter further, please do no hesitate to contact me at (51 0) 843-6551 or
mlynes@goldengateaudubon.org.
Best regards,

Michael Lynes
Conservation Director
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Golden Gate Heights Neighborhood Association

P.O. Box 27608
San fl1lllcisco, CA 94 127

October 31, 2011

tR\E\C!EilVIED

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
1650 Mission St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

fii:T ~ 1 2011
ClTY <::~ GUUNTY OF S.F

PLANNING DEPARTI'v~ENT
f-~ECE PTICN r:;F<;t<.
RE: Comment on Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan EIR
· ·· -

The Golden Gate Heights Neighborhood Association (GGHNA) represents over 400 households
in the Golden Gate Heights Neighborhood of San Francisco (bounded by 9th Avenue, Quintara St,
lOth Ave, and Kirkham St.). Our neighborhood is composed of primarily single-family homes
(mostly homeowners, not renters) densely packed together. We have four parks in our
neighborhood, and all of them have natural areas in them - Grandview and Golden Gate Heights
Parks, Hawk Hill, and the Rock Outcrop. In every park in our neighborhood, except Golden Gate
Heights Park, the Natural Areas Program (NAP) controls 100% ofthe park. All ofthe natural
areas in the parks in our neighborhood are located on steep slopes.

01
[

GGHNA has repeatedly expressed our concerns about damage to neighboring homes and
property from drifting sand from the parks in our neighborhood, about plans to remove trees from
the natural areas, and about poor maintenance in natural areas. We worry that our concerns have
been ignored. Indeed, there is little in the NAP EIR to indicate they have been heard.
GGHNA has the following concerns about the NAP EIR:

02

1) The analysis of impacts from drifting sand is inadequate.
Years ago, drifting sand was a BIG problem in our neighborhood, especially around
Grandview Park and the Rock Outcrop. The parks in Golden Gate Heights are located on the
westernmost hills in San Francisco. There is literally nothing that stands between Asia and us
and the wind frequently screams through our neighborhood. The wind picks up any open sand
in the parks and essentially "sand blasts" our homes, our property, and ourselves. Over the
years, neighbors at Grandview and the Rock Outcrop experimented with plants to stabilize
the sand in the parks and found that iceplant was the only thing that really worked. While
there was still some drifting sand, it was minimized.
Then about ten years ago, NAP staff began tearing up the iceplant and replacing it with native
plants. Drifting sand is once again a problem in our neighborhood. The sand blows into
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people's backyards, damaging their property, fill s the streets, and clogs the sewers. This is
especially concerning on 14th Avenue below the Rock Outcrop, where a very narrow street
becomes even narrower when sand drifts into the street. In 2006, a house on 14th Avenue was
red-tagged after a major landslide in the backyard smashed into it. The house is immediately
adjacent to the Rock Outcrop, where NAP staff had removed large amounts of iceplant.
While we cannot say definitively that the iceplant removal caused the landslide, we are
concerned that it might have had at least some impact.

02
(Cont.)

At a GGHNA meeting several years ago about the NAP, homeowners who live adjacent to
Grandview complained about damage to thei r backyards from sand that had drifted into them
after iceplant in Grandview that had held the sand in place was removed by RPD. NAP staff
at the meeting responded that RPD has no "legal" responsibility for damage to property
outside of a park caused by sand that drifted into their backyards from the park because of the
actions by NAP staff (removing iceplant).
When the NAP Management Plan was released in 2006, it called for "scattered, open sand" in
all the natural areas in our neighborhood. Given the NAP staff's arrogant response to our
members' concerns about damage, the plan to have scattered, open sand in the parks in our
neighborhood has been of great concern to us.
The NAP EIR does not adequately address concerns, especially at the four parks in our
neighborhood, about impacts of drifting sand on people's land and property that is
immediately adjacent to the parks. This must be considered, and mitigations proposed (such
as no scattered, open sand) to address the impacts. We know there are impacts. We see them
daily. The NAP EIR must consider these impacts as well.

2) The analysis of impacts from NAP tree management is inadequate.

03

Grandview Park is one of the few parks where tree removal is planned by the NAP. The
people in our neighborhood have always loved the trees atop Grandview. Indeed, our
association initially formed to fight development of Grandview Park, and the park and its
trees make up our logo. We have expressed repeated concerns about the removal of any trees
in Grandview, especially since there are so few remaining. At a March 20 10 public meeting
on the Grandview Trail Restoration Project, attendees were told there would be no tree
removals at Grandview. Then, when the final Trail Restoration Project was announced
several months later, it included removing "hazard" trees. While we support removing
hazardous trees because of public safety concerns, we are concerned about the mixed
messages we have gotten from RPD and our inability to find out what will really be done.
The Trail Restoration Project released in 2010 indicated that NAP will "limb" the remaining
cypress and eucalyptus trees in Grandview, with no indication of how much pruning would
actually be done. We have seen at other parks, such as Tank Hill, that this "limbing" can be
extreme, resulting in ugly-looking trees that appear misshapen and do little to slow down the
wind. The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the impacts on aesthetics, or on wind and
impacts of wind on neighboring properties, or on the trees themselves of the extensive
"limbing" planned by NAP staff.

04

The analysis does not adequately address impacts from introducing sensitive species
into natural areas.
The NAP Management Plan calls for the re-introduction of sensitive species at Grandview
and other parks. Because of their special status (threatened or endangered), these species,
once planted, automatically trigger additional protections and restrictions, especially in
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access. The NAP EIR does not address the impacts on recreation of planting sensitive species
in natural areas. It also does not address impacts on neighboring properties if sensitive species
are planted. This is especially concerning in the parks in our neighborhood, where the natural
areas control the entire park and where sensitive species could be planted immediately
adjacent to a homeowner's property. What will be the impact on these park neighbors if
invasives from their backyards "threaten" the sensitive species? Will they be held liable in
any way because of damage to the sensitive species? Will they be forced to cut down invasive
plants on their own property? These impacts should be considered in the EIR.

4) The analysis does not adequately address impacts from poor maintenance of NAP areas.
The NAP program has a history of poor maintenance. One of the GGHNA Board members
has testified at hearings that he and his daughter once spent a very enjoyable time planting
native plants in a NAP-managed natural area. Six months later, when his daughter wanted to
see how "her" plants were doing, they went to the park and discovered nothing but a bunch of
dead and dying plants. There had been no maintenance done since the original planting. His
daughter was devastated at the death of all the plants she had worked so hard to plant.
The NAP Management Plan allocates fewer than 20 days/year for planting/maintenance of
each natural area. In 16 of the 32 natural areas, the total maintenance planned is 10 or fewer
days each year. A few parks are scheduled for only one work day/year. Clearly, NAP cannot
maintain all the areas that it now controls. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on
aesthetics, and on the biological resources themselves of this lack of maintenance. What good
does it do to plant native plants if they die within a few months because no maintenance was
done? These impacts must be considered in the NAP EJR.

01
(Cont.)

The Golden Gate Heights Neighborhood Association appreciates the opportunity for us to give,
yet again, our comments about the NAP and the NAP EIR. We feel that the NAP EIR is not
adequate
in the above areas, and that it must be revised to consider the impacts we outlined
[
above. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Sally Stephens
President
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May19,2012
Dear Colleagues:
Sharp Park Golf Course is one of only a handful of golf courses that
the general public can play that was designed by the worlds most
famous golf architect, Dr. Alister MacKenzie. It is indeed a national
treasure, and although only 14 of the original MacKenzie holes
remain they are indeed MacKenzie "gems". Sharp Park opened to
.9fE1C!Lf.~oJ.we BQ Y-~ars. ggQ_a.(l_q.J~tqcK_~,z.L~.~~ ~Q_pr_o!Jd o~!he layout ..
that he highlighted it in his book "The Spirit of St. Andrews".
· -.
·

01

There are amazing parallels that Sharp Park shares with a nearby
MacKenzie designed course, Green Hills Country Club (Originally the
Union League Golf and Country Club of San Francisco). Green Hills
was designed by Alister MacKenzie and was formerly the site of an
orchard, where flowers were grown and used by John Maclaren for
the 1915 Worlds Fair. John Maclaren hired Alister MacKenzie to
design Sharps Park. John Maclaren, one of the most famous
horticulturists of the time, planted the cypress trees that line the
fairways of Sharp Park. Similar Cypress trees are present at Green
Hills. Green Hills original clubhouse was designed by Willis Polk
Architects, a company that helped to restore much of San Francisco
after the great earthquake and fire of 1906. The architect that
designed the original Green Hills clubhouse for Willis Polk was Angus
McSweeney. Sharp Park'?. ylut>hoy_~~- ~.??~lso...ctesigned by Angus ·
·· .. ··- McSweeney.
-~- ·-· · ·· -When Green Hills was opened in 1930 MacKenzie praised the layout
and called it one of the best golf courses on the west
coast. Interestingly, when MacKenzie wrote the "Spirit of St.
Andrews" Green. Hills was only mentioned in one sentence. On the
other hand Mackenzie devoted much of a chapter to his pride in
Sharp Park and the seaside links design philosophy. This public golf
course was indeed one of the works MacKenzie was most happy with
in California (which is significant when one looks at the Magnificent
layouts, almost all private, that he is responsible for. They include

CLUB HOUSE (650) 648-9952
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Cypress Point, The Valley Club, The Meadow Club, Green Hills,
Pasatiempo and others).

01
(Cont.)

Those that say that Sharp Park is no longer a MacKenzie layout are
grasping at straws. Fourteen of the original holes are still in use (two
modified somewhat) and the four replacement holes to the east of
H"fghway .One.. -were-d esign-ed 6y ·-Mackenzie'S - assistan( ·J ack · --- ---Fleming.
Closing Sharp Park would be a travesty and would forever prevent
the average person from playing golf at a course designed by the
worlds most famous golf architect.

CLUB HOUSE (650) 648-9952 · PRO SHOP (650) 648-9989 • WEBSITE www.greehillscc.com
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RECE~VE O

NOV ( 1 lUH

.,
~~

SIERRA
CLUB
f ' OUNDED 1892

San Francisco Bay Chapter I 2530 San Pablo Ave., Ste I I Berkeley, CA. 94 702
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA. 94103
Re: The Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas Management
Plan

01

We find that the Natural Areas Management Plan has been thoroughly vetted
and that the appropriate conclusions, best serving the broad range of
interests and needs of the citizens and wildlife of San Francisco, have been
arrived at. We therefore strongly support the adoption it's Draft
Environmental Impact Report and the final approval of the Management
[ Plan. We have been volunteer participants as a group in the Corona Heights
Natural Area habitat restoration project since 1993, and as individuals at
Natural Areas throughout the City.

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-57

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

MGSG-1

MISSION
GREENBELT
SIDEWALK
GARDENS
Amber Hasselbring

415·786 - 4957
www.missiongreenbel~.com

Amber Hasselbring
4150-A 251h Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

RECEIVE r.{
Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

'"'CT

'J

'1 'tl

· •
i.u

CITY &COUNTY 0~ S.r
PLANNING DEPARTMEN I
MF .A.

October 5, 2011
Subject: Natural Areas Program and Management Plan
Dear Bill,

01

Gam writing in support of the Natural Areas Program and Management Plan.
•

02

•
•
•
•

•

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for SNRAMP is an adequate, accurate and complete review
of the plan.
Considers a broad range of potential impacts to our City's resources.
Proposes mitigation measures to address impacts where possible.
Has been based on detailed studies and scientific experts.
Consistent with several directives, including the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE), the
Public Utilities Commission (PUC) water saving mandates, and the City's Sustainability Plan.
looks at a range of alternatives and discusses the potential impacts for bot h natural and
recreational amenities of the City's Natural Areas.

Most sincerely,
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M iraloma Park Improvement Club
October 6, 2011
Bill W ycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
Natural Area Management Plan
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re: Deficiencies in D EIR, Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP):
Mt. Davidson
Dear Mr. Wycko:

01
02

03

04

The Miraloma Park Improvement Club (MPIC) represents the San Francisco residential community that will be
most impacted by the SNRAMP. lf required to choose among the alternatives in the DEIR for SNRAMP, the
MPIC must urge adoption of the more reasonable Maximum Recreation Alternative (MRA) of the SNRAMP
for Mt. Davidson Park because this alternative involves substantially less invasive tree removal, and thus
mitigates the ex.1ensive and unavoidable impact on this important recreation and cultural resource that the more
radical alternatives will involve. We absolutely oppose the Maximum Restoration Altemative because it
involves even more tree removal than the proposed project total of 1600 trees and would thus maximize the
negative impact on Park recreational use and appearance.
However, even the environmental effect of the proposed removal of 1600 trees is not satisfactorily studied by
the draft EIR. For one thing, the projected number of 1600 trees to be removed does not represent all of the
trees that would be removed from this historic Sutro forest, because additional trees will have to be removed for
reasons not included in the MRA, such as the SFPUC tank and other utility projects, storm damage, and tree
death due to age and/or lack of maintenance. To us, the goal of all ofthe SNRAMP altematives for Mt.
Davidson Park appears to be to deter public recreational use of this Park and make large portions of it into an
oak and prairie landscape. This goal is unacceptable to the neighborhood ofMiraloma Park, which borders on
the Mt. Davidson forest and for which this forest is a major recreational resource and therefore a mainstay of
our quality of life and property values. This goal is also inconsistent with historic Park uses and the original
status of Blue Mountain, later renamed Mt. Davidson (see below).

In addition to these general objections, the MPIC also finds the DEIR inadequate and inaccurate when
addressing the environmental impacts of the SNRAMP in the following specific areas:

05

1. Preservation of the Historic Forest and Scenic Vistas. The Historic Resource Evaluation Response for the
SNRAP confirms that the Mount Davidson natural area is a historic resource and potentially eligible for
listing under the CA Register as an ethnographic landscape. The SNRAP project described in the DEIR will
significantly negatively impact this historic forest because (I) it proposes that replacement trees can be
planted anywhere in San Francisco, rather than in the Park in the location of trees removed ; (2) it specifies
replacement of trees removed with oaks rather than the historic forest species; and (3) it lacks any plan for
replanting the remaining trees (i.e., those trees not subject to planned removal) as the existing historic
species reach the end of their lifespan. Furthermore, the project map (see Exhibit A) indicates that areas
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11

where lre::e removal would be:: concentrated are the most visible are::as within the Park, which is a major
scenic and historic resource for Park visitors as wt::ll as residents of surrounding communitie::s. Clear-cutting
these highly visible areas along major trails and sightlines within the Park will be very detrimental to
enjoyment of the Park by its users. Of crucial concern is not the:: impact on vie::ws of the forest from outside
of the park-shown on page:: 193-194 of the:: DEIR, or the:: impact on distant views to and from the:: Park, but
the view and experience of the historic forest up close ti·om within the Park: along the trails, roads, and
historic monuments within the MA-1 and MA-2 areas where substantial tree removal is proposed.
Also, the DElli. is does not cle::arly define:: the planned scope ~md specific impact of the 1000-tree removal
platmcd for the MA-le area: what percentage are these 1000 trees to be removed of the existing forest in
that area:lOO%, 75%, 50%, or 25%? If 50% or more, this would more than just thin the historic forest- it
would decimate it, a significant negative impact to this historic resource. The EIR should detail the squarefootage of the MA-le, MA-2c, and MA-2e areas where trees would be removed and provide the estimated
percentage of trees to be removed from each one. These:: numbe::rs would help to ascertain the environmental
impact with respect to what recreational users will experience within the park.
Furthermore, if the MRA alternative or some variant of it is adopted, to mitigate the negative impacts on
appearance and recre::ational use, the MPIC insists that all healthy cypress and pine trees in the MA-le, MA2c, and MA-2e areas be allowed to remain. Unlike eucalyptus, these species from the original historic forest
are not invasive and add greatly to pleasure of viewing within the Park, as well as hosting a varied bird
population that would be lost with their removal. The MPIC further insists that all trees removed ti·om Mt.
Davidson as part of SNRAMP be replaced one-for-one within the Park in the locations vacated by the
removed trees using cypress, cedar, or pine species in order to maintain the historic visual chru·acter of the
Sutro fore::.<;I.. The historic cypn:ss and pine species and cedar as well are neithe::r exotic nor invasive, grow
much faster than oaks, and are more suited than oaks to sutvive tlte soil and climate conditions in Mt.
Davidson Park. In fact, oaks never existed on Blue Mountain or Mt. Davidson, so no valid argument can be
made for replacement of removed trees with oaks.
Finally, tree removal from the MA-le and MA-2e areas as part of building and native plant restoration has
already left unsightly stumps, remnants, and debris along the most accessible and visible areas inside the
forest sectors of the park (See Exhibit B attached). The MPlCs require that any trees killed for SNRAMP be
totally remove::d- all the way to the:: ground- so that. no unsightly stumps are left to negatively impact the
aesthetic view fi·om within the park. Also, non-native vegetation and tree parts removed by City staff thus
far has been left in unsightly debris heaps along the public trails. This significantly negatively impacts the
Park as a scenic resource for those wishing to enjoy the beauty of nature along the Park trails. The MPlC
requires that the debris created by the SNRAMP project be collected ;md dumped away from public view or
removed from the park all together.
2. Noise and Wind Pollution Mitigation. The DEfR addresses the noise-pollution impact anticipated from
the actual tree clearing to residents adjacent to the park. However, the DEfR does not address the
MPIC's concern that. tree removal will result. in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levds
heard by visitors within the park. The nearby 280 fi·eeway, BART, and Pottola Drive are substantial
sources of noise currently pattly mitigated by trees slated for removal. The Final E1R should compare
sound readings within the MA-la area with those in the MA-3a areas to demonstrate the impact ofMAlc and MA-2c area tree removal on noise levels along the Park road and trails surrounding the summit
of the mountain. Furthermore, the trees in the MA-l c area now setve as a wind-break, and we believe
their removal will significantly increase wind in inside the park and thus negatively impact the
experience for visitors within the Park. The EJR should address this potential impact, which could be
documenl.e::d by taking wind speed-readings from the now treele::ss northe::ast viewpoint of the Park and
comparing these readings with other readings from the MA-3a areas.
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3. Recreational Use. The DEIR notes that Mt. Davidson Park has high recreational values and trail use by
the citizens of San Francisco, yet it does not address the impact of the project tree removal plan on
fostering the growth of the invasive native poison-oak or how this significant negative impact on Park
visitors will be mitigated. Where trees have been removed thus far, we have seen a significant increase
in poison oak, often along hiking trails, and we believe this proliferation of poison oak will increase
substantially as more trees are removed. The MPIC reiterates its request for the project plan to include a
policy to keep poison oak at least 10 feet away from all trails at all times.

12

The DEIR also does not address the negative impact on Park visitors of prohibiting benches in scenic
view areas within the MA-l sector in order to deter off-leash dogs. The DEIR does not assess how leash
rules could be effectively enforced or that, instead of pursuing such enforcement, City staff are choosing
to remove recreational amenities such as benches in sensitive plant areas. This policy significantly
negatively impacts recreational experience of one of the best views in San Francisco. There is now only
one bench in Mt. Davidson Park, and for full enjoyment by recreational users additional benches should
be installed throughout the Park.

13

4. Economic Factors. The DEIR lacks any cost estimate for implementing the SNRAMP and has no
information about how it will be funded . It also does not address the potential impact of shifting
resources such as park bond funds away from recreation and park maintenance/improvements to
complete the SNRAMP. The substantial cost of removing the trees from Mt. Davidson will divert
significant resources from providing what the MPIC considers a higher priority for resource use: basic
maintenance ofMt. Davidson Park including litter and graffiti removal, forest and trail maintenance, and
installation of benches and trail direction signage.

14

In summary and conclusion, mitigation measures for any approved Natural Areas Plan tree removal and trail
closure should include 30-day advance notification to the MPIC of specific cutting planned and the right of
interactive review and potential adjustment of specific removals by the MPIC- the neighborhood most heavily
impacted by the Plan. Furthermore, any trees cut down should be completely removed to ground level and all
remnants taken away in order to maintain the aesthetic quality of the forest and park. The Plan should also
include monthly removal of all poison oak within 10 feet of trails and maintenance and protection of historic
Works Project Administration (WPA) trails and retaining walls. Any activity for implementation of the
SNRAMP should not restrict public use of the park or access to the historic area or viewpoints for more than 30
days at a time.

15
09 cont.
12 cont.
16
17

18
[

If the Planning and Recreation and Parks Departments do not adopt the Maximal Recreation Alternative and
are not willing to completely implement the above-requested mitigations to the SNRAMP and augmentations to
the DEIR, the MPIC requests that these Departments remove Mt. Davidson from the SNRAMP. This would be
the only acceptable solution to avoid permanent degradation of this important recreational and aesthetic
resource for residents of the second densest city in the United States.
Sincerely yours,

&;~~-Dan Liberthson, Corresponding Secretary
Cc: S. Elsbernd, P. Ginsberg, West of Twin Peaks Central Council, West Portal Monthly, Westside Observer,
SF Parks Alliance, M. Welther (Golden Gate Audubon Society)
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EXHIBIT A. Plan Map
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EXHIBIT B. Debris and Remnants from Tree Removal
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0 O'Shaughnessy Boulevard • San Francisco, California 94 127
Telephone: (415} 281 -0892

June 7, 2012
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re: Deficiencies in Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP) for Mt. Davidson
Dear Mr. Wycko:

01
02
03

The Miraloma Park Improvement Club (MPIC) represents the San Francisco residential
community that will be most impacted by the SNRAMP for Mt. Davidson Park. The MPIC
agrees with the conclusion in the DEIR for theN atural Areas Program (NAP) that removing
1600 trees from Mt. Davidson Park, eliminating 2900 feet of trails, and restricting access to
6 acres of this neighborhood park, located within one of America's densest cities, in order to
implement the proposed project will result in a significant and unavoidable negative cumulative
environmental impact on the irreplaceable cultural, recreational, and biological resources of Mt.
Davidson Park. We agree with the conclusion of the DEIR (page 525) that the Maintenance and
Maximum Recreation Alternatives are the Environmentally Superior Alternatives because these
alternatives involve removal of substantially fewer trees and less access, as well as less herbicide
use. We absolutely oppose the Proposed Project and Maximum Restoration Alternatives because
of the significant and unavoidable negative environmental impact these plans would have on the
Park's aesthetics, cultural resources, wind and shadow, recreation, biological resources,
hydrology, hazardous materials, and air quality. If these alternatives are approved and
implemented, the MPIC will seek to have Mount Davidson Park removed from the Natural Areas
Program and returned to its original purpose as a recreational facility subject to all of the
maintenance standards required by Proposition C, passed by voters in 2003.
Since our comment letter was sent in last October, we have uncovered even more deficiencies in
the DEIR for the SNRAMP. Central to these deficiencies are inconsistencies in the SNRAMP for
Mt. Davidson that were not addressed in the DEIR and therefore led to flaws in its conclusions.
We find the DEIR deficient in analyzing the potential negative environmental impacts of the
project on aesthetics, cultural heritage, wind and shadow, hydrology and water quality (including
erosion), air quality, and increasing hazardous materials. The DEIR does not adequately assess
these impacts despite the potential for more tree loss from increased windthrow, increased
erosion onto properties next to the park, significant reduction in C02 absorption, loss of existing
animal and bird habitat, and the fact that maintenance of the native plant area would require
frequent applications of herbicides classified by the City as "Most Hazardous" and "More
Hazardous" to control non-native plant growth.
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2

TI1e DEIR's conclusion that the tree removal on Mount Davidson Park would have less than
significant impact on this historic landscape and forest is based on incomplete analysis. Much of
the inaccuracy of the analysis is stated on page 191 of the DEIR
"TI1e assumption that the SFRPD intends to spread the overall tree removal across the
forested portion of a Natural Area and would not concentrate it in a pruticular location ...
Removing clusters of20 or more trees over half an acre would still leave the suO'ounding
forest and its aesthetic value intact. Also no Landmark Trees would be removed or altered."

04

l1lis assumption is inconsistent with Appendix F of the SNR..t.\JvlP, page 14, which indicates
plans to remove trees in a concentrated area of 10.2 acres in order to conve1t 1/3 of the cun·ent
30.1 acre forest into a grass and scrub landscape. It indicates that a substantial amount equal to
82% of the trees in the 3.5-acre MA-le zone would be removed. Two other zones within the
10.2-acre relandscaping area would lose 23-31 % oftheirtrees. 1l1is 10.2 acres would in fact lose
substantially more than 40 trees per acre, as stated in the DEIR page 195. TI1e MA-le zone
would lose 286 trees per acre, MA-2c 111 trees per acre, and MA-2e 82 trees per acre. TI1ese
areas would be substantially reduced from the current 350 trees per acre to as low as 63 trees per
acre in what amounts to deforestation - not tbimling. Statements that only sick and dead trees
would be removed are inconsistent with the reality that any person looking at this ru·ea of the
park could not agree that 82% of the trees are in this condition now.
Removing the trees over a 20-year period would not mitigate the substantial, cumulative,
negative environmental impact. There are errors in the SNRAMP that were not addressed or
con·ected, as on Appendix F, page 8, for exrunple: "'TI1e bulk of the tree removal [on Mount
Davidson] will occur in MA-2e ... " - inconsistent with page 14, wllich lists 23% for MA-2e, the
least planned tree removal.

05

While The Historic Resource Evaluation Report (HRER) in the DEIR declares the landscape
historic, the ru1alysis is limited to the retainjng walls and steps. A cultural landscape study is
required to evaluate the historical significance of the forest landscape and the impact of the
project on tllis significant resource, as requested by the MPIC letter regarding the SNRAMP
Initial Study. All of the enviromnental impact conclusions of the DEIR regarding Mt. Davidson
Park require additional analysis to address the concentrated historic tree clearing actually
proposed in the SNRAMP for Mt. Davidson.

06

1l1e DEJR does not address the economic impact of the significant tinancia.l resources that would
be dive1ted from SF Park and Recreation services to implement SNRAMP. There is no cost
estimate fo r implementing the SNRAMP and no infonnation about how it wi II be funded. It also
does not address the potential impact of shifting resources, such as park bond funds, away from
recreation and park maintenance and improvements in order to complete the SNRAMP. TI1e
substru1tial cost of removing the trees from Mt. Davidson will divert significant resources from
providing what the MPIC considers a higher priority for resource use: basic maintenance of Mt.
Davidson Park, including litter and graffiti removal, forest ru1d trail upkeep, and installation of
bem.:he:; and trail diredion ~ignagt:. Ongoing t:o::;ts for herbit:ide spraying, erosion t:qntrol,
replru1ting, ru1d fencing are also not addressed.
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07

03
(Cont.)

In conclusion, the goals and current scope of the SNRAMP project for Mt. Davidson are
incompatible with, degrade, and subordinate the goals and needs of those who live next to and
use this important San Francisco park and recreation resource. The following SNRAMP
proposals would all have significant negative environmental impacts for the residents of
Miraloma Park: concentrated removal of 1600 trees; closure of2,900 feet of unidentified trails;
limitation of dog access to nearly six acres of the park; continued use ofhazardous herbicides;
prohibition of recreational amenities as defined by the Park Maintenance Standards developed to
implement Proposition C in 2003; leaving maimed trees and trim waste in the park; disregard
and degradation of the forest's historic and cultural value; and the failure to develop a vigorous
reforestation plan for the MA-3 zones (with the same species). While the SNRAMP is described
as a community-based program, the DEIR does not describe any meaningful way for residents to
modify this plan once it is approved.
Therefore, if the Planning and Recreation and Parks Departments do not adopt the Maximum
Recreation or Maintenance Alternative, are not willing to fully analyze the additional impacts
inadequately addressed in the DEIR, and fail to reduce the scope of the SNRAMP, the MPIC will
request that Mt. Davidson Park be removed from the SNRAMP. This would be the only
acceptable solution to avoid permanent degradation of this important environmental resource for
residents of one of the densest cities in the United States. Mount Davidson Park is a public
treasure- not a biological museum.
Following are our detailed comments on the DEIR regarding wind, forest resources, cultural
landscape, erosion, aesthetics, recreation, noise pollution, herbicides, and wildlife.
Sincerely yours,

«1(~~-Dan Liberthson, Corresponding Secretary
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I. Wind
1he forest in Mt. Davidson Park is a significant wind barrier. The SNRAMP project disregards
this fact in its proposed doubling of the existing native plant area of the park by converting a
third of the forest area (10.2 acres) into a prairie/coastal scrub landscape. The DEIR statements
that this is thinning the forest and would involve removal of only 15% of all the trees are
misleading, a<; the trees are actually proposed for removal in a concentrated 10.2-acre area (p. 14,
SNRAMP - Appendix F). 'Ine DEIR therefore does not adequately evaluate the potential
damage to the remaining forest fi·om windthrow after implementation of the 1000-tree removal
plarmed for the MA-le area. 111is concentrated removal, estimated by the SNRAMP to be 82%
of the trees in this 3.5-acre area, is s ubstantial - not mere thinning.

08

'TI1e DEIR concludes that the wind impacts wo uld be less than significant because trees would be
removed in accordance with the Urban Forestry Statements in Appendix F of the SNRAMP. This
is an inaccurate concltL<;ion because it does not address the statement in Appendix F that
substantial tree removal should not occur in the MA-le and MA-2c areas because this would
increase the rate of windthrow. TI1e DEIR states that ground-level wind hazards would not
increase along the trails of Mt. Davidson because mostly small and medium trees would be
selectively removed. TI1is is incorrect. TI1e MA-le zone, which will lose 82% of its trees, is the
location of the major and most popular trails in the park, which cross this zone in several
locations. TI1is concentrated removal would therefore result in a significant negative impact to
this cultural, recreational, and biological resource.
'T11e EIR should ackJlowledge the above inconsistency in the SNRAMP by recommending a
significant reduction in the percentage of trees to be removed in the MA- le area, to 15% or less,
in order to avoid an increase in windthrow that could damage or kill trees, as well as expose
trails and hikers to a significant increase in wind hazard created by making tlus area an exposed
hilltop. In the existing situation, the forest serves as a wind-break. and provides protection to
visitors from the high wind speeds that prevail in this area. The EIR should address this potential
cumulative negative impact, which could be documented by takjng wind-speed readings from the
now treeless northeast viewpoint of the Park and comparing U1ese readings with other readings in
the MA-le zone, which would lose 82% of its trees.

II. Forest Ecology Considerations

09

MPIC agrees with the DEIR that a major reforestation effort should be unde11ak.en by the City to
rejuvenate Mt. Davidson Park's historic forest canopy. This should be a higher budget priority
than tree destruction. 'Ihe DEIR is deficient in documenting the scientific source for its statement
that the proposed concentrated tree removal on Mt. Davidson w ill in fact make the remaining
forest areas healtluer than would improved maintenance - such as clearance of ivy, trimming of
potentially hazardous branches, and replanting of new trees of the sante species to rejuvenate the
forest, rather than allowing it to die from neglect. TI1e DElR should include as detailed a forest
management plan for the MA-3 area of the park as it does for the vegetation of the MA-l and
MA-2 areas. It should f urther recommend that management of the MA-3 zones be transfen·ed to
the Recreation m1d Pmk Department's Urban Fvre:>try Divi::;ion, becau:;e Natural Areas Prvgram
staff lack the arborist and forestry expertise necessary to properly maintain the forest.
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TI1e MPIC fmds the conclusion in the DEIR that converting 10.2 acres of the park from forest to
prairie reed grass will have a less than significant impact to be based on inaccurate and
incomplete documentation. The DEIR (page 408) states that the total number of trees would not
change within the Natural Areas. It further states that San Francisco trees are protected by the
San Francisco Urban Forestry Ordinance (page 410). TI1is is inaccurate and inconsistent with
Table 5 (page 114), which says that a total of 18,448 trees will be lost in the Natural Areas if the
proposed project is implemented. The DEIR fm1her states that one-for-one replacement trees
can b e planted anywhere in San Francisco, rather than in the Park or the specific location
oftrees •·emoved and it specifies replacement oftt·ees •·emoved with slow -growing oaks
rather than the historic for-est species. 'The actual goal of SNRAMP project - to elinlinate, not
thin or rejuvenate - the historic forests in these parks should be factually stated, although we
strongly object to this goal. TI1e DEIR states that no landmark trees will be removed; however,
no trees in the SNRAMP areas are currently protected by landmark status. We must ask, do the
Urban Forestry or Landmark Tree ordinances even apply to trees in City parks or Natural Areas?
lf not, references in the DEIR to these ordinances should say so, in order to avoid misleading
readers into thinking that these historic trees are eligible for and subject to these protections.

10

SNRAMP Figme 6.2-3, Vegetation for Mt. Davidson, significantly undercounts the mm1ber of
Monterey Cypress trees growing in the areas described as blue gum forest by incon-ectly
showing the cypress as limited to a very small area on the southeastem edge of the park. The
SNRAMP vegetation inventory of Monterey Cypress should be con-ected, and these cypress
trees should be exempt from the tree clearing proposed to implement this program. Neither
Monterey cypress nor Monterey pine are invasive, and both add greatly to the recreational and
aesthetic experience within the Park, including hosting a varied bird population that would be
lost with their removal. Even the Califomia Invasive Plant Council agrees with this assessment.
Both of these species are Califomia natives; fossi l evidence shows that they existed on the San
Francisco peninsula in the distant past.

11

On Mt. Davidson, plans to destroy 1,600 trees over 15ft tall include many Monterey cypresses
In this particular "natural area," it is nol accurate to say that "most'' trees that will be removed
are invasive. Since these species are native to Califomia <md have existed in San Francisco in the
past, it is an exaggeration to call them non-native. 111e MPIC insists that all healthy cypress and
pine trees in the MA-le. MA-2c. and MA-2e areas be allowed to remain and that new cypress or
pine be replanted one-for-one within in these same zones to replace each blue gum eucalyptus
cut down. Furthennore, any trees removed from the MA-3 zone also should be replaced with the
historic cypress, cedar, or pine species in order to maintain the historic visual ch aracter of the
Sutro forest. 111ese species grow much faster than oaks, and are more suited than oaks to survive
the soil and climate conditions in Mt. Davidson Park. In fact, oaks never existed on Mt.
Davidson, so no valid argument can be made for replacement of removed trees with oaks.

12
[

"Ihe projected 1600 trees to be removed does not represent all of the trees that would be removed
from this historic forest. Additional trees will and have been removed for reasons not addressed,
such as the SFPUC tank and pipeline upgrade, installation of utility lines, stonn damage,
vmJdaJism, aJJd Lree death due to age and/or lal:k of mainlenanl:e. T he N atura] Area:; Program
does not document how many trees have been removed fi:om the forest already, and so the 1600
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goal is a movi ng target and is unenforceable. Approximately 100 trees were removed in 2008 to
move the Mt. Davidson pipeline from the native plant area to the area designated for forest
preservation. Only 5 replacement trees were planted.

12
(Cont.)

1l1e evident goal of the SNRAMP for Mt. Davidson Park is to deter public recreational use and
to double the existing native plant area of the park by converting a third of the forest area (10.2
acres) into a prairie/coastal scmb landscape. 1l1e SNRAMP estimate of353 trees per acre on Mt.
Davidson is half of that estimated by UCSF for their forest on Mt. Sutro, which is similar in
density and age. TI1e SNRAMP forest management goals of 50-100 square feet of basal area per
acre in the MA- l area wo uld leave only 23-46 trees per acre, assuming an average tree diameter
of20 inches; 100-200 sqf basal area for MA-2 would leave 46-92 average 20-inch trees per acre
and just 92-275 trees of this average size per acre in the MA-3 forest zone. The result would be
even more than 1600 trees pennanently removed, especially if the total trees per acre are now
closer to 750 than 350. TI1is goes beyond "thinning . . . to improve the health of the forest by
relieving crowding," as the DEIR describes the plan. No evidence is provided that this ell.1ensive
clearing will improve the health of the forest. In any case, such major clearing is unacceptable to
the neighborhood of Miraloma Park, which borders on tl1e ML Davidson forest and for which
this forest is a prime recreational resource and a mainstay of our quality oflife and property
values.
1l1e DElR also justifies the destruction of thousands of trees on the grounds that they are nonnative and " invasive":
Further, most of the trees within the Natural Areas are nonnative and most are also invasive.
l l 1e invasive forests within the Natural Areas are predominantly eucalyptus, although
cypress, pine, and acacia also occur. (DEIR, page 456)

13

In fact, there is no evidence that any of these trees are "invasive." Although the Califomia
Invasive Plant Council has classified eucalyptus as "moderately invasive," there is no scientific
evidence to supp01t this claim. According to the US Forest Database of Plants and Trees, " It
[blue gum eucalyptus) docs not spread far and rarely invades wildlands."
(http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/eucglo/all.html)

In "Vegetation Change and Fire Hazard in the San Francisco Bay Area Open Spaces," William
Russell (US Geological Survey) and Joe McBride (UC Berkeley) used aerial photos ofBay Area
parks taken over a 60-year period fi·om 1939 to 1997 to study changes in vegetation types. 1l1ey
studied photos of3 parks in the East Bay (Chabot, Tilden, Redwood), 2 parks in the NortJ1 Bay
(Point Reyes, Bolinas Ridge), and one on the Peninsula (Skyline). These photos revealed that
gra%1ands are acceding to shn1bland, dominated by native coyote brush and
manzanita. Eucalyptus and Monterey pine forests actually decreased during the period of
study. In those cases in which forests increased in size, they were native forests of oaks or
Douglas fir. In other words, these researcher s found n o eviden ce that. n on -n ative trees arc
invading native tr ees or sJu·ubs.
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Implementation of SNRAJ:vfP will result in a significant loss of stored carbon.
The urban forest of San Francisco stores 196,000 tons of carbon and adds to that accumulated
store of carbon at an annual rate of5,200 tons per year, according to a US Forest Service survey
(Nowak 2007) About 25% of the annual rate of sequestration and the accumulated storage of
carbon are accomplished by the blue gum eucalyptus, the chieftarget for destruction by
SNRAMP. When a tree is destroyed, it releases the carbon that it has accumulated throughout its
lifetime into the atmosphere as carbon dioxide (C02) as it decays. C02 is the predominant
greenhouse gas that is causing climate change. Since greenhouse gases are regulated in
California by a law that commits the state to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the DEIR for the
NAP goes to great lengths to make the case that destroying thousands of trees will not violate
California law. The DEIR' s claim that the implementation of SNRAJ:vfP will not contribute to
greenhouse gas emissions is based on:
•

•

14

Fabricating facts by misrepresenting scientific studies. The facts are
o Grassland in San Francisco does NOT lower ground temperature.
o Grassland does NOT store more carbon than forests.
Confusion of the RATE of carbon sequestration with the total accumulated carbon
storage in the plant or tree as it continues to grow.
o While a young tree may sequester carbon at a faster RATE while it is growing
rapidly, as the DEIR maintains, that does not alter the fact that a mature tree stores
more carbon over its lifetime as the carbon accumulates.
oReplacingmature trees with ANY plant or tree will never compensate for the loss of
the carbon stored in the trees that will be destroyed. Managing the forest by thinning
and reforestation does NOT compensate for the loss of carbon stored in mature trees.

These misrepresentations and confusions are discussed in detail in the following subsections.
Grassland in the San Francisco Bay Area does NOT lower ground temperature.
The DEIR claims "According to a study presented at the American Geophysical Union's
meeting, grasslands above 50 degrees' latitude reflect more sun than forest canopies, thereby
keeping temperatures lower by an average of 0.8 degree Celsius" (DEIR, page 457, citing Jha A,
"Planting trees to save planet is pointless, say ecologists'' in The Guardian, 12/15/2006)
However, the DEIR' s statement does not apply to the San Francisco Bay Area and the reference
used to support the statement misrepresents the cited study, because:
•

The entire continental United States, including the San Francisco Bay Area, is below 50
degrees latitude. In other words, this statement-even if it were true-would not apply to
the San Francisco Bay Area.
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•

•

•

l11e statement is taken out ofthe contex1 of the article. l11e entire sentence in which this
statement appears actually says, "Grassland or snowfields, however, reflected more sun,
keeping temperatures lower. Planting trees above 50 degrees latitude, such as in Siberia,
could cover tundras normally blanketed in heat-reflecting snow." It does not snow in the
San Francisco Bay Area. 111erefore, this statement does not apply to the San Francisco
Bay Area.
'TI1e article being quoted by the DEIR is NOT the scientific study, but rather a joumalistic
article in The Guardian, a newspaper in England, in which the author of the study has
been misquoted and his study misrepresented.
TI1e day after this atticle appeared in The Guardian (and also in the New York Times),
The Guardian published an op-ed (which also appeared in the New York Times) by the
author of the scientific study, Ken Caldeira (Stanford University) in which he objected to
the misrepresentation of his study:
"I was aghast to see our study rep01ted under the headline "Planting trees to save
planet is pointless, say ecologists." (December 15). Indeed, our study found that
preserving and restorin g tt·opical forests is doubly impo11ant, as they cool the
earth both by removing the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide from the atmosphere and
by helping produce cooling clouds. We did find that preserving and restoring forests
outside the tropics does little or nothing to help slow climate change, but nevertheless
these forests arc a criticnl component of Em1h's biosphere and great urgen cy
should be placed on preservin g them." (Caldeira, 2006)

14
(Cont.)

As if this misrepresentation of the facts weren't bad enough, we find in Appendix A of the DEIR
that this isn't the first time that someone has infonned the authors of the DElR that their
statement is not accurate. One of the public comments submitted in 2009 in response to the
Initial Study quoted Ken Caldeira's op-ed in the New York Times. Yet, 2 years later, the DElR
repeats tlus misrepresentation of Professor Caldeira's research.
Grassland does NOT store more carbon than forests.
'fl1e DEIR also claims that "Research studies have concluded that grassland and scrub habitat
could act as a signific1mt carbon sink." (DEIR, page 457, citing Conant, Paustian and Elliot, 2001
and Hu, et al, 200 1).
Once again, the cit.e d studies do not. suppm1. the statement in the DEIR:
•

•

'TI1e statement has been taken out of context. The entire sentence reads, "We conclude
that grasslands can act as a significant carbon sink with the implementaUon of
improved management." This sentence appears in the abstract for the publication.
(Conant 2001)
'D1e point of the study is that land management teclmiques such as fertilization, ilTigation,
introduction of earthwonns, plowing and fallow methods, etc., can in1prove the
sequestration of carbon in the soil of croplands and pastures. 111is is obviously irrelevant
to the Natural Areas Program, which is not engaged in agriculture or pasturage.
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•

However, the study is relevant in that itreportsthatwhi!n forest is convi!rted to
grassland, no amount of ''managemmt techniques" can compmsate for the loss of
the carllon in the tri!i!Sthat are destroyed : "Though more than half of the rainfor est
conversion studies (60%) resultedinincreased soil carbon content, net ecosystem
ca:rb on b alance... decreased substantially due to the loss ofla.rge amounts ofbiomass
catb on." (Conant 2001)

The second study cited (Hu eta!, 2001) in support of the cl aim about carbon storage in ~ass! and
reports that increased I eve! s of carbon dioxide in the air increase carbon ac cumulation in the
soil. This study says nothing about the relative m eri ts of ~asslands and forests with respect to
c ar bon storage. Another study reports a relation between global warming and carbon star age in
trees: " ... warmer temperatures stimulate the gain of carbon stored in trees as woody tissue,
partially offsetting the soil carbon loss to the atmosphere ." (11/lelillo, 20 11)
The DEIR confuses the RATE of carbon seauestrationwith the total accumulated storage over
the life of the tree.

14
(Cont.)

The DEIR claims that because a young tree, growing at a faster r ate than a mature tree,
sequesters carbon at a fasterrate than a mature tree, it follows that replacing mature trees with
young trees will result in a net carbon benefit. This is NOT a l ogical conclusion, as illustrated by
the following ~aphfrom the US ForestService survey of San Franci sco' s urban forest (Nowak,
2007):
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This ~ aph tells us that although trees sequester carbon faster when they are very small, the 1ar ge,
most mature trees are also sequestering carbon. and they store f ar more c arbon than the smaller
trees. This i s as ex pected, becau se thi! total amount ofcarllonstored within the plant or me
isproportional to its biomass, both above ground ( trunk, foliagi!, leaf litter, etc .) and below
ground ( roots).
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Even IF it were possible to replace the non-native trees with native trees - and it is NOT - the
native trees would be significantly smaller than the trees destroyed. The few trees that are native
to San Francisco are ALL small trees, compared to the larger species that would be destroyed.
The NAP says that they have planted 8 species of native trees in the "natural areas" since 2008.
Of those 8 species, only one (Red Alder) is classified as a tree by the USDA plant database. The
other 7 species are classified as "tree/shrub," indicating their small stature and low branching
habit. Since the amount of carbon stored within the tree is propmtional to its biomass, the native
trees would never sequester as much carbon as the trees destroyed by the implementation of
SNRAMP.
In its zeal to exonerate SNRANIP from releasing carbon stored in the trees it proposes to destroy,
the DEIR contradicts itself. TI1e SNRAMP proposes to destroy all non-native trees Jess than 15
tall, but these arc the very same young trees that the DEIR says (inaccurately) are capable of
sequestering more carbon than mature trees. If, indeed, the level of carbon storage could be
maintained by a forest of exclusively young trees - and it CANNOT - what is the point of
destroying aU the young non-native trees?
'TI1e DEIR does not account for the loss of the carbon in the trees that will be destroyed.

If we were starting with bare ground, it might be relevant to compare carbon sequestration in
14
(Cont.)

various types of vegetation. But we're not: we are talking about a project that will require the
destmction ofthousands of non-native trees. TI1erefore, we must consider the loss of carbon
associated with destroying those trees. It doesn't matter what is planted after the d estruction
of those trees; nothing wiiJ compensate for that carbon loss because of how the trees will b e
disposed of.
'TI1e fate of the wood in destroyed trees determines how much carbon is released into the
atmosphere. For example, if the wood is used to build houses, less carbon is lost than if the
wood is allowed to decompose on the forest t1oor. Yet that the latter is what this project
proposes to do: chip the wood from the trees and distribute it on the forest floor, also known as
"mulching. " As the wood decomposes, the carbon stored in the wood is released into the
a tmospher e as carbon dioxide.
"Two common tree disposal/utilization scenarios were modeled: (1) mulching and (2)
landfilL Although no mulch decomposition studies could be found, studies on decomposition
of tree roots and twigs reveal that 50% of the carbon is lost within the first 3 years. The
remaining carbon is estimated to be lost w ithin 20 years of mulching. Belowground biomass
was modeled to decompose at the same rate as mulch regardless of how the aboveground
biomass was disposed" (Nowak eta!, 2002)
Fmthennore, the process of removing trees releases stored carbon into the atmosphere,
regardless ofthe fate of the destroyed trees: "Even in forests harvested for long-t.enn storage
wood, more than 50% ofthe harvested biomass is released to the atmosphere in a short period
after harvest." (Anderson et a!, 2008)
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'Ihe DEIR claims to have run a model of carbon loss resulting from the project in Sharp Park:
"1l1e model retums the C02 emission rates for all equipment deliveries, and worker activity
involving on-road and off-road gasoline and diesel fuel use." (DE1R, page 455). Yet the C02
emissions resulting from the destruction of 15,000 trees over 15 feet tall in Sharp Park is
conspicuously absent from this analysis.
Managing the forest by thinning and reforestation does NOT compensate for the loss of carbon
stored in the trees that will be removed.

14
(Cont.)

'Ihe DEIR claims that improving the health of the urban forest by thimung and reforestation with
yo ung trees - wruch will NOT be physically possible - will result in a net benefit of carbon
storage. In fact, more open canopy of an urbru1 forest with Jess tree density results in greater
growth rates (Environmental Protection Agency, 2010). Although more rapid growth is
associated with greater rates of carbon sequestration, rates of storage have little effect on the net
carbon storage over the life of the tree (Nowak 1.997). Net carbon storage over the life of the
tree is determined by how lon g th e species lives and how big the tree is at matm;ty. These
charactcJ;stics arc inhe•·cnt in tJ1c species oftJ·cc and arc little influenced by for est
m anagement practices such as thinning. (Nowak 1997)
More importantly, even if there were some small increase in carbon storage of individual trees
associated with thim1ing, this increase would be swamped by the loss of the carbon from the
trees that will be destroyed.
As requi red by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and California Law AB 32,
the final E1R must quantify the loss of carbon resulting fi·om the destruction of thousands of
healthy trees, compare that loss to the effect of the resulting vegetation (grasslru1d and scrub),
and mitigate for the net carbon loss that will inevitably result from implementation of SNRA1VIP.

III. Cultunll Landscape and Recreational Resource

5
(Cont.)

'Ihe Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) for the SNRAP confinns that Mt. Davidson
Park is an lustoric landscape resource and potentially eligible for listing tmder theCA Register as
an ethnographic lru1dscape, but this study focuses primarily on the retaining wall ru1d steps. A
cultural landscape study is also required to address the significant historic resource created by the
forest planted by Adolph Sutro, and how its existence led to the Easter sunrise event and the
creation of a public park to protect the forest. 1l1is forest is also a significant patt of the cultural
lru1dscape ofthe West of Twin Peaks District. Historic trails should be doc umented and
preserved for public access in the SNRAMP. The cultural landscape study should be completed
by a cultural landscape architect, as described in National Park Service Preservation Brief36:
"Protection of Cultural Landscapes: historical research; inventory and documentation of
existing conditions; site analysis and evaluation of integrity and sig1uficance; development of a
cultural landscape preservation approach and treatment plan; development of a cultural
landscape management plru1 and management prulosophy; the development of a strategy for
ongoing maintcnru1ce; and preparation of a record of treatment ru1d future research
reconunendations."
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TI1e cultural landscape study should reference and consider the content of the pre-existing rating
and survey report to the San Francisco Landmarks Board dated 2/5/ 1997 regarding the Mount
Davidson Cross and Park, as follows.

5
(Cont.)

"In San Francisco, where row-housing predominates and vegetation in any degree of
positive impact - if existent at all - is found principally in shallow front yards or strips, or on
the interior of blocks where it is screened from public view by allees of eucalyptus trees on
the slopes of Mount Davidson. Below the summit itself nestle domestic architecture in a
sustained garden-like setting which climbs ever higher to culminate in 32 acres of park-like
wilderness. The simplicity of the monument is played artfully against the natural appearing
sun-oundings. Its setting significantly contributes to the definition of the West of Twin Peaks
locale." (Section 11. Setting)
TI1e cultural landscape study should also consider the analysis done in April 1.991 by Marie
Bolton for the City Attorney as part of the lawsuit regarding the cross at the sununit of Mt.
Davidson, "l11e Contemplative Ideal in a Public Space: l11e Cross at Mt. Davidson Park, San
Francisco, 1923-1990. " Ms. Bolton documents that:
"On Feb. 23, 1910 members of the SierTa Club hiked into was what then called 'the little
wildernesses of the Sutro Forest,' and held a ceremony renaming the peak in honor of George
P. Davidson, who had been greatly respected for his incomtptibility as a surveyor and for his
many contributions as a geologist. noted surveyor and naturalist, at the request of the Sien-a
Club.
" ... The Sien·a Club was supportive of the pru:k because it was concemed about development,
which threatened to obliterate the trees planted by Adolph Sutro ... ln creating this park, the
city was building on its earlier tradition of setting aside land for parks and recreational
purposes ... At the dedication ceremony in 1929, three Monterey pines were planted to honor
(Mayor Rolph, Jolm McLaren, ru1d Mrs. Edmund Brown]."
'Ihe HRER is incoiTect as to the date of the concrete cross construction. lt was 1934, not 1929
(earlier wood crosses had been erected since 1923).
Bolton further documents:

15

"Decatur [the founder of the atmual Easter Stmrise event] described the <solitude of the
forest' on Mt. Davidson as conveying ' a sense of vastness quite as real as one would
experience among the age-old monarchs of the High Sien·as' ... Decatur was moved to make
Mt. Davidson serve as a place of tranquility for the citizens ofthe Bay Area, a refuge from
what was often seen in the 1920s and 1930s as the increasingly debilitating effects of city
life."
San Francisco is now has 100,000 more residents ru1d plans to further increase the city's
residential density.
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'Ihe HRER conclusion that the SNRAMP project will not result in a substantial adverse changes
to tlus historic cultural landscape and forest is based on incomplete analysis. l11e SNRAMP
project will significantly negatively impact this historic forest because (1) Appendix J of the
DEIR states that replacement trees can be planted anywhere in San Francisco, rather than in the
Park or at the specific location of trees removed; (2) SNRAMP specifies replacement of trees
removed with oaks rather than the lustoric forest species; and (3) it lacks any plan for restoring
the remainjng forest in the MA-3a zone as the existing historic species reach the end of their
lifespan. Futthennore, the project map (see Exhibit A) indicates that areas where tree removal
would be concentrated are the most visible areas as seen fl·om within the Park, which is a major
scenic and historic resource for Park visitors as well as residents of surrounding commuruties.
Concentrated tree removal in these highly visible areas along major trails and sightlines within
the Park will be very detrimenta.l to enjoyment of the Park by its users. 11tis goal is also
inconsistent with historic Park uses and purpose. 'D1e purpose of the acquisition of the land by
the City as a public park was to preserve tl1e forest and provide for the recreation needs of the
West of Twin Peaks District. A rep ott to the Finance Committee of the Board of Supervisors
dated 4/29/ 1927 confmllS this:
"At the request of your Committee made at the last session, we are submitting herewith a
repo1t of such data as we have been able to get in reference to the Mount Davidson Park
Project, together with our recommendations.

15
(Cont.)

(1) Purposes of Acquisition: As stated to your Honorable Committee at the last meeting the
purpose of the proposed acquisition oflands on the summit of Mount Davidson is for a
public park serving the needs of the West of Twin Peaks District and also serving as a
recreation center and forest play grolmd for the whole city. Th e a cquisition will also
preser ve tor all time the beautiful tree covered slopes of the motmtaiu as an attractive
scenic land mark in the city and will help perpetuate the annual Easter Pilgrimage tradition."
The HRER does not document the significance of what may be the first grass-roots campaign in
San Francisco to preserve a<; a public park an area zoned for development. Led by Madie Brown
and San Francisco's Women's Clubs, this campaign to preserve the area as a public park i.n 1926,
was an example of the open-space movement that Richard Walker documents inlus book The
City in the Counlly (2008): "Out of 4.5 million acres in the 9-county region, more than 3.5
million are open space - thanks to a century-old enviromnental movement - primarily led by
women ... Every acre of land and water hac; been fought for, often, in campaigns lasting years."
1l1e campaign by tvlrs. Edmund Brown and the Mt. Davidson Conservation Committee that
began "when the subdividers' axe and steam shovel were heard on Mt. Davidson's lower slopes,
destroying in ruthless fashion the beauties of nature," took three years. 1l1e 4/26/1927 Examiner
wrote an editorial in support ofpurcha<;ing the land for park . . . "As the residential area advances,
the forest goes down before the axe. 1n another year, it will be too late for the beauty of the
summit to be preserved ... " The 6/24/ 1927 Examiner reported on the ground breaking ceremonies
for the park and quoted the president of the West Park Association as pointing out that "the plan
[at Mt. Davidson] is to preserve as many of the trees as possible." 1l1e April 1928 issue of The
Municipal E mployee, a city publication, described the purpose of the campaign as: "to preserve
for San Fram.:i::;~.:o this wooded hill, Mt. Davidson . . ."
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'Ihe San Francisco Chronicle report on the dedication of the park on 12/9/ 1929 described how
Mrs. Edmund Brown had researched the history of the s ite and
"brought to light the fact that the mountain was not always covered with stately t.t·ees ... it
was but a barren, rocky hill ... [when] "part of the property owned by Adolph Sutro, Joaquin
Miller, the poet who was enthusiastically planting trees on '1l1e Heights' in the east bay,
envisioned the beauty that might be created by trees on the Sao Miguel Hills and suggested
the plan to Sutro ... [who1planted thousands of tiny trees: cedars, pines, and e ucalypt11s."
Richard Walker credits Joaquin Miller as being one of the first to promote preservation of the
forests in the Sierra Nevada. 'The San Frruwisco Garden Club published vignettes of early Sru1
Francisco homes and gardens in December 1935. It quoted from the notes of Emma Sutro:

15
(Cont.)

"TI1ere is an account in Joaquin M iller 's Poetical Works of the first Arbor Day in San
Francisco, celebrated on Nov. 27, 1886. Tite celebration was promoted by Joaquin Miller,
Adolph Sutro, General Vallejo and General 0 . 0 . Howard .. . Adolph Sutro, as his
contribution to the first Arbor Day, gave 50,000 trees to be planted by the school children of
Oakland and San Francisco. Climate has been modified and many a sandy bare monotone in
San Francisco has been beautified by the massed dark accent of Mr. Sutro's trees."
Mount Davidson Park, among the last remnants in San Francisco of this historic forest that once
e)l.'tended from Ocean Avenue north to Mt. Sutro and wa<; planted to celebrate CA's first Arbor
Day and to beautify the City, has been preserved in a City park. The forest has significant
historical associations ru1d defines the character of the surrounding neighborhoods. TI1e s ize and
age of the trees are s ignificant and they provide a prominent landscape feature in West of Twin
Peaks, especially for Miraloma Park residents. The experience of the forest led to initiation of the
historic Easter sunrise event and the residents' campaign to preserve it as public park. Without
the forest, there would be no native plants left to protect and the land would be covered with
hous ing. TI1e forest in Mount Davidson Park meets most criteria for protection by the Landmark
Tree Ordinance: visual, cultural, ecological, and locational characteristics The Recreati on and
Parks Department should fulfill its stewardship responsibility ru1d reconunend to the Urban
Forestry Council designation of the 30.1 acre f orest in MI. Davidson Park for Landmark status.
A structural engineer should evaluate the historic retaining walls before embarking on the 2008
Park Bond work planned tor this area. The HRER notes that the mature vegetation growing on
these walls and s tairs is historic. The trees along these features should therefore be protected.
TI1e forest is also holding the steep slopes ofMt. Davidson intact. The DEIR on page 219
acknowledges that ex-tensive erosion control stmctures would create an additional substantial
adverse impact on this cultural resource. Whether these stmctures would be necessary ifthe
concentrated tree clearing is implemented should be addressed in the EIR.

IV. Erosion

16
[

A,.<; acknowledged in the SNRAMP, the urban forest on the westem portion ofMt. Davidson Park
hm; stt:t:p :slopt:s, with groundwaLt:r st:t:p at lht: bast: ~>f tht: oull.:rop. ·nit:rt: is abo sub:stantial
groundwater seep or underground stream/aquifer mnoff during heavy rain storms on the southem
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slope, which drains onto adjoining properties. Many homes have had to build charmels for the
run-off in their basements and garages to prevent flooding of their hom es. The SNRAMP further
acknowledges that the heavy vegetation cover in many areas aids in preventing trail and slope
erosion. The SNRAMP is inconect in stating that all erosion and soil issues relate to the trail
system and public use. This may be the case now, but the proposed concentrated tree removals
will likely result in much more significant erosion and soil issues, potentially creating conditions
for landslides onto abutting properties.

16
(Cont.)

In 1998, native plant activists removed stands of French Broom from the bottom oft he eastem
slope ofthe Mt Davidson. As 1998 was an el Niiio year, subsequent rains can·ied the upper layer
of dirt and rock, no longer anchored by roots, into the back patios and homes of those living
aqjacent to tbe park, endangering I ife, damaging property, and resulting many thousands of
dollars in costs for some home owners. A USGS assessment stated that, although the area is
seismically sotmd, the bedrock and shale of the steep mountainside has a 4 to 7 toot deep layer of
loose matter, which is liable to slide under some conditions - as when the topsoil is not
anchored. 'Ih e cutTent vegetation has proved sufficient to prevent this. Grass and brush will not
provide the same safeguard. Were the mountain whole and uninhabited, this would be of no great
concem, but the construction of the foriies and the fifties tetraced the hills, cutting into the
bedrock and leaving the top strata unsupported, creating conditions favorable to a minor
lands I ide like the deadly and destructive 1942 Foerster slide, which occmTed below an area of
native grasses.
'Ihe DElR should include a requirement for detailed soils and geologic surveys and analyses of
the MA-l and MA-2 zones by a qualified engineer with respect to the SNRAMP project plan
before any tree removal would be allowed. The DEIR's conclusion that the substantial erosion
and siltation that could occur from the tree removal could be mitigated is based on insufficient
analysis of the actual geology and hydrology ofMt. Davidson Park. l11is proposed removal of
the heavy vegetation there now would substantially increase stonn water and groundwater mnoff
from the steep slopes of the park and cause a significant adverse impact on adjoining propetiies.
Limiting the mitigation to revegetation with grasses in lieu of the tree roots and thick slmtbs
there now would likely not be sufficient to prevent such adverse effect<>. More expensive and
extensive mitigation may be required, such as retaining walls and other structures, unless the
proposed level of tree elimination is substantially reduced.
l11e DE IR claims that increased mn-off and erosion will be prevented by revegetating areas in
which non-native plants and trees are eradicated. Tlrls claim is based on these Cl'l'oncous
asswnptions:
•

•

T hat native plants will quickly occupy th e ha 1-e g•·ound on which they are planted.
b1 the 15 years in which the NAP has been engaged in its enterprise, it has not
successfully vegetated the bare ground created by eradicating non-native plants and trees.
Denuded areas are quickly occupied by annual grasses that die back to leave bare ground
during the dry season.
That gmssland and dune scrub and non-native trees a t-e equally capable of
absorbing run-off and stabilizing soil.
This assumption is contradicted by the following scientific studies:
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o

o

"Results indicate that smoothing of' precipitation intensities may translate into
overall gn~ater stability of hill slopes under fo1·est c:mopies. In general, peak
intensities of through-fall were damped in intensity and lagged in time relative to
peak intensities of rainfall. Damping and Jagging of rainfa ll intensity at both study
sites generally increased modeled slope stability relative to openings (areas with no
canopy)." (Keim & Skaugset 2003)
"TI1e reinforcement of the main body of a dike by a gr ove of trees is much
ltigher and effective in comparison to the reinforcement of the top soil layer by a
gra'>S sward. TI1e increase in stability against landslides was found to be least ten
times higher." (Lammeranner & Meixner 2009)

Leaving tree stumps in the ground will not prevent erosion.

16
(Cont.)

TI1e DEIR claims that the removal of trees will not result in erosion because: " ... tree
removal would be selective, would be implemented gradually over several years, would
involve limb-by-limb removals, and would leave tree stumps and root balls intact." (DEIR.
page 364) TI1ese claims are inconsistent with SNRAMP, incredible, and/or contradicted by
scientific studies:
• As we have already discussed, trees have been selected for removal by SNRAMP iJl
large groups wherever they shade native plants. Some of these groups are as large as
1,000 trees on 3.5 acres ofMt. Davidson. Such removals cannot be accurately
described as "selective."
• It is simply not believable that 18,500 large trees will be removed "limb-by-limb."
What public entity wo uld ever be in a position to pay for such a laborious removal?
Nor is it believable that 18,500 trees w ill be taken down piecemeal over a long period
oftime. 11us would be both physically difficult and prohibitively expensive.
• Leaving "tree stwnps and root. balls intact" d oes not prevt>.nt erosion. There is
considerable scientific evid('Jtce that erosion results when the roots die:
o "TI1e immediate effect of deforestation is, therefore, favorable, but adverse
effects become evident when root systems decay and when a drop in evapotranspiration causes a rise in the ground water table." (Brown & Sheu, 1975)
o "Measurement of the decline in tensile strength of small roots in coastal British
Columbia after death of the parent tree indicates that over half the strength is
lost within 3 to 5 years after cutting." (O'Loughlin, 1974)
o "Soil strength increased linearly as root biomass increased. Forests clear-felled
3 years earlier contained about one-third of the root biomass of old growth
forests." (Zeimer, 198 1)
o " Decay of tree roots subsequent to logging was found to cause a reduction in the
shear strength of the soil-root system." (Wu, McK itmell & Swanston., 1979)
'I11e DEIR 's assumption that increased run-off and erosion will not result from the
implementation of SNRAMP does not take into account that the potential for both run-off and
CI'Osion arc si~liticantly i.ltcl·cased by the steepness of slope. Some of the planned tree
removals will occur in very steep terrain:
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Tree Removal As Related to MA Area and Tet·rain

Natnral Ar ea
Interior
Greenbelt
Mt. Davidson

MA
MA-2a.

Tree Removals
100

%Trees
Removed
28%

MA-le
1,000
82%
MA-2c
200
31%
400
MA-2e
23%
Bayview Hill
MA-2a
32%
70
*Detem1ined by using topographical maps in SNRAMP for each natural area

%Slope*
67%
40%-67.5%
33%-90%
20%-70%
55.6%

'IlH:se are only examples of the steepness of slopes in many of the natural areas. The EIR. should
be morally and legally obligated to evaluate the steepness of all of the natural areas in the contexi
ofthe potential for increased run-off and erosion resulting from the removal of non-native trees.

16
(Cont.)

111e potential for increased nu1-off and erosion is greatly increased by steep slopes. 111e DEJR
has not considered that many of the platmed tree removals will occur in very steep locations.
Some ofthese locations are directly uphill from densely populated residential neighborhoods,
which would be in the direct path of both run-off and landslides caused by erosion. Yet, the risk<>
to these residential neighborhoods have not been considered by the DEIR. The residential
neighborhoods sun·oundi11g Mt. Davidson are particularly vub1erable to increased run-off,
erosion and landslides.
On 5/23/201.2, the State of Califom ia sued the US Army Coq:>s of Engineers to challenge a
national policy "requiring the removal of virtually all trees and shrubs on federal levees."
(http:/ /cdfgnews. wordpress.com/20 12/0 5/23/dfg-sues-anny-corps-to-protect-fish -and-w ildlifearound-levees) Donald H. Gray, Professor of Civil and Environmental Engineering at the
Univen;;ity of Michigan, provides the following explanation for why California is fighting this
federal requirement:
" Tn the long run, cutting of trees on slopes leads to a gradual decrease in mass stability as a
result of the decay of roots which previously acted as tensile reinforcements on the slope.
Root decay can also lead to the formation of pipes in slopes, which promote internal or
seepage erosion. 1l1e removal of tree canopy re-sults in the loss of interception and evapotranspiration, which tends to promote wetter and less secure slopes. Canopy removal also
results in less attenuation in the delivery rate of rainfall to the grotmd surface."
(ftp:/ / 136.200.241.91/outgoing/FM0 /V eg_on_ Levees/Literature%20Reviews/Effects%20of
%20Tree%20 Removal. pdt)
1l1e City and County of San Francisco should consider the implications of this suit. Ifthe State
of Cali fornia is willing to sue to keep trees on its levees in order to prevent erosion and flood ing,
what are the prospects that the City and County of San Francisco can successfully defend itself
against a legal challenge to its plans to remove 18,500 mature trees from the parks managed by
the City of San Francisco?
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'Ihe final EIR must evaluate the risk of increased run-off, erosion and landslides. It must
s ubstru1tiate, using scientific studies, the DEIR's baseless claims that the removal of thousands of
trees will not increase this risk. If the fmal EIR cannot provide scientific evidence that these tree
removals will not increase these risks, it must mitigate these risks by decreasing plru1s for tree
removal in natural areas where these risks are great because of steepness and/or the proximity of
residential properties potentially endru1gered by the tree removals.

16
(Cont.)

IV. Aesthetics
While the DElR acknowledges that Mount Davidson has high natural resource and recreational
values for the citizens of Sru1 Francisco, including City views, high levels of recreational use, and
extensive urban forest, the conclusion that the SNRAMP would have less than significant impact
on scenic vistas is incorrect. The DElR on page 190 states " While the one-to-one replacement
ratio would not increase the total trees present .. . in some locations, trees would be replaced by
native scrub or grassland species." l11is is i11consistent with statements with Table 5, Page 114,
and SNRAMP Appendix F page 14 that list a net loss of at least 1600 trees.
In addition to the many references to the importance of beauty as a rationale for saving the forest
in the previous section on the history of the pru·k, of crucial concern is not only the impact on
views of the forest from outside of the park- pictured on page 193-194 of the DEIR - or the
impact on distant views to and from the Park, but the view and experience of the histoJic forest
up close from within the Park by park visitors: along the trails, roads, and historic monuments
within the MA-l and MA-2 areas, where substantial tree removal is proposed. This concentrated
tree removal, up to 82% ofthe ru·ea around the plateau, road, and .Turu1ita trail, will be ex1remely
noticeable. This impact is significant and should be acknowledged in the final EIR, or the scope
of the tree removal should be reduced to prevent this adverse effect on the aesthetic experience
inside the forest area of the pru'k.

17

Tree topping and removal from the MA-le and MA-2e areas has already res ulted in unsightly
stumps, renwru1ts, and debris along the most accessible and visible areas in the park, which
s ubstantially degrade the visual character of this public park (See Exhibit B attached). The
MPIC requests that ru1y trees killed for SNRAMP be totally removed- all the way to the
ground- so that no unsightl y stumps are left to negatively impact the aesthetic view from within
the park. As demonstrated above, the DEIR's argument that leaving the trunks will help stabilize
the slopes is a scientific fallacy. Also, to date non-native vegetation and tree pa1is removed by
City staff have been left in unsightly debris heaps along the public trails. ll1is significantly
negatively impacts the Park as a scenic resource for those wishing to enjoy the beauty ofnature
along the Park trails. ll1e MPIC requires tltat the debris created by the SNRAMP maintenance
work be collected and dumped away from public view or removed from the park all together.
V. Recreational Use

18
[

'Ihe DEIR notes that Mt. Davidson Pru·k has high recreational value and trail use by the citizens
of San Francisco. Tile park was originally created for recreational purposes. The SNRAMP
prup~>sal subonlinale::; the re~.:reational ptn1)()ses for whid1 the park was ~.:realeu to ~.:om;ervation
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and restoration goals, which is a significant change in the purpose of the park that will negatively
impact park uses.

19

l11e DEIR does not address the fact that, as demonstrated by tree removal to date, the project tree
removal plan will foster the invasive growth of native poison oak, and does not describe how this
significant negative impact on Park visitors will be mitigated. Where trees have been removed
thus far, we have seen a significant increase in poison oak, often along hiking trails, and we
believe this proliferation of poison oak will increase substantially as more trees are removed. 'TI1e
MPIC reiterates its request for the project plan to include a poli.cy to keep poison oak at least
10 feet away from all trails at all times.
ll1e DEIR also does not address how SNRAMP will limit dog access, whether recreational
amenities such as benches will be disallowed, or which trails will be closed in the MA-l m1d
MA-2 areas. 1l1e planned limitation of access in. the MA-l and MA-2 areas ofthe park would
significantly negatively impact recreational experience of this imp01tant park area for residents
of the West of Twin Peaks District. 111ere is now only one bench in Mt. Davidson Park, and for
full enjoyment by recreational users additional benches should be allowed and installed
throughout the Park, including MA-l and MA-2 zones. l11e EIR should be explicit about what is
meant by passive recreation - e.g., does this mean no benches, picnjc tables, trashcans,
significantly fewer trails in these "native plant" zones - and should analyze the impact of such
prohibitions on these recreation faci lities most park users would consider to be part of passive
recreation.

20

Because the one trashcan previously in place at the summit ofMt. David<>on has been removed,
litter is often left where this trashcan used to be. ll1e EIR should be explicit in stating that the
SNRAMP means that there will be no trash cans or litter pick-up in the park and should address
the impact of this policy on the aesthetic experience of the park.

21

[

Which trails will be closed and how dog access will be limited in the park are not clearly stated
in the SNRAMP, and are therefore inadequately evaluated in the DEIR. The EIR should answer
these questions so the public can tmly be infonned as to the jmpact of these plans on recreation.

VI. Noise Pollution

22

l11e forest in Mt. Davidson Park acts as a sigttificant sound barrier. The DEIR addresses the
noise-pollution impact anticipated from the actual tree clearing to residents adjacent to the park.
However, the DEIR does not address the MPIC 's concem that tree removal will result in a
substantial, pe1mm1ent increase in ambient noise levels heard by visitors within the park. 'D1e
nearby 280 freeway, BART, and Portola Drive are substantial sources of noise currently partly
mitigated by trees slated for removal. lhe final EIR should compare sound readings within the
MA-la area with those in the MA-3a areas to demonstrate the impact of MA-le and MA-2c area
tree removal on noise levels along the Park road and trails sutTounding the summit of the
mountain.
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Vll. Pesticides and Herbicides
1he DElR for the SNRAMP claims that herbicides/pesticides required to implement SNRAMP
will not have a significant impact on the environment. It reaches that conclusion by providing
inadequate and inaccurate infonnation about the use of herbicides by the NAP in the present and
by providing no infonnation about the requirements for more herbicides in the future to kill the
roots ofthotL~an ds of trees that will be destroyed:
•

l11e DEIR provides no infom1ation about the frequency of use of herbicides by the NAP.

•

TI1e DEIR claims that herbicide applications by the NAP comply with San Francisco 's
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Ordinance. In fact, public record contain considerable
evidence that herbicide applications by the NAP frequentl y violate San Francisco's IPM
Ordinance.

•

l11e DEIR misstates the facts about the toxicity of the herbicides being used by the NAP.

•

l11e DEIR provides no intonnation about the increased use of herbicides that will be
required to prevent the resprouting ofthe trees that will be de.<;troyed by the
implementation of SNRAMP.

Herbicide use by the

23

AP

1l1e DEIR provides no infom1ation about the volume of herbicides used by the NAP. l11e sole
sentence in the DEIRpertaining to volume of use ofherbicides is this: "In 2004, the Natural
Area<; Program accounted for less than 10 percent of the overall SFRPD pesticide use, even
though the Natural Areas account for approximately 25% of the land managed by the SFRPD."
(DEIR, page 365) This statement provides inadequate infom1ation regarding NAP's pesticide
use because it is 8 years out of date. Because we aren't infonned by the DEIR of the volume of
SFRPD's pesticide use, we are unable to detennine the volume ofNAP's pesticide use, i.e.,
NAP's pesticide use is 10% of WHAT?
'The claim that NAP's pesticide use is only 10% of tota l RRP D pesticide use - if in fact that is
true - is not reassuring. The public has good reason to expect that parks designated as "natural
areas" should contain less pesticide than other park areas, such as golf courses, lawns, flower
gardens, and landscaped areas.
Based on public records requests (see Attachment A), we have the following infonnation about
the number of pesticide applications by the NAP:

Nwnber of Pesticid e Applications by the Natuml Areas Program

Active Ingredient
Triclopyr (Garlon)
Glyphosate (Roundup
Amio opyralid/ [mazap yr
Total
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6
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36
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2
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We learn from these official reports of NAP's pesticide use, which are required by the City's
IPM Ordinance, that NAP's pesticide use has increased 265% since 2008. Therefore, the only
infonnation provided by the DEIR regarding NAP's pesticide use is inadequate and inaccurate
becatL<;e it is 8 years old and pesticide use by the NAP is increa'ling significantly ft·om year to
year, 265% in the past 3 years alone.

23
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From these official reports of NAP's pesticide use it is evident that several other statements in
the DEffi. are inaccurate. TI1e DEJR claims that "Garton is being phased out fi"om use in Natural
Areas and is only used for invasive plants in biologically diverse grasslands due to its target
specificity." (DElR, page 365) However, according to the official reports of NAP's pesticide
use, Garlon (active ingredient Triclopyr) was used more often than any other pesticide in all
3 years, including the most recent year. This FACT is inconsistent with a claim that Garlon is
being " phased out."
'Ihe statement that Garlon is " only used for invasive plants in ... grasslands" is contradicted by
this statement in the DEIR: "Treatment of tree stumps with San Francisco-approved herbicides
(such as Roundup and Garlon) (DEIR, page 386) l11e DEIR claims that Glyphosate is the
"primary product used." (DEIR, page 365). l11is statement is inaccurate. Oflicial reports of
NAP's pesticide use prove that Triclypyr was used more often than Glyphosate in all3 years for
which we have data.
Herbicide use by the Natural Areas Program frequently violates San Francisco's JPM Ordinance
Jn lieu of providing any infonnation about the actual use of pesticides by the Natural Areas
Program, the DElR claims that the mere fact that these pesticide applications comply with San
Francisco's lPM Ordinance ensures that there will be no significant impact on the environment
from its pesticide use: "Pesticide use ... would adhere to the IPM Program. As a result, water
quality impacts from herbicide and pesticide use as pmt of programmatic projects would be less
than significant. " (DEIR., page 365)
111ere are two problems with this claim:

24

NAP has been granted exceptions to the IPM Ordinance to use toxic chemicals that are not used
by other agencies in San Francisco : Imazapyr and Triclopyr.
•

Garlon (Tticlypyr): T ier I, Most Hazardous. Use Limitation: "Use only for targeted
treatments of high pro.tile or highly invasive exotics via dabbing or injections. May use
for targeted spraying only when dabbing or injections are not feasible and only with use
of a respirator. HIGH PRIORITY TO FIND ALTERNATIVE.'' (San Francisco IPM
policy 201 1)

•

Habitat (lmazapyr): Tier II, More Hazardous. Use Limitation: " Preferred alternative to
triclopyr for use on invasive weeds in natural areas such as broom, cotoneaster, or
Arundo grass." (Sru1 Francisco IPM policy 2011)
Even after having been granted these exceptions, NAP has frequently violated the n>M
Ordinance. Many of these violations have been reported to the Depattment of the
Environment by the public and are therefore a part of the public record:

•
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NAP's reports of pesticide use are frequently incomplete: targets for applications,
locations of applications, etc., are frequently missing from NAP's reports (see
Attachment A).
We have photographs of notices of pesticide applications for which there are no
con-esponding entries on the official record of pesticide use maintained by the
Department of the Environment. T11is suggests that the official reports of NAP's pesticide
use are not complete. These photographs have been sent to the Department of the
Envirotunent.

•

TI1e NAP's notices of pesticide application are frequently missing the date of application,
thereby making it impossible for the public to know when the area is safe to enter.
Photographs of these incomplete notices have been sent to the Department of the
Envirorunent.

•

TI1e NAP used Imazapyr iJl 2008 and 2009, prior to its approval for use by San
Francisco's IPM policy in 201 I.

•

The NAP sprayed Garlon (Triclopyr) prior to 2011 when only "dabbing and injection"
were approved application methods by the IPM policy.

•

T11e NAP sprayed Garlon (Triclypyr) in 2011 without using a respirator, as required by
the IPM Ordinance in 2011 (see Attaclunent B).
The NAP sprayed herbicides containing glyphosate in the water of Lake Merced, which
is officially designated red-legged frog habitat, in violation of US Fish and Wildlife
regulations which ban the use of many herbicides, including glyphosate, from designated
habitat for red-legged frogs and other endangered amphibians.

•

•

Volunteers working in the natural areas are not authorized to use herbicides because tl1ey
have not been trained and do not have the proper equipment with which to safely apply
herbicides. Some of these unauthorized volunteers have been seen spraying herbicides
without posting the required notification of pesticide application. TI1ese incidents have
been repo1ted to the Depmtment of the Environment.

TI1e DEffi makes inaccurate statements regarding the toxicity ofthe pesticides used bvthe
Natural Areas Program.
l11e DEIR contains little infonnation regarding the toxicity of the pesticides being used by the
Natural Areas Program. What little infonnation it provides is entirely inaccurate, e.g.: "*Gm·Jon+
degrades quickly in U1e environment and has low toxicity to aquatic species (Dow, 2009)."
(DEIR, page 365)

25

Following are accurate statements regarding Garton's biodegradability and toxicity to aquatic
life quoted directly from U1e Material Safety Data Sheet mandated by the federal govenunent and
prepared by the manufacturer of the product (Dow) based on laboratory studies conducted by the
Enviromnental Protection Agency also mandated by federal law (see Attachment C):
•

"Persistence and Degradability: Chemical degradation (hydrolysis) is expected in the
enviromnent. Mnterinl is expeded to biodegrade only very slowly (in th e
environment). Falls to pass OECD/EEC tests for ready biodegradability." (emphasis
added)
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" Ecotoxicity: Materia) is highly toxic to aquatic organisms on an acute basis . .. "
(emphasis added)

'Ihe DEll~'s flagrant misrepresentation of the toxicity of Garlon is appalling. 111e DEIR contains
no accurate information about the toxicity of any ofthe pesticides used by the NAP. In the only
ca<>e in which it provides any infonnation, this infom1ation is completely inaccurate.
1l1e DEIR provides no infonnation about the increased use of pesticides that will be required to
implement the SNRAMP
1l1e DEIR's claim that the AP 's herbicide use will have no signi.ficant impact on the
envirorunent is apparently based on historic data from 2004 (which the DEIR does not share with
the reader) and on ru1 assumption that historic 11se was in compliance with San Francisco's !PM
Ordinru1ce. As we have shown, data from 2004 does not describe NAP's present use, NAP is
granted exceptions for most of its pesticide use, and NAP has a substantial public record of
violating IPM policy.

26

However, the DEIR is supposed to evaluate the environmental impacts of implementing the
SNRAMP. It is therefore obligated to look forward, not bachvard. 'Ihe DEIR says nothing about
NAP's use of herbicides in the future as a result of the implementation of the SNRAMP. 1his is
a very imp011ant fail ing, because destroying thousands of trees will require the use o.f more
pesticides. Most of the non-native trees destroyed will re-sprout if their trunks are not sprayed
immediately with Garlon. 1l1is initial application of Garlou is oJ1en insufficient to kill the roots
of the tree. Repeated applications are often required to kill the root<; of the tree.
1l1e DEIR acknowledges the need to use Garlon on the stumps of trees that have been destroyed:
"Treatment oftree stumps with San Francisco-approved pesticides (such as Roundup and
Garlon)" (DETR, page 386) However, the DETR provides no infom1ation about how much more
pesticide must be used as a result of destroying thousands of non-native trees. UC Berkeley has
been clear-cutting all non-native trees from its properties for over 10 years. Several yeru·s ago it
applied for grant funding from the Federal Emergency Mru1agement Agency (FEMA) to continue
its eradication of all non-native trees fi·om its propetty. It submitted a letter with its application to
FEMA (obtained using a Freedom of Infonnation Act [FOIA] request) to document the cost of
poisoning all of the stumps of the trees with Gm·lon, which it predicts must be done twice per
year for 10 years (see Attachment D). Both UC Berkeley and the East Bay Regional Park District
are on record in their "vegetation 1nru1agement plans" as stating that Roundup is not capable of
preventing resprouti.ng of trees. Garlon is the only pesticide known to be effective for this
purpose. 1l1e Material Safety Data Sheet documents that Garton is a "Hazardous Chemical"
which is very toxic to aquatic life, slightly toxic to birds, and biodegrades slowly in the
environment (see Attachment C).
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Conclusions Re Pesticide Use
1he final Environmental Impact Report for the S RAMP must:
• Provide specific and current data about herbicide use by the NAP
• Provide accurate infonnation about the toxicity of the herbicides being used by the NAP

23, 24
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• Quantify, evaluate, and mitigate the increased herbicide use that will be required as a result
of destroyi ng thousands of trees that will re-sprout unless their stumps are treated with
pesticides.
If this information is provided in the final EIR it w ill be unlikely that the EIR could make a
believable claim that there will be no significant impact on the environment resulting from the
implementation of the SNRAMP. 1l1e animals that live in our parks and the humans who visit
them deserve the mitigation required to ensure their health and safety. Furthennore, CEQA law
requires such mitigation.

Vlll. Wildlife Habitat
Th e forest in Mt. Davidson Park p•·ovides impo11a nt wildlife habitat. C laims that h abitat
for animals is improved b y t.)te er adication of n on -native plants are unsuppotied by
scientific evidence.

27

1l1e DEIR states repeatedly that habitat will be improved by the eradication of non-native plants
and their presumed replacement by native plants. This statement is offered support for most
claims in the DEIR that the "restoration" project will not hann the environment. For example,
although the DEIR acknowledges that the environment may be hatmed by the methods used to
eradicate non-native plants, it maintains that tllis hann will, theoretically, be mitigated by the
eventual development of native habitat that will compensate for that harm. 1l1is claim is not
suppmted either by the reality of restoration efforts in the past 15 years or by scientific evidence,
which does not s ubstantiate a claim that native vegetation provides superior habitat for animals
than non-native vegetation.
Although non-native vegetation has been removed repeatedly in many natural area<;, the native
plants that are planted in their place rarely persist for longer than a few months. 1l1ese newly
planted areas are quickly over-run by non-native weeds. More impottantly, neither SN RAMP
nor the DEIR provide any scientific evidence to support the contention that native vegetation
provides superior habitat for animals. In fact, all available scientific evidence contradicts tllis
claim. Eucalyptus trees are one of the primary targets for eradication because of claims that the
eucalyptus forest is a "biological desert," that "nothing grows" under eucalypts, and that they
provide neither food nor habitat to insects, birds, and other <Ulimals. Professor Dov Sax (Brown
University) tested these claims while a student at UC Berkeley. He compared the eucalyptus
forest in Berkeley with native oak-bay woodland in the same location and found little
differ ence in species fr·equen cy or diversity in tJtese two types of forest.
Sax studied 6 forests of about 1 hectare each, 3 of eucalypts and 3 of native oaks and bay trees.
1l1e sites were not contiguous, but were of similar elevation, slope, slope orientation, and type of
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adjacent vegetation. Inventories in spring and autumn counted species of plants and in the
understory and insects in sruuples of equal size and depth ofleaflitter, as well as amphibians,
birds, and rodents.
" Species richness was nearly identical for understory plants, leaf-litter invertebrates,
amphibians and birds; only rodents had significantly fewer species in eucalypt sites. Species
diversity pattems ... were qualitatively identical to those for species riclmess, except for leaflitter invertebrates, which were sigt1ificantly more diverse in eucalypt sites during the
spring." (Sax, 2002)
Sax also surveyed the literature comparing biodiversity in native versus non-native forest and
rep01ted similar findings for comparisons between non-native forests and local native forests all
over the world:
•

•
•

27
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•

In Spain, species of invertebrates found in the leaf-litter of eucalyptus plantations were
similar to those found in native forests, while species riclmess of understory plants was
greater in the native forests .
In Ethiopia, the riclmess of understory species was as great in eucalyptus plantations as in
the native forest.
In Michoacan, Mexico, species riclmess and abundance of birds were similru· in
eucalyptus and native forests.
In Australia, species richness of mammals and of soil microartlu·opods were similar in
native forests ru1d in non-native forests of pine.

1he only caveat to these general findings is that fewer species were found in new plantations of
non-natives less than 5 years old. 111is illustrates a general principle that is often ignored by
native plant advocates, that nature and its inhabitants are capable of changing and adapting
to changed conditions. Non-native forests in the Sru1 Francisco Bay Area have been here for
over 100 years. 1he plants and ru1imals in our forests have " teamed" to live in them long ago.
Wildlife does not necessarily benefit from native plant restorations ru1d sometimes is ham1ed by
them. TI1e assumption that native animals are dependent upon native plants underestimates the
ability of animals to adapt to changing conditions. Art Shapiro (UC Davis), who has studied
California butterflies for over 35 years, has observed along with other scientists that
" ... the extensive adoption ofint.roduced host plants has clcal'ly been beneficial for a
significant segment of the California butterfly fauna, including most of the familiar species of
urban, suburban and agricultural environments. Some of these species are now almost
completely dependent on exotics and would disappear were weed control more effective than it
cunently is." (Graves & Shapiro, 2003)

Shapiro explains that this is particularly true on the coast of Cal ifonlia, where the highest
concentration of introduced species of plants is natm·alized and the butterfly population is less
diverse because ofthe cool, foggy climate. 1l1ere are fewer non-native plants in the desert and
alpine regions ofCalifonlia, so butterflies in those regions have not had the opportunity or the
need to adapt to new plant<;.
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Shapiro speculates in this study that other insects have ada pted to n on -native plants as well:
"Introduced hosts, having a broader geographic range than native hosts, may pem1it the
expansion of the insect population geographically. "
1l1e non-native blackberry provides cover for much wildlife. It is an impenetrable bramble both
physically and vis ually. Birds and small mammals hide and make nests and deus in these
thickets. Coyotes are resident in San Francisco. The thick undergrowth removed in some parks
by the N A.P now allows unleashed dogs to pursue coyotes in areas where they were protected
before. If the safe havens of urban wildlife are destroyed, the animals may seek shelter
elsewhere, a move that may be dangerous for them.
Birds have adapted to non-native plants and trees. Researchers at UC Davis (Asian &
Rejmanek, 201 0) surveyed over 1,000 ornithologists in 4 states, including California, about their
observations of native birds and non-native plants. Reports from 173 ornithologists included
1, 143 " interactions" of birds with introduced plants considered invasive. Oftl1ose interactions,
47% were birds eatirlg the fruit or seeds of non-native plants and trees considered invasive.
Other interactions included nesting, perching, gleaning [eating insects], etc. Interactions were
frequently reported in non-native blackbetTy, found in most parks in San Francisco, and one of
the most productive food sow·ces for birds in San Francisco. UnfOitunatel y, it is being
eradicated by the Natural Areas Program because it is non-native.

27
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Mt. Davidson currently has a large and healthy distribution of birds (114 species found from
5/31/ 11 - 6/ 1/ 12; see Attachment E), 90% of which rely on trees and forest for food, safety, and a
place to breed. Because of the nature of their current habitat, none of the species present on Mt.
Davidson are threatened or of special concem. The data presented in table 6-2-2 (Sensitive
species known to occur at Mount Davidson) of the SNRAMP is incorrect. No empirical data
were used and cited in the conclusions of the DEIR. Bird infonnation cited were opinions
submitted by the Golden Gate Audubon Society, au amateur lobbyirlg group located in Alameda
County that is kJlown to have special interests.
No explanation is provided ofthe tenn "Species of Local Concern (SLC)" used in Table 6-2-2.
Does the Federal and State or local govenmtent recognize this as a legitir11ate rutd legal
conservation status? None of the 18 species listed ill table 6-2-2 is considered either threatened
or endangered by Federal, State, or local authorities or experts. All of the 18 species are listed as
"Species of Lea<;t Concern" by tl1e Intemational Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN).
San Frrutcisco Field Omithologists (SFFO), rut organization that collects and publishes data
about local birds, considers nine of the birds listed in table 6-2-2 as "seen on most bird outings."
1he other ten species are described as "common; abundant; expected to be seen on every outing
in moderate or large numbers'' If Table 6-2-2 is meant to convey the impression that birds are
doing poorly in the cm1'ent enviromnent of Mt. Davidson, it fails to demonstrate this factually.
On the contrary, Mt. Davidson hosts a habitat where birds are not threatened but live and prosper
in abundrutce.
Native plant restorations also require the use of herbicides to eradicate non-native trees and
plant::;. Herbi~,;ide::; are being :;prayed on bla~,;kbetTie~ and other bell'y-prvdm:ing non-nati ve
plants that are a major food source for wildlife. One study performed by the US Forest
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Service for the E PA reported that the u se of Gation significantly reduced the reproductive
success of birds (Marin Municipal Water District).

27
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TI1ere is a cun·ent and local exrunple of scientific evidence that native plants do not provide
habitat that is superior to that provided by non-native plant<;. TI1e Califomia Academy of
Sciences found that several years after planting its roof with native plants this roof is now
dominated by non-native species of plants in the two quadrants that are not being weeded,
replanted, and reseeded with natives. Their monitoring project recently repo1ted that tltere
were an equal number· of insect species found in the quadrants dominated by native plants
and those dominated by non-native plants. Where equal numbers of insects are found, we
would expect to fmd equal numbers of birds and other animals for which insects are food.
ll1e final EIR carmot reassure the public that the implementation ofSNRAMP will not hann
wildlife because the NAP has already violated the laws that theoretically protect wildlife. 'TI1e
final Effi. must prohibit the use of herbicides known to be ham1fu l to butterllies on Twin Peaks,
where the endangered Mission Blue butterfly has been reintroduced by the Natural Areas
Program.
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EXHIBIT B. Unattractive Tree Maintenance by the Nan1ral Areas Program
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ATTACHMENT A. PESTICIDE APPLICATIONS 2008-2010

APPLICATION
NUMBER

Application
Comments

PESTICIDE

GARLON
---------

TARGET PEST

APPLICATOR

62719-40-ZB-62719
62719-40-ZB-62719
62719-40-ZB-62719
62719-40-ZB-62719
62719-40-ZB-62719

DE MEO, LICIA
HAYES, DYLAI\
HAYES, DYLAI\
HAYES, DYLAI\

~

Monocot city
Poison Oak I Oxalis
pine lake
bayview hill
twin peaks
east grassland
twin peaks
mt. Davidson

-F
c

Glen cany:on
Me Laren Quail run

GARLON
GARLON
GARLON
GAR LON
GAR LON

4
4
4
4
4

GARLON 4
GAR LON 4
GAR LON 4

...

____,
____,

-----i
1

____,
____,
____,

GARLON 4
GAR LON 4
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
TOTAL GARLON 2008

Mt. Davidson
Mt. Davidson
shar~park

ggp/ow

2
2
1.8
13.2
5.4

fl.ozs.
fl.ozs.

broad leaf weeds
broadleaf weeds
~s
cape ivy
' fl.~ cape ivy
[fi.""
ozs.
-oxalis

8
21.6
18

oxalis

_J_

Brooks park,
Orizaba rocks

~

2

fl.ozs.

12
14

Corona
twin peaks
Glen Cany:on

L

---

~9-40-ZB-62719

oxalis
oxalis
oxalis

fl.ozs.

-

oxalis
oxalis-burclover
stumps
weeds
stump treatment
stump treatment
stump treatment
stump treatment
eucalyptus saplings

9-40-ZB-62719
62719-40-ZB-62719

--

62719-40-ZB-62719
62719-40-ZB-62719
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527

--

179.5
I

r:ozs

weeds

4.8

fl.ozs.

oxalis

62719-527

4.8

fl.ozs.

oxalis

62719-527

Spray

oxalis

62719-527

Spray

oxalis
oxalis
iJOison oak

62719-527
62719-527
62719-527

Spray
Spray
SiJray:

GAR LON 4 ULTRA

..

2

GAR LON 4 ULTRA

...

GAR LON 4 ULTRA

...

GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
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fl.ozs.
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18331 - - t

Glen Canyon
Glen Canyon ..
above seep
~ygoathill

Mclaren
Mclaren

GARLON 4 ULTRA

OXALIS

62719-527

Spray

GARLON 4 ULTRA
GARLON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GARLON 4 ULTRA
GARLON 4 ULTRA
GARLON 4 ULTRA
GAR LON 4 ULTRA
GARLON 4 ULTRA
TOTAL GARLON 2009

OXALIS
OXALIS/ invasive pea
weeds
weeds
acacia resprouts
broad leaf weeds
fennel
fennel

62719-527
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527

Spray
Spray
Spray
Spray
DAUBER
Spray
Daubber
Daubber

oxalis - grasslands

627-1940

Backpack
sprayer

oxalis

627-1940

Backpack
sprayer

Jan Campos, Kirra Sw

N & Speak, scot's garden, top of
Mission bowl

62719529

Backpack
sprayer

Kirra Swenertor

Mission Ridge & bowl, oxalis

62719529

Backpack
sprayer

Kirra Swenertor

Mt Davidson/ Cape Ivy
oxalis
Algerian ivy
oxalis
oxalis
oxalis narrow leaf replant
East of amphitheater/ flat wet
meadow
O'Shaughnessy roadside, del
Vale to Malta

62719 527
62719 527
62719 527
62719 527
6271940
62719 527
62719 527

Backpack
Backpack
Backpack
Backpack
Backpack
Backpack
Backpack

Ryan Gerlach
Ryan Gerlach
illeg
illeg
illeg
Kirra Swenertor
Christopher Campi

62719 527

Backpack

62719 527

Backpack

Poison oak , broom, english ivy,
hemlock

62719-527

Backpack

Scabiosa
Fennel along Burnett
Cotoneaster (stump treatment)
Cotoneaster/mayten/tree of
heaven

62719-527
62719-527
62719-527
62719-527

Backpack

Cotoneaster
Gazania and fennel- Vis Valley
overlook

62719-527
627-1940

_L

~

18667

Mt Davidson

Garlon

2
fl.ozs.

18729

Twin Peaks

Garlon

19
fl.ozs.

18726

Twin Peaks

Garlon 4

10.5

18727

Twin Peaks

Garlon 4

7.2

~s
fl.ozs.

18730
18731
18732
18733
18734
18728
18725

MPIC-2

:n

Mt Davidson
Mt Davidson
Twin Peaks
Twin Peaks
Mt Davidson
Grandview
Mclaren

Garlon
Garlon
Garlon
Garlon
Garlon
Garlon
Garlon

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

Ultra
Ultra
Ultra
Ultra
Ultra
Ultra
Ultra

9
3.6
8
9
3.6
3.6
3.6

Glen Canyon/ 0'
Shaughnessy

Garlon 4 Ultra

6.5

Glen Canyon/ Fox
meadow, paths,
hemlock patch

Garlon 4 Ultra

12.5

Glen Canyon/ Fox
meadow
O'Shaughnessy
Twin Peaks

Garlon 4 Ultra

5

Garlon 4 Ultra
Garlon 4 Ultra

3
3.8

Twin Peaks
Oak Woodlands
(GGP)

Garlon 4 Ultra
Garlon 4 Ultra

8
4.5

Twin Peaks
Mclaren

Garlon 4 Ultra
Garlon 4 Ultra

fl.ozs.

Lisa Wayne

Zebell
DeMeo/ Swenert<

fl.ozs.

fl.~

fl.ozs.

r-f!.ozs.
fl.ozs.
fl.ozs.

f- fl.ozs.
8
fl.ozs.
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MclarenUniversity Hill

Garlon 4 Ultra

3.6

Mclaren - tryphzalia
(?)area

Garlon 4 Ultra

15

Mclaren

Garlon 4 Ultra

9

b

Garlon 4 Ultra
Garlon 4 Ultra

Mclaren (Geneva)

Garlon 4 Ultra

24
6

62719-0537

Backpack
sprayer

Licia DeMeo

G'"""
'"'andfeoool
"'""'" 2
paths
grasslands

62719-0537

Backpack
sprayer

Lisa Wayne

Fennel- south of Mansell, east of
Visitacion
Fennel- grasslands
S of Mansell Forest

62719-527

Backpack

Ryan Gerlach, Ventura

62719-527
627-1940

Backpack
Dauber
sturnp
treatment

Ryan Gerlach, Ventura
K Swenerton

Geneva Ridge fennel

627-1940

Dauber (cut
and daub)

~
fl.ozs.

Bayview
Mclaren

Ab~and
'"'"''
"'" "fennel
Uolw""'
Woolsey;

[ fl.ozs. ]

fl.ozs.
fl.ozs.
Twin Peaks

Garlon 4 Ultra + spraytech oil

15

Poison Oak, Fennel- PO along
path and fennel above Crestline

62719-527

Backpack

Ryan Gerlach, Ventura
Ben Adamo

Bayview
Bernal
Twin Peaks

Garlon 4 Ultra + spraytech oil
Garlon 4 Ultra + Spraytech oil
Garlon 4 Ultra + Spraytech oil

2
4
78

62719-527
62719-527
62719-527

Backpack
cut stump
Cut stump

fl.ozs.

Fennel along steep access rd
fennel on north-facing slope
Slope above Burnett: French
Broom, Cotoneaster

Ryan Gerlach
Ryan Gerlach, Venny
Ventura Garcia, Ben ,A
Paul Wilson , Jake Ha1

Glen Park

Garlon 4 Ultra + Spraytech oil

2.5

Slope above Burnett: French
Broom, Cotoneaster

62719-527

Cut stump

Paul Wilson , Shellie P1

f1 ozs

Monocot City: French Broom,
Cotoneaster

62719-527

Cut stump

Paul Wilson , Shellie P1

fl.ozs.
fl .ozs.

Weeds·misc

62719527AA62719

Hayes, D

Weeds·misc
Weeds·misc
Weeds·misc

62719527AA62719
62719527AA62719
62719527AA62719

Hayes, D
Gerlach, Ryan
Garcia, Shelter Bel

Garlon 4 Ultra + Spraytech oil

Glen Park
RPD-Gien Park
Natural Areas
RPD-Golden Gate
Park-SEC 2
RPD-Twin Peaks
RPD-Twin Peaks

27

GARLON 4UL

-

F

Dylan Hayes

~

GARLON 4UL
GARLON 4UL
GARLON 4UL

4
8
10

Total GAR LON 201 0

340.169

fl.ozs.
._fl.ozs.
fl.ozs.

---

west grassland
brooks
Edgehill
... erharta
Brooks ... erharta

Me Laren marsh
area

ROUNDUP PRO DRY
ROUNDUP PRODRY

j

-

ROUNDUP PRODRY

1.8

4~

1
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ozs.
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ozs.
ozs.

---

---

oz: - 1-

9.8

ROUNDUP PRODRY
ROUNDUP PRODRY
[?oUNDUP PRO HERBICIDE
RODEO AQUATIC
HERBICIDE (Giyphosat ~
Dow)
TOTAL ROUNDUP 2008

~

I

ROUNDUP
landscape
twin peaks- erharta

J

fl.ozs.

J

L

I
I

=J

cape ivy
arctotheca

524-505
524-505

Spray
Spray

weeds

524-505

Spray

weeds
weeds
stumps

524-505
524-505
524-475-ZA-524

Spray
Spray

arctotheca

524-343-AA-524

r==

Spray

HAYES,DYLAh

DE MEO, LICIA

HAYES,DYLAJ\
ZEBELL, RANDOL
(B_ANDJ)
HAYES,DYLAJ\
ANNESE, THOMAS (

f---Spray

~

B-97

I

I

DE MEO, LICIA

L_
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18735

gazenia
hawk hill
upper grassland
billy goat hiill
edgehill
Mclaren

l

524-505
524-505
524-505
524-505
524-505
524-505

TOTAL ROUNDUP 2009

' f l; ;I ~

_§)ra:t
Spray
Spra"i
Spray
Spray

27.4

ROUNDUP
ROUNDUP
ROUNDUP
ROUNDUP
ROUNDUP
ROUNDUP

PRODRY
PRODRY
PRODRY
PRODRY
PRODRY
PRODRY

MPIC-2

18399
18400
18578
18579
18580
18581

15

4.8
6.4
0.8
9
4.8

weeds
weeds
weeds
weeds
weeds
weeds

ozs.
ozs.
ozs.
ozs.
ozs.

Spray

Pine Lake

Aquamaster

16

Pine Lake/ cape ivy

524-343

Backpack

Lake Merced

Aquamaster

8

Ludwigia

524-343

sprayer

JC

Lake Merced

Aquamaster

2

Impound lake - Ludwigia

524-343

R Zebell

Glen Park

Aquamaster + Spraytech Oil

22

524-343

Glen Park

Aquamaster + Spraytech Oil

30

Twin Peaks

Aquamaster + Spraytech Oil

8

Mclaren

Roundup Pro

3.6

Glen Canyon, Fox
Meadow
Sharp Park

Roundup Pro [Max]

6.4

Roundup Pro [Max]

1.3

Site C above Silver Tree: French
Broom and Poison Oak
Monocot City: French Broom,
Cotoneaster
Slope above Burnett: Jupiter's
Beard
Arctotheca- Upper meadow,
Yosemite Marsh
Fox Meadow- Poison oak and
mustard
Pampas grass

Backpack
sprayer
Backpack
sprayer
Cut stump

18668

Mt Davidson

Roundup Pro Dry

1

18722

Mt Davidson

Roundup Pro Dry

3

18724

Mclaren

Roundup Pro Dry

6.0

524-343
524-343
524-475
524-579
524-579

Ventura Garcia, Ben t
Ventura Garcia, Bent

Backpack
sprayer
Backpack
sprayer
backpack
sprayer

Ventura Garcia, Ben P.
Paul Wilson , Jake Ha1
L. DeMeo

hand
sprayer
Backpack
sprayer
Backpack

Kirra Swenerton
Christopher Campi

Licia DeMeo/ Christc
Campbell

erhata - grasslands - edge of
forest
Erhata

524-505

Upper Yosemite Marsharctotheca, Kikuyu burclover

524 505

Backpack
sprayer

524 505

Mark Heath

Licia De Meo, Dylan f

illeg

Hawk Hill

Roundup Pro Dry

3

slope -erhata

524-505

Backpack

Zebell, R

Glen Canyon/ Fox
meadow
Edgehill

Roundup Pro Dry

4.5

Radish, erhata

524-505

Backpack

Swenerton , K

Roundup Pro Dry

9

Edge hill - planted area/ erhata

524-505

Backpack

R Zebell, C Campt

Sharp Park

Roundup Pro Dry

1.5

Pampas grass

524-505

Kirra Swenerton

18721

Mt Davidson

Roundup Pro Max

9

Erhata

524?

hand
sprayer
Backpack

18723

Glen Canyon

Roundup Pro Max

9.0

Area A- hemlock thistle

524 579

Backpack
sprayer

shelterbelt/ Ryan Ge

Twin Peaks

Roundup Pro Max

4

sprayed French Broom that was
missed or too small to pull along
Burnett.

524-579

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-98

Ryan Gerlach

Shelterbelt/ Gerla•

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

MPIC-2

36
Oak Woodlands
(GGP)

Roundup Pro Max

Mclaren

Roundup Pro Max

6.8

I

524-579

Fennel -south of Mansell, east of
Visitacion

524-579

Backpack

Ryan Gerlach, Ventura
Ryan Gerlach , Ventura

(Shelterbelt) Gerlach/

Bayview

Roundup Pro Max

18

Fennel- grasslands

524-579

Backpack

Twin Peaks

Roundup Pro Max

1

Patch of erhata off Twin Peaks

524-579

Backpack

Ryan Gerlach

Mclaren Park

Roundup Pro Max

3

Patch of pampas grass off
Visitacion

524-579

Backpack

Venny Garcia

RPD-Mt Davidson

AQUAMASTER

34.432

Weeds-erharta

524343ZF524

Gerlach, Ryan

RPD-Golden Gate
Park-SEC 1

Gerlach, Ryan

AQUAMASTER

14.3646

Weeds-ivy

524343ZF524

RPD-Mt Davidson
RPD-John Mclaren
Park
RPD-lake Merced
Park

AQUAMASTER

2.8514

Weeds-blackberry

524343ZF524

ROUNDUP PR

5.844

Weeds-mise

5245 79AA524

AQUAMASTER

1.883

Weeds-mise

524343ZF524

Zebell, R

RPD-Twin Peaks

ROUNDUP PR

0.2435

Weeds-pampas grass

5245 79AA524

Garcia, Shelter Bel

RPD-Gien Park
Natural Areas

ROUNDUP PR

4.383

Weeds-mise

5245 79AA524

Garcia, Shelter Bel

TOTAL ROUNDUP/
AQUAMASTER 2010

I

oTHER
l _ STUFF

cape ivy

I

I

Taylor, Zack

240.102

I

I

I

,---

~

18088
1 - 18089
18334
'---- 18582
18736

-

-

oak woodlands
lake merced at
impound lake
Pine Lake
RPD-Golden Gate
Park-SEC 1

SAPPHIRE (Penoxsulam fm
Dow)
HABITAT (lmazapyr from
BAS£ L
MILESTONE (aminopyralid
from Dow)
HABITAT (lmazapyr from
BASE)
MILESTONE (aminopyralid
from Dow)
MILESTONE
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fl.ozs.

english daisy

62719-547

Spra')'

5.8

fl.ozs.

invasive weeds

241-426

Spra\

10.8

fl.ozs.

cap e ivy

62719-519

-

4

fl.ozs.

ludwegia

241-426
62719-537

-

Spray

backpack

fl.ozs.
0.6496

Spray

Weeds-ivy

B-99

62 719537AA62719

Gerlach, Ryan
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An 'ACHMENT B. APPLICATION OF GARLON WITHOUT A RESPIRATOR

From: Mary McAllister
To: Lisa Wavne
Cc: Clu·is.Geiger@.sfgov.org ; Ralph.Montana@.sfgov.org
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2011 9:03 AM
Subject: Violation of City's IPM policy
Dear Lisa, Attached are photos of a pesticide application on February 3rd on Twin Peaks, near
the reservoir. According to the con·esponding Notice of Pesticide Application, the person was
spraying Garlon 4 Ultra. It appears that the person doing the spraying is not wearing a
respirator.
As yo u know, the IPM policy that was approved on January 25~1 by the Commission on the
Enviromnent has approved the restricted use of Gar! on 4 and Garlon 4 Ultra as follows: ''Use
only for targeted treatments of high profile or highly invasive exotics via dabbing or injection.
May use for targeted spraying only when dabbing or injection are not feasible, and only with use
of a respu·ittor. HIGH PRIORITY TO FIND ALTERNATIVE." (emphasis added). TI1erefore,
the person photographed spraying Garlon 4 Ultra was not in compliance with the city's IPM
policy.
I hope, for the s afety of your staff and your sub-contractors, that those who are responsible for
spraying this toxic chemical will be infonned that they must wear a respirator in the future. As
you know, the City's !PM policy classifies this chemical as "Tier I Most Hazardous." The
Material Safety Data Sheet for this chemical repo1ts that OSHA classifies tlus chemical ac.; both
an "li1m1ediate" and a "Delayed Health Hazard."
Tiutnk you for your attention to tlus important matter.
Mary McAllister
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A11'ACHMENT C. DOW GARLON SAFETY SHEET

Product Name: Garlon* 4 Herbicide Issue Date: 2011.09.14 TM * Trademark of Dow
AgroSciences LLC Page 1 of 9 Dow AgroSciences Canada Inc. encourages and expects you to
read and understand the entire (M)SDS, as there is important infonnation throughout the
docwuent. We expect you to follow the precautions identified in this document unless your use
conditions would necessitate other appropriate methods or actions.

Material Safety Data Sheet
Dow AgroScienccs Canada Inc.
1. Product and Company Identification
Product Name
Garlon* 4 Herbicide

r.OMPANY II>J':NTIFICATION
Dow AgroSciences Canada Inc.
A Subsidiary ofll1e Dow Chemical Company
Suite 2100, 450 1st Street SW,
Calgary, AB T2P 5H1
Canada

J1or MSDS updates ami Product Information: 800-667-3852
Prepared By: Prepared for use in Canada by EH&S, Hazard Communications.
Revision
20 11.09.14
Customer Inlotmation Number:
solutions@dow.com

800-667-3852

EMERGENCY TELEPHONE NUMBER
24-Hour Emcr~ency Contact: 613-996-6666
Local Emergency Contact:
613-996-6666
2. Hazards ldent.ification
Emergency Overview
Color: Yellow
Physical State: Liquid
Odor: Gasoline-like
Hazards of product:
DANGER! Combustible liquid and vapor. May cause allergic skin reaction. May cause eye
initation. May cause skin in-itation. Ham1ful or fatal if swallowed; can enter lungs and cause
damage. Isolate area. Toxic f umes may be released in ftre situations. Highly toxic to fish and/or
other aquatic organisms.

Potential Health Effects
Eye Contact: May cause pain disproportionate to the level of irritation to eye tissues. May cause
slight eye initation. Comeal injury is unlikely.
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Skin Contact: Brief contact may cause moderate skin irritation with local redness. Repeated
contact may cause severe skin irritation with local redness and discomfot1. May cause drying and
flaking of the skin.
Skin Absorption: Prolonged skin contact is unlikely to result in absorption of hannful amounts.
Skin Sensitization: Has caused allergic skin reactions when tested in guinea pigs. With the
dilute mix, no allergic skin reaction is expected.
Inhalation: Mist may cause in·itation of upper respiratory tract (nose and tlu·oat).
Ingestion: Low toxicity if swallowed. Small amounts swallowed incidentally as a result of
notmal handling operations are not likely to cause injury; howeYer, swallowing larger amounts
may cause injury.
Aspiration h:tz:trd: Aspiration into the lungs may occur during ingestion or vomiting, causing
lung damage or even death due to chemical pneumonia.
Cancer Information: In a lifetime animal dennal carcinogenicity study, 1m increased incidence
of skin tumors was observed when kerosene was applied at doses that also produced skin
initation. This response was similar to that produced in skin by other types of chronic
chemical/physical irritation. No increase in tumors was observed when non-itTitating dilutions of
kerosene were applied at equivalent doses, indicating that kerosene is unlikely to cause skin
cancer in the absence oflong-tenn continued skin irritation. Inlong-tenn animal studies wilh
ethylene glycol butyl ether, small but statistically signilicant increases in tumors were observed
in mice but not rat<;. The effects are not believed to be relevant to humans. If the material is
handled in accordance with proper industrial handling procedures, exposures should not pose a
carcinogenic risk to man.
Birth Defects/Developmental Etlccts: For the active ingredient(s): Has been toxic to the fetus
in laboratory animals at doses toxic to the mother.
Reproductive Etl'ccts: For similar active ingredient(s). Triclopyr. lnlaboratoty animal studies,
effects on reproduction have been seen only at doses that produced significant toxicity to the
parent animals.
3. Composltion/infonnation on ingredients
Component
CAS #
Amowtt
W/W

Triclopyr-2-butoxyethyl ester
Kerosene (petroleum)
Ethylene glycol monobutyl ether
Balance

64700-56-7
8008-20-6
111-76-2
Not available

61.6%
>= 18.6- <= 31.0%
0.5%
>= 6.9- <= 19.3 %

Amounts are JH'csented as percentages by weight.
4. I<'l rst-aid measures
Description of first aid measm·es
Gen eral ad,,ice: First Aid responders should pay attention to self-protection and use the
recommended protective clothing (chemical resistant gloves, splash protection). If potential for
exposure exists refer to Section 8 for specific personal protective equipment.
hthalation: Move person to fresh air. If person is not breathing, call an emergency responder or
ambulance, then give artificial respiration; if by mouth to mouth use rescuer protection (pocket
mask etc). Call a poison control center or doctor for treatment advice.
Sk.in Cuntact: Take oiT l:ontaminat.:d dothing. Wash skin with :soap and pknty of water for 1520 mimttes. Call a poison control center or doctor for treatment advice. Wash clothing before
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reuse. Shoes and otlter leatlter items which catmot be decontaminated should be disposed of
properly. Suitable emergency safety shower facility should be available in work area.
Eye Contact: Hold eyes open and rinse slowly and gently with water for 15-20 minutes.
Remove contact lenses, if present, ai1er the ftrst 5 minutes, then continue rinsing eyes. Call a
poison control center or doctor for treatment advice.
Ingestion: Immediately call a poison control center or doctor. Do not induce vomiting unless
told to do so by a poison control center or doctor. Do not give any liquid to the person. Do not
give anything by mouth to an unconscious person.
Most. impot1ant symptoms and effects, both acute and delayed
Aside from the infonnation found under Description of first aid measures (above) and Indication
of i11m1ediate medical attention and special treatment needed (below), no additional symptoms
and effects are anticipated.
lndicati.o n of immediate medical attention and special treatment needed
TI1e decision of whether to induce vomitiJlg or not should be made by a physician. If lavage is
perfotmed, suggest endotracheal and/or esophageal control. Danger from lung aspiration must be
weighed against toxicity when considering emptying the stomach. No specific antidote.
Treatment of exposure should be directed at the control of symptoms and the clinical condition
of the patient. Have the Safety Data Sheet, and if available, the product container or label with
yo u when calling a poison control center or doctor, or going for treatment.
Skin contact may aggravate preexisting dennatitis.
5. Fire Fighting Measures
Suitable extinguishing m e,lia
Water fog or fine spray. D1y chemical fire extinguishers. Carbon dioxide tire ex'tinguishers.
Foam. Alcohol resistant foan1s (ATC type) are preferred. General purpose synthetic foams
(including AFFF) or protein foams may function, but will be less effective.
Special hazards arising from the substance or mixture
Hazardous Combustion Products: During a fire, smoke may contain the original material in
addition to combustion products of varying composition which may be toxic and/or irritating.
Combustion products may include and are not limited to: Phosgene. Nitrogen oxides. Hydrogen
chloride. Carbon monoxide. Carbon dioxide.
Unusual Fire and Explosion Hazards: Container may rupture from gas generation in a fire
situation. Violent steam generation or eruption may occur upon application of direct water
stream to hot liquids. Dense smoke is produced when product burns.
Advice for firefighters
Fire Fighting Procedures: Keep people away. Isolate fire and deny unnecessary entty. Consider
feas ibility of a controlled bum to minimize envu·onment damage. Foam fire extinguishing
system is preferred because uncontrolled water can spread possible contamination. Use water
spray to cool fire exposed containers and fire affected zone until fire is out and danger of
reignition has passed. Fight fire from protected location or safe distance. Consider the use of
umnanned hose holders or monitor nozzles. lnm1ediately withdraw all pers01mel from the area in
case of rising sound from venting safety device or discoloration of the container. Buming liquids
may be extinguished by dilution with water. Do not use dit·ect water stream. May spread fire.
Move container from fire area if this is possible without hazard. Buming liquids may be moved
by flush ing with water to protect person.nel and minimize property damage. Contain fire water
run-oiT i [ possiblt::. Firr.: watr.:r run-off, if not (;OOlainr.:d, may (;au~r.: r.:nvironmr.:nlal damage.
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Re view the " Accidental Re lease Measures" and the "Ecologicallnfonnation" se ctions of this
(M)SDS.
Special Protedive E IJU.ipment for Firefighter s: Wear posit ive-pressure self-contained
breathing apparatus (SCBA) and prote ctive fire fighting clothing (includes fire fighting helmet,
coat, trousers, boots, and gloves). Avoid contact with this material during fire fighting
operations . If contact is likely, change to f ull chemical resistant fire fighting clothing with selfcontained breathing apparatus . If this is not available, wear full chemical resistant clothing with
self-contained breathing apparatus and fight fire from a. remote location. For protective
equipment in post-fire or non-fire clean-up situations, refer to the relevant sections .
See Section 9 for related Physical Properties
6. Accidental R elease Measures
P ersonal precautions, protective equipment and emergency procedures: Isolate area. Keep
mmecessa.ry and unprotected personnel from entering the area. Refer to Section 7, Handling, for
additional precautionary measures. No smoking in area. Use appropriate safety equipment. For
additional infonnation, refer to Section 8, Exposure Controls and Personal Protection.
E nviJ·orunental precautions: Prevent from entering into soil, d itches, sewers, waterways and/or
groundwater. See Section 12, Ecologicallnfonnation.
Methods and materials tor containmen t and cleaning up: Contain spilled material if possible.
Small spills : Absorb with materials such as : Clay. Di1t. Saud. Sweep up. Collect in s uitable and
properly labeled containers . Large spills: Contact Dow AgroSciences for clean-up assistance.
7. Handling and Storage
Handling
General Handling: Containers, even those that have been emptied, can contain vapors. Do not
cut, dri ll, grind, weld, or perfonn s imilar operations on or near empty containers . Spills of these
organic materials on hot fibrous insulations may le ad to lowering of the autoignition
temperatures possibly resulting in spontaneous combustion. Keep out of reach of children. Do
not swallow. Avoid breathing vapor or mist. Avoid contact with eyes, skin, and clothing. Use
with adequate ventilation. Wash thoroughly after handling.
Stora ge
Store in a dry place. Store in original container. Keep container tightly closed. Do not store near
food, foodstuffs, drugs or potable water supplies .
8. Exposure Contro ls I Personal Protection
Ex postu·e Limits
Component
List
Type
Value

Ket-osene
(petrolcwn)
C ADBCOEL

D ow IHG

TWA as total hydrocarbon vapor

TWA Non-aerosol. as total
hydrocarbon vapor
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ACGIII

TWA Non-aerosol. as total
hydrocarbon vapor

200 mg/m3
P: Application restricted to conditions in
which there are negligible aerosol
exposures.

CADONOEL

TW AEV as total
hydrocarbon vapor

200 mg/m3 SKIN

CADABOEL

TWA Vapor. as total
hydrocarbon vapor

200 mg/m3

CADABOEL

SKIN Vapor. as total
hydrocarbon vapor

Can be absorbed tlu·ough the skin.

Ta·iclopyr-2-but.oxyethyl
ester

Dow IHG

TWA 2 mg/m3 D-SEN

Ethylene glycolmonobutyl ethea· CAD ON OEL TW AEV
ACGIH
CADABOEL
CADBCOEL
OEL (QUE) TWA 97 mg/m3 20 ppm
OEL (QUE) TWA 97 mg/m3 20 ppm

TWA
TWA
TWA

20 ppm SKIN

20ppm
97 mg/m3 20 ppm SKIN
20ppm

JConsult local authorities for recommended exposure limits.
RECOMMENDATIONS IN THIS SECTION ARE FOR MANUFACTURING,
COMMERCli\L BLENDING AND PACKAGING WORKERS. APPLICATORS AND
HANDLERS SHOULD SEE THE PRODUCT LABEL FOR PROPER PERSONAL
PROTECTTVE EQUIPME T A D CLOTHING.
A "skin" notation following the inhalation exposure guideline refers to the potential for dem1al
absorption of the material i11cluding mucous membranes and the eyes either by contact with
vapors or by direct skin contact.
Jt is intended to alert the reader that inhalation may not be the only route of e>.:posure and that
measures to minimize dennal exposures should be considered.
AD-SEN notation following the exposure guideline refers to the potential to produce dennal
sensitization, as confinned by human or animal data.
Personal Pmtcction
Eye/Face PI'Otection: Use safety glasses (with side s hields).
Skin Protection: Use protective clothing chemically resistant to tllis material. Selection of
specific items such as face shield, boots, apron, or fi.lll body suit will depend on the tac;k.
Haml protection: Use gloves chemically resistant to this material. Examples of prefetTed glove
barrier materials include: Chlorinated polyethylene. Neoprene. Nitrile/butadiene rubber ("nitrile"
or "NBR"). Polyethylene. Ethyl vinyl alcohol laminate ("EVAL"). Examples of acceptable glove
ban·ier materials include: Butyl rubber. Natural rubber ("latex"). Polyvinyl chloride ("PVC" or
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"vinyl"). Viton. NOTICE: The selection of a specific glove for a particular application and
duration of use in a workplace should also take into account all relevant workplace factors such
as, but not limited to: Other chemicals which may be handled, physical requirements
(cut/puncture protection, de>-.1erity, thermal protection), potential body reactions to glove
materials, as well as the instmctions/specifications provided by the glove supplier.
Respimtory Protection: Respiratory protection should be wom when there is a potential to
exceed the exposure limit requirements or guidelines. If there are no applicable exposure limit
requirements or guidelines, wear respiratory protection when adverse effects, such as respiratory
in·itation or discomfort have been experienced, or ·where indicated by your risk assessment
process. h1 misty atmospheres, use an approved particulate respirator. The following should be
effective types of air-purifying respirators: Organic vapor cartridge with a particulate pre-filter.
Ingestion: Avoid ingestion of even very small amounts; do not consume or store food or tobacco
in the work area; wash hands and face before smoking or eating.
Rngincel'ing C:ontrols
Ventilation: Use local exhaust ventilation, or other engineering controls to maintain airbome
levels below exposure limit requirements or guidelines. If there are no applicable exposure limit
requirements or guidelines, general ventilation should be sufficient for most operations. Local
exhaust ventilation may be necessary for some operations.
9. Physical and Ch emical Proper-ties
Appeamn ce
Physical State
Liquid
Color
Yellow
Gasoline-like
Odor
No test data available
Odor Threshold
6.4 pH Electrode
pH
Melting Point
Not applicable
o test data avai Iable
Freezing Point
No test data available
Boiling Point (760 nunHg)
Flash Point- Closed Cup
65.5 °C Closed Cup
Evaporation Rate (Butyl Acetate= 1) No test data available
Flanmtable Limits ht Air Lowe,.: No test data available
U pper : No test data available
Vapor Pressure
No test data available
Vapor Density (air = 1)
No test data available
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1.08 23 °C/4 oc EC Method AJ
emulsifiable

Specific G ravity (H20 = l )
Solubility in water (by weight)

Partition coefficient, n-octanol/water (log Pow) 4.09 Measured
Autoignition T empe..ature
Decomposition T emperature

No test data available
No test data available

Kinematic Viscosity

11.2 eSt @ 20 °C

10. Stability and Reactivity
Reactivity
No dangerous reaction known under conditions of nonnal use.
Ch emical stability
Thennally stable at typical use temperatures.
Possibility of h azardous r·eactions
Polymerization will not occur.
Condition s to A void : Active ingredient decomposes at elevated temperatures. Generation of gas
during decomposition can cause pressure in closed systems.
Incompatible Materials: Avoid contact with: Acids. Bases. Oxidizers.
Hazardous decomposition products
Decomposition products depend upon temperature, air supply and the presence of other
materials. Decomposition products can include and are not limited to: Carbon monoxide. Carbon
dioxide. Hydrogen chloride. Nitrogen oxides. Phosgene. Toxic gases are released during
decomposition.
11. Toxicological lnfonnation
Acute Toxicity
Ingestion
LD50, Rat 1,338 mglkg
Derm•ll
LD50, Rabbit > 2,000 mg!kg
Inha.lation
LC50, 4 h, Aerosol, Rat > 5.2 mg/1
No deaths occurred at this concentration.
Eye damage/eye irritation
May cause pain disproportionate to the level of irritation to eye tissues. May cause slight eye
irritation. Corneal inj ury is unlikely.
Skin corrosion/irritation
Brief contact may cause moderate skin irritation with local redness. Repeated contact may cause
severe skin initation with local redness and discomfort. May cam;e drying and flaking of the
skin.
Sensitization
Skin
Has caused allergic skin reactions when tested in guinea pigs. With the dilute m ix, no allergic
skin reaction is expected.
Respiratory
No relevant ir1fom1ation found .
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Repeated Dose Toxicity
Based on available data, repeated exposures are not anticipated to cause additional significant
adverse et1ects.
Chronic Toxicity aml Carcitto2enicity
Active ingredient did not cause cancer in laboratory animals. In a lifetime animal dermal
carcinogenicity study, an increased incidence of skin tumors was observed when kerosene was
applied at doses that also produced skin in-itation. This response was similar to that produced in
skin.
by other types of chronic chemical/physical in·itation. No increase in tumors was observed when
non-itTitating dilutions of kerosene were applied at equivalent doses, indicating that kerosene is
unlikely to cause skin cancer in the absence of long-tenn continued skin irritation. In long-term
animal studies with ethylene glycol butyl ether, small but statistically significant increases in
tumors were observed in mice but not rats. 1l1e effects arc not believed to be relevant to humans.
If the material is handled iJl accordance with proper industrial handling procedures, exposures
should not pose a carcinogenic risk to rnan.
Carcinogenkity Oassifications:
Component
List
aassificati.o n
Kerosene (pet.roleum)
ACGIH Confim1ed aninlal carcinogen with unknown relevance
to humans.; Group A3
Ethylene glycol
ACGIH Confmned animal carcinogen with unknown relevance
to humans.; Group A3
monobutyl cthe1·
Developmental Toxicity
For the active ingredient(s): Has been toxic to the fetus in laboratory animals at doses toxic to the
mother. Did not cause birth defects in laboratory animals.
Reproductive Toxicity
For similar active ingredient(s). Triclopyr. In laboratory animal studies, effects on reproduction
have been seen only at doses that produced significant toxicity to the parent animals. For
kerosene: Limited datn in laboratory animals suggest that the material does not affect
reproduction.
Genetic Toxicology
ContaiJlS a component(s) which were negative in in vitro genetic toxicity studies. Contains
component(s) which were negative in animal genetic toxicity studies.
12. Ecological Information
Toxicity
Material is highly toxic to aquatic organisms on an acute basis (LC50/EC50 between 0.1 and 1
rng/L in the most sensitive species tested). Material is slightly toxic to birds on an acute basis
(LD50 between 501 and 2000 mg!kg).
Fislt Acute & Prolonged Toxicity
LC50, rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), flow-through, 96 h: 0.984mg/l
Aquatic Inve11ehrate Acute Toxicity
EC50, water flea Daplmia magna, flow-through, 48 h, inunobilization: 0.35 mg/1
Aquatic Plant Toxicity
EbC50, green alga Pseudokirchneriella subcapitata (formerly known as Selenastmm
(.;apri(.;otllulum), biomlllis gmwlh inhibition, 72 h: 10.6 mg/1
Toxicity to Above G round O•·ganisms
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oral LD50, bobwhite (Colinus virginianus)
oral LD50, Honey bee (Apis mellifera)
contact LD50, Honey bee (Apis mellifera)
Toxicity to Soil Dwelling Organisms
LC50, Earthwonn Eisenia foeti da, adult, 14 d: 2,552 mglkg
Persistence and. Degradabilit.y
Biodegradation under aerobic static laboratory conditions is high (BOD20 or BOD28/ThOD >
40%).
Bioaccumulative potential
Bioaccumulation: Bioconcentration potential is moderate (BCF between 100 and 3000 or Log
Pow between 3 and 5).
Pa11ition coetlicient, n -oct.auol/water (log Pow): 4.09 Measured
Bioeoncentration Fador (BCF): Bioconcentration potential is moderate (BCF between 100 and
3000 or Log Pow between 3 and 5). 505
Mobility in soil
Mobility in soil: No relevant data found.
13. Disposal Consilleration s
lf wastes and/or containers cannot be disposed of according to the product label directions,
disposal of this material must be in accordance with yom· local or area regulatory authorities.
1llis infonnation presented below only applies to the material as supplied. The identification
based on characteristic(s) or listing may not apply if the material has been used or otherwise
contaminated. It is the responsibility of the waste generator to detennine the toxicity and
physical propetties of the material generated to detennine the proper waste identification and
disposal methods in compliance with applicable regulations. If the material as supplied becomes
a waste, follow all applicable regional, national and local laws.
14. Transport Infomtation
TDC Small container
NOT REGULATED
TDC La1·ge container
NOT REGULATED
IMDG
Proper S hipping Nam e: ENVIRONMENTALLY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, LIQUID,
N.O.S
Teclmical Nam e: Contains Triclopyr-2-butoxyethyl Ester, KEROSENE
Hazard Class: 9 ID Numbe r: UN3082 Packing Group : PG III
EMS Number: f-a,s-f
Marine pollutant: Yes
ICAO/IATA
Proper Shipping Name: ENVIRONMENTALLY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, LIQUID,
N.O.S
Technical Nam e: Contains Triclopyr-2-butoxyethyl Ester, KEROSEN E
Hazard Class: 9 ID Number: UN3082 P acking Croup : PG Ill
Cargo Packing Instruction: 964
Passenger Packing Instruction: 964
15. R~gulatur-y In liJnnution
CEPA- Domestic Substances List (DSL)
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All substances contained in this product are listed on the Canadian Domestic Substances Lis1
(DSL) or are not required to be listed.
Haza1·dous P1·odud s Act Information: C PR Compliance
11us product has been classified in accordance with the hazard criteria of the Canadian
Controlled Products Regulations (CPR) and the MSDS contains all the infonnation required by
the CPR.
Hazanlous Produds Act Information: WHMIS Classification
'Illis product is exempt under WHMIS.
Pest Contr"Ol Products Act Registr ation n umber : 21053
National Fire Code of Can ada
Class IliA
16. Oth er Info rmation
Hazard Rating System
NFPA
Hea lth
Fire Reactivity
]
2
2
Recommended Uses and Resbictions
Identified uses
Product use: End use herbicide product
Revision
Identificat ion Number: 50683 I 1023 I Issue Date 2011.09. 14 I Version: 5.0
DAS Code: XRM-4714
Most recent revision(s) are noted by the bold, double bars in left-hand margin throughout this
document.
Legend
Not available
NI A
WIW
Weight/Weight
Occupational Exposure Limit
OEL
STEL
Shott Tenn Exposure Lim it
TWA
Time Weighted Average
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, lnc.
ACGIH
DOWIHG Dow Industrial Hygiene Guideline
Workplace Environmental Exposure Level
WEEL
HAZ DES Hazard Designation
VOUVOL VolumeNolume
Dow AgroSciences Canada Inc. urges each customer or recipient ofthis (M)SDS to study it
carefidly and consult appropriate expertise, as necessa/y or appropriate, to become aware of
and understand the data contained in this (M)SDS and any hazards associated with the product.
The information herein is provided in good.faith and believed to be accurate as ofthe effective
date shown above. However. no warranty, express or implied, is gi ven. Regulatory requirements
are su~ject to change and may diffir between various locations. It is the buyer 's/user 's
responsibility to ensure that his activities comply with all federal, state, provincial or local laws.
The information presented here pertains only to the product as shipped. Since conditions .for use
ofthe product are nut under the control <~(the manufw:turer, if i:> the buyer':.l user':> duly to
determine the conditions necessary.for the safe use ofthis product. Due to the prol{{eration of
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sources for information such as manufacturer-specific {M)SDSs, we are not and cannot be
responsible for (M)SDSs obtainedji-om any source other than ourselves. lfyou have obtained an
(M)SDSfrom another source or ifyou are not sure that the (M)SDS you have is current, please
contact us for the most current version.

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-111

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

MPIC-2

49

ATTACHMENT D. LETTER FROM UC BERKELEY TO FEMA
PROJECT MAINTENANCE COSTS
The University ofCalifomia, Berkeley, Associate Director of Physical Plant, Robert Costa,
completed an estimate oflife-cyclemaintenance costs for 2 UC projects. The letter containing
Mr. Costa's Opinion follows.
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ATTACHMENT E. 114 BIRD SPECIES FOUND BY LOCAL BIRDERS ON MT. DAVIDSON FROM 5/ 31111 TO 6/1112

Date Range

Jun 1,
Total
2011Number
May31,
of Species
2012
Mt.
Total
Davidson Number
of
Checklists

114

Jun-11

Jul-11

Aug-11

Sep-11

Oct-11

69
1,377
25

45
748
19

46
613
8

60
950
12

54
628
5

Jun-11

Jun-11

Jul-11

Jul-11

Aug-11

Species Name

Species
Count

Sample
Size

Species
Count

Sample Species
Size
Count

Double-crested Cormorant
- Phalacrocorax auritus
Turkey Vulture- Cathartes
aura
Northern Harrier- Circus
cyaneus
Sharp-shinned Hawk Accipiter striatus
Cooper's Hawk - Accipiter
cooperu

--

Locations

Number of Species
Number of Individuals
Number of Checklists

138

Nov11
48
969
10

Aug11
Sample
Size

Dec-11

Jan-12

Feb-12

Mar-12

Apr-12

27
421
3

30
314
2

37
140
4

45
314
11

71
1,191
21

Sep-11

Sep-11

Oct-11

Oct-11

Nov-11

Species
Count

Sample Species
Size
Count
1

Sample
Size
1

Species
Count

Nov11
Samph
Size

1

1

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

2

1

May12
55
569
18

1
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Red-shouldered Hawk Buteo lineatus
Red-tailed Hawk - Buteo
Jamatcensts
Buteo spo- Buteo spo
American Kestrel - Falco
sparvenus
Merlin- Falco columbarius
Ring-billed Gull - Larus
delawarensis
Western Gull - Lams
occidentalis
California Gull - Lams
califomicus
Herring Gull - Lams
argentatus
Glaucous-winged Gull Lams glaucescens
gull spo - Larinae spo
Rock Pigeon - Columba
livia
Band-tailed Pigeon Patagioenas fasciata
Eurasian Collared-Dove Streptopelia decaocto
Mourning Dove - Zenaida
macroura
Red-masked Parakeet Aratinga erythrogenys
Great Homed Owl- Bubo
vtrgmtanus
V aux's Swift - Chaetura
vaux1
0

0

1

1

--

19

13

11

8

1

1

--

11

8

6

--

1

1

4

--

11

5

1
1

3

3

4

4

1

1

0

--

--

--

1

--

--

--

1

---

---

---

---

--

2

1

--

--

--

--

2

1

--

--

--

--

6

1

12

3

--

-7

18
60

2
2

--

93

15

1

2
28

1
4

2

1

11

3

43

10

53

6

3

1

6

2

116

2

2R1

1

1

1

--

1

1

21

8

18

-4

28

4

75

8

54

3

68

5

2

4

2

8

1

13

2

2

1

--

--

22

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

52

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-114

1

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

White-throated Swift Aeronautes saxatalis
Anna's Hummingbird Calypte anna
Rufous Hummingbird Selasphorus rufus
Allen's Hummingbird Selasphorus sasin
Rufous/ Allen's
Hummingbird Selasphorus rufus/sasin
hummingbird sp. Trochilidae sp.
Nuttall's Woodpecker Picoides nuttallii
Downy Woodpecker Picoides pubescens
Hairy Woodpecker Picoides villosus
Northern Flicker- Colaptes
auratus
Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi
Western Wood-PeweeContopus sordidulus
Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii
Hammond's FlycatcherEmpidonax hammondii
Gray FlycatcherEmpidonax wrightii
Pacific-slope Flycatcher Empidonax difficilis

2

2

50

10

--

36

7

14

3

2

2

3

2

41

4

33

9

18

5

14

3

15

5

10

2

--

--

--

3

3

46

5

14

2

4

2

1

1

37

5

3

3

2

2

2

2

4

4

1

1

4

4

7

7

3

3

2

2

1

1

--

7

4

1

1

--

--

--

38

20

14

14

8

6

--

20

13

35

17

4

3

2

2

1

1

2

2

9

8

4

3
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Pacific-slope/Cordilleran
Flycatcher
Empidonax sp. Empidonax sp.
Black Phoebe - Sayomis
mgncans
Say's Phoebe - Sayomis
saya
Western Kingbird Tyrannus verticalis
Cassin's Vireo - Vireo
cassmu
solitary vireo sp. - Vireo
plumbeus/cassinii/solitarius
Hutton's Vireo - Vireo
huttoni
Warbling Vireo - Vireo
gilvus
Steller's Jay- Cyanocitta
stelleri
Western Scrub-JayAphelocoma califomica
American Crow - Corvus
brachyrhynchos
Common Raven - Corvus
corax
Tree Swallow Tachycineta bicolor
Violet-green SwallowTachycineta thalassina
Bam Swallow - Hirundo
rustica
swallow sp. - Hirundinidae

2

2

1

1

--

1

--

--

1

3

--

1

1

1

1

6

4

2

18

7

--

7

4

13

7

26

9

9

3

6

1

--

4

3

2

1

1

1

1
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1

6

6

2

2

6

4

2

1

--

1

1

2

2

3

2

13

4

--

21

5

1

--

12

4

--

--

--

--

11
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--
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1

2

2

2

2

3

3

4
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sp.
Chestnut-backed
Chickadee - Poecile
rufescens
Bushtit- Psaltriparus
mmtmus
Red-breasted Nuthatch Sitta canadensis
Pygmy Nuthatch - Sitta
pygmaea
Brown Creeper - Certhia
amencana
Bewick's WrenThryomanes bewickii
House Wren - Troglodytes
aedon
Pacific Wren- Troglodytes
pacificus
Blue-gray GnatcatcherPolioptila caerulea
Ruby-crowned Kinglet Regulus calendula
Swainson's Thrush Catharus ustulatus
Hermit Thrush - Catharus
guttatus
American Robin - Turdus
migratorius
Varied Thrush - Ixoreus
naevms
Northern Mockingbird Mimus polyglottos
Sage Thrasher -

34

7

13

4

--

32

20

3

14

3

--

--

--

1

1

--

42

4

--

1

1

-25

-8

-1

5

-1

-14

33

5

4

5

2

2

3

2

1

1

4

3

7

7

3

3

4

2

29

6

--

29

5

--

15

3

--

--

--

1

1

--

1

1

--

--

--

14

--

4

2

--

--

40

6

--

8

4

1

1
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6

3

11

23

6

4

94

--

9

--

--

2

3

--

15

12

3

--

33

--

6

4

1

1
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4

2

17

2

2

2

10

2

19

2

54

3
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3

1

1
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3
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Oreoscoptes montanus
European Starling Sturnus vulgaris
American Pipit - Anthus
rubescens
Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum
Orange-crowned Warbler Oreothlypis celata
Nashville WarblerOreothlypis ruficapilla
MacGillivray's Warbler Geothlypis tolmiei
Northern ParulaSetophaga americana
Yell ow Warbler Setophaga petechia
Y ellow-rumped Warbler Setophaga coronata
Black-throated Gray
Warbler - Setophaga
mgrescens
Townsend's WarblerSetophaga townsendi
Hermit WarblerSetophaga occidentalis
Wilson's WarblerCardellina pusilla
California Towhee Melozone crissalis
Chipping SparrowSpizella passerina
Savannah Sparrow -

--

10

--

--

-2

2

2

13

4

7

2

--

9

6

2

-1

1

12

5

--

2

2

1

1

1

21

3

7

1

9

6

1

1

1

1

3

3

45

5

8

2

3

98

4

R2

6

2

2

12

4

24

4

1

1
2

2

--

--

--

7

--

--

4

--

3

2

--

--

11

5

--

7

--

--

--

--

2

2

3

3

3

18

9

74

13

17

9

18

17

9

3

3

--

--

--

2

--
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Passerculus sandwichensis
Fox Sparrow - Passerella
iliac a
Song Sparrow - Melospiza
melodia
Lincoln's Sparrow Melospiza lincolnii
White-throated SparrowZonotrichia albicollis
White-crowned SparrowZonotrichia leucophrys
Golden-crowned Sparrow Zonotrichia atricapilla
Dark-eyed Junco - Junco
hyemalis
Western Tanager- Piranga
ludoviciana
Black-headed GrosbeakPheucticus melanocephalus
Lazuli Bunting - Passerina
amoena
Indigo Bunting- Passerina
cyanea
Western MeadowlarkSturnella neglecta
Brewer's Blackbird Euphagus cyanocephalus
Brown-headed Cowbird Molothrus ater
Hooded Oriole - Icterus
cucullatus
Bullock's Oriole - Icterus
bullockii

-81

-9

--

118

13

5

--

10

--

40

5

--

--

12

3

16

3

23

4

--

40

4

10

1

6

1

--

1

1

82

5

50

1

124

4

8

1

43

4

17

2

1

1

20

1

--

-6

4

--

27

8

12

3

--

20

10

1

1

1

1

51

7

8

2

46

14

7

7

6

3

20

8

1

1

70

12

--

2

2

1

1

5

5

--

--

--

1

1

--

--

5

-10

6

5

3

1

1
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oriole sp. - Icterus sp.
blackbird sp. - Icteridae sp.
Purple Finch - Carpodacus
purpureus
House Finch - Carpodacus
mex1canus
Red Crossbill- Loxia
curvirostra
Pine Siskin- Spinus pinus
Lesser Goldfinch- Spinus
psaltria
American Goldfinch Spinus tristis
Spinus sp. (goldfinch sp.) Spinus sp. (goldfinch sp.)
House Sparrow - Passer
domesticus

1

1

-10

3

-1

1

3

3

---

87

10

136

7

300

5

160

2

1

1

1

3
37

3
6

1
40

1
7

2
46

2
5

9
33

7

3

--

9

2

30

6

2
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11

1
3

4

12

1

4
5

24
11

3
2

--

1

1

--

--

8

3

7
15

1
2

18
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RECEIVED
DEC C1 2011
N AltON A l

r.tTY & COUNTY

OF S.E

GO LF CO URS E OW N ERS ASSO C I At1tl fii:>LANNINGDEPARTMEN1'
ME A

Re: Supporting "Historical Resource" Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course Significant Natural resource Areas, etc.
DEIR No. 2005.1912E.

Dear San Francisco Planning Dep::>rtment,

We are writing to you to inform you that we support the proposed designation of Sharp Park Golf Course as a historical
resource of the City and County of San Francisco. As you know, this course was one of the final designs by Alister
MacKenzie prior to his death. He is regarded by many as the finest golf course architect in the history of the game with
courses like Augusta National and Pasatiempo in Santa Cruz to his credit. Unlike those courses, Sharp Park is affordable

01

and accessible to all people from all walks of life from the community and beyond. There have been many great players
like San Francisco's own Ken Venturi and Johnny Miller who developed their games on municipal courses. Take away the
public course option and many great and not so great players will never have the chance to pursue this great lifetime
sport. In an urban environment, golf courses provide a unique venue for healthy outdoor recreation. Unlike other
sports, golf is one that can be pursued by anyone regardless of age, size, or speed. Entire multi-generational families can
play this game together.
Sharp Park is a significant contributor to the local economy as a provider of local jobs. Golf courses also positively
impact the local economy because they support many local vendors and service providers. Sharp Park, like virtually all
golf courses, is a significant contributor through the innumerable charitable events and fund raisers it has hosted over
the years.
Golf facilities are t remendous environmental assets that are managed by highly t rained and educated agronomists who
are careful stewards of the environment. Golf courses provide green space and varied habitat for many species.
In short, this golf course is important to the community in many and varied ways and once eliminated cannot be
replaced. We hope that this letter, along with the other expressions of support from both your local commun ity and the
other voices in the golf industry w ill convince you of the historical importance of this irreplaceable community asset.

Si ncerely,

~~~

CEO
National Golf Course Owners Association

29 1 Seven Form\ Ofi'le, '2nd ' l oor, ChorlEu l on, Sov•n Corolitlo ?.9492 • Phone: (800) 933-.t.262 • Fox: (843) 881 -99S8 • www.ngcoo. org
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Nature in the City
PO Box 170088
San Francisco CA 94117
www.natureinthecity.org

Tuesday, Nove mber 1, 2011
Bill Wycko
SF Planning Department
Narural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103
Dear Mr. Wycko:
Thank you for the opporrunity to comment on the Draft Erwironmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP).
By now you are well aware that this has become an. incredibly complex issue, not only because the
document covers 3 2 d istin.ct natural areas, each with its own community and environmental
context, but also because one of them is Sharp Park, a wholly different animal from rhe rest. We
advocated in 2009 when the Initial Study was released, and we are advocating again, that fot: many
reasons, environmental analysis of Sharp Park should be separated out from the rest of the
environmental analysis of the Natural Areas Plan.

01

02

The Narural Areas Plan goals are exce llent. The DEIR describes accurately the e nvironments of the
32 natural areas, and with notable exceptions, does an excellent job analyzing the environmental
impacts of the Natural Areas Plan. However, we are concerned that the analysis neglects to fully
address t-he long-term impact of invasive plants from the retention of invasive weed-nurturing
eucalypnts groves in the MA-3 areas. The true impacts (and benefits!) of the maximum restoration
alternative - o ne which presumably would restore significant portions of the MA-3 areas- cannot
be properly evaluated against the proposed project, since the description is only two pages long.
Th us, no such definitive conclusions about relative impacts from invasive plants, i.e., the degree to
which they re ma.in a threat to biodiversity, as a function of that alternative versus the Proposed
Plan, can be made by the public because there is no stibstance to the alternative. It: is completely
general.
That the recreation and maintenance alternatives are the "environmentally superior alterna.tives"
and neither the restoration nor the proposed project are, may be a function of a misinterpretation
of the intent of CEQA, where the protection of wildlife and our natural environment are central
to the intent of the legisla.tion. The assumptions made about what defines recreation for this
particular DEIR are subjective and not based o n best available science about recreation (there are
plenty of citations on the web). for the purposes of the SN RAMP DEIR. recreation should
include community stewardship, a legitimate fotm of recreation., practiced by dtousands of people
every week all over lhe Bay Area. This could change the balance of purported impacts to
Rest<>ring San f'mncisco biodiveo.icy, wi!.ilif< habir11ts & corridors, connecting ll?Van p.opl•. ccnnmunir;O,s and nature tuhe•·e "~ live.
Natute in the City is project of Earth Island lnstirute, a 501(c)3 Calilo mia nou1Jrofir public benefic corpomtion.
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[

02
(Cont.)

recreation, and could, for exa.mple, lead to the proposed project being considered to be the
environmentally su perior alternative.

The analysis of Sharp Park in Pacifica should be separated from the rest of the analysis of the
Natural Areas Plat"l for the following reasons:

Geography - Sharp Park is in a different county, has a different user group, and has a wholly
different regional environmental context.
Prot}()sed. }1.1.risd.ictional. Chmtges - Some in the c:ommLtnity, lncludi.ng Nature in the C ity, are
advocating for Sharp Park to become part of the Golden Gate National Recreation, which
currently effectively surr01mds Sharp Park on rhree boundaries.

03

EcoLogical Distinction- Sharp Park is the o nly RPD Significant Natural Resource Area with two
federally listed endangered species; it possesses a much larger flora and fauna than the rest ofthe
31 areas; a nd it is the only one with an acute threat of sea--level rise to protected species, valuable
wetland habitat~ and local communities.
Financial- Sharp Park Golf Course is in a state of uncertainty and instability in terms of whether it
can be maintained as a viable and affordable public resource. The problems of dependence on
pumping freshwater out of endangered species habitat, on the existence of an old and vulnerable
sea wall, and on financia l subsidy fOr golf course function at·e not sust,ainable.

LegaL- If Sharp Park is not separated from the environmental analysis of the Natural Areas Plan,
then litigation is going to hold up finalization and implementation of the Plan fur a much longer,
indefinite period of time. This is unfair to San Franciscans, who have been waiting for 15 years for
the completion of the Significant Natural ResoUt-ce Areas Management Plan process.

Sincerely,

Peter 13rastow
Founding Director
Nature in the C ity
San Francisco, California

Res toring San Francisco biodiversicy, \l•ildlife habitat\ & c<>rrid<>r~, corurecd ng "'·ban fJtople, commrmides and natnre "'l~tre ""live.
Nature i.o. the City is project of Ear!hlsland lnstintte, a 50 l (c)3 Califomia non'J'rofit public benefit corporation.
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From:

.BillJtll:x.ds.

To:
Cc:

Jessica Rappe ; Sarah B lopes
Linda Avery; John Rabaim
Fw: Natural Areas Plan DEIR

Subject:
Date:

09/30/2011 10:30 AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 09/30/2011 10:29 AM ---- -

Peter Brastow
<pcb123@natureinthecity.org>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc

Linda Shaffer <ljshaffer1@comcast.net > 1
Peter Brastow
< pcb123@natureinthecity.org>, Noreen
Weeden
<nweeden@goldengateaudubon.org> 1
Jennifer Clary <jenclaly@sbcg lobal.net>1
Steven Krefting <skrefting@igc.org>1 Arthur
Feinstein <arthurfeinstein@earthlink.net > 1
Ruth Gravanis <gravanis@earthlink.net > 1
Greg Gaar <dunetansy@yahoo.com> 1 Brent
Plater < bplater@wildequity.org>

09/30/2011 10:06 AM

Subject

Natural Areas Plan DEIR

Mr. Wycko,
My, our, frame of reference is the sector of the public who are the stakeholders for a
particular DEIR, who, in this case, are overwhelmed with the confluence of environmental
documents which have recently hit the streets, including- but not limited to - those
associated with:
America's Cup
GGNRA GMP
GGNRN PORE Air Tour MP
PORE DElR for Drakes Bay Oyster Company

01

cnms, the CUMULATIVE effect on the stakeholder public is to be overwhelmed by the
necessity to participate in all of these processes, thereby potentially diluting effective public
participation. Unfort\mately, the public is not well-represented in any of these situations
because funding for public-serving non-profits is in the toilet.
Tims, your determination is detrimental to the optimization of a robust public process for the
Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan, the single most important
conservation document in the City's history.
Regards,
Peter Brastow

Founding Directo r, Nature in the City
PO Box 170088
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San Francisco CA 94117
415-845-0087
pcb 123@.naturejn tb ecity.o~;g

BECOME A MEMBER!
SIGN UP for our
EMAIL NEWSLETTER
h ttp: //www.natureintbecity.o~;g
h ttp-/ / urbanna tme org
h ttp: II sfwma.mg

Need Local NATIVE PLANT Landscaping?

Call HABITAT CITY at 415.722.1092
or go to www.h a bitat city.org .

On Sep 30, 2011, at 9:02AM,

bill .wycko@sf~ov. or~

wrote:

We are not the lead agency for the GGNRA/PORE Air Tour Management Plan, and
its public comment period is therefore not relevant. Our frames of
reference are extensive established practices for the numerous complex
DEIRs which we prepare as well as California statutes and guidelines which
identify a total period for DEIR review of sixty days as exceptional and
appropriate only in unusual circumstances. As I indicated to Mr. Sigg, you
can address any further requests for a DEIR review period extension to the
San Francisco Planning Commission.

Peter Brastow
<pcb123@natureint
hecizy. or~>

To
bill wycko@sfgoy org
09/29/2011 04:34
cc
PM
Subject
.Fwd: ATMP- Comment Period Extended
to October 21- WHY NOT FOR THE
SNRAMP?
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Greetings Bill,
I found your response to Jake Sigg's request for an extension of the
comment period for the SNRAMP to be a bit offensive, mde and patronizing.
Not that I even want to address any of your specific points, but do you
think that the GGNRA/POR E Air Tour Management Plan is more complex than the
Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan DETR, considering the
confounding effects of Sharp Park?

I would urge you to reconsider tllis request at the staff level.
1hank you.
Peter Brastow
Founding Director, Nature in the City
PO Box 170088
San ¥ran cisco CA 94117
415-845-0087
pcb123 @natureinthccity.or~

BECOME A MEMBER!
SiGN UP for our
EMAIL NEWSLETTER
http://www.natureinthecity.org
http ://urbannat11re. org
http://snvma. org
Need Local NATIVE PLANT Landscaping?
Call HABITAT CITY at 415.722.1092
or go to www.habitatcity.org.
Degin forwarded message:

From: Samantha at GGNRA <goga_plann.ing@nps.gov>
Date: September 29, 2011 3:40:37 PM PDT
To: pcb 123@natureinthecity.org
Subject: ATMP - Comment Period Extended to October 21
Reply-To: goga_planning@nps.gov
This email best viewed with images displayed.

You are receiving this email because you have expressed an interest
in Golden Gate National Recreation Area. Don't forget to add
goga_planning@nps.gov to your address book so we'll be sure to land
in your inbox!
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You may unsubscribe if you no longer wish to receive our emails.

(Embedded image moved to file: picl4605.jpg)GGBridge
banner

Air Tour Management Plan
Comment Period Extended to October 21

Quick Links
Project Documents
FAA Website
GGNRA Home Page
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How to Submit Comments
Online
Or,
By Mail To:
Keith Lusk
ATMP Program Manager
Special Programs Staff A WP-1SP, FAA
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009-200

Like us on Facebook(NPS, not GGNRA)
Follow us on Twitter
(Embedded image moved to file: pic06617.j pg)
News Release
RSS Feed

(Embedded image moved to file: pic14429.gif)Join Our
Mailing List

Dear Park Friend,
The Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and National
Park Service (NPS) announced today
the extension ofthe public
scoping period to inform the
development of Air Tour Management
Plans (ATMPs) for Golden Gate
National Recreation Area (GGNRA)
and for Point Reyes National
Seashore (the Seashore).
Comments will now be accepted
through October 21, 2011.
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*If you experience difficulty
submitting comments online please
send an email to
goga_planning@nps.gov with "ATMP"
in the subject line.*

About the Project
(Embedded image moved to file:
pic26749.jpg)View of GG Bridge
from bluffs.
The FAA, in cooperation with the
NPS, has initiated development of
an ATMP for GGNRA and the
Seashore. The ATMP for GGNRA will
include Muir Woods National
Monument and Fort Point National
Historic Site, both directly
managed by GGNRA, and the San
Francisco Maritime National
Historical Park.
The objective of an ATMP is to
develop acceptable and effective
measures to mitigate or prevent
significant adverse impacts, if
any, of commercial air tour
operations upon the natural and
cultural resources, visitor
experiences and tribal lands
within or directly adjacent to
GGNRA and the Seashore.
The public, agencies, tribes, and
other interested parties are
invited to provide comments,
suggestions, and input on the
scope of issues and range of
alternatives to be addressed in
the environmental process.
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This correspondence can be made available in
alternative formats. Please email
goga_planning@nps.gov, call (415) 561-4734 or the
TTY phone number, (415) 556-2766 to submit a request
or to obtain more information on accessibility
assistance.

Forward Email

This email was sent to pcb 123@natureinthecity.org by goga_planning@nps.gov I
Update Profile/Email Address I Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe™ I
Privacy Policy.
Golden Gate National Recreation Area- Planning I Building 201 - Fort Mason I
San Francisco I CA I 94123
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CELEBRATING 95 YEARS

September 27, 2011

Allen Wronowski, PGA
President

San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St., #400
San Francisco, CA. 94103

Ted Bishop, PGA
Vice President

Derek Sprague, PGA
Secretary

Jim Remy, PGA
Honorary President

Re: Supporting "Historical Resource" Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areas, etc. DEIR No. 2005.1912E
Joseph P. Steranka
Ch1ef Executive Officer

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,

01

[

We are writing to you today to voice The PGA of America's wholehearted
support for the proposed designation of Sharp Park Golf Course as a historical
resource of the City and County of San Francisco. We feel strongly that as one of
renowned architect Alister MacKenzie's final designs prior to his death, it holds
true historic value not only for your region but for the U.S. golf industry as well.

02

[

We also feel strongly that as a provider of local jobs and as an attraction that
can bring golfers to your area from outside your region, there are considerable
economic reasons to continue operating Sharp Park Golf Course. The PGA of
America is proud to present golf as an important component of local and
regional economies as well as a healthy and fun recreational activity that can be
enjoyed by young and old, men and women, as a family activity, with friends or
business associates, no matter their economic or ethnic background.
Furthermore, municipal golf facilities such as Sharp Park Golf Course are critical
to keeping golf affordable and accessible to all who want to participate in this
wonderful game. Some ofthe biggest names in professional golf are products of
municipal and military-operated golf courses, as are countless other
professional and amateur players. Take away the municipal course option, and
many ofthese highly-successful golfers may never have had the chance to
pursue their passion for the game.
Finally, golf facilities across the country have proven themselves to be good
stewards of the environment, providing green space and habitat for plants and
animals while using considerably less water per acre than developed tracts of
land.

THE PROFESSIONAL GOLFERS' ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA
100 Avenue of the Champions

I

Palm Beach Gardens, Florida 33418
T (561) 624-8400
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September 27, 2011
Page 2

In closing, we hope that this letter, along with the wide-ranging support from both your local
community and golf industry, will convince you of the importance of the historical designation
as well as the benefits of continuing to operate Sharp Park Golf Course.

~p1if~rP'~
Allen Wronowski, PGA
President
The PGA of America

cc:

Joseph P. Steranka
Chief Executive Officer
The PGA of America

Congresswoman Jackie Speier
Hon. Ed Lee, Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
Hon. Mary Ann Nihart, Mayor, City of Pacifica
David Chiu, President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Carole Groom, President, San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Philip Ginsburg, General Manager, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
Charles Edwin Chase, AlA, President, San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance

2
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September 2011

To: Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Dept.
RE: Request for comment deadline extension
We have reviewed the Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan DEIR, a large and complex document
covering 32 natural areas, including areas with ancillary
complicating issues, such as Sharp Park. All of the
signatories to this letter have long and extensive involvement
with these lands and expert knowledge and familiarity with
their management problems. We find discrepancies, even
contradictions, in the DEIR.
01

We appreciate the great amount of work that went into
preparing this document, particularly when its preparation
coincided with that of other documents such as the America's
Cup DEIR. We, too, are heavily involved in commenting on
these issues, as well as on the proposed revision of the
Recreation & Open Space Element of the General Plan, and
we find that their adequate address is beyond our
capabilities in the time allowed.
We therefore request that we be given an additional two
months to process the large volume of information and form
thoughtful and useful comments.
(Signed)
Arthur Feinstein
Sierra Club Bay Chapter
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Casey Allen, President
CaliforniaNative Plant Society Yerba Buena Chapter
Noreen Weeden, Volunteer Coordinator
Golden Gate Audubon Society
Jennifer Clary, President
San Francisco Tomorrow
Brent Plater, Executive Director
Wild Equity Institute
Peter Brastow, Executive Director
Nature in the City
Steven Krefting
San Francisco League of Conservation Voters
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NAP EIR
San Francisco Planning Commission
October 6, 2011

My name is Sally Stephens and I am the Chair of the San Francisco Dog Owners Group.
Urban parks are for people. They are our collective backyards, places where we go to
play with our kids and our dogs, or simply to sit in the sun. We have so little open space
in San Francisco, we cannot afford to lock 1/3 of it away in plant museums - you can
look but you cannot enter- which is what the Project and the Maximum Alternatives

01

02

[

would do. SFDOG supports the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternatives

[

The EIR incorrectly states the number and total acreage of off-leash Dog Play Areas (or

because they protect existing natural areas yet preserve access for people.

DPAs). There are actually 29, which cover about 120 acres total. But 80% ofthat total is
either within or adjacent to a natural area and is therefore at risk of future closure if NAP
claims impacts from the dogs. Many were designated as DPAs years before NAP came
around, yet, with a simple stroke of a planner's or a NAP staffer's pen, they can be gone.

If you're going to force people out of their parks, you better have a good reason. The
NAP EIR repeatedly says dogs MAY have an impact, but there is no evidence cited in the

03

EIR that dogs are now or ever have done so. EIR's must be based on documented
impacts, not hypothetical conjectures. Specific proof of impacts, not just claims of
"observations" with no details, must be added to the NAP EIR. Give us unbiased, proven
facts or don't kick us out.

NAP has become a way to get rid of DPAs in city parks, since the only real remedy from
the alleged impacts from dogs is closure of the DPA. As such, the EIR must consider the

04

impact of those closures on the human and urban environments, not just the natural
environment. Throughout the EIR, dogs are described solely as "nuisances." The EIR
does not consider any benefits of dogs and off-leash dog walking to people and
communities. The NAP EIR must consider impacts on the physical and emotional health
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04
(Cont.)

[

of people who can no longer walk their dogs in closed DPAs, and on the sense of
neighborhood and park community that will be impacted if DPAs are closed or
significantly reduced. Yet it does not.

This is particularly important with the Maximum Restoration Alternative that will
essentially close DPAs at McLaren Park, Bernal Hill, Buena Vista Park, and Lake
Merced. These DPAs constitute roughly 75% of the total legal off-leash area in SF city

05

parks. The EIR does not adequately analyze the impact of that level of closure on the
remaining DPAs and other nearby parks, especially when combined with the Golden
Gate National Recreation Area's plan to close 90% of its off-leash space. The dogs and
dog people aren' t going to just go away, or be quietly forced out of our city parks.

These are just a few of our concerns. We're still analyzing the EIR, and will submit an
expanded, detailed written comment next week.

Sally Stephens
Chair, SFDOG
4 15-577-9646 cell
sally.stephens.sf@gmail.com
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San Francisco Dog Owners Group
October 30,20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: COMMENT ON SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS MANAGEMENT PLAN EJR

I am writing this public comment on the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan EIR (NAP
EIR) as Chair and representative of the San Francisco Dog Owners Group. SFDOG is the largest citywide
dog owners/guardians group in the city, with a thousand active members, and at least a thousand more that
we reach regularly through our emailed newsletters and listserves. SFDOG pushes for responsible dog
guardianship, and advocates for off-leash recreation for dogs that are under voice control. We are a
501 (c)(3) nonprofit, and work to educate dog guardians, non-dog people, and elected and appointed
officials about responsible dog guardianship and the benefits of having a dog in our modem, often isolated,
society.

01

02

SFDOG is very concerned about poor outreach by the Planning Department and the Recreation and Park
Department to the public about the NAP EIR. There was no mention ofthe NAP EIR on either the SF
Recreation and Park Department website, nor on the Natural Areas Program website. Neither site had a link
to the Planning Dept website where the NAP EIR was located. We heard frequently from people who tried
to find the NAP EIR to read it, couldn't find it on the Rec and Park website, and had no idea where else to
look for it. In addition, there was no official notice posted in parks most affected by the NAP, for example,
on Bernal Hill (where part of the DPA will be closed by NAP).
In addition, the Planning Commission's hearing on the NAP EIR on October 6 was another case of poor
outreach. The Planning Department's website (where the EIR was posted) listed the hearing as beginning at
1:30pm. This start time was posted even on October 6th itself. The only way to find out that the hearing
time had been changed was to look at the meeting agenda. While the original agenda that was posted had
the 1:30 pm starting time, at some point the agenda was changed to reflect the noon starting time. I
happened to check the agenda on Monday, October 4 and noticed the change. But many people did not. I
was at the Commission meeting and the NAP EIR item was over largely by 1:30 pm, the original starting
time. Many people showed up for the Planning Commission meeting just after 1:30pm, intending to speak
about the NAP EIR but, because the agenda item was already over, they were denied the chance to give
oral public comment. It is important for decision makers and Commission members to hear public
comment, not just read it, to hear the passion in people's voices as they speak. By changing the starting
time of its October 61h meeting and not letting people know, the Commission essentially denied people the
chance to give oral public comment on the NAP EIR.
When the problems with the hearing time are combined with the poor outreach described above, it is clear
that the Planning Department cannot continue with the EIR process. Planning should re-start the public
comment process with better outreach to ensure the comment process is fair and accurately reflects the
public's opinions. I shall continue, however, with this comment

P.O. Box 31071 • Son Francisco, CA • 94131-0071
tele: 415.339.7461• e-mail: info@sfdog.org• web site: www.sfdog.org
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SFDOG feels that the NAP EIR is inadequate for the following reasons:
1)

The NAP EIR provides no evidence to prove claims that dogs have an impact on plants and wildlife in
natural areas. In its comment on the Initial Study, SFDOG noted that there is no scientific consensus
that dogs have any impact on plants and wildlife, including nesting birds, in city parks and listed
scientific citations for research that showed no impacts from dogs. There is no indication in the NAP
EIR that those studies were included, since the NAP EIR accepts the premise, without any evidence to
support the premise, that dogs cause impacts. There was no acknowledgment that studies that show
otherwise were ever considered in the NAP EIR. In addition, our comment on the Initial Study warned
about considering studies that claim impacts from "free-roaming" dogs, since that means dogs that are
running without any human control (for example, a dog that accidentally got loose without its owners
knowing so there was no human in the park to handle or control the dog). Off-leash dogs are NOT
free-roaming, since they come to parks WITH humans who can control their behavior and activities.
There is no indication in the NAP EIR that this warning was heeded, since we don't know what
research the EIR used to back its premise that dogs cause impacts. An EIR should be based on
scientific evidence, and there is little presented here to justify any claims of impacts. Because the NAF
EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs is not based on any evidence, the analysis is incorrect and
inadequate. Without any demonstrated evidence of impacts from dogs, there is no justification for
excluding people with off-leash dogs from natural areas. There is, therefore, no justification for the
closure ofthe DPA at Lake Merced, nor for the reductions in the DPAs at McLaren Park and Bernal
Hill.

2)

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: Dogs MAY be impacting protected plant species or wildlife (pp. 297,
298, 305, 306, 472, 473, 502, 517), yet offers no evidence these impacts are actually occurring or ever
have occurred. Unsubstantiated claims cannot be made in an EIR. After each of these examples, the
EIR then goes on to say: Dogs MAY continue to impact plants or wildlife. If there is no proof of an
impact, then that impact cannot "continue." EIRs must be based on observed impacts, not things that
"may" happen. The analysis in the EIR based on this speculation is incorrect and inadequate.

3)

In several places, the NAP EIR says: Observations indicate dogs are impacting erosion, or plant
damage, or damage to natural communities (pp. 4 71, 500, 505, 516, 519), yet offers no information on
these "observations." Who made them? Were they done in a scientifically rigorous way? Were they
made by people biased against dogs? We have seen with the GGNRA's attempts to get rid of dogs and
with Point Reyes attempts to get rid of an oyster farm that reports by "observers" biased against dogs
or oyster farmers do not stand up to independent scientific scrutiny. Is this the case here as well? We
do not know, since the NAP EIR provides no information about them.

03

04

03
(Cont.)

In our comment on the Initial Study, SFDOG pointed out the EIR should re-analyze any data provided
by NAP staff, especially data not published in a peer-reviewed journal, to ensure that conclusions
against dogs are actually supported by the data. Because no data- only the word "observations" - is
included in the NAP EIR, we don't know if there was any analysis of the observations to ensure they
say what NAP staff claim they do.

05

This is not just paranoia. In May 2006, Point Reyes National Seashore (PRNS) management claimed
that an oyster farm in Drakes Bay was harming marine wildlife and causing significant negative
impacts on the environment and, therefore, should be closed. A PRNS report stated that the oyster farr
workers disturbed seals, causing a huge decline in seal population, and that sediment from oyster fece5
was harming eelgrass beds. Therefore, the oyster farm did not belong in a national seashore. Corey
Goodman, a microbiologist at UC Berkeley, member of the National Academy of Sciences, and a
former Chair of the National Research Council's Board of Life Sciences, analyzed the raw data used it
the studies cited by PRNS staff and found that the data did not support nearly every negative impact
claimed.
On the September 27,2007 episode of the KQED-FM program "Quest", Goodman said, about the
published claims by PRNS staff: "Essentially every one of the scientific claims that they made are

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-138

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

SFDOG-2
SFDOG Comment on NAP EIR 10/31 /II

refuted by their own scientific data .... They have made intentionally misleading claims, statements
about data that are untrue, claims of cause and effect that are untrue. I think this is serious because they
have misused science to mislead the public."
An Interior Dept's Inspector General report and a second report by the National Academy of Sciences
agreed with Goodman's analysis. Yet, convinced that the oyster farm did not belong there, PRNS staff
misrepresented their data to support that conclusion.
Similar concerns have been raised about government claims of impacts of dogs on wildlife in the
context of native plant restoration. For example, two reports (in 1996 and 2006) by Daphne Hatch, an
employee of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, argued that off-leash dogs should be restricted
to protect Western Snowy Plovers at Ocean Beach (in the context of restoration of Ocean Beach). Data
presented in both studies show no impact of off-leash dogs on the numbers of plovers. Indeed the
maximum number of plovers observed on Ocean Beach (54) was recorded in 1994, a time when offleash dogs were not restricted on Ocean Beach. Yet the conclusion drawn in the report is that off-leash
dogs have to be restricted to "protect" the plovers.

05
(Cont.)
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Again, EIRs should be based on solid, scientific data, and definitely not on anecdotal "observations." If
an EIR is based on anecdotal evidence, its analysis cannot be trusted and is inadequate.
4)

The NAP EIR does not differentiate between impacts caused by people with dogs and impacts caused
by people without dogs. Do people in the natural areas with dogs cause significantly more impacts than
people in the natural areas without dogs? Clearly a 200-pound person walking on a trail will have a
much more significant impact on plants than a 20-pound dog walking (or even running) on the same
trail. Because this was not evaluated in the EIR, the analyses presented in the NAP EIR are inadequate.
If there is little difference in impacts, then the EIR cannot be used to justify banning dogs from the
natural areas and this point should be clearly stated.

5)

The NAP EIR considers only the NAP plans to close roughly 15% of the legal off-leash space in SF
city parks (closure of Lake Merced DPA and reductions in DPAs at McLaren Park and Bernal Hill)
when considering impacts on the remaining DPAs and on recreation. However, the NAP plan also calls
for expanding the most sensitive areas within natural areas, and monitoring the DPAs in four parksMcLaren and Buena Vista parks, Bernal Hill, and the Golden Gate Park Oak Woodlands- to look for
any impacts from dogs on the natural areas in these parks. These DPAs, combined with the one at Lake
Merced that will be closed by NAP and DPAs at Pine Lake and Corona Heights that are located
immediately adjacent to a natural area), constitute roughly 80% of the total off-leash area in SF city
parks. Therefore, NAP claims of impacts from dogs could result in the closure of up to 80% of the
legal off-leash space in city parks. These added closures will significantly increase the impacts on
recreation, on people with dogs, and on the remaining DP As. These increased impacts from the loss of
80% of legal off-leash space were not considered in the EIR when it evaluated the Project Alternative,
and without them, the analysis of the Project Alternative is incomplete and inadequate. All analyses of
impacts on recreation, transportation, global warming, and climate change (from increased driving
because ofDPA closures) must be done using the 80% loss that is quite possible, given NAP's historic
antipathy toward dogs and dog walkers.

6)

The NAP EIR acknowledges that the NAP plans to close 15% of the DPAs in city parks immediately,
when added to the GGNRA's plans to cut off-leash access by 90%, will have a significant and
unavoidable cumulative impact on remaining off-leash areas in city parks and on recreation. However,
the EIR says that because they don't know the final GGNRA plan, they cannot analyze what that
cumulative impact will be. We do know what the GGNRA originally proposed (cutting off-leash
access on its lands by 90%) and the cumulative impact of that plan, when combined with the NAP
closures (especially the possible closure of80% ofDPAs) can and should be analyzed in the NAP EIR.
We saw on Tsunami Friday what the impacts could be. The GGNRA closed both Fort Funston and
Ocean Beach to all visitors on the morning of Friday, March 11, 2011 because of concerns that a
tsunami triggered by a major earthquake in Japan would strike the coast. On Tsunami Friday, a Rec
and Park Dept staffer counted over 200 dogs at the Pine Lake DPA at 10 am, almost 10 times more

06

07

08
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dogs than on a normal weekday (normally about 20 dogs at one time) and more than 3 times the
maximum numbers of dogs seen on busy weekends (about 60 dogs at a time). This example can be
used to quantify the cumulative impacts of the GGNRA and NAP closures of off-leash space. The
effects of Tsunami Friday were mentioned in an article in the March 2011 issue of the West Portal
Monthly. The analysis presented in the EIR, which does not contain this, is inadequate.

09

The number of DPAs in city parks listed in the NAP EIR is wrong. Page 155 says there are 19 DPAs,
when the actual number is 29. To get such a basic fact wrong is shocking and calls into question other
information about dogs, such as their alleged "impacts' on plants and wildlife.
8)

The NAP EIR incorrectly summarizes RPD's so-called moratorium on creating new DPAs until a
systemwide survey ofDPAs is conducted. The NAP EIR says that this moratorium was a directive
from the Rec and Park Commission that was announced at the October 10, 2006 meeting of the RPD
Dog Advisory Committee (DAC). This is not true. The idea of a systemwide survey of where dogs and
DPAs are in San Francisco came not from the Commission, but from RPD staff. It was not discussed at
the October 2006 DAC meeting. It was not fully discussed in the DAC until 2007 when RPD made the
decision to "sunset" the DAC and conduct a citywide survey. While the survey was being conducted,
the DAC was told, there would be a temporary hold on new DPAs. The DAC was told the survey
would take maybe a year or a year and a half at the most. The idea of the citywide survey was not
presented to the Rec and Park Commission until mid-2007. This was no "direction from the
Commission." The Commission was only called upon to agree to sunset the DAC. The hold on new
DACs was never meant to be permanent. Yet the NAP EIR implies it will last for decades (the length
of time covered by the NAP EIR) and therefore the EIR does not have to consider new DPAs. In the
four years since the DAC was sunset, however, RPD has done nothing on the citywide survey. And
now this inaction by RPD is being used to prevent the EIR from considering whether or not creating
new DPAs to replace ones closed by NAP could decrease the impacts of the closures. The NAP plan
will last for decades, and for the NAP EIR not to consider a major mitigation like opening new DPAs
to replace closed ones is absurd. Any analysis of alternatives that does not include this possible
mitigation is inadequate.

9)

The NAP EIR assumes that, because the DPAs at McLaren Park and Bernal Hill are not being closed
completely, the proposed immediate closures in those parks (13% at McLaren, 29% at Bernal Hill) will
not cause a significant number of people to drive to other parks to walk their dogs. People will just
walk in different parts of the parks that are still off-leash, the EIR assumes. However, the NAP EIR
does not take into account the topography of the remaining land in the two DPAs. If what is left is
mostly steep hills, people will not be able to walk there with their dogs. Thus, even though the acres of
off-leash space may remain relatively high in these two parks, the amount of space that is practically
available for off-leash access may be much less. This will increase the impacts on recreation and also
will make it more likely that people will be forced to drive to other parks to walk their dogs off-leash.
Topography must be included in the analysis of any and all alternatives. Since it is not, the analysis in
the NAP EIR is inadequate.

10

11

12

13

I 0) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the impacts of the use of herbicides, especially Garlon, on
dogs who walk either within or adjacent to natural areas (this applies whether the dog is walked on- or
off-leash). In a paper on the effects ofGarlon, the Marin Municipal Water District
(http://www.marinwater.org/documents/Chap4 Triclopyr 8 27 OS.pdf) notes that Garlon can cause
kidney problems in dogs because of their limited physiological ability to excrete weak acids such as
those in Garlon in their urine (they are somewhat unique among mammals in this inability). The
NAP's reliance on repeated use of herbicides to speed the removal of non-native plants in natural areas
will have a negative impact on the health of dogs walked where it is applied. This is especially true in
Glen Canyon, where NAP sprays Garlon in places where children, seniors and dogs walk regularly. In
addition, there is concern that the coyotes who make Glen Canyon their home may have similar kidney
problems from exposure to Garlon (indeed their exposure would likely be higher than for dogs because
they cannot read the signs that tell people to stay out of areas when pesticides are applied and so will
walk through these areas soon after applications). The health impact on dogs of repeated exposure to

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-140

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

SFDOG-2
SFDOG Comment on NAP EIR 10/31/11

Garlon was not considered in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section and should be included.
11) The NAP EIR says that the impact of people driving to other parks to walk their dogs because of the
immediate closures of the roughly 15% of the total off-leash space in city parks (at Lake Merced,
Bernal Hill, and McLaren Park) will be less than significant because there will remain sufficient offleash space in those parks (except for Lake Merced, which will be completely closed). However, the
EIR does not consider the impact of people driving to other parks if 80% of the legal off-leash space in
city parks is eventually closed because NAP claims impacts from dogs (80% of the total off-leash areas
in city parks are located either within or adjacent to natural areas). This must be included in the
analysis of the Project Alternative, and will likely show a much more significant impact than what the
EIR now shows.

07
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12) The NAP EIR refers to dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider any positive aspects of dog
walking, including the physical and mental health benefits to people who walk with their dogs. This
lack is especially noticeable in sections dealing with impacts on recreation of the various alternatives
considered. The reason so many people walk their dogs off-leash in Bernal Hill and McLaren Park is
that those areas are large enough that people can hike long distances with their dogs off-leash. The
majority ofDPAs in city parks are too small for similar hikes. You can play fetch with a dog in these
smaller DPAs, but not take a long walk. You cannot have the same recreational experience in a small
DPA that you can have in a larger one; DPAs are not interchangeable. This difference in DPAs creates
a significant impact on the recreational experience for dog walkers if the DPAs in Bernal Hill or
McLaren Park are reduced or closed, and this is not included in the NAP EIR. In addition, there would
be a significant negative impact on the physical and mental health of dog walkers if 80% of off-leash
space were closed because NAP claims impacts from dogs. This is not considered in the NAP EIR,
which is inadequate without it. These negative impacts on the physical and mental health of dog
walkers of the 80% closure will be amplified considerably when combined with closures of off-leash
in the GGNRA. This must be considered in the cumulative impacts sections.
13) The NAP EIR does not adequately analyze mitigations other than closing the DPA should any impacts
from dogs be proven. Fences are mentioned briefly, while DPA closures are featured prominently in
the EIR. Other mitigations- education, signage, more extensive fencing, etc.- are not discussed. NAP
seems to go straight from a single impact to closing the DPA.
14) The NAP EIR states that impacts to land use planning can be considered significant if they have a
"substantial impact on the existing character of the vicinity." (p. 176) In all of its analysis of impacts
on the existing character of the vicinity, the NAP EIR never considers the impact on the social
community of people who walk with their dogs in the portions ofDPAs that NAP wants to close. This
community, in many cases, defines the "existing character" of the park. Dog walkers are perhaps the
most common and most diverse group of park users. If you watch dog walkers in SF city parks, you
will see kids and seniors, people with disabilities, gay and straight, every ethnic and religious group,
and every socioeconomic class walking, talking and laughing together, all united by their common love
of dogs. There are few places in San Francisco where you will see so many different types of people
interacting without rancor. People who walk in the same park at the same time every day know their
fellow dog walkers. These friendships extend outside the park into the neighborhoods, helping create
the sense of belonging to a community that is so important in today's impersonal urban society.
Closures and reductions in DPAs (especially if80% of the total off-leash space in city parks are
closed) will have a significant negative impact on these social communities. DPA closures will destroy
these communities. Because the NAP EIR did not consider these impacts on community of those who
live near and walk in parks, it is inadequate.
15) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the impacts on the social fabric of San Francisco if onequarter of its city parklands are closed to residents. Natural areas are not generally accessible to people,
whether they have a dog or not. The NAP plan calls for the closure of many trails and reduction of
recreational access. You cannot play catch with your child, have a picnic lunch, or play with a dog in a
natural area. It can only be a plant museum. The EIR does not adequately consider the significant
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impact on families and the sense of shared community that access to parks fosters in our urban setting.
16) The NAP EIR does not adequately analyze the impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant sensitive
plant species (those that are listed as either endangered or threatened) throughout its natural areas.
These plants, by virtue of their special status, trigger automatic federal and state protections, the
primary one of which is severe restrictions on access to people (and dogs). The NAP goal to preserve
existing remnants of historical habitat does not require the planting ofthreatened and endangered
species. There are plenty of native species that are not threatened or endangered that can be planted in
San Francisco's urban parks to give people a sense of what San Francisco's historical habitat was like.
Ecologists have noted that planting a few sensitive species plants does little to preserve the species. It
is not an ecological decision; it is a landscaping decision. So why does NAP feel it should plant so
many sensitive species when it knows their mere presence will "require" NAP to restrict access to its
lands? The NAP EIR should consider the major negative impact on recreation that planting threatened
and endangered species causes in its analysis of the Project Alternative and other alternatives.
17) The NAP EIR does not consider the impact on public safety if DPAs are closed, and especially if 80%
of the legal off-leash space is ultimately closed. People with dogs are major park users in nearly every
park. They are in the parks at all hours of the day (and often into the night), in rain or shine. Public
safety officials have known for years that a well-used park is a safe park. People (and especially those
with dogs) convince drug dealers, gang bamgers, rapists, robbers and other "bad actors" to go
somewhere else to commit their crimes. By kicking out people with dogs, the parks will have
significantly fewer people in them, and criminals will have Jess fear of being observed. Prospect Park
in New York City was a well known drug dealing haven in the early 1970s (there were even movies
made about it). In an article in the September 29,2005 edition of the New York Daily News, Tupper
Thomas, who was appointed the New York City Parks Administrator in 1980, was quoted as saying,
"Everybody was terrified of Prospect Park. I remember going around to several schools with a park
ranger and telling the principals that if they brought their schoolchildren to the park, I would assign
them their own personal ranger to make sure nothing happened to them." Today, Prospect Park hosts
several million visitors annually. According to the article, dogs deserve a lot of the credit for the
turnaround. Despite the threat ofmuggings, people with dogs still used the park. In 1982, the NYC
Parks Department started ticketing people with dogs in Prospect Park. They complained and in
response, the Parks Department came up with a timed-use policy- dogs could be off-leash in the park
from 9 pm to 9 am. In the article Thomas goes on to say," That dog group became a symbol that it was
safe to come to the park. It made an enormous difference. Runners started seeing people in the park, so
people started running in the park rather than around it. Over time, because there were people coming
to the park, the park came back to the people." The NAP EIR has to consider the negative impacts on
public safety of forcing major park users out of large portions of city parks, especially with the
potential80% closures ofDPAs. Force the people with dogs out, and there will be no one in the parks
to challenge the drug dealers, gang hangers, and others who pose a real public safety threat, and the
parks will ultimately become less safe.
18) The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation and land use from the fact that NAP controls the
entire park in over half of the parks (18 of32) where there is a natural area. No other recreational use is
possible in those parks. In an additional10 parks, NAP controls over 50% of the land. Only four of the
32 parks with natural areas have less than 50% of their land controlled by the NAP. A majority of land
under NAP control (57%) will have significant restrictions to access by all people (not just people with
dogs); that is the amount of land designated as MA-l and MA-2. In 8 parks, all ofthe land in the
natural area is designated as MA-l and MA-2, with resulting significant restrictions on access to the
entire park by everyone. In some cases, this denial of access will be in the only park within easy
walking distance in the neighborhood. The NAP EIR must consider the impact of this large-scale
denial of access on recreation and people (not just those with dogs) having to drive to another park to
play catch with their kids when analyzing the Project Alternative and other alternatives.

19) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the negative impacts on aesthetics and land use of poor
maintenance in natural areas. In most parks, the NAP plan allocates fewer than 20 days/year for
[
planting/maintenance of the natural areas. In 16 of the 32 natural areas, the total maintenance planned
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is 10 or fewer days each year. There are countless stories of volunteers who have spent long hours
planting native plants in NAP areas, only to see absolutely no maintenance performed once the plants
are there. Without maintenance, the plants die, creating unsightly vistas of dead and dying plants. The
NAP EIR should have considered the impacts of scaling back the program to a few areas that can be
well maintained, as opposed to the current plans to take over one-quarter of San Francisco's city
parkland (1/3 if you add in Sharp Park in Pacifica). The NAP plan is more ambitious in the amount of
work to be done annually than NAP has demonstrated it has the capacity to actually DO on a consistent
basis. This must be considered in the NAP EIR when considering aesthetics and maintenance.

21
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20) The NAP EIR does not consider the negative impact on aesthetics of NAP management decisions. For
many people, brush piles used in natural areas look like accumulations of trash and are aesthetically
unpleasing. For many people, shaded areas with tall, non-native trees are aesthetically pleasing, while
areas without tall trees are less so. People like to see their parks green not brown half the year. Because
these impacts were not considered, the NAP EIR is inadequate.

[

21) The NAP plans call for cutting down over 18,000 healthy trees simply because they are not native. The
NAP EIR does not adequately consider the long-term impacts on climate change and global warming
of the conversion of land covered by trees with grasslands. Trees are much better at carbon
sequestration than grasslands, and the long-term consequences of this difference are not adequately
considered in the NAP EIR.
22) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the fact that the climate in San Francisco has changed (and
continues to change) from the time several hundred years ago that the NAP plan is trying to re-create.
Native plants suited to the earlier climate may no longer be suited to today's (nor tomorrow's) climate.
The NAP EIR does not consider the lack of sustainability of trying to re-create what the habitat was at
one snapshot in time considering that the climate has changed since that time, and will be continuing to
change in the near future. The environmental consequences (for example, more herbicides, etc.) of
trying to force the old habitat into today's (and tomorrow's) climate should be analyzed more
thoroughly.
The cumulative impact of all the issues identified above show that the NAP EIR is inadequate. It must be
redone. The process to take public comment on the NAP EIR was also inadequate. It too must be redone.
Sincerely,

Sally Stephens
Chair

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-143

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

SFFA-1

Lynch, Laura
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

eric <emiller1@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 15,2012 9:00PM
Range, Jessica
Deficiencies in DIER notification for Natural Resources Area Management Plan Corrective Action Required
ltr wycko range sf planning 5-14-12.pdf

Dear Ms. Range--

01
[

Attached is a letter from the San Francisco Forest All iance requesting that you amend your notice for the Draft DER for
the SNRAMP. We have asked for a formal response by no later than Friday, given the short comment period just
established. We would be happy to discuss our proposal for resolving our concerns about the previous notice by
te lephone this week if that wou ld be helpful to you.
We look forward to heari ng from you.
Eric Miller
President
San Francisco Forest Alliance
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MAIL

PO.Box .60668. SF. CA 9•146

San Francisco Forest Alliance
Preserving Public Parl<s for the Public

f.HAIL

SFFo.-.stNews@gm>ll.com
fACIIOOI(
Face.book.com/foresu.lltan~

W(8

SFForest.Net

May 14,2012

Via Email and U.S. Mail
Bill Wycko
Jessica Range
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear All:
The San Francisco Forest Alliance is a nonprofit group that was recently formed to give a
unified voice to neighborhood groups and citizens in matters relating to the stewardship of San
Francisco's park and recreation lands. In that regard, we are writing to ask you to rectify
immediately deficiencies in the notice of completion for the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement ("DEIR") prepared for the Natural Resources Area Management Plan Project
(Planning Dept. File No. 2005.0912E) (the "DEIR Notice").

Notice- What The Law Requires1

I.

(a)

01
(Cont.)

CEQA

CEQA requires public involvement to ensure that environmental impacts are considered
in governmental-decisionmaking before action is taken. Public agencies are required to have in
place procedures that will ensure wide public involvement, both formal and informal, in order to
receive and evaluate public reactions to environmental issues related to the agency's activities?
Notice must be given in sufficient time so that the public has notice of the full review period. 3

1

The below description of relevant laws is illustrative only, not exhaustive.

2

See Berkeley Keep Jets Oyer the Bay Comm. v. Board of Port Comm'rs, 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344 (2001); R.!!!!l
Land Owners Ass'n y. Citv Council, 143 Cal. App. 3d 1013 (1983); Sutter Sensible Planning Inc. v. Board of
Suoervisors. 122 Cal. App. 3d 813 (1981); Cleary v. Countv of Stanislaus. 118 Cal. App. 3d 348 (1981).
3

Gilroy Citizens for Responsible Planning v. City of Gilroy, 140 Cal. App. 4th 911, 922 (2006).
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CEQA's statutory and regulatory provisions set for the minimum notice requirements for
government projects that may have an impact on the environment. CEQA provides that notice of
a DEIR comment period can be accomplished through: (1) publication in the newspaper of
largest circulation in the areas affected; (2) posting of notice on and off the site in the area where
the project is to be located; (3) direct mailing to owners and occupants of parcels contiguous to
the project parcel. In some cases, one form of notice may be sufficient, but in others, all three
forms of notice may be required. In addition, other laws also impose additional notice
requirements. In light of this and CEQ A's goals of meaningful public participation, CEQA also
provides that "the lead agency may also employ any other means of notification it desires to
use." 4

(b)

01
(Cont.)

Due Process

In instances where a project substantially affects constitutionally protected interests, due
process requirements also must be met. In such cases, due process require that notice be
"reasonabll calculated to afford affected persons the realistic opportunity to protect their
Such notice must "occur sufficiently prior to a final decision to permit a
interests."
'meaningful' predeprivation hearing to affected landowners." 6

(c)

San Francisco Forestry Ordinance

San Francisco's Urban Forestry Ordinance provides thatbefore the City removes a tree, it
must give 30 days' prior written notice to all interested San Francisco organizations and all
owners and occupants of properties that abut, or are on or across from the block face where the
affected tree is located. If any person appeals the notice, the City must hold a hearing to consider
public testimony on the tree removal. Written notice of the date, time and place of the hearing
must be posted on the affected tree, provided in a newspaper of general circulation, and sent to
the objecting party, the owner of the property abutting the tree, and all interested organizations. 7

(d)

San Francisco Planning Code

The San Francisco Planning Code requires that neighboring property owners be notified
of projects that involve property demolition and alteration. Neighborhood notification is mailed
to neighbors within 150 feet of the subject property and relevant neighborhood groups for a 30day public review period. 8

4

See CEQA statute and guidelines.

5

Horn v. Countv of Ventura, 24 Cal. 3d 605,617-18 (1979).

6

Jd

7

E.g., San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 806.

8

E.g., San Francisco Planning Code, Sections 311 and 312.

2

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-146

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

SFFA-1

2.

Why The Notice Procedures Followed For The DEIR Are Inadequate

We are aware that notice of the completion of the DEIR was published in October 2011
and more recently noticed again in late April, but we believe such notice is, in light of the facts
of the proposed project, legally deficient.
The DEIR contemplates major changes to parks that are used daily by thousands of San
Francisco residents, and yet, according to our own research, very few park users know that the
City has systematic and wide-scale plans to actively and permanently alter the landscape,
recreational features, public uses and flora and fauna of the parks they visit every day. In
addition, adjacent and other nearby property occupants and owners have not been notified of
completion of the DEIR, despite the fact that the project will have a significant impact on them
and their property interests.
Thirty-one parks, including a total of over 2,700 acres, and representing (with the
exception of Golden Gate Park and areas managed by the federal government) substantially all
of the recreational space of San Francisco's more than 800,000 residents are, according to the
DEIR, slated to undergo radical change in pursuit of the misguided utopian goal of returning
these areas to their natural pre-colonial state.

01
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The impacts of the proposed project are significant and too varied to list here, but include
cutting down over 18,000 trees, closing or relocating over 54,000 feet of trails, increasing use of
pesticides to kill "invasive" species and protect "native" plants, and diversion of City funds from
other recreational programs (e.g., kids' educational activities) and improvements, such as
renovation of neighborhood restrooms, playgrounds, and clubhouses. Such actions will impact
not only park users, but also resident bird, animal and plant species.
The potential impact of the proposed project on neighboring property owners is nothing
short of devastating. Owners who purchased homes in view of city parks stand to have their
homes devalued by deforestation. Other owners, for example those abutting the west side of
Mount Davidson, are likely to face significant drainage and erosion problems as a result of
alterations to the landscape. For other owners, property values (and enjoyment oflife in the City)
may be decreased by the loss of neighborhood trails, trees, play areas and dog-accessible areas.
The City has done virtually nothing to inform residents near affected areas about the
proposed project. By comparison, when UCSF developed plans to remove trees in Mount Sutro
Forest, it notified affected neighborhoods with flyers detailing the proposed nature and timing of
the work, and held a neighborhood meeting at which they took coriunent from interested parties.
While we appreciate that the City has made efforts to notify neighborhood groups of the
proposed project, we do not believe that such groups adequately represent the interests of those
who live and recreate in San Francisco. In this regard, it is important to remember that the
resources that are to be altered as part of the project are in fact legally owned by San Francisco
residents. The City is a mere trustee for these resources, on their behalf.

3
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3.

Correcting The Deficient DEIR Notice

We recommend and request that the following steps be taken to correct the deficient
DEIR Notice:
1.

Revise the notice mailed out on April 27th to include Table 5 (Summary of Natural
Areas Management Plan) from page 114 of the DEIR, 9 a copy of which is enclosed
with this letter.

2.

Hold at least one public hearing on a date approximately halfway through the
comment period, and include time and place for the hearing in the revised notice.

3.

Mail the revised notice to property owners and occupants within 150 feet of parks
impacted by DEIR, and all others who, prior to issuance of the new notice, express,
or have in the past expressed, an interest in the DEIR.

4.

Post notice at all affected park trail and road entrances and exits, and in other highly
visible locations such as at playgrounds, and near restrooms and dog run areas.

5.

Extend the comment period to 60 days after the notice will have been accomplished
pursuant to 3 and 4 above.

01
(Cont.)

We would like to discuss these re~uests with you at your earliest convenience, especially
in light of the fact that under the April27 notice, the period for comments is set to expire on
June 11th. We would like a written commitment from the City by May 18th that it will comply
with the steps outlined above.
· We would be happy to meet with you to discuss these steps further or discuss them by
telephone or email.
Sincerely,

Eric Miller
President, San Francisco Forest Alliance
cc:

San Francisco Mayor Edwin M. Lee
San Francisco Supervisor Mark Farrell
San Francisco Supervisor Carmen Chu
San Francisco Supervisor Jane Kim
San Francisco Supervisor Scott Wiener
San Francisco Supervisor Malia Cohen

San Francisco Supervisor Eric Mar
San Francisco Supervisor David Chiu
San Francisco Supervisor Christina Olague
San Francisco Supervisor Sean Elsbemd
San Francisco Supervisor David Campos
San Francisco Supervisor John Avalos

9
It is acceptable to us to remove the table "Acreage of Significant Natural Areas and Total Park Acreage"
from the revised notice in favor of including Table 5.

4
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Lynch, Laura
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

eric <emillerl@gmail.com >
Friday, May 18, 2012 7:05 AM
Wycko, Bill; Range, Jessica
Response requested for City's position on state and federal law and city ordinances
(other than CEQA)

Dear Mr. Wycko,
Thank you again for your prompt response, which our group has now reviewed. We appreciate your sending
information about the steps the City has undertaken t o attempt compliance with CEQA's notice-and-comment
procedures; however, we continue to believe that the City's actions to da te have been inadequate.

01

In that rega rd, we would appreciate receiving a further response to our letter addressing the deficiencies we identified
under California law other than CEQA, including due process req uirements under state and federal law, as well as the
San Francisco Forestry Ordinance and the Planning Department's neighborhood notification requirements. Specifica ll y,
we would like to understand the City's position t hat posting in and near the affected parks (rather than at Mclaren
Lodge, where most par k users may not visit) and mailing notice to adjacent and other near by property owners is not
required for this project.
Since these issues were part of our original letter, and especially in light of the fact that the current DEl R notice period
expires so soon, we respectfully request that you respond today.
We greatly appreciate your responsiveness in th is matter.
Thank you,
Eric M iller
President
San Francisco Forest Alliance
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Preserving Public Parks for the Public
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Bill Wycko, Environmental Officer
Planning Department
City/County of San Francisco
San Francisco, CA 94103
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RE: File No. 2005.0912£ Draft Environmental Impact Report for Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan
Dear M r. Wycko:
Enclosed you will find the public comment of the San Francisco Forest All iance on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report fo r the Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan (SNRAMP). Our comment is organized into the
following topics:
Part 1: Environmental impact of destroying trees
Part II: Environmental impact of herbicide use
Part Ill: Impact of SNRAMP on wi ldlife
Part IV: Impact of SNRAMP on recreationa l access
Part V: Support for the Maintenance Alternative which is the environmentally superior alternative
Part VI: Flaws in the public comment process
Part VII: Debunking the myth of flammability of non-native plants and trees
Our comment is written within the context of the legal requi rements of CEQA with regard to Environmental Impact
Reports. However, for the record we wish to state our long-term goals for the Natural Areas Program :
•
•
•
•
•

Mature park trees must not be destroyed in attempts to create native plant gardens. Non-native forests are a
vital resource and must be prot ected, maintained and, restored.
Herbicide use in our public parks fo r the sole purpose of eradicating non-native species of plants is not justified.
The public's health and safety should be San Francisco's highest priority.
The wholesale destruction of existing habitat is harmful to wildlife. There is no scientific evidence to support the
claim that native plants provide superior habitat to that which exists in San Francisco.
Restrictions on recreational access in urban parks cannot be j ustified by the creation of native plant gardens,
which have not been sustainable on a small scale since the inception of the Natural Areas Program.
The use of taxpayers' money for the sole purpose of eradicating non-native plants and trees is not justified at a
t ime of extreme budgetary limitations.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Significant Natural
Resources Area Management Plan.

Sin.~
{ ic Miller
President

,...--..._
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Public Comment of the San Francisco Forest Alliance
Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Part 1: Environmental Impact of Destroying Trees
The Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP} which is evaluated by the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR} documents plans to destroy thousands of trees in the parks managed by the City of San
Francisco in San Francisco and Pacifica. This planned tree destruction will release significant amounts of carbon
dioxide into the atmosphere. The DEIR reaches the conclusion that the removal of these trees will have no impact on
the environment and will not violate California State law regarding greenhouse gas emissions (AB32}. This conclusion
is based on these fictional premises:
1. That all the trees that are removed wil l be replaced within the natural areas by an equal number of trees that
are native to San Francisco.
2.

That only dead, dying, hazardous, or unhealthy trees will be re moved.

3.

That trees are being destroyed because they are non-native and invasive.

4.

That tree removals will not alter wind conditions, causing the trees that remain to fail.

5.

That tree removals w ill not cause erosion or increased run-off and sedimentation

6. That these tree removals will not resu lt in reduced air quality or th e loss of carbon stored in the urban forest
This comment will document that these are fictional premises. They are:
•

Contradicted by the horticultural requi rements of trees native to San Francisco

•

Contradicted by the actual plans as documented by SNRAMP and the "Assessment of Urban Forestry
Operations"

•

Contradicted by the actual health status of the existing forest

•

Contradicted by the actual past practices of the Natural Areas Program with respect to tree removals

•

Contradicted by scientific studies and actual experience with tree removals and non-native trees

•

Contradicted by the science of the terrestrial carbon cycle

1. Trees destroyed by implementation of SNRAMP cannot/will not be replaced
The DEIR claims that all trees removed in San Francisco will be replaced "one-to-one" by trees that are native to San

Francisco. The SNRAMP supports this fictional premise by falsely reducing the number of trees that will be removed:

01

•

By not counting trees less than 15 feet tall which it intends to destroy, despite the fact that the US Forest Service
survey of San Francisco's urban forest reports that the t ru nks of most (51.4%) trees in San Francisco are less
than 6 inches in diameter at breast height, the functional equivalent of trees less than 15 feet tall. (Nowak 2007)

•

By not counting the hundreds of healthy trees that have already been destroyed by the Natural Areas Program
in "natural areas" at Tank Hill, Pine Lake, Lake Merced, Bayview Hill, Glen Canyon parks, etc., prior to the
approval of SNRAMP. (see pages S-8 for details}

1
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d .b.h . class (inc hes)

Size of trees in San Francisco' s Urban Forest, US Forest Service Survey
However, even artificially reducing the number of trees removed by the implementation of SNRAMP does not make
"one-to-one" replacement a realistic goal.
The natural history of trees in San Francisco
The primary reason why we know that it will not be possible to grow native t rees in the natural areas in San Francisco
is that there were few native trees in San Francisco before non-native trees were planted by European settlers in the
late 19'h century. San Francisco's "Urban Forest Plan" which was officially adopted by the Urban Forestry Council in

01
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2006 and approved by the Board of Supervisors, describes the origins of San Francisco's urban forest as follows:
" No forest existed prior to the European settlement of the city and the photographs and written records from
that time illustrate a lack of trees ...Towards the Pacific Ocean, one saw vast dunes of sand, moving under the
constant w ind. While there were oaks and w illows along creeks, San Francisco's urban fo rest had little or
nothing in the way of native t ree resources. The City's urban forest arose from a brief but intense period of
afforestation, which created forests on sand without tree cover."

San Francisco in 1806 as depicted by artist wit h von Langsdorff expedition

2
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The horticultural reality of trees native to San Francisco
More importantly, the reality is that even if we want to plant more native trees in San Francisco, they will not grow in
most places in San Francisco because they do not tolerate San Francisco's climate and growing conditions: wind, fog,
and sandy or rocky soil, etc. We know that for several reasons:
•

There are few native trees in San Francisco now. Accord ing to the US Forest Service survey of San Francisco's
urban forest only two species of tree native to San Francisco were foun d in sufficient numbers to be counted in
the 194 plots they surveyed: Coast live oak wa s reported as .1% (one-tenth of one percent) and California bay
laurel2.1% of the total tree population of 669,000 trees. (Nowak 2007)

•

The City of San Francisco maintains an official list of recommended species of trees for use by the Friends of the
Urban Forest and the Department of Public Works. (CCSF Resolution No. 003-11-UFC)
o

The most recent list (2011) categorizes 27 species of trees as "Species that perform well in many
locations in San Francisco." There is not a single native tree in that category.

o

Thirty-six tree species are categorized as "Species that perform well in certain locations with special
considerations as noted." Only one of these 36 species is native to San Francisco, th e Coast live oak and
its "special considerations" are described as "uneven performer, prefers heat, w ind protection, good
drainage."

01
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o

The third category is "Species that need further evaluation." Only one (Holly leaf cherry) of the 22
species in that category is native to San Francisco.

•

Finally, about 25 native trees were planted on Tank Hill to placate neighbors who objected to the removal of the
trees by the Natural Areas Program (NAP). About 10 years later only 5 have survived and only one shows any
growth.

One of five oak trees that survive 10 years after 25 trees were planted on Tank Hill.
This is the sapling in the best shape.
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SNRAMP documents that there is no intention to plant "replacement" trees
In fact, the SNRAMP documents that the Natural Areas Program (NAP) does not intend to plant replacement trees for
the thousands of trees it proposes to destroy.

•

The majority of trees over 15 feet tall designated fo r remova l by SNRAMP (15,000 trees) are in Sharp Park. The
DEIR acknowledges that these trees will not be replaced because this area will be converted to native coastal
scrub.

•

The DEIR makes no commitment to replace the trees less than 15 feet tall that will be removed but are not
quantified by SNRAMP because they are not defined by SNRAMP as trees. There are probably thousands of
trees less than 15 feet tall in the "natural areas" that will be removed and not replaced.

•

Because most of the natural areas are rock outcrops and sand hills that were treeless prior to the arrival of
Europeans, there is little acreage within the "natural areas" that is capable of supporting trees that are native to
San Francisco: "Two native forest series ... comprise approximately 17 acres, 2 percent of total vegetation [in the
natural areas]" (SNRAMP, Setting, page 3-11). Obviously, it would not be physically possible to plant thousands
of native t rees in the small areas in wh ich they would be able to survive.

•

SNRAMP documents the intention to convert all MA-l and MA-2 areas, compris ing 58% of the total acres of
"natural areas'' to grassland and scrub: " Within MA-l and MA-2, these sites [of tree removals] wou ld then be
replanted with native shrub and grassland species." (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement, page F-3)

•
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Only MA-3 areas, comprising 42% of total acreage will continue to support the urban forest: "Within MA-3,
urban forest species wou ld be planted or encouraged (see Section 5, GR-15)" (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement,
page F-3). However, the Forestry Statement also documents the intention to thin the urban forest in MA-3
areas to a basal area of 60-200 trees per acre (our est imate based on the formula for basal area in SNRAMP).
That represents a significant thinn ing of the urban forest w hen compared to t he tree density of the eucalyptus
forest on Mount Sutro documented by UCSF as 740 trees per acre.

•

The "Urban Forestry Statements" in Appendix F of the management plan contain the long-term plans for t he
natural areas in which trees w ill be destroyed. All but one of these specific plans is some variation of
"conversion of some areas of forest to scrub and grasslands." The exception is Corona Heights for which the
plans are "converted gradually to oak wood land.'' The Corona Heights natural area is 2.4 acres, making it
physically impossible to plant thousands of oaks in that location.

•

"Oak woodland" is the only vegetation goal in SNRAMP which foresees the planting of native trees. Yet, the
DEIR says nothing about the potential for Sudden Oak Death (SOD) to decimate the oak population in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Ironically, the DEIR acknowledges that one of the comments on the Initial Study raised this
question. Yet, despite that question, the DEIR remains silent about t he potential for oaks to be killed by SOD.
Since the publication of the Initial Study, our local expert (Matt eo Garbelotto, UC Berkeley) has reported the
rampant spread of SOD and its deadly consequences: " ...experts predict as many as 90% of California live oaks
and black oaks could die from the disease with in 25 years."
2.

1

The trees that have been designated for removal are NOT dead, dying, or hazardous

We have many reasons to challenge the truth of the claim in the DEIR that only dead, dying, hazardous or unhealthy
trees will be removed by the implementation of SNRAMP:

1

Fimrite, Peter, "Sudden oak death cases jump, spread in the Bay Areas," San Francisco Chronicle. October 2, 2011
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•

SNRAMP documents that young, non-native trees less than 15 feet tall will be removed from the "natural areas."
By definition these young trees are not dead or unhealthy because they are young and actively growing.

•

SNRAMP did not designate only dead, dying, hazardous trees for removal. Trees have been selected for removal
only in so far as they support the goal of expanding and enhancing areas of native plants, especially grasslands
and scrub.

•

The predominant non-native tree in San Francisco, blue gum eucalyptus lives in Australia from 200-400 years,
depending upon the climate. (Jacobs 1955, page 67) In milder climates, such as San Francisco, the blue gum
lives toward the longer end of this range. The trees over 15 feet tall that have been designated for removal are
almost exclusively blue gum.

•

However, there are many natural predators in Austral ia that were not imported to California. It is possible that
the eucalypts will live longer here: "Once established elsewhere, some species of eucalypts are capable of
adjusting to a broader range of soil, water, and slope conditions than in Australia ...once released from interspecific competitions and from native insect fauna ..." (Doughty 2000, page 6)

•

The San Francisco Presidio's Vegetation Management Plan reports tha t eucalypts in the Presidio are about 100
years old and they are expected to live much longer: "blue gum eucalyptus can continue to live much longer..."
(Vegetation Management Plan, page 28)

•

The Hort Science "Assessment of Urban Forestry Operations" for the Recreation and Park Department states
that, "the life-span of the blue gum, the most common eucalyptus species, is unknown." In other words,
although they have lived in San Francisco more than 100 years, they have not lived in San Francisco long enough
to know how long they will live here.

01
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•

The Natural Areas Program has already destroyed hundreds of non-native t rees in the past 15 years. We can see

•

The claim that only unhealthy and/or hazardous trees w ill be destroyed in the natural areas is contradicted by

with our own eyes that these t rees were not unhealthy when they were destroyed.
the "Assessment of Urban Forestry Operations" of the Recreation and Park Department, July 2010.
•

Neither written plans nor EIRs are required to remove hazardous trees. The City has the right and an obligation
to remove hazardous trees when they are identified as such by qualified arborists.

Trees have been designated for destruction solely to benefit native plants
The DEIR claims that only dead, dying, hazardous trees will be removed from the natural areas. This claim is
contradicted by the SNRAMP that the DEIR is supposedly evaluating. Not a single explanation in the SNRAMP of why
trees have been selected for removal is based on the health of the trees.
•

Lake Merced: The explanation for removing 134 trees is "To maintain and enhance native habitats, it is

•

Mt. Davidson: The explanation for removing 1,600 trees is: "In order to enhance the sensitive species

necessary to selectively remove some trees."

habitat that persists in the urban forest understory and at the forest-grassland ecotone, invasive blue
gum eucalyptus trees will be removed in select areas. Coastal scrub and reed grass communities
require additional light to reach the forest floor in order to persist "
•

Glen Canyon: The explanations for removing 120 trees are: "to help protect and preserve the native
grassland" and "to increase light penetration to the forest floor"

•

Bayview Hill: The explanation for removing 505 trees is: "In order to enhance the sensitive species
habitat that persists in the urban forest understory and at the forest-grassland ecotone, invasive blue
gum eucalyptus trees will be removed in select areas."
5
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•

Mclaren: The explanation for removing 805 trees is: "In order to enhance the sensitive species
habitat that persists in the urban forest understory and at the forest-scrub-grassland ecotone, invasive
trees will be removed in select areas. Coastal scrub and grassland communities require additional light
to reach the forest floor in order to persist."

•

Interior Greenbelt: The explanation for removing 140 trees is: "In order to enhance the seasonal creek
and sensitive species habitat that persists in the urban forest understory, invasive blue gum eucalyptus
trees will be removed in select areas."

•

Dorothy Erskine: The explanation for removing 14 trees is: "In order to enhance the grassland and
wildflower community, removal of some eucalyptus trees is necessary."

In not a single case does the management plan for the Natural Areas Program corroborate the claim made
in the DEIR that only dead, dying, diseased, or hazardous trees will be removed. In every case, the
explanation for the removal of eucalypts is that their removal will benefit native plants, specifically
grassland and scrub. In other words, the explanation provided by the DEIR for tree removals in the natural
areas is a misrepresentation of the SNRAMP which it is supposedly evaluating.
The trees that have already been destroyed in the "natural areas" were NOT dead, dying. or diseased.
Although it's interesting and instructive to turn to the written word in SNRAMP for the Natural Areas
Program to prove that the DEIR is based on fictional premises, the strongest evidence is the track record of

01
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tree removals in the past 15 years. The trees that have been destroyed in the "natural areas" in the past 15
years were NOT dead, dying, or diseased.
Hundreds of trees have been removed in the natural areas since the Natural Areas Program began 15 years
ago. We'll visit a few of those areas with photographs of those destroyed trees to prove that healthy, young
non-native trees have been destroyed. This track record predicts the future: more healthy young trees will be
destroyed in the future for the same reason that healthy young trees were destroyed in the past, i.e., because
their mere existence is perceived as being a barrier to the restoration of native grassland and scrub.

Some of the approximately 1,000 girdled trees on Bayview Hill, 2010
•

The first tree destruction by the Natural Areas Program and/or its supporters took the form of girdling
about 1,000 healthy trees in the natural areas about 10 to 15 years ago. Girdling a tree prevents water
6
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and nutrients from traveling from the roots of the tree to its canopy. The tree dies slowly over time.
The larger the tree, the longer it takes to die. None of these trees were dead when they were girdled.
There is no point in girdling a dead tree.

One of about SO girdled trees on Mt. Davidson, 2003
•

Many trees that were more easily cut down without heavy equipment were simply destroyed,
sometimes leaving ugly stumps several feet off the ground.

01
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Stumps of small trees destroyed on Bayview Hill, 2002
•

About 25 young trees were destroyed on Tank Hill about 10 years ago. We can see from those that
remain that the trees-which were planted around the same time-were young. They don't look
particularly healthy in the picture because they were severely limbed up to bring more light to the
native plant garden for which the neighboring trees were destroyed. All of the trees would have been
destroyed if the neighbors had not come to their defense. About 25 oaks were provided to the
neighbors by NAP to plant as "replacement" trees. Only 5 are still alive. Only one has grown. The
remainder are about 36" tall and their trunks about 1" in diameter, as when they were planted.
7
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Tank Hill, 2002
•

About 25 young trees were destroyed at the west end of Pine lake to create a native plant garden that
is now a barren, weedy mess surrounded by the stumps of the young trees that were destroyed. These
trees were destroyed after all the trees in Stern Grove/Pine Lake had been evaluated by Hort Science.
The trees t hat were cut down to create this new native plant garden had not been judged to be
hazardous. They were cut solely for the purpose of expanding the native plant garden.

01
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West end of Pine Lake, July 2011
•

About 25 trees of medium size were destroyed at the southern end of lslais Creek in Glen Canyon Park
about 6 years ago in order to create a native plant garden. They were replaced with shrubs.

•

Many young trees were recently destroyed in the "natural area" called the Interior Greenbelt. These
trees were destroyed in connection with the development of a trail, which has recently become the
means by which the Natural Areas Program has funded tree removals with capital funding.
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Interior Greenbelt, 2010
•

In 2008, the Public Utilities Commission completed a seismic upgrade to the water tank on Mt. Davidson.
Because the existing pipe to the tank from the reservoir was "located under sensitive habitat areas" according to
the PUC announcement of the project, the pipe was relocated at the insistence of the Natural Areas Program
and its supporters. The relocation of the pipe through the non-native forest required the destruction of
approximately 100 healthy, mature trees and substantially increased the cost of the project. Only five
replacement trees were planted.

01
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100 hundred trees were destroyed on Mt. Davidson to benefit native plants

There was nothing wrong with any of these trees before they were destroyed. Their only crime was that
they were not native to San Francisco. There are probably many other trees that were destroyed in the
natural areas in the past 15 years. We are reporting only those removals of which we have personal
knowledge.

9

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-160

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

SFFA-3

The claim that only unhealthy and/or hazardous trees will be destroyed in the natural areas is contradicted
by the "Assessment of Urban Forestry Operations" of the Recreation and Park Department.

The "Assessment of Urban Forestry Operations" 2 of the Recreation and Park Depart ment was con ducted by
the professional arborists of Hort Science and published in July 2010. It states that:
•

No risk assessments of t rees in parks, squares, and golf courses for health and safet y hazards had been
conducted in San Francisco with the exception of Stern Grove and Park Presidio Blvd at the time the
report was published. The hazards identified in those two assessments had been only partially
mitigated by the time the report was published.

•

01
(Cont.)

All t ree maintenance conducted in San Francisco's parks is reactive, i.e., done in response t o specific
requests for tree removals or pruning. There was a backlog of "some 450" such requests at the time
the report was written.

•

The "Assessment" recommends that trees be evaluated in 18 parks considered "high priority." None of
these 18 parks are nat ural areas. In the few parks that contain natural areas, only the "park perimeter
streets" will be evaluated.

•

There is no reforestatio n in San Francisco's parks, squares and golf courses outside of Golden Gat e
Park. The number of t rees removed in parks and squares exceeds the number of t rees planted. The
ratio of removals to plantings is significa ntly higher in golf courses, particularly Sharp Park.

These observations by certified arborists and written in consultation wit h t he Recreation and Park Department
contradicts t hese claims in the DEIR for the Natural Areas Program:
•

The trees in the natural areas had not been evaluated for health or safety when they were
d esignated for removal by SNRAMP in 2006. Therefore, the DEIR cannot claim that the trees
designated for removal in the natural areas are unhealthy and/or hazardous.
There is no reforestation effort o utside of Golden Gate Park. Therefore, the DEIR cannot claim that
all trees removed in the natural areas will be replaced.
3. There is no evidence that non-native trees are "invasive"

The DEIR also justifies the destruction of thousands of trees on the grounds t hat they are non-native and "invasive:"

Fur th,,r, most of t he trees within the Natural Areas are nonnati ve and most are also invasive.
The invasive for ests within the llfc1 wral Areas are pr('dominantly eucalyptus, a lthough cypress,
pine, and acacia al so occur. (DETR, page 456)

02

In fact, t here is no evidence that any of these trees are "invasive." Although, the California Invasive Plant
Council has classified eucalyptus as "moderately invasive," there is no scientific evidence to support t his claim.
According to the US Forest database of plants and t rees, "It (Blue gum eucalyptus) does not spread fa r and
rarely invades wildlands."3

2

http:Usf-recpark.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=88

' http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/eucglo/all.html

10

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-161

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

SFFA-3

William Russell {USGS) and Joe McBride (UC Berkeley) (Russell and McBride 2003) used aerial photos of Bay
Area parks taken over a 60 year period from 1939 to 1997, to study changes in vegetation t ypes. They studied
photos of 3 parks in t he East Bay (Chabot, Tilden, Redwood), 2 parks in the North Bay (Pt Reyes, Bolinas
Ridge), and one on the Peninsula (Skyline).
These photos revealed that grasslands are succeeding to shrubland, dominated by native coyote brush and
manzanita. (They also noted that this conversion increases fire hazards.) Eucalyptus and Monterey pine
forest s actually decreased during the period of study. In those cases in which forests increased in size, they
were native forests of oaks or Douglas fir. In other words, they found no evidence that non-native trees are
invading native trees or shrubs in open spaces in the Bay Area.

02
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The California Invasive Plant Council classifies Acacia dealbata (Silver wattle) as "moderately invasive" and the
impact of Acacia melanoxylon (Black acacia) as "limit ed" and adds "impacts are low in most areas." In fact,
acacia does not spread unless it is cut down when it then resprouts vigorously from the roots unless it is
poisoned repeatedly or the roots are dug out of the ground with heavy equipment.
Neit her Monterey cypress nor Monterey pine are invasive. Even the California Invasive Plant Council agrees
with t hat assessment. And both are Californ ia natives wit h fossil evidence that they existed on the San
Francisco peninsula in the distant past.
On Mt . Davidson, plans to destroy 1,600 t rees over 15 feet tall include many Monterey cypresses. In this
particular "natural area," it is therefore not accurate to say tha t "most" trees that will be removed are
invasive. Table 6.2-1 in SNRAMP claims that only .10 acres of Mt. Davidson are forested with Monterey
cypress. This is not accurate. Acres of Monterey cypress on Mt. Davidson are much greater. Since t hese
species are also native to California and have existed in San Francisco in the past, it is an exaggeration t o call
them non-native.
The final EIR must provide scientific evidence that the trees that will be destroyed by SNRAMP are invasive
or it must delete this justification for their destruction.
4. Tree rem ovals w ill change wind patterns, causing t ree failures
The DEIR does not evaluate wind impacts of removing thousands of t rees in the natural areas because:

"This section does not address wind impacts in certain Natural Areas because trees targeted for
removal are isolated individuals or small groups scattered throughout these Natural Areas, and this
removal is not expected to have noticeable wind effects." (DEIR, page 243)

03

It is patently false that "trees targeted for removal are isolated individuals or small groups scattered
throughout" the natural areas. Here are a few examples of the large number of t rees that will be removed
from small areas (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement, Appendix F-14-F-17):
•

Mt. Davidson: 1,000 t rees will be removed from M A-le (3.5 acres)
11
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Glen Canyon: 100 trees will be removed from MA-2e (.6 acres)
Sharp Park: 1,476 trees will be removed from MA-2j (5.6 acres)
Corona Heights: 10 trees will be removed from MA2C (less than .01 acre)
Bayview Park: 140 trees will be removed from MA-1d (.02 acres)
Mclaren Park: 600 trees will be removed from MA-2b (9.9 acres)
Interior Greenbelt: 100 trees will be removed from MA-2a (1 acre)

Tree removal on this scale cannot be done piecemeal, taking only a few individual trees on separate occasions.
The game of "pick-up-sticks" is a good metaphor to understand the problem. Felling one tree will impact
those in close proximity. Whether intended or not, neighboring trees are likely to be felled by the falling tree.
Removing that individual tree will not be possible unless its neighbors are also removed. One can't pick up
that felled tree when other standing trees surround it. Felled trees must be dragged out. As a qualified
arborist said, when expressing his opinion of the proposed selective method of tree removal, "I don't have
tweezers to pick these trees out of the forest."

03
(Cont.)

Leaving the felled trees on the ground until they are all destroyed is not an option because the restoration
objective is to plant the bared ground with native plants, which can't be accomplished if the ground is covered
with dead trees.
Furthermore, destroying a large number of trees slowly, over time substantially increases the cost of such tree
removals. Even if it were physically possible to remove them piecemeal, it would not be a responsible use of
the limited resources of the Recreation & Park Department which frequently justifies the poor quality of its
service and the maintenance of San Francisco's parks on the grounds that their budget is insufficient.
Even if it were true that only "small groups of trees" will be removed, it does not follow that tree removal
would not include wind-toughened edge trees nor that removals "would not result in increased wind hazards
or expose trees... to high winds." In fact, most of the tree removals will occur on the edge of the existing
forest, which is consistent with the stated goal of the removals to expand the adjacent native scrub and
grassland (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement, pages F-8-F-11):
•
•
•
•

Mt. Davidson: "Additional removals will occur...on the eastern edge of the forest."
Bayview Park: "Tree removal will focus on the existing edge of forests ..."
Mclaren Park: " ... removal will occur along forest edges ..."
Interior Greenbelt: "Tree removal will focus on the eastern border and the western tip of this Natural
Area ..."

In addition to these narrative descriptions of the location of tree removals, SNRAMP contains detailed maps of
the natural areas in Section 6 that indicate the location of the tree removals. These maps reveal the
vulnerability of the remaining trees as a consequence of some of the tree removals.
In their "Assessment of Urban Forestry Operations" for the Recreation and Park Department, Hort Science
reminds us of the vulnerability of the trees that remain after their neighbors are gone and they are exposed to
more wind than they have developed defenses against: "As individual trees die or fall, it exposes remaining
trees to higher wind loads and increases the overall failure rate." (page 27)

12
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In December 2011, Hort Science provided us with a specific example of such an occurrence in their "Stern
Grove-Pine Lake Park, Parkside Square tree risk assessment." This report was written as an update of Hort
Science's comprehensive assessment of all trees in Stern Grove-Pine Lake in 2003, in preparation for finally
removing the hundreds of trees that had been evaluated as hazardous 8 years before. Here is what Hort
Science found at the "West end of the park, near Wawona and 33'd Ave:"
"This area had a number of trees removed by the Natural Areas Program. Subsequently a large
Monterey pine failed at the edge of the newly exposed woodland. Concern was expressed about the

exposed nature of the edge and potential for additional fai lures. This area of Pine Lake Park is exposed
to westerly winds. There is still, however, significant tree canopy at street-edge. Pines have been
declining for some time. Tree #1057 is posted for removal. Mid-slope is a standing dead pine #347,
also recommended for removal."
These trees were cut down in order to expand the native plant garden around Pine Lake. Hort Science had
evaluated all trees in Stern Grove/Pine Lake for hazards about one year before these trees were removed. We
know those trees were not hazardous, because they had not been judged to be hazardous by the Hort Science
evaluation done in 2003.

03
(Cont.)

In other words, as a result of trees removed at the west end of Stern Grove by the Natural Areas Program, a
large Monterey pine fell across the path around the lake. Hort Science doesn't mention where the tree fell,
but park visitors remember this failu re well. It was not a tree t hat had been previously designated by Hort
Science as hazardous. It became hazardous because its wind break was compromised by the removal of t rees
by the Natural Areas Program.
The removal of 1,600 trees over 15 feet tall on Mt. Davidson will substantially increase windthrow hazards. Although
the DEIR denies this risk, the Forestry Statement in SNRAMP acknowledges it:

"Because of this, removal of edge trees on the northwest side of the park (MA-le and MA-2c) could
increase the rate of windthrow within the stand. Substantial tree removal in these areas should not
occur. A significant number of mature trees should remain at the park edge to minimize the effects of
wind on this stand." (SNRAMP, Appendix F, page F-11)
Despite this warning that "substantial tree removal...should not occur" in MA-le and MA-2c areas, just three
pages later in Table F-1, SNRAMP reports these tree removals in these areas on Mt. Davidson::
MA

MA-le
MA-2c

Acres

Existing Trees

Removed

Percent

3.5
1.8

1221
644

1000
200

82%
31%

In other words, SNRAMP predicts tree failures on Mt. Davidson from removal of as many as 82% of all trees on
3.5 acres on the northwest side of Mt. Davidson, yet it plans to remove 1,200 trees from those areas anyway.
The Forestry Statement of SNRAMP also attempts to minimize the danger of windthrow on the grounds that
t he t rees are not near residential neighborhoods: "In general, potential windthrow hazard to people is
minimal because there are no residential areas near the stands where the tree removals will occur." (Forestry
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Statement, Appendix F-11). This irresponsible excuse for endangering the public does not acknowledge that
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there are people visiting these parks and taking their lives in their hands by doing so. The death of a park
visitor to Stern Grove in 2008, is apparently insufficient testimony to the way the public is being endangered
by these tree removals.

Either the planned tree removals must be decreased to reduce the risk of tree failures caused by windthrow
or the fi nal EIR must acknowledge the significant ri sk of these tree removals.
5. Tree removals will increase run-off, resulting in erosion and landslides
The DEIR concludes that the implementation of SNRAMP will not cause increased sedimentation, reduced water quality,
erosion, or increased run-off, for example:
"The potential for erosion would be less than significant through implementation of the GR-12a (revegetate
steep slopes) and GR-12b (phased invasive species removal to reduce erosion), erosion control measures and the
erosion and sediment control BMPs described in M -HY-1." (DEIR, page 374)

We will examine each of these assumptions in the light of scientific studies and our actual experience with the Natural
Areas Program.
Revegetating steep slopes will not prevent erosion and increased run-off
The DEIR claims that increased run-off and erosion w ill be prevented by revegetating areas in which non-native plants
and trees are eradicated. This claim is based on these erroneous assumptions:
•

04

That native plants will quickly occupy the bare ground on which they are planted.
o

In the 15 years in which the Natural Areas Program has been engaged in its enterprise, it has not
successfully vegetated the bare ground created by eradicating non-native plants and trees. Denuded
areas are quickly occupied by annual grasses that die back to leave bare ground during the dry season.

•

That grassland and dune scrub and non-native trees are equally capable of absorbing run-off and stabilizing soil.
o

This assumption is contradicted by the following scientific studies:
"Results indicate that smoothing of precipitation intensities may translate into overall greater
stability of hillslopes under forest canopies. In general, peak intensities of through-fall were
damped in intensity and lagged in time relative to peak intensities of rainfall. Damping and
lagging of rainfall intensity at both study sites generally increased modeled slope stability
relative to openings {areas with no canopy)." (Keim & Skaugset 2003)
•

"The reinforce ment of the main body of a dike by a grove of trees is much higher and effective
in comparison to the reinforcement of the top soil layer by a grass sward. The increase in
stability against landslides was found to be at least ten times higher." (Lammeranner & Meixner
2009)

Leaving tree stumps in the ground wi ll not prevent erosion.
The DEIR also claims that the removal of trees will not result in erosion because: " ... tree removal would be selective,
would be implemented gradually over several years, would involve limb-by-limb removals, and would leave tree
stumps and root balls intact." (DEIR, page 364) These claims are inconsistent with SNRAMP, incredible, and/or
contradicted by scientific studies:
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•

As we have already discussed, trees have been selected for removal by SNRAMP in large groups wherever
t hey shade native plants. Some of these groups are as large as 1,000 trees on 3.5 acres (M t. Davidson).
Such removals cannot be accurately described as "selective."

•

It is simply not believable that 18,500 large trees will be removed "limb-by-limb." What public entity would
ever be in a position to pay for such a laborious removal? How is it even physically possible to remove
15,000 trees in Sharp Park " limb-by-limb?"

•

Nor is it believable t hat 18,500 trees will be ta ken down piecemeal over a long period of time. This would be

•

Leaving " tree stumps and root balls intact" does not prevent erosion. There is considerable scientific

both physically diffi cult and prohibit ively expensive.
evidence that erosion results when the roots die:
o

"The immediate effect of deforestation is, therefore, favorable, but adverse effects become evident
when root systems decay and w hen a drop in evapo-transpiration causes a rise in the ground water
table." (Brown & Sheu 1975)

o

" M easurement of the decline in tensile strength of small roots in coastal British Columbia after
death of the parent tree indicates t hat over half the st rength is lost within 3 t o 5 years after
cutting." (O'Loughlin 1974)

o

"Soil strength increased linearly as root biomass increased. Forests clea r-felled 3 years earlier

o

" Decay of tree roots subsequent to logging was found to cause a reduction in the shear strength of

contained about one-third of the root biomass of oldgrowth forests." (Ziemer 1981)

04
(Cont.)

the soil-root system." (Wu, McKinnell & Swanston 1979)
The DEIR's assumption that increased run-off and erosion w ill not result from the implementation of SNRAMP does not
ta ke into account that the pot ential for both run-off and erosion are significantly increased by the steepness of slope.
Some of the planned tree removals w ill occur in very steep terrain:
Natural Area
Interior Greenbelt
Mt. Davidson

MA
Tree Removals
% Trees Removed
100
28%
M A-2a
M A-le
1,000
82%
M A-2c
200
31%
MA-2e
400
23%
Bayview Hill
M A-2a
70
32%
* Determmed by usmg topogra phical maps in SNRAM P fo r each natural area

% Slope*
67%
40%-67.5%
33%-90%
20% - 70%
55.6%

These are only exampl es of the steepness of slopes in many of the natural areas. The DEIR should be morally and legally
obligated to evaluate th e steepness of all of the natural areas in the context of t he potential for increased run-off and
erosion resulting fro m the removal of non-native trees.
The potential f or increased run-off and erosion is greatly increased by steep slopes. The DEIR has not considered that
many of the planned tree removals will occur in very steep locations. Some of these locations are directly uphill of
densely populated residential neighborhoods which are in the direct path of both run -off and landslides caused by
erosion. Yet, t he risks to these residential neighborhoods have not been considered by the DEIR. The residential
neighborhoods surrounding Mt. Davidson are part icu larly vulnerable to increased run-off, erosion and landslides.
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On May 23, 2012, the State of California sued the US Army Corp of Engineers to challenge a national policy "requiring
the removal of virtually all t rees and shrubs on federallevees."4 Donald H. Gray, Professor of Civil and Environmental
Engineering at the University of Michigan, explains why California is fighting this federal requirement in this summary of
his literature search about the role trees play in stabilizing soil:
"In the long run, cutting of trees on slopes leads to a gradual decrease in mass stability as a result of the decay of
roots which previously acted as tensile reinforcements on the slope. Root decay can also lead to the formation
of pipes in slopes which promote internal or seepage erosion. The removal of tree canopy results in the loss of
interception and evapo-transpiration which tends to promote wetter and less secure slopes. Canopy removal
also results in less attenuation in the delivery rate of rainfall to the ground surface.'' 5
The City and County of San Francisco should consider the implications of this suit. If the State of California is willing to
sue to keep trees on its levees in order to prevent erosion and flooding, what are the prospects that the City and County
of San Francisco can successfully defend itself against a legal challenge to its plans to remove 18,500 mature trees from
the parks managed by the City of San Francisco?

04
(Cont.)

The City and County of San Francisco is particularly vulnerable to legal challenges from the City of Pacifica
regarding its plans for Sharp Park. SNRAMP p lans the removal of over 15,000 trees over 15 feet tall in Sharp
Park. In many management areas 75% of t he trees will be removed. These trees will be replaced by dune
scrub. The majority of these trees will be removed from the steep watershed at the eastern end of the park.
The park slopes from 750 feet above sea level at its eastern end to sea level at its west ern end. The golf
course, archery course, Laguna Salada, and horse pond are downstream from this steep watershed.
•

•
•

Tree removals will violate Pacifica's logging ordinance. The DEIR claims that the City of San Francisco is
exempt from this law, but provides no explanation for or evidence to support this claim. The fina l EIR
must explain why San Francisco is not subj ect to Pacifica's laws.
The final EIR must provide evidence that it is physically possible to remove tens of thousands of trees
from a steep watershed without causing sedimentation, erosion, and landslides.
The fina l EIR must provide evidence that the endangered species that exist in Sharp Park w ill not be
harmed by increased sedimentation, erosion, and landslides resulting from the remova l of 75% of the
trees in the watershed.

The final EIR must evaluate the risk of increased run-off, erosion and landslides. It must substantiate its baseless
claims that the removal of thousands of trees will not increase this risk, using scientific studies. If the f inal EIR cannot
provide scientific evidence that these tree removals will not increase these risks, it must mitigate these risks by
decreasing plans for removal in natural areas where the risks are great because of steepness and/or the proximity of
residential properties endangered by the tree removals.

05

[

6. The implementation of SNRAMP will result in a significant loss of stored carbon and increased air
pollution

4

5

http:U cdfgnews.word press .com/2012/05/2 3I dfg-sues-army-corps-to-protect-fi sh -and -w iIdIi fe-aro u nd-1evees/
ftp:Ul36.200.241.91/outgoing/FMO/Veg on Levees/Utera ture%20Reviews/Effects%20of%20Tree%20Removal.pdf
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The urban forest of San Francisco stores 196,000 tons of carbon and adds to that accumulated store of carbon at an
annual rate of 5,200 tons per year according to the US Forest Service survey. (Nowak 2007) About 25% of the annual
rate of sequestration and the accumulated storage of carbon are accomplished by the blue gum eucalyptus, the chief
target for destruction by SNRAMP. When a tree is destroyed, it releases the carbon that it has accumulated throughout
its lifetime into the atmosphere as Carbon Dioxide (C02 ) as it decays. Carbon Dioxide is the predominant greenhouse
gas that is causing climate change.
Since greenhouse gases are regulated in California by a law that commits the state to reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Natural Areas Program (NAP) goes to great lengths to make the
case that destroying thousands of t rees will not violate California law. The DEIR's claim that the implementation of
SNRAMP will not contribute to greenhouse gas emissions is based on:
•

•

05
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Fabricating facts by misrepresenting scientific studies. The facts are:
o

Grassland in San Francisco does NOT lower ground temperature

o

Grassland does NOT store more carbon than forests

The DEIR confuses the RATE of carbon sequestration with the total accumulated carbon storage in the plant or
t ree as it continues to grow. While a young tree may sequester carbon at a faster RATE while it is growing
rapidly that does not alter the fact that a mature tree stores more ca rbon over its lifetime as the carbon
accumulates.

•

Replacing mature trees with ANY plant or tree will never compensate for the loss of the carbon stored in the
trees that will be destroyed.

•

Managing the forest by thinning and reforestation does NOT compensate for the loss of carbon stored in mature
t rees

Grassland in the San Francisco Bay Area does NOT lower ground temperature
The DEIR claims:

"According to o study presented at the American Geophysical Union's meeting, grasslands above 50 degrees
latitude reflect more sun than forest canopies, thereby keeping temperatures lower by an average of 0.8 degree
Ce/suis." (DEIR, page 457, cited studl)
This statement in the EIR does not apply to the San Francisco Bay Area and the reference used to support it
misrepresents the cited study:
•

The entire continental United States, including the San Francisco Bay Area, is below 50 degrees latitude. In
other words, this statement-even if it were true-does not apply to the San Francisco Bay Area.

6

Jha, Alok. 2006. The Guardian. "Planting Trees to Save Planet is Pointless, Say Ecologists." Friday, December 15, 2006.
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•

The statement is taken out of the context of the article. The entire sentence in which this statement appears
actually says, "Grassland or snowfields, however, reflected more sun, keeping temperatures lower. Planting
trees above SO degrees latitude, such as in Siberia, could cover tundras normally blanketed In heat-reflecting
snow." It does not snow in the San Francisco Bay Area. Therefore, this statement does not apply to the San
Francisco Bay Area.

•

The article being quoted by the DEIR is NOT the scientific study, but rather a journalistic article in The Guardian,
a newspaper in England, in which the author of the study has been misquoted and his study misrepresented.

05
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•

The day after this article appeared in The Guardian (and also in the New York Times), The Guardian published an
op-ed (which also appeared in the New York Times) by the author of the scientific study, Ken Caldeira in which
he objected to the misrepresentation of his study:

"I was aghast to see our study reported under the headline "Planting trees to save planet is pointless, say
ecologists." (December 15). Indeed, our study found that preserving and restoring tropical forests Is doubly
Important, as they cool the earth both by removing the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide from the atmosphere and
by helping produce cooling clouds. We did find that preserving and restoring forests outside the tropics does
little or nothing to help slow climate change, but nevertheless these forests are a critical component of Earth's
biosphere and great urgency should be placed on preserving them." (Caldeira 2006)
As if this misrepresentation of the facts weren't bad enough, we find in Appendix A of the DEIR that this isn't the first
time that someone has informed the authors of the DEIR that this statement is not accurate. One of the public
comments submitted in 2009 in response to the Initial Study quotes Ken Caldeira's op-ed in the New York Times. Yet,
two years later, the DEIR persists in repeating this misrepresentation of Professor Caldeira's (Stanford University)
research .
Grassland does NOT store more carbon than forests
The DEIR also claims:
"Research studies have concluded that grassland and scrub habitat could act as a significant carbon sink." (DEIR, page
457, cited studies 7)

7

Conant, L, Paustian K, and Elliot E. 2001. "Grassland Management and Conversion into Grassland Effects on Soil

Carbon." Natural Resource Ecology Laboratory. Colorado State University. Fort Collins, USA. Sponsor: US
Environmental Protection Agency, Ruminant Livestock Efficiency Program. 2001, and
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Once again, the cited study does not support the statement in the EIR:
•

Again, the statement has been taken out of context. The entire sentence reads, "We conclude that grasslands
can act as a significant carbon sink with the implementation of improved management." This sentence appears
in the abstract for the publication. (Conant 2001)

•

One wonders if the authors of the DEIR read the entire article or just the abstract. The point of the study is that
land management techniques such as fertilization, irrigation, introduction of earthworms, plowing and fallow
methods, etc., can improve the sequestration of carbon in the soil of crop lands and pastures. This is obviously
irrelevant to the Natural Areas Program, which is not engaged in agriculture or pasturage.

•

05
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However, the study is relevant in one regard. It reports that when forest is converted to grassland, no amount
of "management techniques" compensates for the loss of the carbon in the trees that are destroyed:
"Though more than hoff of the rain forest conversion studies {60%) resulted in increased soil Carbon content, net
ecosystem Carbon balance... decreased substantially due to the loss of large amounts of biomass carbon."

(Conant 2001)
The second study cited in support of the claim about carbon storage in grassland reports that increased levels of Carbon
Dioxide in the air increases carbon accumulation in the soil. This study tells us nothing about the relative merits of
grassland and forests with respect to carbon storage. (Hu 2001) Another study reports a similar relationship between
global warming and carbon storage in trees: " ... warmer temperatures stimulate the gain of carbon stored in trees as
woody tissue, partia lly offsetting the soil carbon loss to the atmosphere." (Melillo 2011)
The DEIR confuses t he RATE of carbon sequestration with the total accumulated storage over the life of the tree
The DEIR claims that because a young t ree, growing at a faster rate than a mature tree, sequesters carbon at a faster
rate than a mature tree, it follows t hat replacing mature trees with young trees will resu lt in a net ca rbon benefit. This is
NOT a logic.al conclusion, as illustrated by this graph from the US Forest Service survey of San Francisco's urban forest
(Nowak 2007):

Hu, S., Chapin, Firestone, Field, Chiariello. 2001. "Nitrogen limitation of microbial decomposition in a grassland under
elevated C02," Nature 409: 188-191.
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This graph tells us that although trees sequester carbon f aster when they are very small, the large, most mature trees

are also sequestering carbon and they store far more carbon than the smaller trees. This is as we would expect, because
the total amount of carbon stored within the plant or tree is proportional to its biomass, both above ground (trunk,
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foliage, leaf litter, etc.) and below ground (roots).
Even IF it we re possible replace the non-native trees with native trees-and it's NOT--the native trees would be
significantly smaller than the trees that will be destroyed. The few trees that are native to San Francisco are ALL small
trees, compared to the trees that w ill be destroyed. The Natural Areas Program reports that they have planted 8 species
of native trees in the "natural areas" since 2008. Of those 8 species, only one (Red Alder) is classified as a tree by the
USDA plant database. The other 7 species are classified as "tree/shrub," indicating their small stature and low branching
habit. Since the amount of carbon stored within t he tree is proportional to its biomass, the native trees would never
sequester as much ca rbon as the trees that will be destroyed by the implementation of SNRAMP.
In its zeal to exonerate SNRAMP from re leasing ca rbon stored in the trees it proposes to destroy, it contradicts itself, i.e.,
that SNRAMP proposes to destroy all non-native trees less than 15 tall. These are the very same young trees t hat the
DEIR says are capable of sequestering more carbo n than mature trees. If, indeed, carbon storage could be preserved by
a forest of exclusively young trees - and it CAN'T - what is the point of dest roying all the young non-native trees?
The DEIR does not account for the loss of the carbon in the trees that will be dest royed
If we were starting with bare ground, it might be rel evant to compare carbon sequestration in various types of
vegetation, but we' re not. We're talking about a specific project which will require the destruction of thousands of nonnative trees. Therefore, we must consider the loss of carbon associated with destroying those trees. It doesn't matter
what is planted after the destruction of those trees, nothing will compensate for that loss because of how the trees
w ill be disposed of.
The fate of the wood in trees that are destroyed determines how much carbon is released into t he atmosphere. For
example, if the wood is used to build houses the loss of carbon is less than if the wood is allowed to decompose on the
forest floor. And that is exactly what this project proposes to do: chip the wood from the trees and distribute it on the
forest floor, also known as "mulching." As the wood decomposes, the carbon stored in the wood is released into the
atmosphere as carbon dioxide: "Two common tree disposal/utilization scenarios were modeled: 1) mulching and 2)
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landfill. Although no mulch decomposition studies could be found, studies on decomposition of tree roots and twigs
revea l that SO% of the carbon is lost within the first 3 years. The remaining carbon is estimated to be lost within 20
years of mulching. Belowground biomass was modeled to decompose at the same rate as mulch regardless of how the
aboveground biomass was disposed" (Nowak 2002)
Furthermore, the process of removing trees releases stored carbon into the atmosphere, regardless of the fate of the
destroyed trees: "Even in forests harvested for long-term storage wood, more than SO% of the harvested biomass is
released to the atmosphere in a short period after harvest." (Anderson 2008)
The DEIR claims to have run a model of carbon loss resulting from the project in Sharp Park: "The model returns the COz
emission rates fo r all equipment deliveries, and worker activity involving on-road and off-road gasoline and diesel fuel
use." (DEIR, page 45S). The COz emissions resulting from the destruction of 15,000 trees over 15 feet tall in Sharp Park is

05
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conspicuously absent from their analysis.
Managing the forest by thinning and reforestation does NOT compensate for the loss of carbon stored in the trees
that will be removed.
The DEIR claims that improving the health of t he urban forest by thinning and reforestation with young trees-which will
NOT be physically possible--will result in a net benefit of carbon storage.
In fact, the more open canopy of an urban forest with less tree density results in greater growth rates. (EPA 2010)
Although more rapid growth is associated with greater rates of carbon sequestration, rates of storage have little effect
on the net carbon storage over the life of the tree. (Nowak 1993) Net carbon storage over the life of the tree is
determined by how long the species lives and how big the tree is at maturity. These characteristics are inherent in
the species of tree and are little influenced by forest management practices such as thinning. (Nowak 1993)
More importantly, even if there were some small increase in carbon storage of individual trees associated with thinning,
this increase would be swamped by the loss of the carbon in the trees that will be destroyed.
The destruction of thousands of trees will increase air pollution

06

Accord ing to the US Forest Service survey of San Francisco's urban forest, "It is estimated that trees and shrubs [of
San Francisco) remove 260 tons of air pollution (CO, N02, 03, PM10, S02) per year with an associated value of
$1.3 million (based on estimated national median externality costs associated with pollutants). Trees remove
about 19 percent more air pollution than shrubs in San Francisco." (emphasis added)
The DEIR provides us with no information about the increase in air pollution which will result from removing
thousands of trees over 15 feet tall, untold numbers of trees less th an 15 feet tall, thinning the remaining
urban forest in the natural areas from approximately 740 trees per acre to less than 200 trees per acre and
replacing all those trees with grassland and shrubs which are significantly less capable of reducing air
pollution.

Conclusion

01
(Cont.)

The final EIR must correct the following errors of FACT in the DEIR:
•

The final EIR cannot claim that all non-native trees that w ill be destroyed will be replaced with an equal number
of native trees because that is neither consistent with the SNRAMP, nor is it physically possible.
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The final EIR cannot claim that all non-native trees that will be destroyed are dead, dying, diseased, or hazardous
because they are NOT and the claim contradicts the SNRAMP.
The final EIR must evaluate the risk of failure of the trees that remain after removal of thousands of trees
The final EIR must evaluate the risk of increased run -off, erosion and landslides
The citations used to make bogus claims regarding carbon sequestration must be removed because they are not
relevant and they have been misrepresented by the DEIR.
The DEIR's presentation of the terrestrial carbon cycle must be corrected because it is inaccurate:
o RATES of carbon sequestration must not be confused with the tota l accumulated stored ca rbo n in
mature trees.
o The final EIR cannot claim that there will be a net carbon benefit of the proposed tree destruction
because that claim is inconsistent with the science of the terrestrial carbon cycle

The DEIR has not quantified the carbon stored in the current landscape; has not quantified the carbon released by the
planned tree destruction; has not quantified the carbon stored in the resulting grassland and scrub. The claimed
"qualitative analysis" does not tell us how much carbon will be released into the atmosphere by the implementation
ofSNRAMP.
As required by CEQA and California Law AB 32, the final EIR must quantify the loss of carbon resulting from the
destruction of thousands of healthy trees, compare that loss to the resulting vegetation (grassland and scrub) and
mitigate for the net loss of carbon that is the inevitable outcome of the implementation of SNRAMP.
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Public Comment of the San Francisco Forest Alliance
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Part II: Herbicides required to implement SNRAMP
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
(SNRAMP) claims that the herbicides required to implement SNRAMP will not have a significant impact on the
environment. It reaches that conclusion by providing inadequate and inaccurate information about the use of
herbicides by the Natural Areas Program (NAP) in the present and by providing no information about the
requirements for more herbicides in the future to kill the roots of thousands of trees that will be destroyed. In this
public comment we will document these issues as follows:
1. The DEIR provides no information about the frequency of use of herbicides by the Natural Areas Program
2. The DEIR provides no information about imazapyr which is currently the herbicide the Natural Areas Program
uses most frequently
3. The DEIR claims that herbicide applications by the Natural Areas Program comply with San Francisco's
Integrated Pest Management (I PM) Ordinance. In fact, the public record contains considerable evidence that
herbicide applications by the Natural Areas Program frequently violate San Francisco's IPM Ordinance.
4. The DEIR misstates the facts about the toxicity of the herbicides being used by the Natural Areas Program
S. The use of herbicides on Twin Peaks that are known to be harmful to butterflies violates the Endangered
Species Act
6. The DEIR provides no information about the increased use of herbicides that will be required to prevent the
resprouting of the trees that will be destroyed by the implementation of SNRAMP.

07

1. Herbicide use by the Natural Areas Program
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) provides no information about the volume of herbicides used by the
Natural Areas Program (NAP). The sole sentence in the DEIR pertaining to volume of use of herbicides is this:
"In 2004, the Natural Areas Program accounted for less thon 10 percent of the overa/ISFRPD pesticide use, even
though the Natural Areas account for approximately 25% of the land managed by the SFRPD." (DEIR, page 365)

This statement provides inadequate information regarding NAP's pesticide use because:
•

It is eight years out of date.

•

Since we aren't informed by the DEIR of the volume of SFRPD's pesticide use, we are unable to determine the

•

We aren't reassured by the claim that NAP's pesticide use is only 10% of total RRPD pesticide use-if in fact that

volume of NAP's pesticide use, i.e., NAP's pesticide use is 10% of WHAT?
is true. The public has good reason to expect that parks designated as "natural areas" should contain less
pesticide than other park areas, such as golf courses, lawns, flower gardens, and landscaped areas.
Based on public records requests, we have the following information about the number of pesticide applications by the
Natural Areas Program (See Attachment 11-A):

1
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Number of pesticide applications by the Natural Areas Program

Active Ingredient
Triclopyr (Garlon)
Glyphosate (Roundup)
lmazapyr (Habitat)
Aminopyralid (Milestone)
Total

2008
17
7
1
1
26

2009
16
6
1
1
24

2010
36
31
1
1
69

2011
3
39
39
4
86

Percent Increase

330%

We learn from these official reports of NAP's pesticide use which are required by the City's IPM Ordinance, that NAP's
pesticide use has increased 330% since 2008. Therefore, the only information provided by the DEIR regarding NAP's
pesticide use is inadequate and inaccurate because it is eight years old and pesticide use by the Natural Areas Program is
increasing significantly from year to yea r, 330% in the past four years alone.

07
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We also learn from these official reports of NAP's pesticide use that several other statements in the DEIR are inaccurate:
•

The DEIR claims that "Gar/on is being phased out from use in Natural Areas and is only used for invasive plants in

biologically diverse grasslands due to its target specificity." (DEIR, page 365)
According to t he official reports of NAP' s pesticide use, Garlon (active ingredient triclopyr) was used more often
than any other pesticide until 2011. While use of Garlon decreased in 2011, it is still being used according to
Pesticide Application Notices posted in the natural areas in 2012.
•

The statement that Garlon is "only used for invasive plants in ...grasslands" is contradicted by this statement in
the DEIR:

"Treatment of tree stumps with San Francisco-approved pesticides (such as Roundup and Gar/on) (DEIR, page
386)
•

The DEIR claims that glyphosate is the "primary product used." (DEIR, page 365). This statement is inaccurate.
Official reports of NAP's pesticide use prove that triclypyr was used more often than glyphosate until 2011 when
imazapyr was used as frequently as glyphosate.
2. The DEIR provides no information about imazapyr which is currently the most frequently used herbicide

For the most part NAP substituted a mixture of glyphosate and imazapyr for Garlon in 2011. Is this an improvement?
Maybe not . Although glyphosate and imazapyr are assigned a lower hazard rating of " More Hazardous" by the
Department of the Environment, the Natural Areas Program increased their pesticide applications in 2011 at least 20%
compared to 2010. But more im portant ly, little is known about the toxicity of imazapyr and nothing is known about t he

08

toxicity of combin ing glyphosate and imazapyr.1 lmazapyr was approved for use in California in 2005, so only the
m inimal tests required by law have been done on it.
The Natural Areas Program is using imazapyr for a purpose different from that for which imazapyr was evaluated.
1
The "Aquatic Pesticide Application Plan for the San Francisco Estuary Invasive Spartina Project" is cited by San

Francisco's IPM program as the evaluation upon which it based its decision to add imazapyr to the list of pesticides

1

http://www.spartina.org/project_ documents/2010_APAP_FINAL_ALL.pdf
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approved for use in San Francisco in 2010. Was it appropriate for the city's IPM program to use the evaluation of
imazapyr for the Spartina project as the basis of their decision to approve its use by the Natural Areas Program? We
don't think so. The ci rcumstances of the Spartina project are substantially different from those of its use by the Natural
Areas Program.
lmazapyr is used to eradicate non-native Spartina in a tidal estuary. For that reason the evaluation of its use assured the
public that this herbicide would not accumulate in the environment because it would be flushed away from the ground
by the tide twice each day.
The evaluation also said that when imazapyr was used in a pond or stable water source, it persisted in the ground for a
longer period of t ime. In fact, that's exactly how imazapyr is being used by the Natural Areas Program. It has been used
at Lake Merced and at Pine Lake, both stable water sources. It is also being used in Glen Canyon Park, which is a
watershed.
We don't assume that imazapyr is being used safely to eradicate Spartina. However, even if it is, it does NOT follow that
it is safe for use in watersheds that are not tidal, such as those being sprayed by the Natural Areas Program.
The Natural Areas Program is combining imazapyr and glyphosate which is both inappropriate and unnecessary

08
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Th e manufacturer's labels for imazapyrh and glyphosate suggest that combining them is not an approved use. The
manufacturer's label for Aqua master (glyphosate) does not include imazapyr on the list of pesticides with which it can
be safely combined. And the Polaris (imazapyr) label says that it should not be combined with another pesticide unless
it is expressly recommended by the manufacturer of that pesticide.
The evaluation of imazapyr for the Spartina eradication project explained why imazapyr is being combined with
glyphosate by the non-native Spartina eradication project. lmazapyr is apparently slow acting. It can take some months
to kill the plant on which it is sprayed. Glyphosate, on the other hand, is fast acting. The plant on which it is sprayed
begins to yel low and die within a few weeks. Glyphosate is therefore used by the Spartina eradication project to provide
quicker feedback t o those spraying the herbicide. They know within a few weeks if they have sprayed in the right place.
They don't have to wait for the next season to spray again if necessary.
However, glyphosate should be applied to perennial broadleaf plants during their reproductive stage of growth, when
they are budding in the late spring and summer, according to the manufacturer. In Glen Canyon Park, a mixture of
glyphosate and imazapyr was sprayed on ivy in December 2011, clearly not the recommended time period for spraying.
A month later, there was no indication t hat the ivy was damaged by this spraying. This suggests that it was unnecessary
to combine glyphosate and imazapyr in this application. The public was exposed to the unnecessary risk of combining
these herbicides, with no potential benefit of taking that risk.

3
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The Natural Areas Program is spraying imazapyr under trees which is likely to kill the trees
Glyphosate is a non-selective herbicide. That is, it kills any plant it is sprayed on at the right stage of its growth. But
imazapyr is far more insidious as a killer of plants because it is known to travel from the roots of the plant that has been

08
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sprayed to the roots of other plants. For that reason, th e manufacturer cautions the user NOT to spray near the roots of
any plant you don't want to kill. For example, the manufacturer says explicitly that imazapyr should not be sprayed
under trees, because that tree is likely to be killed, whether or not that was the intention.

Pesticide Application Notice under trees, Glen Canyon, December 2011
Much of the ivy that was sprayed by the Natural Areas Program in Glen Park in December 2011 was sprayed under
willow trees. The willow trees are native, so it seems unlikely that they intended to kill them.
4
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Plants t hat are repeatedly sprayed with imazapyr are likely to develop a resistance to that herbicide.
The Federal Drug Administration recently banned some use of antibiotics in domesticated animals because the bacteria
antibiotics are intended to kill are developing resistance to the antibiotics. This resistance is becoming increasingly
dangerous to humans who are also the victims of those bacteria. Antibiotics are being rendered useless by overuse on
domesticated animals. When humans need them, they won't work because bacteria have developed a resistance to
them.
Likewise, plants and animals are also capable of developing resistance to pesticides. Glyphosate is the most heavily used
herbicide in agriculture. Recent resea rch indicates t hat weeds are developing resistance to glyphosate.;;
The manufacturer of imazapyr says explicitly that repeated use of this herbicide is likely to resu lt in resistance to it over

08
(Cont.)

the long term: "When herbicides with the same mode of action are used repeatedly over several years to control the
same weed species in the same application site, naturally occurring resista nt weed biotypes may survive ... propagate and
become dominant in that site." So, does it make sense to use imazapyr on a plant as persistent as ivy?
The GGNRA reported spending $600,000 over 3 years trying to eradicate ivy from 127 sites. They were successful in only
7 of the sites.m Obviously eradicating ivy is not a one-shot deal.
If it is indeed necessary to eradicate ivy-and we doubt that it is--pesticides do not have to be used to do it. The
Audubon Canyon Ranch in Bolinas lagoon reported "qualified" success using hand-pulling methods on 5 acres over 5
years "utilizing 2375 volunteer hours." Biannual monitoring of res prouts will be required for the foreseeable future . It's
a big commitment, but at least it is safe.
To conclude this section, we do not believe that imazapyr should be used in non-tida l watersheds. Nor do we believe it
should be combined with glyphosate. In any case, the manner in which it has been used by the Natural Areas Program is
not consistent with the manufacturer's recommendations regarding its use.
3. Pesticide use by the Natural Areas Program frequently violates San Francisco's IPM Ordinance
In lieu of providing any information about the actual use of pesticides by the Natural Areas Program, the DEIR claims
that the mere fact that these pesticide applications comply with San Francisco's IPM Ordinance ensures that there will
be no significant impact on the environment from its pesticide use:
"Pesticide use...would adhere to the /PM Program. As a result, water quality impacts from herbicide and
pesticide use as part of programmatic projects would be less than significant." (DEIR, page 365)

09
There are two problems with this claim:
•

NAP has been granted exceptions to the IPM Ordinance to use toxic chemicals that are not used by other
agencies in San Francisco: imazapyr and triclopyr.
o

Garlon (tricloypyr): Tier I, Most Hazardous. Use limitation: "Use only for targeted treatments of high
profile or highly invasive exotics via dabbing or injections. May use for targeted spraying only when
dabbing or injections are not feasible and only with use of a respirator. HIGH PRIORITY TO FIND
ALTERNATIVE." (San Francisco IPM policy 2011)

5
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o

Habitat (imazapyr): Tier II, More Hazardous. Use limitation: "Preferred alternative to tridopyr for use
on invasive weeds in natural areas such as broom, cotoneaster, or Arundo grass." (San Francisco IPM
policy 2011)

•

Even after having been granted t hese exceptions, NAP has frequently violated the IPM Ordinance. Many of
these violations have been reported to the Department of the Environment by the public and are therefore a
part of the public record:
o

NAP's report of pesticide use is frequently incomplete: targets for applications, locations of

o

We have photographs of notices of pesticide applications for wh ich there are no corresponding entries

applications, etc., are frequently missing from NAP's reports. (See Attachment II-A)
on the official record of pesticide use maintained by the Department of the Environment . This suggest s
that the official reports of NAP's pesticide use are not complete. These photographs have been sent to
the Department of the Environment.
o

09
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NAP's notices of pesticide application are frequently missing the date of applicat ion, thereby making it
impossible for the public to know when the area is safe to enter. Photographs of these incomplete
notices have been sent to the Department of the Environment.

o
o

NAP used imazapyr in 2008 and 2009, pr ior to its approval for use by San Francisco's IPM policy in 2011.
NAP sprayed Garlon (triclopyr) prior to 2011 when only "dabbing and injection" were approved
application methods by the IPM policy.

o

NAP sprayed Garlon (triclypyr) in 2011 without using a respirator, as required by the IPM Ordinance in
2011. (see Attachment 11-B)

o

NAP sprayed herbicides containing glyphosate in the water of Lake Merced which is officially designated
red-legged frog habitat in violation of US Fish and Wildlife regulations which ban the use of many
herbicides, including glyphosate, from designated habitat fo r red-legged frogs and other endangered
amphibians.

o

Volunteers working in th e natural areas are not authorized to use herbicides because they have not
been trained and do not have the proper equipment with which to safely apply herbicides. Some of
these unauthorized volunteers have been seen spraying herbicides w ithout posting the required
notification of pesticide application. These incidents have been reported to the Department of the
Environment.

4. The DEIR makes inaccurate statements regarding the toxicity of the pesticides used by the Natural Areas

Program

The DEIR contains little information regarding the toxicity of the pesticides being used by the Natural Areas Program.
What little information it provides is entirely inaccurate:

10

"[Gar/on] degrades quickly in the environment and has low toxicity to aquatic species (Dow2009)." (DEIR, page
365)
The following are the accurate statements regarding biodegradability and toxicity to aquatic life quoted directly from
the Material Safety Data Sheet which is mandated by the federal government and prepared by the manufacturer of the
product (Dow) based on laboratory studies conducted by the Environmental Protection Agency which are also mandated
by fede ral law (see Attachment II· C):
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"Persistence and Oegradabi/ity
Chemical degradation (hydrolysis} is expected in the environment. Material is expected to biodegrade only very
slowly (in the environment}. Fails to pass OECD/EEC tests for ready biodegradability."
(emphasis added)
"Ecotoxicity
Material is highly toxic to aquatic organisms on an acute basis... " (emphasis added)
This flagrant misrepresentation of the toxicity of Garlon is appalling. The DEIR contains no accurate information about
the toxicity of any of the pesticides used by the Natural Areas Program. In the only case in which it provides any
information, it resorts to egregious lies.
S. The use of herbicides known to be harmful to butterflies on Twin Peaks violates the Endangered Species Act
The Mission Blue butterfly is a federal endangered species which existed historically on Twin Peaks in San Francisco. San
Francisco's Natural Areas Program has been trying to reintroduce the Mission Blue to Twin Peaks for several years, so far

10
(Cont.)

with limited success. This reintroduction effort is reported by the DEIR.
Herbicides are being sprayed on Twin Peaks to control non-native vegetation. Twin Peaks was sprayed with herbicides
16 times in 2010 and 19 times in 2011.
A recently published study reports'v that the reproductive success of the Behr's metalmark butterfly was significantly
reduced (24-36%) by herbicides used to control non-native vegetation. Two of those pesticides are used on Twin Peaks,
imazapyr and triclopyr. Triclopyr was used most often on Twin Peaks in 2010 and imazapyr in 2011.
The study does not explain how this harm occurs. It observes that the three herbicides that were studied work in
different ways. It therefore speculates that the harm to the butterfly larva may be from the inactive ingredients of the
pesticides which they have in common, or that the harm comes to the larva from the plant which is altered in some way
by the herbicide application. Either theory is potentially applicable to the herbicides used on Twin Peaks and
consequently harmful to the Mission Blue.
The Endangered Species Act requires that the Natural Areas Program stop spraying these herbicides on Twin Peaks
because they are known to be harmful to the reproductive success of butterflies. Unless furthe r scientific study
exonerates these herbicides, the law obligates us to prohibit their use where the endangered Mission Blue butterfly is
known to exist.
6. The DEIR provides no information about the increased use of pesticides that will be required to implement
the SNRAMP
The DEIR's claim that NAP's herbicide use will have no significant impact on the environment is apparently based on
historic data from 2004 (which it does not share with the reader) and an assumption that historic use was in compliance

11

with San Francisco's IPM Ordinance. As we have shown, data from 2004 does not describe NAP's present use, NAP is
granted exceptions for most of its pesticide use, and NAP has a substantial public record of violating IPM policy.
However, the DEIR is supposed to evaluate the environmental impacts of implementing the SNRAMP. It is therefore
obligated to look forward, not backward. The DEIR tells us nothing about NAP's use of herbicides in the future as a
result of the implementation of the SNRAMP.
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This is the most significant fa iling of the DEIR because destroying thousands of trees w ill require the use of more
pesticides. M ost of the non-native trees that w ill be destroyed will resprout if their tr unks are not sprayed immediately
w ith Garlon. This initial application of Garton is often insufficient to kill the roots of t he t ree. Repeated applications are
often required to kil l th e roots of the tree.
The DEIR acknowledges t he need to use Garlon on the stumps of trees that have been destroyed: "Treatment of tree
stumps with San Francisco-appr oved pesticides (such as Roundup and Gar/on) (OEIR, page 386)

However, the DEIR provides no information about how m uch more pesticide must be used as a resu lt of destroying

11
(Cont.)

thousands of non-native t rees. We tu rn to the University of California at Berkeley for this inform ation. UC Berkeley has
been clear-cutting all non-native trees from its properties for over 10 yea rs. Several years ago it applied for grant
funding from t he Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEM A) to continue its eradication of all non-native trees
from it s pro perty. It submitted the attached letter with its application to FEMA (obtained with a FOIA request) to
document t he cost of poisoning all of the stumps of the t rees with Garlon. UC predicts Garlon must be applied t o
resprouts t w ice per year for 10 years. (See II- D) Both UC Berkeley and East Bay Regiona l Park District are on record in
their "vegetation management plans" that Roundup is not capa ble of preventing the res prouts of trees. Garlon is the
only pesticide known to be eff ect ive for this purpose. The M aterial Safety Data Sheet documents that Garlon is a
" Hazardous Chemical" which is very toxic to aquatic life, slightly toxic to birds, and biodegrades slowly in the
enviro nment. (See Attachme nt II- 0 )
Conclusion

09, 10
[
(Cont.)
11
(Cont.)
09
(Cont.)

The.final Environmental Impact Report for the SNRAMP must:
Provide specific and current data about pesticide use by the Natural Areas Program

[

•

•

Provide accurate information about the toxicity of the pesticides being used by the Natural Areas Program
Quantify, evaluate and mitigate the increased pesticide use that will be required as a result of destroying
thousands of trees that will resprout unless their stumps are treated with pesticides_

[

If this information is provided in the final Environmental Impact Report it is unlikely that the EIR will be in a position
to claim that there will be no significant impact on the environment resulting from the implementation of the

SNRAMP- The animals that live in our parks and the humans who visit them therefore deserve the mitigation

required to ensure their health and safety. Furthermore, CEQA law requires such mitigation.

'"Aquatic Pesticide Application Plan for the San Francisco Estuary Invasive Spartina Project," August 2010, page 32.
1
'

http://www.stltoday .com/business/local/article_f01139be-ace0-502b-944a-Oc534b 70511c. html

iii Liston, Heather, "Reuniting old adversaries can beat back e)(otic invaders," Californ ia Wild, Winter 2006
iv John

D. Stark, XueDong Chen, Catherina S. Johnson, "Effects of herbicides on Behr's metalmark butterfly, a surrogate species for
the endangered butterfly, Lange's metalmark," Elsevier, 1/11/12.
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Attachment 11-B

Mary McAllister
From:
To:
Cc:
Sent:
Attach:
Subject:

"Mary McAllister" <marymcallister@comcast.net>
"Usa Wayne" <Lisa.Wayne@sfgov.org>
<Chris.Geiger@sfgov.org>; <Ralph.Montana@sfgov .erg>
Wednesday. February 09, 2011 9:03AM
twin-peaks-garlon-feb-2011 -notice.jpg; spraying-garlon-twin-peaks-feb-2011 .jpg
Violation of City's IPM policy

Dear Usa, Attached are photos of a pesticide application on February 3rd on Twin Peaks, near
th e reservoir. According to the corresponding Notice of Pesticide Application, the person was
spraying Garlon 4 Ultra. It appears that the person doing the spraying is not wearing a
respirator.
As you know, the IPM policy that was approved on January 25th by the Commission on the
Environment has approved the restricted use of Garlon 4 and Garlon 4 Ultra as follows : "Use
only for targeted treatments of high profile or h ighly invasive exotics via dabbing or injection.
May use for targeted spraying only when dabbing or injection are not feasible, and only with
use of a respirator. HIGH PRIORITY TO FIND ALTERNATIVE." {emphasis added). Therefore, the
person photographed spraying Garlon 4 Ultra was not in compliance with the city's IPM policy.
I hope, for the safety of your staff and your sub-contractors, that those who are responsible for
spraying this toxic chemical will be informed that they must wear a respirator in the future . As
you know, the City's IPM policy classifies this chemical as "Tier I Most Hazardous." The Material
Safety Data Sheet for this chemical reports that OSHA classifies this chemical as both an
"Immediate" and a "Delayed Health Hazard."
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Mary McAllister

I 0/13/20 II
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Attachment ti-C

Material Safety Data Sheet
Dow AgroSciences LLC

Issue Date: 03109/2009
Print Date: 12 Mar 2009

Product Name: GARLOW 4 Herb1cide

Dow AgroSciences LLC encourages and expects you to read and understand the entire (M)SDS. as
there IS important 1nformation throughout the document. We expect you to follow the precautions
identified in this document unless your use conditions would necessitate other appropriate methods or
actions.

11.

Product and Company Identification

Product Name
GARLON" 4 Herbicide

COMPANY tOENTtFtCATION
Dow AgroSc1ences LLC
A Subsidiary of The Dow ChemiCal Company
9330 Zaonsvlile Road
Indianapolis, IN 46268·1189
USA
CuJ<tomer Information Number:

800 002 5994

EMERGENCY TELEPHONE NUMBER
24-Hour Emergency Contact:
Local Emergency Contact:

j2.

800·992·5994
80().992-5994

Hazards Identification

Emergency Overview
Col or: Yellow
Physical State : Liquid.
Odor: Gasoline·hke
Hazards of roduct :
May cause al1erg1c skin reaction. May cause

OSHA Hazard Com munication Standard
Th1s product is a "Hazardous Chemocal" as defined by the OSHA Hazard Communtcabon Standard, 29
CFR 1910.1200.

Potential Health Effects

II

Eye Co ntact: May cause eye 11ritation. Corneal onJury is unlikely. May cavse pa1n d1sproportoonate to
the level of irritauon to eye tissues.

·Indicates a Trademark
· Indicates a Trademark of Dow AgroSciences LLC
Page 1 of tO
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Issue Date: 03109/2009

Product Name: GARLOW 4 Herbicide

Skin Contact: Brief contact may cause moderate Skin irritation with local redness. Prolonged contact
may cause moderate Skin irritation with local redness. Repeated contact may cause moderate skin
irritation with local redness. May cause drying and flaking of the skin.
Skin Absorption: Prolonged skin contact is unlikely to result in absorption of harmful amounts.
Skin Sensitization: Has caused allergic skin reactions when tested in guinea pigs. With the dilute
mix. no allergic skin reaction is expected.
Inhalation: Prolonged excessive exposure to mist may cause adverse effects. Mist may cause
irritation of upper respiratory tract (nose and throat).
Ingestion: Low toxicity if swallowed. Small amounts swallowed incidentally as a result of normal
handling operations are not likely to cause injury; however, swallowing larger amounts may cause
injury.
Aspiration hazard: Aspiration into the lungs may occur during ingestion or vomiting, causing lung
damage or even death due to chemical pneumonia.
Effects of Repeated Exposure: In animals, effects have been reported on the following organs: Skin.
Repeated excessive exposure may cause adverse effects.
Cancer Information: In a lifetime animal dermal carcinogenicity study, an increased incidence of
skin tumors was observed when kerosene was applied at doses that also produced skin irritation. This
response was similar to that produced in skin by other types of chronic chemicaVphysicaf irritation . No
increase in tumors was observed when non-irritating dilutions of kerosene were applied at equivalent
doses, indicating that kerosene is unlikely to cause skin cancer in the absence of long·term continued
skin irritation. In long·term animal studies with ethylene glycol butyl ether, small but statistically
significant increases in tumors were observed in mice but not rats. The effects are not believed to be
relevant to humans. If the material is handled in accordance with proper industrial handling
procedures, exposures should not pose a carcinogenic risk to man.
Birth Defects/Developmental Effects: For the active ingredient(s): Has been toxic to the fetus in
laboratory animals at doses toxic to the mother. For the minor component(s): Has caused birth
defects in lab animals only at doses producing severe toxicity in the mother. Has been toxic to the
fetus in laboratory animals at doses toxic to the mother.
Reproductive Effects: For similar active ingredient(s) . Triclopyr. For the minor componenl(s) In
laboratory animal studies, effects on reproduction have been seen only at doses that produced
significant toxicity to the parent animals.

13.

Composition Information

Component

CAS#

Triclopyr-2-butoxyethyl ester
Kerosene (petroleum)
Ethylene glycol monobutyl ether
Solvent naphtha (petroleum), light aromatic
Balance

64700·56·7
8008·20-6
111·76·2
64742·95-6

14.

Amount
61 .6%
>=

18.6-<~ 31.0%

0.5%
0.2%
>= 6.7 . <= 19.1 %

First-aid measures

Eye Contact: Hold eyes open and rinse slowly and gently with water for 15-20 minutes. Remove
contact lenses, if present, after the first 5 minutes, then continue rinsing eyes. Call a poison control
center or doctor for treatment advice.
Skin Contact: Take off contaminated clothing. Wash skin with soap and plenty of water for 15-20
minutes. Call a poison control center or doctor for treatment advice. Wash clothing before reuse.
Shoes and other leather items which cannot be decontaminated should be disposed of properly.
Inhalation: Move person to fresh air. If person is not breathing , call an emergency responder or
ambulance, then give artificial respiration; if by mouth to mouth use rescuer protection (pocket mask
etc). Call a poison control center or doctor for treatment advice.
Ingestion: Immediately call a poison control center or doctor. Do not induce vomiting unless told to do
so by a poison conttol center or doctor. Do not give any liquid to lhe person. Do not give anything by
mouth to an unconscious person.

Page2 of 10
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Issue Date: 03/09/2009

Product Name: GARLOW 4 Herbicide

Notes to Physician: The decision of whether to induce vomiting or not should be made by a
physician. If lavage is performed, suggest endotracheal and/or esophageal control. Danger from lung
aspiration must be weighed against toxicity when considering emptying the stomach. No specific
antidote. Treatment of exposure should be directed at tne control of symptoms and the clinical
condition of the patient. Have the Safety Data Sheet, and if available, the product container or label
with you when calling a poison control center or doctor, or going for treatment.
Medical Conditions Aggravated by Exposure: Skin contact may aggravate preexisting dermatitis.

Is.

Fire Fighting Measures

Ext inguishing Media: Water fog or fine spray. Dry chemical fire extinguishers. Carbon dioxide tire
extinguishers. Foam. Alcohol resistant foams (ATC type) are preferred. General purpose synthetic
foams (including AFFF) or protein foams may function, but will be less effective.
Fire Fighting Procedures: Keep people away. Isolate fire and deny unnecessary entry. Consider
feasibility of a controlled burn to minimize environment damage. Foam fire extinguishing system is
preferred because uncontrolled water can spread possible contamination. Use water spray to cool fire
exposed containers and fire affected zone until fire is out and danger of reignition has passed . Fight
fire from protected location or safe distance. Consider the use of unmanned hose holders or monitor
nozzles. Immediately withdraw all personnel from the area in case of rising sound from venting safety
device or discoloration of the container. Burning liquids may be extinguished by dilution with water.
Do not use direct water stream. May spread fire. Move container from tire area if this is possible
without hazard. Burning liquids may be moved by flushing with water to protect personnel and
minimize property damage. Contain fire water run-off if possible. Fire water run-off, it not contained,
may cause environmental damage. Review the "Accidental Release Measures· and the "Ecological
Information" sections of this (M)SDS.
Special Protective Equipment for Firefighters: Wear positive-pressure self-contained breathing
apparatus (SCBA) and protective tire fighting clothing (includes tire fighting helmet, coat, trousers,
boots, and gloves). Avoid contact with this material during fire fighting operations. If contact is likely,
change to full chemical resistant fire fighting clothing with self-contained breathing apparatus. If this is
not available, wear full chemical resistant clothing with self-contained breathing apparatus and tight ffre
from a remote location. For protective equipment in post-fire or non-fire clean-up situations, refer to
the relevant sections.
Unusual Fire and Explosion Hazards: Container may rupture from gas generation in a tire situation.
Violent steam generation or eruption may occur upon application of direct water stream to hot liquids.
Dense smoke is produced when product burns.
Hazardou s Combustion Products: During a fire, smoke may contain the original material in addition
to combustion products of varying composition which may be toxic and/or irritating. Combustion
products may include and are not limited to : Phosgene. Nitrogen oxides. Hydrogen chloride. Carbon
monoxide. Carbon dioxide.

I 6.

Accidental Release Measures

Steps to be Taken if Material is Released or Spilled: Contain spilled material it possible. Small
spills: Absorb with materials such as: Clay. Dirt. Sand. Sweep up. Collect in suitable and properly
labeled containers. Large spills: Contact Dow AgroSciences tor clean-up assistance.
Personal Precautions: Use appropriate safety equipment. For additional information, reler to Section
8, Exposure Controls and Personal Protection.
Environmental Precautions: Prevent from entering into soil, ditches, sewers, waterways and/or
groundwater. See Section 12, Ecological Information.

I 7.

Handling and Storage

Handling
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-194

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

SFFA-3

Product Name: GARLOW 4 Herbicide

Issue Date: 03/09/2009

General Handling : Containers, even those that have been emptied, can contain vapors. Do not cut,
drill, grind, weld, or pertorm similar operations on or near empty containers. Spills ol these organic
materials on hot fibrous insulations may lead to lowering of the autoignition temperatures possibly
resulting in spontaneous combustion. Keep out of reach of children. Do not swallow. Avoid breathing
vapor or mist. Avoid contact with eyes, skin, and clothing. Use with adequate ventilation. Wash
thoroughly after handling.

Storage
Store in a dry place. Store in original container. Keep container tightly closed. Do not store near
food, foodstuffs, drugs or potable water supplies.

8.

Exposure Controls I Personal Protection

Exposure Limits
Component

List

Type

Value

Kerosene (petroleum)

Dow iHG

TWA as total
hydrocarbon
vapor
TWA Non·
aerosol. as
total
hydrocarbon
vapor

10 mg/m3 SKIN

ACGIH

lfTriclopy r-2-butox yethy l ester

Dow IHG

TWA

200 mg/m3
P: Application restricted to
conditions in which there are
negligible aerosol exposures.

2 mg/m3 D-SEN

RECOMMENDATIONS IN THIS SECTION ARE FOR MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL
BLENDING AND PACKAGING WORKERS. APPLI CATORS AND HANDLERS SHOULD SEE THE
PRODUCT LABEL FOR PROPER PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND CLOTHING.
A "skin" notation following the inhalation exposure guideline refers to the potential for dermal
absorption of the material including mucous membranes and the eyes either by contact with vapors or
by direct skin contact.
It is intended to alert the reader that inhalation may not be the only route of exposure and that
measures to minimize dermal exposures should be considered.

Personal Protection
Eye/Face Protection : Use safety glasses.
Skin Protect ion : Use protective clothing chemically resistant to this material. Selection of specific
items such as face shield, boots, apron, or full body suit will depend on the task. Remove
contaminated clothing immediately, wash skin area with soap and water, and launder clothing before
reuse or dispose of properly. Items which cannot be decontaminated, such as shoes, belts and
watchbands, should be removed and disposed of properly.
Hand protection : Use gloves chemically resistant to this material. Examples of preferred
glove barrier materials include: Chlorinated polyethylene. Neoprene. Nitrile/butadiene rubber
("nitrile" or "NBR"). Polyethylene. Ethyl vinyl alcohol laminate ("EVAL"). Examples of
acceptable glove barrier materials include: Butyl rubber. Natural rubber ("latex"). Polyvinyl
chloride ("PVC" or "vinyl"). Viton. NOTICE: The selection of a specific glove for a particular
application and duration of use in a workplace should also take into account all relevant
workplace factors such as, but not limited to: Other chemicals which may be handled , physical
requirements (cuVpuncture protection , dexterity, thermal protection}, potential body reactions
to glove materials, as well as the instructions/specifications provided by the glove supplier.
Respiratory Protection: Respiratory protection should be worn when there is a potential to exceed
the exposure limit requirements or guidelines. If there are no applicable exposure limit requirements
or guidelines, wear respiratory protection when adverse effects, such as respiratory irritation or
discomfort have been experienced, or where indicated by your risk assessment process. In misty
atmospheres, use an approved particulate respirator. The following should be effective types of air·
purifying respirators: Organic vapor cartridge with a particulate pre-filter.
Ingestio n : Use good personal hygiene. Do not consume or store food in the work area. Wash hands
before smoking or eating.
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Engineering Controls

II

Ventilation : Use engineering controls to mamta~n a1rborne level below ~xP?Sure hm1t requ1~ements or
guidelines. It there are no applicable exposure hm1t reqUirements or guidehnes, use only with
adequate ventilation. Local exhaust ventilation may be necessary for some operations.

l9.

Physical and Chemical Properties

Physical State
Color
Odor
Flash Point - Closed Cup
Flammable Limits In Air
Autoignition Temperature
Vapor Pressure
Boiling Point (760 mmHg)
Vapor Density (air 1)
Specific Gravity (H20 1)
Liquid Density
Freezing Point
Melting Point
Solubility In water (by
weight)
pH
Decomposition
Temperature

=

l10.

=

Liquid.
Yellow
Gasoline-like
64 'C (147 'F) Closed Cup
Lower: No test data available
Upper: No test data available
No test data available
0.1 mmHg@ 37.8 'C Uterature (kerosene)
>= 150 'C (> .. 302 'F) Uterature (initial).
1 Uterature
1.08 Literature
Pyknometer
1.09 g/cm3 Calculated
No test data available
Not applicable
emulsifiable

6.4 pH Electrode
No test data available

Stability and Reactivity

Stability/Instability
Thermally stable at typical use temperatures.
Conditions to Avoid: Active ingredient decomposes at elevated temperatures. Generation of gas
during decomposition can cause pressure in closed systems.
Incompatible Materials : Avoid contact with : Acids. Bases. Oxidizers.

Hazardous Polymerization
W ill not occur.

Thermal Decomposition
Decomposition products depend upon temperature, air supply and the presence of other materials.
Decomposition products can include and are not limited to: Carbon monoxide. Carbon dioxide.
Hydrogen chloride. Nitrogen oxides. Phosgene. Toxic gases are released during decomposition.

j11.

Toxicologicallnformation

Acute Toxicity

II
II

Ingestion
LDSO, Rat, male 1,581 mg/kg
LDSO, Rat, female 1,338 mg/kg
Skin Absorption
LD50, Rabbit, male and female > 2,000 mglkg

Inhalation
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II LC50. 4 h, Aerosol, Rat. male and female

> 5.2 mg/1

Sensitization

II

Skin
Has caused allergic skin reactions when tested in guinea pigs. With the dilute mix, no allergic skin
reaction rs expected.

Repeated Dose Toxicity
in animals, effects have been reported on the following organs: Skin. Repeated excessive exposure

may cause adverse effects.
Il Chronic
Toxicity and Carcinogenicity

Active ingredient did not cause cancer in laboratory animals. In a lifetime animal dermal
carcinogenicity study, an increased incidence of skin tumors was observed w hen kerosene was
applied at doses that also produced skin irritation. This response was similar to that produced in skin
by other types of chronic chemicaVphysical irritation. No increase in tumors was observed when nonirritating dilutions of kerosene were applied at equivalent doses, indrcating that kerosene is unlikely to
cause skin cancer in the absence of long-term continued skin irritation. In long-term animal studies
with ethylene glycol butyl ether, small but statistically significant increases in tumors were observed in
mice but not rats. The effects are not believed to be relevant to humans. If the material is handled in
accordance with proper industrial handling procedures, exposures should not pose a carcinogenic risk
to man.
Carcinogenicity Classifications:
Component
List
Classification
Kerosene (petroleum)
ACGIH
Confirmed animal carcinogen with
unknown relevance to humans.; Group A3
IEthylene glycol monobutyl
Confirmed animal carcinogen with
ACGIH
unknown relevance to humans.; Group A3
!ether

I

Developmental Toxicity
For the active ingredient(s): Has been toxic to the fetus in laboratory animals at doses toxic to the
mother. ACtive ingredient did not cause birth detects m laboratory animals. For the mrnor
component(s): Has caused birth defects in lab animals only at doses producing severe toxicity in the
mother. Has been toxic to the fetus in laboratory animals at doses toxic to the mother. For kerosene:
Did not cause birth defects or any other fetal effects in laboratory animals.

Reproductive Toxicity
For similar active ingredient(s). Triclopyr. For the minor component(s) In laboratory animal studies,
effects on reproduction have been seen only at doses that produced significant toxicity to the parent
animals. For kerosene: Limited data in laboratory animals suggest that the material does not affect
reproduction.

Genetic Toxico logy

II

For the active ingredient(s): For kerosene: In vitro genetic toxicity studies were negative. For the
active ingredient(s): For the component(s) tested: Animal genetic toxicity studies were negative.

!12.

Ecologicallnformation

ENVIRONMENTAL FATE
Data for Component: Triclopyr-2-butoxyethyl ester

Movement & Partitioning
Bioconcentration potential is moderate (BCF between 100 and 3000 or Log Pow between 3
and 5) . Based largely or completely on information for similar material(s). Potential for
mobility in soil is medium (Koc between 150 and 500).
Partition coefficient, n-octanollwater (log Pow): 4.09- 4.49 Measured

Persistence and Degradability
Chemical degradation (hydrolysis) is expected in the environment. Material is expected to
biodegrade only very slowly (in the environment). Fails to pass OECD/EEC tests for ready
biodegradability.
Stabi lity in Water (1/2-life):
12 h; 25 'C: pH 6.7
6.6d; pH5
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Method
Theoretical Oxygen Demand: 1.39 mg/mg
Data for Component: Kerosene (petroleum)

Movement & Partitioning
Based largely or completely on component information. Bioconcentration potential is high
(BCF > 3000 or Log Pow between 5 and 7).
Partition coefficient, n-octanollwater (log Pow): 3.3 • 6 Estimated
Bioconcentration Factor (BCF): 61 • 159; fish

Persistence and Degradability
Biodegradation under aerobic static laboratory conditions is high (60020 or BOD281Th0 0 >
40%).
Data for Component: Ethylene glvcol monobutyl ether

Movement & Partitioning
Bioconcentration potential is low (BCF less than 100 or log Pow less than 3). Potential for
mobility in soil is high (Koc between 50 and 150).
Henry's Law Constant (H): 1.60E·06 atm•m3/mole Measured
Partition coeffi cient , n-octanoUwater (fog Pow): 0.83 Measured
Partition coeffi cient, soil organic carbon/water (Koc): 67 Estimated

Persistence and Degradability
Material is readily biodegradable. Passes OECO test(s) for ready biodegradability. Material is
ultimately biodegradable (reaches > 70% mineralization in OECD test(s) for inherent
biodegradability).
OECD Biodegradation Tests:
B iode radation
osure Time
Method
OECO 301 E Test
28d
28d
OECD 3028 Test
Biological oxygen demand (BOO):
BOD 5
BOO 10
BOD28
BOD20
5.2 %
57 %
72.2%
Chemical Oxygen Demand: 2.21 mg/g
Theoretical Oxygen Demand: 2.30 mg/mg
Data for Component: Solvent naphtha (petroleum), light aromatic

II

Movement & Partitioning
For the major component(s) : Bioconcentration potential is moderate (BCF between 100 and
3000 or Log Pow between 3 and 5). Potential for mobility in soil is low (Koc between 500 and
2000). For the minor component(s): Bioconcentration potential is low (BCF < 100 or Log Pow
<3).
Partition coefficient, n-octanollwater (log Pow): No test data available:

Persistence and Degradability

II
II
II
II

For the major component(s): Biodegradation under aerobic static laboratory conditions is high
(80020 or 80D281Th0D > 40%). For some component(s) : Biodegradation under aerobic
static laboratory conditions is low (BOD20 or 80D281ThOD between 2.5 and 10%).

ECOTOXICITY
Material is highly toxic to aquatic organisms on an acute basis (LC50/EC50 between 0.1 and 1 mg/L in
the most sensitive species tested). Material is slightly toxic to birds on an acute basis (LDSO between
501 and 2000 mg/kg).
Fish Acute & Prolonged Toxicity
LCSO, fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas), static, 96 h: 2.2 • 6.3 mg/1
LCSO, rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), flow-through, 96 h: 0.8 • 0.98 mg/1
Aquatic Invertebrate Acute Toxicity
LCSO, water flea Daphnia magna, static, 48 h, survival: 1.7 · 18.8 mg/1
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II LCSO, water flea Daphnia magna, !low -through, 48 h, survival: 0.43 rng/1

II

II
II

Aquatic Plant Toxicity
EC50, green alga Pseudokirchneriella subcapitata (formerly known as Selenastrum capricornutum),
biomass growth inhibition, 5 d: 13.3 mg/1
Toxicity to Non-mammalian Terrestrial Species
oral LD50, bobwhite (Colinus virginianus): 1,350 mg/kg
oral LDSO, Honey bee (Apis mellifera): > 100 micrograms/bee
contact LDSO, Honey bee (Apis mellifera): > 100 micrograms/bee
Toxicity to Soil Dwelling Organisms
LCSO, Earthworm Eisenia foetida, adult, 7 d: 910 mg/kg

113.

Disposal Considerations

If wastes and/or containers cannot be disposed of according to the product label directions, disposal of
this material must be in accordance with your local or area regulatory authorities. This information
presented below only applies to the material as supplied. The identification based on characteristic(s)
or listing may not apply if the material has been used or otherwise contaminated. It is the
responsibility of the waste generator to determine the toxicity and physical properties of the material
generated to determine the proper waste identification and disposal methods in compliance with
applicable regulations. If the material as supplied becomes a waste, follow all applicable regional,
national and local laws.

114.

Transport Information

DOT Non-Bulk
NOT REGULATED

DOT Bulk
Proper Shipping Name: COMBUSTIBLE LIQUID, N.O.S.
Technical Name: CONTAINS KEROSENE
Hazard Class: COMBUSTIBLE LIQUID 10 Number: NA1993 Packing Group: PG Ill

IMDG
Proper Shipping Name: ENVIRONMENTALLY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, LIQUID, N.O.S
Technical Name: Contains Triclopyr·2·butoxyethyl Ester, KEROSENE
Hazard Class: 9 10 Number: UN3082 Packing Group: PG Ill
EMS Number: f·a,s·f
Marine pollutant.: Yes

ICAOIIATA
NOT REGULATED
Add itional Information
MARINE POLLUTANT (Contains Triclopyr and Kerosene
This information is not intended to convey all specific regulatory or operational
requirements/information relating to this product. Additional transportation system information can be
obtained through an authonzed sales or customer service representative. It is the responsibility of the
transporting organization to follow all applicable taws, regulations and rules relating to the
transportation of the material.

j 15.

Regulatory Information

OSHA Hazard Communication Standard
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This product is a "Hazardous Chemical" as defined by the OSHA Hazard Communication Standard, 29
CFR 1910.1200.

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 Title Ill (Emergency Planning
and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986) Sections 311 and 312
Immediate (Acute) Health Hazard
Delayed (Chronic) Health Hazard
Fire Hazard
Reactive Hazard
Sudden Release of Pressure Hazard

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 Title Ill (Emergency Planning and
Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986) Section 313
To the best of our knowledge, this product does not contain chemicals at levels which require reporting
under this statute.
Pennsylvania (Wor1<er and Community Right-To-Know Act) : Pennsylvania Hazardous
Substances List and/or Pennsylvania Environmental Hazardous Substance List:
The following product components are cited in the Pennsylvania Hazardous Substance List and/or the
Pennsylvania Environmental Substance List, and are present at levels which require reporting .
Component
CAS#
Amount
Kerosene (petroleum)
8008-20-6
>= 18.6 - <= 31.0 %
Pennsylvania (Wor1<er and Community Right-To-Know Act) : Pennsylvania Special Hazardous
Substances list:
To the best of our knowledge, this product does not contain chemicals at levels which require reporting
under this statute.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 011980 (CERCLA)
Section 103
To the best of our knowledge, this product does not contain chemicals at levels which require reporting
under this statute.

California Proposition 65 (Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986)
This product contains no listed substances known to the State of California to cause cancer, birth
defects or other reproductive harm, at levels which would require a warning under the statute.

Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)
All components of this product are on the TSCA Inventory or are exempt from TSCA Inventory
requirements under 40 CFR 720.30

116.

Other Information

Hazard Rating System
NFPA

Health
2

Fire
2

Reactivity
1

Revision
Identification Number: 50683 / 1016 / lssue Date 03/09/2009 / Version: 8.0
DAS Code: XRM-4714
Most recent revision(s) are noted by the bold, double bars in left-hand margin throughout this
document.

Legend
I N/A

I Not available
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WNJ
OEL
STEL
TWA
ACGIH
DOWIHG
W EEL
HAZ DES
Action Level

Issue Date: 03/09/2009

Weight/Weight
Occupational Exposure Lim1t
Short Term Exposure Limit
Time Weiahted Average
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, Inc.
Dow Industrial HyQiene Guideline
Workplace Environmental Exposure Level
Hazard Designation
A value set by OSHA that is lower than the PEL which will trigger the need for
activities such as exposure monitorinQ and medical surveillance if exceeded.

Dow AgroSciences LLC urges each customer or recipient of this (M)SDS to study it carefully and
consult appropriate expertise, as necessary or appropriate, to become aware of and understand the
data contained in this (M)SDS and any hazards associated with the product. The information herein is
provided in good faith and believed to be accurate as of the effective date shown above. However, no
warranty, express or implied, is given. Regulatory requirements are subject to change and may differ
between various locations. It is the buyer's!user's responsibility to ensure that his activities comply w ith
all federal, state, provincial or local laws. The information presented here pertains only to the product
as shipped. Since conditions for use of the product are not under the control of the manufacturer, it is
the buyer's!user's duty to determine the conditions necessary for the safe use of this product. Due to
the proliferation of sources for information such as manufacturer-specific (M)SDSs, we are not and
cannot be responsible for (M)SDSs obtained from any source other than ourselves. If you have
obtained an (M)SDS from another source or if you are not sure that the (M)SDS you have is current,
please contact us for the most current version.
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Public Comment of the San Francisco Forest Alliance
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Part Ill: The impact of the Natural Areas Program on wildlife
In this public comment, we will provide evidence that the Natural Areas Program has had a significant negative impact
on legally protected wildlife as well as all wildlife in San Francisco's parks.
1. The Natural Areas Program has violated California Fish & Game Code, Sections 1600-1616 regarding streambed
alteration and the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act by conducting the destructive phase of their project in Glen
Canyon Park during breeding and nesting season.
2.

The Natural Areas Program is violating the Endangered Species Act by using pesticides known to be harmful to
butterflies on Twin Peaks, where they have been reintroducing the endangered Mission Blue butterfly for
several years.

3. The Natural Areas Program harms all of the animals in the parks by poisoning and eradicating the thickets in
which they den and nest and the food which they eat.

1. The Natural Areas Program has violated California Fish & Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
The DEIR states that SNRAMP is consistent with all federal and state laws governing the protection of biological
resources. One of those laws is California Fish & Game Code 1600-1616 regarding the protection of fish and wild life
within " bodies of water of any natural river, stream or lake." These codes obligate those who are engaged in any
"streambed alteration" to apply for a permit and "to propose reasonable project changes to protect the resource."
(DEIR, page 274)
lslais Creek in Glen Canyon Park is such a water body which is protected by this law. Accordingly, the Natural Areas
Program applied to California Fish & Game for a Streambed Alteration Permit in preparation for their project w hich
began in November 2011. The Natural Areas Program made the following commitment to mitigate harm to wildlife in
Glen Canyon Park in its Streambed Alteration Permit:
"It is the policy of RPD's Natural Areas Program that no new projects will begin during the breeding season
{December to May). Follow up work in previously cleared areas may be done during the breeding season,

12

however, because areas w ill have been cleared previously. Wildlife will not likely be using these areas for
breeding. This p rotocol has been effective in reducing impacts to breeding wildlife."

The Natural Areas Program began to destroy the non-native vegetation in Glen Canyon Park in San Francisco in
November 2011. In addition to destroying valuable habitat with chainsaws, they also sprayed herbicides. This
destructive activity continued through winter and spring 2012 and cannot be dismissed as "follow-up work" on
previously cleared areas. The San Francisco Forest Alliance (SFFA) protested this destructive project many t imes but it
has continued unabated to as recently April 27, 2012, when they pruned trees and sprayed herbicides.
Earlier in April, SFFA learned from a public records request that this project violated a legal commitment to the California
Department of Fish & Game. SFFA immediately brought this violation of NAP's commitment to the attention of the
General Manager of the Recreation and Park Department. The head of the Natural Areas Program said that the violation
was necessary because the grant funding for the project was about to expire. To avoid losing the funding for the
project, the birds and animal s of Glen Canyon Park were subjected to this destructive project during their breeding
and nesting season.

1
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SFFA brought this violation to the attention of the California Department of Fish & Game. Their regulations commit
them to enforce the terms of the Streambed Alteration Permit, including the mitigation of potential harm to wildlife.
Violations of the terms of the permit are subject to "civil penalties" according to the regulations: ''A person who violates
this chapter is subject to a civil penalty of not more than twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) for each violation."
One month after informing California Department of Fish & Game of thi s violation, nothing seems to be done about it.
In fact, several weeks after sending this information to Fish & Game, another episode of destruction occurred in Glen
Canyon Park on April 27, 2012.
As the breeding/nesting season is also the season during wh ich migratory birds are occupying their nests and the federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act " ... also applies to the removal of nests occupied by migratory birds during the breeding
season," (DEIR, page 273) we assume this law was also violated.

12
(Cont.)

In other words, the legal commitments made by the Natural Areas Program to conduct the destructive phase of their
project outside of the breeding and nesting season were not observed. Furthermore, no action was taken by
California Fish & Game to stop this project when it was brought to their attention. The law is apparently ignored with
impunity.
In addition to the violation of federa l and state laws, the Natural Areas Program has also violated the commitments
made in both the SNRAMP and the DEIR: "In compliance with the MBTA [Migratory Bird Treaty Act}, the SFRPD would
avoid harming or removing the nests of these species and any migratory bird species. Measure GR-4b (page 109) in the
SNRAMP requires that vegetation management activities be conducted outside the breeding season (February 1 to
August 31), unless these activities had already begun before the breeding season and had already removed nesting
habitat or if a breeding bird survey was conducted prior to vegetation removal activities and had determined that no
nesting birds were present." (DEIR, page 305)
The commitment to California Fish & Game in NAP's Streambed Alte ration Permit and the commitment made in
Measure GR-4B of SNRAMP are contradictory. These contradictions should be reso lved by the fi nal EIR: When is the
breeding season? What evidence is there that a breeding bird survey was conducted prior to vegetation removal
activities which took place continuously fro m November 2011 to April 27, 2012? Is the mitigation required by the
Streambed Alteration Permit consistent with the caveats of Measure GR·4b?
2. The Natural Areas Program is violating the Endangered Species Act by using pesticides known to be harmful to
butterflies on Twin Peaks
The Mission Blue butterfly is a federa l endangered species which existed historically on Twin Peaks in San Francisco. San
Francisco's Natural Areas Program has been trying to reintroduce the Mission Blue to Twin Peaks for several years, so far
with limited success. This reintroduction effort is reported by the DEIR. (DEIR, page 285)

13
Herbicides are being sprayed on Twin Peaks to control non-native vegetation. Twin Peaks was sprayed w ith herbicides
16 times in 2010 and 19 times in 2011.
A recently published study reports; that the reproductive success of the Behr's metalmark butterfly was significantly
reduced (24-36%) by herbicides used to control non-native vegetation. Two of those pesticides are used on Twin Peaks,
imazapyr and triclopyr. Triclopyr was used most often on Twin Peaks in 2010 and imazapyr in 2011.
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The study does not explain how this harm occurs. It observes that the three herbicides that were studied work in
different ways. It therefore speculates that the harm to the butterfly larva may be from the inactive ingredients of the
pesticides which they have in common, or that the harm comes to the larva from its host plant which is altered in some

13
(Cont.)

way by the herbicide application. Either theory is potentially applicable to the herbicides used on Twin Peaks and
consequently harmful to the endangered Mission Blue.
The Endangered Species Act requires that the Natural Areas Program stop spraying these herbicides on Twin Peaks
because they are known to be harmful to t he reproductive success of butterflies. Unless further scientific study
exonerates these herbicides, the law obligates us to prohibit their use where the endangered Mission Blue butterfly is
known t o exist, i.e., on Twin Peaks.
3. Claims that habitat for animals is improved by the eradication of non-native plants are unsupported by scientific
evidence.
The DEIR states repeatedly throughout the document that habitat will be improved by the eradication of non-native
plants and the presumed replacement by native plants. In fact this is offered as the basis for most claims in the DEIR
that the "restoration" proj ect will not harm the environment. For example, although the DEIR acknowledges that the
environment may be harmed by the methods used to eradicate non-native plants, this harm is theoretically mitigated by
the claim that the eventual development of native habitat will compensate for that harm. These claims are not
supported by either the reality of restoration efforts in the past 15 years or by scientific evidence which does not
substantiate a claim t hat native vegetation provides habitat for animals that is superior to non-native vegetation.
Although non-native vegetation has been removed repeatedly in many natural areas, the native plants that are planted
in their place rarely persist for longer than a few months. These newly planted areas are quickly over run by non-native
weeds. We wi ll provide examples of such failed "restorations" in a subsequent section of t his comment (Part V).
More importantly, neither SNRAMP nor the DEIR provide any scientific evidence to support the contention that native
vegetation provides superior habitat to animals. In fact, all available scientific evidence contradicts this claim.

14
Because eucalyptus trees are one of the primary targets for era dication, we will focus on the specific claim that the
eucalyptus forest is a "biological desert." We are frequently told that "nothing grows" under the eucalypts and that
they are not providing food or habitat to insects, bird s, and other animals.
Professor Dov Sax (Brown University) tested these claims whi le a student at UC Berkeley. He studied the eucalyptus
forest in Berkeley, California, and compared i t to native oak-bay woodland in the same location. He found little
difference in the species frequency and diversity in these two types of forest.
He studied six forests of about 1 hectare each, three of eucalypts and three of native oaks and bays in Berkeley,
California. The sites were not contiguous, but were selected so that they were of similar elevation, slope, slope
orientation, and type of adjacent vegetation. He conducted inventories of species in spring and autumn. He counted
the number of:
•
•
•
•
•

Species of plants in the understory
Species of invertebrates (insects) in samples of equal size and depth of the leaf litter
Species of amphibians
Species of birds
Species of rodents
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He reported his findings in Global Ecology and Biogeography';:
"Species richness was nearly identical for understory plants, leaf-litter invertebrates, amphibians and birds; only
rodents had significantly fewer species in eucalypt sites. Species diversity patterns... were qualitatively identical
to those for species richness, except for leaf-litter invertebrates, which we re significantly more diverse in
eucalypt sites during the spring."
Professor Sax also surveyed t he literature comparing biodiversity in native vs non-native forest in his article. He reports
similar find ings for comparisons between non-native forests and local native forests all over t he w orld:
•

•
•
•

In Spain, species of invertebrates found in the leaf-litter of eucalyptus plantations were found to be similar to
those found in native forests, whi le species richness of understory plants was found to be greater in the native
forests.
In Ethiopia the richness of understory species was found to be as great in eucalyptus plantations as in the native
forest.
In the Mexican state of Michoacan, species richness and abundance of birds were found to be similar in
eucalyptus and native forests.
In Australia species richness of mammals and of soil microarthropods were found to be similar in native forest s
and in non-native forests of pine.

The only caveat to these general findings is that fewer species we re found in new plantations of non-natives less than 5
yea rs old. This helps to illustrate a general principle that is often ignored by native plant advocates. That is, that natur e
and its i nhabitants are capable of changing and adapting to changed conditions. In the case of non-native forests in
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the San Francisco Bay Area, they have existed here for over 100 years. The plants and animals in our forest s have
" learned" to live in t hem long ago.
The scientific literature informs us that wild life does not necessarily benefit from native plant restorations and
sometimes they are harmed by t hem. The assumption that native animals are dependent upon native plants
underestimates the ability of animals to adapt to changing conditions.
Art Shapiro {UC Davis) has been studying California butterflies for over 35 years. His own observations as well as the
work of other scienti sts have informed him that " .•.the extensive adoption of introduced host plants has clearl y been
benef icial for a significant segment of the California butterfly fauna, including most of the familiar species of urban,
suburban and agricultural environments. Some of these species are now almost completely dependent on exotics
and would disappear were w eed control more effective than it currently is."m
He explains t hat th is is particularly true on the coast of California because this is where the highest concentration of
introduced species of plants is naturalized and the butterfly population is less diverse because of the coo l, foggy climate.
There are apparently few non-native plants in the desert and alpine regions of California and so butterflies in those
regions have not had the opportunity or need to adapt to new plants.
Professor Shapiro also speculates in this study that other insect s have adapted to non-native plants as well:
"Introduced hosts, having a broader geographic range than native hosts, may permit the expansion of the insect
population geographically."
Birds have also adapted to non-native plants and t rees. Researchers at UC Davis surveyed over 1,000 ornithologists in
4 states, including California, about their observations of native birds and non-native plants. Responses from 173
ornit hologists reported 1,14 3 "interactions" of birds w ith introduced plants considered invasive. Forty-seven percent
4
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(47%) of those interactions were birds eating the fruit or seeds of non-native plants and tree s considered invasive.
Other interactions were nesting, perching, gleaning [eating insects). etc.

1
•

Interactions were frequently reported in non-native blackberry, wh ich is found in most parks in San Francisco. It is one
of the most productive food sources for birds in San Francisco. Unfortunately, it is being eradicated by the Natural Areas
Program along with a long list of non-native shrubs which provide food and cover, such as cotoneaster, fennel, etc. The
loss of food and cover has a drastically negative impact on the animals that live in our parks.
The non-native blackberry also provides cover for wildlife. It is an impenetrable bramble both physically and visually.
Birds and small mammals hide and make nests and dens in these thickets. Coyotes are resident in San Francisco . The
thick undergrowth which has been removed in some parks by the Natural Areas Program now allows unleashed dogs to
pursue them in areas where they were protected before. If the safe havens of urban wildlife are destroyed, the animals

14
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may seek shelter elsewhere, a move that may be dangerous for them. When animals move into residential
neighborhoods they are considered a nuisance and are often killed.
Native plant restorations also require the use of herbicides to eradicate non-native trees and plants. Herbicides are
being sprayed in the blackberries and other berry-producing non-native plants which are a major food source for
wildlife. One study performed by the US Forest Service for the EPA reported that the use of Garlon significantly
reduced the reproductive success of birds. • Garton is also highly toxic to aquatic life.
Finally, we provide a current and local example of the scientific evidence that native plants do not provide habitat that i s
superior to that provided by non-native plants. The California Academy of Sciences finds that several years after
planting its roof with native plants, it is now dominated by non-native species of plants in the two quadrants that are not
being weeded, replanted and reseeded with natives. Their monitoring project recently reported that there were an
equal number of insect species found in the quadrants dominated by native plants and those dominated by nonnative plants. Where equal numbers of insects are found, we can expect to find equal numbers of birds and other
animals for which insects are food.
Conclusion

12
(Cont.) [

The final EIR is not in a position to reassure the public that the implementation of SNRAMP will not harm wildlife
because the Natural Areas Program has violated the laws that theoretically protect wildlife.

13
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[
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[

The final EIR must prohibit the use of pesticides known to be harmful to butterflies on Twin Peaks where the
endangered Mission Blue butterfly has been reintroduced by the Natural Areas Program.
The final EIR must provide scientific evidence that native plants provide superior habitat for wildlife. If it is unable to
provide such evidence, these claims must be removed from the final EIR. Without such reassurances, the final EIR must

conclude that the eradication of non-native plants will have a significant negative impact on the biological resources in

San Francisco's natural areas.

' John D. Stark, XueDong Chen, Catherina S. Johnson, "Effects of herbicides on Behr's metalmark butterfly, a surrogate species for
the endangered butterfly, Lange's metalmark," Elsevier, 1/11/12.
~ Dov Sax, "Equal diversity in disparate species assemblages: a comparison of native and exotic woodlands in California," Global
Ecology and Biogeography, 11, 49-52, 2002.
iii SO Graves and AM Shapiro, "Exotics as host plants of the California butterfly fauna," Biological Conservation, 110 (2003)413-433
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iv CE Asian and E Rejmanek, "Avian use of introduced plants: Ornithologist records illustrate interspecif ic associations and research
needs," Ecological Applications, 20{4). 2010, 1005-1020
v

Marin Municipal Water District, Herbicide Risk Assessment, page 4-24.
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Public Comment of the San Francisco Forest Alliance
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Part IV: Restrictions recreational access
The Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP), which is evaluated by the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR), announces t hese restrictions on recreational access in the natural areas:
•

SNRAMP " ..•calls for closing 54,411 feet (10.31 miles) of social trails and creating 5,897 feet (1.1 miles) of new
trails, resulting in a new decrease of 48,514 feet (9.2 miles) or 23% of trails in natural areas." (DEIR, page 256)

•

SNRAMP restricts all public use in the natural areas to the trails that will remain: "Public use in all Natural
Areas, unless otherwise specified should encourage on-trail use...interpretative and park signs should be
installed ..• to ' Please Stay on the Trail.' If off-trail use continues ...permanent fencing shall be considered ..."
(SNRAMP, page 5-14). This policy is not mentioned in the DEIR.

•

The DEIR also announces plans to close 19.3 acres (20.3%} of the legal off-leash space in the natural areas
which is 16.4% of all legal off-leash space available in all city parkland. (DEIR, page 257)

Despite these plans to severely restrict all forms of recreation in the natural areas, which are 25% of all city managed
parkland in San Francisco, the DEIR concludes that the impact on recreation will be "less than significant.'' The DEIR's
analysis of impacts on recreation was inadequate for the following reasons:
1. The DEIR did not adequately consider the impacts on recreation and visitor experience caused by the closure
of 10.31 miles of trails, including many social trails.
2. The DEIR did not consider negative impacts on recreation and visitor experience from the Natural Areas
Program's extensive use of fences to force people to stay on trails, nor did it consider impacts from the
removal of benches in natural areas.
3. The DEIR did not consider the negative impact on recreation for park neighbors and users because NAP
controls over 50% of the park in 27 out of 31 parks with natural areas (only four parks with natural areas have
less than 50% of their total area controlled by NAP).
4. The DEIR did not adequately consider the negative impact on recreation from the intentional planting of
threatened or endangered plant species and reintroduction of legally protected animal species In natural
areas where they do not currently exist.
5. The DEIR did not adequately address the impact on recreation of the closure of off-leash Dog Play Areas,
especially the potential closures of up to 80% of aIllegal off-leash areas on city parkland which the DEIR
informs us could be the result of "monitoring" of the remaining off-leash areas.
6.

The DEIR did not adequately address the impact on recreation, aesthetics, and visitor experience of poor
maintenance in natural areas.

1. Trail Closures

15

As acknowledged in the DEIR, a 2004 Recreation Assessment conducted for the Recreation and Park Department
reported that the number one recreational facility need was more trails. Of the residents surveyed, 67% reported
participating in walking or running, the highest percentage for any of the 26 activities listed in the Assessment.
People want more trails, not less.
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According to RPD General Manager Phil Ginsburg, the majority of trai ls in San Francisco city parks are located in the
natural areas controlled by NAP (private conversation, June 1, 2012; he said this when asked to explain why the
"trail restoration" part of the 2008 Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks Bond was restricted to trails in natural
areas). Thus, the SNRAMP's proposed closure of 23% of the tota l length of t rails in natural areas marks a significant
decrease in the length of trai ls available to the public systemwide, not j ust in the natural areas. There is simply not
enough trail mileage in non-NAP parks to adequately replace the m ileage lost in the natural areas. Thus the t rail
closures will have a more significant negative impact on the majority of San Franciscans who want more t rails on
wh ich to walk or run . This aspect of the trail closures was not mentioned in the DEIR.
By closing off the areas currently accessed by the t rails that will be closed, the SNRAMP will reduce the variety of
experiences park users can have (fewer different areas to see). With less mileage available to walk, the closures will
also discourage people from taking longer wa lks. Neither of these impacts was considered in the DEIR.
Many, if not most, of the tra ils scheduled for closure are "social trails," trails created by park users, not by park staff.
There is usually a reason people create social t rails; they prefer to take a more direct, faster, or more scenic path
from Point A to Point B than the path RPD staff have to ld them they should take. Frequent visitors are the ones who
create social trails by walking off an official t rail time and time again. People new to a park will likely stay on official
trails; they don't know where else to go. The closure of social trails w ill therefore have a greater impact on people
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w ho walk frequently in the parks, degrading thei r experience of the park by fo rcing them to walk in places they
clearly would rather not.
When the University of California at Santa Cruz opened in the 1960s, administrators paved few paths between the
colleges. They chose to wait to see what paths the students "naturally" created on their own to get from one place
to another, and then paved the social trails that resulted. The social t rails became the official trails. NAP has taken
the opposite approach, deciding where people will be allowed to wa lk with little, if any, public input. And when the
public has expressed a desire for something different tha n what NAP wants (by voting with thei r feet and creating a
social t rail), the response is to destroy the social trail. NAP is working at cross-purposes to the majority of San
Franciscans who want more trai ls, and who try to show NAP where they want those trails to be when they create
social trails.
Social trails also spring up when people want to enter or leave a park at a location whe re there is no "official" trail
t hat will allow them do so. For example, over the years, people created a social trail at the northwestern corner of
Grandview Park. The only "official" park access comes from trails on the eastern and southern sides of the park. To
get to the official trails, people living on the north and western sides of the park are forced to walk in the street that
surrounds the park, an option they clearly d idn' t like since they created a trail to the top of Grandview that began in
the park' s northwest corner. The recent closure of the social trail at Grandview by NAP has made it harder for the
people who live north and west of the park to access it . The DEIR did not address the loss of accessibility to parks by
the closures of some social t rails.
Erosion can be a problem with social trails, but the response should be to mitigate erosion where it occurs, not to
close the trail. The OEIR did not consider mitigations to these erosion problems other than closure.
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2. Fences and Benches
The DEIR does not address the impacts on recreation and visitor experience of being restricted to the trails in the
natural areas. Being restricted to trails prevents many different types of recreation . Visitors can't spread a blanket
on the ground and have a picnic or sunbathe while reading a book. Families can't play ball or Frisbee, fly a kite or a
model airplane on a trail. Being confined to a trail essentially prohibits many other forms of recreation. Signs have
been erected in the natural areas to inform the public that they are confined to the trails. The DEIR makes no
mention of this policy or the restrictions it imposes on the recreational preferences of park visitors.

16

"Stay on Designated Trail" Billy Goat Hill
Fences have been erected by NAP alongside trails to enforce this restriction. With fences in place on either side of a
trail, a child is physically prevented from exploring plants and bugs on the ground just off of the trail, or following a
butterfly or moving to see the bird she can hear calling. Fences, no matter how attractive they are, create a "look,
Don't Touch" museum-like feel to the park. That is not what most people want in their neighborhood parks.
Where trails have recently been "restored" in natural areas, NAP has erected fences on both sides of the trail, to
force people to stay on the trails. These recently completed projects are a preview of the fences that the public can
expect to be installed in all the natural areas as SNRAMP is implemented over its 20-year lifespan.

Grandview, May 2012
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Corona Heights, May 2012

These are not temporary fences. They will remain in place to keep people from straying off the trail for years to come.
Putting a fence on both sides of a trail creates a "cattle chute" feeling that many people find unappealing. Their park
experience is seriously degraded by the presence of these fences. The DEIR does not address the issue of impacts of
permanent or semi-permanent fences on recreation, nor does it address the impact on visitor experience of creating
ucattle chute" trails in neighborhood parks.
When all recreational users are confirmed to a trail, it creates unnecessary conflicts between different user groups.
When joggers, dogs being walked on 6' leashes (as allowed by law), bicycles, birders seeking quiet, are all confirmed to
the small space of a fenced trail, conflicts are inevitable. These conflicts are mitigated, if not avoided altogether, by
giving people the option of stepping off the trail to accommodate other park visitors. Of all the negative Impacts of the
Natural Areas Program, perhaps the most devastating has been the increased conflicts it has caused in our parks.
Park visitors who have co-existed in peace for generations are now pointing fingers at one another, blaming one
another for the loss of their recreational liberty.
NAP has a history of removing benches from areas under its control. For example, a bench on an overlook at Mt.
Davidson, one of only two benches in the park, was recently removed by NAP. There was nothing wrong with this bench.
It was apparently removed because it was perceived by NAP staff to be detrimental to the native plants that grow in that
area. There is now no place to sit (except on the ground) to either rest or reflect while looking at the view. This is a

17

particular hardship for seniors and others with more limited mobility, who now have no place to sit after a strenuous
uphill hike. Despite park neighbors' and users' pleas to replace the bench, NAP has so far refused to do so. The lack of
benches or places for people to rest without having to sit on the ground impacts all recreational users of the parks, even
those who only want to walk on trails.
The final EIR must acknowledge the SNRAMP policy to confine all recreational access in the natural areas to fenced

18

trails. This restriction has a significant Impact on recreation In the parks of San Francisco and it should be recognized
[

as such by the final EIR.
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3. NAP's Control of Entire Parks
In over half of the parks with natural areas (17 of 3llisted in Table 5 of the DEIR), NAP controls the entire park. Entire
parks have become essentially single-use parks- natural areas only. In an additionallO parks, NAP controls over 50% of
the park. In only four parks does NAP control less than half of the park.
For those parks in which NAP controls the entire park, there are no recreational uses allowed in the entire park other
than walking on a trail (Bernal Hill is the one exception, with off-leash dog walking allowed in the nearly half of the park
that is designated as MA-3). Parents hoping to play catch with their child must find another park in which to do so.
People wanting to sit on a blanket in the sun must go somewhere else. When you add in the parks with more than half

18
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of their land controlled by NAP, 87.5% of parks with natural areas in them will have significant restrictions on access and
recreation. The final EIR must consider this impact on recreation and access.
Within all the natural areas, more than half of the land (57%) is designated as MA-l or MA-2. These are the management
zones with the most severe restrictions on recreation. In 7 parks, all of the land in the natural area is designated as MA-l
or MA-2. These parks will see even more significant impacts on access and recreation than parks with at least some of
their land designated as MA-3. Recreation restrictions from different management zones, and how much of a park is
made up of each zone, must be considered in the final EIR.
In some cases, the parks completely controlled by NAP do not have non-NAP parks close by. Thus people who want a
non-NAP park experience (for example, to play catch with their children, friends or pets) will be forced to go to another
park outside of their neighborhood. This will force many into their cars to drive to a non-NAP park. This increase in
automobile usage and its attendant increases in pollution and global warming effects are not addressed in the DEIR.

4. Planting and/or Reintroducing Threatened or Endangered Species
In the SNRAMP, NAP expresses its intent to plant threatened or endangered species throughout the natural areas,
including many places where they are not currently found. The mere presence of these species triggers a number of
additional protections and access restrictions required by the federal Endangered Species Act and similar state and local
laws The intentional planting of legally protected species where they are not currently found makes restrictions on
recreational access (indeed all access) a fait accompli. Once the plant is in the ground or the animal is known to exist, it
MUST be protected and recreational access MUST be restricted.

19

We have two specific examples of the consequences of reintroducing endangered species to our parks. In the case of
Sharp Park, two endangered species of animal are known to exist. To our knowledge, these animals were not
reintroduced by humans. The DEIR proposes to reconfigure the golf course to accommodate those legally protected
species. The scale of that project is described in detail by the DEIR. We can't imagine how much this project will cost to
implement. However, despite the scale of this monumental effort, San Francisco is being sued by organizations which
do not believe that the proposed accommodations are adequate and therefore violate the Endangered Species Act.
These organizations demand that the golf course be closed entirely and that all recreational access be confined to
"viewing zones" behind fences. Essentially, they want the entire 411 acre park turned over to the two endangered
species.
The effort of the Natural Areas Program to reintroduce the endangered Mission Blue butterfly to Twin Peaks is a more
clear-cut example of the potential for the implementation of SNRAMP to eliminate recreational use of San Francisco's
parks, because the butterfly did not exist there prior to the efforts of the Natural Areas Program to reintroduce it. In
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other words, the reintroduction was a discretionary act. The Natural Areas Program is willfully subjecting Twin Peaks to
the potential to be closed to the public. The federal recove ry plan for the Mission Blue previews these restrictions:
"Recreational impacts pose a substantial th reat to mission blue butterfly habitat...One of the contributing
factors to the apparent extirpation of this butterfly on Twin Peaks is heavy recreationa l use by off-trail hikers,
and motor-bike activity all of which are prohibited."'
SNRAMP informs us that the Natural Areas Program intends to reintroduce the endangered Mission Blue butterfly in
Mclaren Park and Bayview Hill. It is, however, silent about what recreational access restrictions may be required to
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support the population of a legally protected species.
In its section on Recreation (p. 252), the DEIR says that t he Notice of Preparation Scoping process identified several
concerns about recreation, including: "Effects of the introduction of endangered/threatened species on recreational
opportunities, public access, and the administration of local public lands." Despite this acknowledgment, there is no
discussion of impacts on recreation caused by intentional planting of sensitive species where they are not currently
found .
The final EIR must acknowledge that the Natural Areas Program intends to reintroduce legally protected species of
plants and animals to the Natural Areas. It must inform the public of what recreational access restrictions will be
required to accommodate those species. When the loss of recreational access is anticipated, the final EIR must
mitigate f or those impacts by providing commensu rate recreational opportunities in San Francisco.
5. Dog Play Area (DPA) Closures
The DEIR does not adequately consider impacts on off· leash recreation from the SNRAMP. The DEIR addresses only the
impacts on remaining DPAs, and on recreation, of the immediate closure of 16.4% of the total legal off-leash space in
city parks once the SNRAMP goes into effect. However, the DEIR concludes that impacts of these closures on rema ining
DPAs, recreation, people driving to other DPAs, etc., will be minimal.
The SNRAMP makes clear that NAP will monitor DPAs in four parks- Mclaren, Buena Vista, Bernal Hill, and the Golden
Gate Park Oak Woodlands - where DPAs are located either within or adjacent to natural areas. These DPAs, combined
with the one scheduled for closure at Lake Merced, const itute roughly 80% of the legal off-leash space in all city parks.

20

SNRAMP also makes clear that if NAP claims the monitoring shows impacts on theses natural areas from the dogs, the
DPAs will be closed.
In other words, initial closures of dog play areas wi ll be 16.4% of all dog play areas in San Francisco, but SNRAMP
announces the potential for 80% of all dog play areas to be closed in the future. Since no evidence is provided by the
DEIR that any damage has been done by dogs in the dog play areas that are being closed immediately, no evidence is
likely to be provided to close most of the dog play area that would remain after the immediate closures.
In fact, in the one dog play area which will be closed entirely and immediately, both SNRAMP and the DEIR say that use
of this area by visitors with dogs is minimal: " ... the DPA at Lake Merced is not heavily used ..." (DEIR, page 258) One
wonders what the justification is for closing this DPA if it is not heavily used and no evidence is available that damage
has been done by dogs.

1

http://ecos. fws.gov/docs/five_year_review/doc3216. pdf
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The DEIR states that it cannot analyze the impacts of possible GGNRA closures because they have yet to be finalized.
However, we know the amount of off-leash areas in the GGNRA proposed for closure in January 2011: 90% of existing
off-leash space on GGNRA lands have been proposed for closure. The final EIR should analyze the cumulative impacts of
the maximum amount of closure proposed by both SNRAMP and the GGNRA. W e saw on "Tsunami Friday" what those
impacts could be. The GGNRA closed both Fort Funston and Ocean Beach to all visitors on the morning of Friday, March
11, 2011 because of concerns that a tsunami triggered by a major earthquake in Japan would strike the coast. On
Tsunam i Friday, a Recreation and Park Department staff member counted over 200 dogs at once in the Pine lake DPA at
10 am, ten times more dogs than on a normal weekday (usually about 20 dogs at any one time), and more than three
times the maximum number of dogs normally seen on busy weekends (about 60 dogs). This example graphically
illustrat es the potential impact on remaining DPAs of significant closures of off-leash space. Forcing so many more dogs
into remaining DPAs day after day will undoubtedly lead to serious degradation of those remaining DPAs thereby
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creating the conditions that would justify closure in the future.
Without providing any analysis, the DEIR concludes the cumulative impacts of closure of off-leash areas by the GGNRA
and those proposed by SNRAM P are "significant and unavoidable." So, in this rare instance in which the DEIR
acknowledges significant impact on the environment and on recreational opportunities in San Francisco, it gives itself a
free pass: "It's unavoidable." We beg to differ. The final EIR has options that must be considered. The obvious and
responsible thing to do is to NOT close any dog play area if there is no evidence that dogs are harming those areas.
The DEIR repeatedly justifies the exclusion of off-leash recreation because it says dogs have a significant negative impact
on plants and wildlife. Yet it offers no evidence to support the claims of impacts. The DEIR repeatedly says dogs MAY be
impacting protected plant species or wildlife (ppgs, 298, 305,306,472, 502, 517), yet offers no evidence these impacts
are actually occurring or ever have occurred. After each of these claims, the DEIR goes on to say: Dogs MAY conti nue to
impact plants or wildlife. If there is no proof of an impact, then that impact cannot "continue." EIRs must be based on
observed, documented impacts, not speculation about things that "may" happen at some point in the future. The
final EIR must alter its analysis to address this and base any restrictions on recreation involving dogs on actual
observed impacts.
6. Poor Maintenance
The 2012 work plans for the Natural Areas Program (see Attachment IV-A, obtained by public records request) help us to
understand why the natural areas are such a mess. The work plans inform us that NAP and its volunteers and
contractors plan to spend a total of 358.5 days taking care of 1,075 acres of natural areas in 2012. Each acre of natural
area will therefore rece ive one-third of one day of maintenance for the entire year. Some natural areas have not been
scheduled for any maintenance and several as few as one day for the entire year.
There are countless stories of volunteers who spent long hours planting in NAP areas, only to see absolutely no
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maintenance performed once the plants were in the ground. Not surprisingly, many of these plants die, creating
unsightly vistas of dead or dying plants. People are much less likely to want to wa lk in natural areas that are poorly
maintained, a negative impact on recreation that is not addressed in the DEIR.
Poor maintenance is important because NAP is exempt from the Maintenance Standards mandated by Proposition C
passed by San Francisco voters in 2003. Prop C required the Recreation and Park Department, with help from the
Controller's Office, park advocates and the general public, to develop maintenance standards for parks. The standards
define the desired conditions of park features such as lawns, trees, and trails, and are used to assess and evaluate
conditions in San Francisco parks each year. In the San Francisco Park Maintenance Standards Manual (August 2006),
there is a single maintenance standard for open space- clean liness, defined as: "From a 10 feet distance (i.e., from the
7
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nearest path), open space is free of litter and debris." The manual goes on to say that the standard is met if no more
than 15 pieces of litter are visible in a 50' by 50' area or along a 200' line, and that the standard is not met if needles,
condoms, broken glass, and/or feces are present.
Certainly people in natural areas, including those walking on trails, have a right to expect the natural areas to meet such
a simple cleanliness standard. However, the Manual goes on to say: "Open space-natural areas are not included in this
standards manual, and therefore, are not inspected." The DEIR should consider the impact on aesthetics and recreation

21
(Cont.)

of the woeful lack of maintenance in natural areas.
The final EIR should also consider the mitigation of scaling NAP back to a few areas that it can adequately maintain with
its existing staff and budget, compared to the current plan to spread maintenance hours so thin because they are trying
to cover too many natural areas. One of many reasons why the Natural Areas Program is controversial is that it is too
big. It has claimed hundreds of acres in which there were no native plants whatsoever. It has bit off more than it can
chew. Much of what is now on its plate should be taken back and returned to its "natural state," i.e., without pesticides,
w ithout fences, without moonscapes created by eradicating existing vegetation.
Conclusion

15
(Cont.) [
18
(Cont.)
19
(Cont.)
18
(Cont.)
21
(Cont.)

The •final Environmental Impact Report for the SNRAMP must:

[

Analyze the impacts on recreation of confining all recreation to trails, as well as the closure of trails in natural
areas

•

Analyze the impact of restricting all recreational access to trails enforced by fences on recreation and
aest hetics, especially erecting fences on both sides of trails, as well as impacts from the removal of benches in
natural areas

•

Analyze impacts on recreation and access resulting f rom the designation of entire parks as natural areas w ith
consequent impacts on recreation and aesthetics.

[
[

•
•

Analyze the maximum possible closures of all DPAs in natural areas (80%), not just the minimum possible

[

•

Analyze impacts on aesthetics and recreation of poor maintenance of natural areas •

Analyze the impacts on recreation and access resulting from the intentional planting or reintroduction of
legally protected species of plants and animals in natural areas where they do not currently exist
(16.4%), and provide evidence of impacts claimed to be caused by dogs

If this information is provided in the final Environmental Impact Report, it will undoubtedly conclude that the impact
of SNRAMP on recreation is significant and requires mitigation. The obvious mitigation is to decrease the size of the
natural areas to a size that can be maintained adequately and which does not restrict recreational opportunities.

8
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Public Comment of the San Francisco Forest Alliance
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Part V: Support for the Maintenance Alternative
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Identifies the Maintenance Alternative as the Environmentally Superior
Alternative. 1 This is consistent with CEQA taw which requires that the alternative that will have the least negative
impact on the environment be identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Our support for the Maintenance Alternative is based on the fact that it is the least destructive of the alternatives
presented by the DEIR:
•

The Maintenance Alternative will destroy the least number of trees and existing vegetation

•

The Maintenance Alternative will require the least amount of pesticide

•

The Maintenance Alternative will require the least restrictions on recreational access

•

In addition to being the Environmentally Superior Alternative, the Maintenance Alternative is also the
only viable and sustainable alternative because:
•

The Maintenance Alternative will not require that native plants which are no longer adapted to

•

The Maintenance Alternative will not require that the City of San Francisco substantially increase

present conditions be planted where they will not grow
the budget of the Natural Areas Program so that native plant gardens can be expanded

22

1. The Maintenance Alternative will have tess negative impact on the environment
The Natural Areas Program (NAP) has destroyed hundreds of t rees in the "natural areas" in the past 15 years. The
destruction of these trees has given NAP the opportunity to demonstrate that removing trees is beneficial to native
plants. In fact, there is little evidence that the destruction of trees has resulted in successful native plant gardens.
The Pine Lake "natural area" is an example of the destruction of trees which did not result in a successful
native plant garden. In 2004, about 25 trees were destroyed at the western end of Pine Lake. This destruction
is documented by the Hort Science report of December 2011 ("Stern Grove-Pine Lake Park, Parkside Square
tree risk assessment"). This report was written as an update on Hort Science's comprehensive assessment of
all trees in Stern Grove-Pine Lake in 2003, in preparation for finally removing the hundreds of trees that had
been evaluated as hazardous 8 years before. Here is what Hort Science found at the " West end of the park,
near Wawona and 33'd Ave:" "This area had a number of trees removed by the Natural Areas Program. "

The area in which the trees were destroyed was then planted with native plants and surrounded by the limbs of the
trees that were destroyed. This is what that garden looked like in May 2008, four years later:

1

This assumes that page 2 is corrected to be consistent with pages 525·526, as the Planning Department has said in writing that it
will be corrected in the final EIR.

1
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West end of Pine Lake, May 2008
And this is what that area looks like now:

22
(Cont.)

West end of Pine Lake, July 2011
Little remains from that effort. This is not an isolated example of the results of 15 years of attempting to restore native
plants in places where they have not existed for over 100 years. In addition to the 25 healthy trees that were destroyed
at the western end of Pine Lake, 132 trees judged as hazardous were destroyed around the lake in 2006 (these tree
removals are documented in SNRAMP). The southern and northern shores of Pine Lake have been planted repeatedly.
These areas are now dominated by foxtails and non-native nasturtiums which are thriving, despite being eradicated
repeatedly.
Other parks have had similar experiences in their "natural areas." Sometimes toxic herbicides are used in the attempts
to eradicate the non-na tive plants. Here is a picture of a field of oxalis and mustard in Glen Canyon Park that has been

2
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sprayed with toxic Garlon numerous times. There is no evidence that these non-native plants have been defeated by
t his chemical warfare.

.,

... . ..·:·
"•\'

~~....·~;.
Oxalis in Glen Canyon Park, February 2011
According to "UC [Davis]IPM Online" 2, Garlon only poisons the visible part of the plant; it doesn't kill the root of the
plant (in this case, the "bulbil"). So, the plant grows back the next year and is poisoned again. Between March and
October 2010, t he Natural Areas Program and its contractors (Shelterbelt Builders) sprayed Glen Canyon with herbicides

22
(Cont.)

10 times. If this futile effort continues, it will be sprayed again every year, for as long as t he public is willing to tolerate
this poisoning of its public parks. There is a creek at the bottom of this canyon that is probably being poisoned as well.
According to the federally mandated Material Safety Data Sheet for Garlon, it is "highly toxic" to aquatic life. Alongside
the creek is a day camp that is attended by children year around. Do their parents realize that this toxic chemical is
being sprayed repeatedly in proximity of their children?
More fortunate "natural areas" have essentially been abandoned by the Natural Areas Program. Tank Hill has not been
gardened by the NAP staff for several years. It has been spared the spraying of herbicides. However, it is visited by an
unsupervised volunteer who hacks at the trees that remain. In other words, so many acres of parkland have been
designated as "natural areas" that the staff is unable to garden them and is unable to supervise the volunteers who are
free to do whatever they want in them, including mutilate trees.

2. The conditions that supported native plants in San Francisco have changed
One of many questions that was asked during the public comment period for the Initial Study was: is it still possible to
sustain native plant gardens in San Francisco, given the radical changes in underlying conditions, e.g., higher levels of
Carbon Dioxide, higher temperatures resulting from climate change and urban heat effect, changes in soil such as
increased nitrogen levels and as a result of non-native vegetation, etc.?
This is one of many questions that were raised at the time of the Initial Study that are neither acknowledged nor
answered by the DEIR. We will therefore ask and answer th is question because it is our last opportunity to do so. The
evidence that the ranges of native plants and animals have changed is overwhelming. We should not be surprised that
the Natural Areas Program has had little success in achieving their goals after 15 years of effort. NAP and its supporters
2

http://www.ipm.ucdavis.edu/PMG/PESTNOTES/pn7444.html
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would like the public and the City's policy makers to believe that its lack of success is because they are not adequately
funded.
Even if the City had the resources to substantially increase the staff of the Nat ural Areas Program -and chose to use
them for tha t purpose--we would not see a substantially different outcome from their efforts. To demonstrate the
fu tility of thi s effort, we turn to th e living roof on the California Academy of Scie nces.
When the California Academy of Sciences reopened in Golden Gate Park in August 2008, its "living roof" was considered
its most unique feat ure. Thirty species of native plants were candidates for planting on the roof. They were planted in
test plots with conditio ns similar to the planned roof and monitored closely. Only nine species of native plants were
selected for planting on the roof because they were the only plants that were capable of self-sowing from one season to
the next, implying that they were "sust ainable." A living demonstration of "sustainability" was said to be the purpose of
the living roof.

3

So what have we learned from the living roof about the sustainability of native plants in San Francisco? Two of th ree of
the predominant species on the roof after 2-1/2 years were native. The third-moss--is a "cosmopolitan" species that
occurs everywhere. It is not considered native or non-native. It was not planted on the roof and the refore should be
considered " invasive" in this context. The Academy's monitoring proj ect has divided the roof into four quadrants. By

22
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February 2011, non-natives outnumbered natives in two of the quadrants. Although natives outnumbered non-natives
in the other two quadrants which are actively gardened, non-natives were also growing in these quadrants.•
The consu ltant hired by the Academy to plan the roof garden, Rana Nursery, advised the Academy to wa lk the streets of
San Francisco and identify the plants growing from the cracks in the sidewalks. These are the plants he advised the
academy to plant because these are the plants that are adapted to current conditions in the city. The academy rejected
this advice because they we re comm itted to planting exclusively natives on the roof.
The designer also advised the aca demy not to irrigate the roof, because the point of the roof is t hat it is a demonstration
of sustainability. Again, the academy refused because they knew that w ithout irrigation most of the native plants wou ld
be brown during the dry season, ro ughly half the year. (In fact, it is not clear that the plants would even survive w ithout
irrigation.) They wanted the public to believe that the plants that are native to San Francisco are beautiful year around.
There is a lesson here for anyone who is willing to learn from it. The living roof is not natural because it is irrigated
and intensively gardened (e.g., weeded, fertilized, replanted, reseeded, etc.5), yet non-natives not only found their
way there on their own, but were dominating it within only 2-1/2 years. Native plants are not sustainable in San
Francisco without intensive gardening effort. The living roof on the Academy is a tiny fraction of the acres that have
been designated as "natural areas." The Academy is one building in Golden Gate Park. All of Golden Gate Park is
about the same acreage as all of the 1,100 acres of "natural areas."

Peter Del Tredici has been te lling us this for several years. He is a Senior Research Scientist at the Arnold Arboretum at
Harvard University and a Lecturer in the Department of Landscape Arch itecture at the Harvard Graduate School of
Design.

3

http://www.calacademy.org/academy/ building/the living roof/

• http:!lwww.calacadem!•.org!pd/.~lliving-roo/~projeci-J r!Sults. pll[
s "High Maintenance Superstar," linda Mcintyre, Landscape Architecture, August 2009.
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In a recent publication, he advises the managers of public lands in urban areas to abandon their fantasy that native
plants are sustainable in urban settings:
"The notion that self-sustaining, hist orically accurate plant associations can be restored to urban areas is an
idea with little credibility in light of the facts that 1) the density of the human populations and the
infrastructure necessary to support it have led to the removal of the original vegetation, 2) the abiotic grow ing
conditions of urban areas are completely different from what they were originally; and 3) the large number of
non-native species that have naturalized in cities provide intense competition for the native species that grew
there prior to urbanization." 6
Sure, he says, we can grow native plants, but they require at least the same amount of effort as growing any other plant
and are therefore just another form of gardening: "Certainly people can plant native species in the city, but few of them
will thrive unless they are provided with the appropriate soil and are maintained to the same level as other intentionally
cultivated plants."
He concludes that native plant advocates are making a "cultural value judgment:"
" ... people are looking at the plant through the subjective lens of a cultural value judgment which places a
higher value on the nativity of a given plant than on its ecological function. While this privileging of nativity

22
(Cont.)

may be appropriate and necessary for preserving large wilderness areas or rare native species it seems at odds
w ith the rea lities of urban systems, where social and ecological functionality typically take priority over the
restoration of historic ecosystems."
Conclusion
Although the Maintenance Alternative is the least destructive of the alternatives considered by the DEIR, the closure
of the Natural Areas Program would be less destructive than the Maintenance Alternative
•

The Natural Areas Program has had 15 years to demonstrate that destroying trees and spraying our parks with
herbicides will enable them to recreate sustainable native plant gardens. They have failed.

•

NAP has little to show for the destruction of hundreds of healthy trees, the use of gallons of toxic herbicides,
and the investment of millions of dollars of taxpayers' money.

•

At a time of extreme economic sacrifice, it is unseemly to suggest that further destruction of trees, poisons
spread and money squandered would be worthwhile.

•

Furthermore, greater sacrifice of money, trees, public safety, and recreational access will not result in
sustainable native plant gardens.

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, No Project, and Maximum Restoration Alternatives are
significant and the final EIR must judge them as such in these categories: Aesthetics, Wind and Shadow,
Recreation, Biological Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Air Quality.

6

"Spontaneous Urban Vegetation: Reflections of Change in a Globalized World," Nature and Culture. Winter 2010, 209-315.
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Public Comment of San Francisco Forest Alliance
Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Part VI: Flawed Public Review and Comment Process
The public review and comment process fo r the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Significant Natural
Areas Resources Management Plant (SNRAMP) was severely compromised by:
1. A major mistake in the identification of the " Environmentally Superior Alternative" and the refusal to correct
t hat mistake during the public process
2. The last minute rescheduling of the public hearing by the Planning Commission which prevented many
concerned citizens from commenting at that hearing
3.

The refu sal to inform the public of the extension of the deadline to October 31, 2011

4. The refusal to inform the public of the reopening of the public comment period to June 11, 2012
These errors and policy decisions will materially prejudice the public comment and therefore expose the DEIR to a
legal challenge that will require that the process be repeated.
1. The refusal to correct the mistake in the DEIR about the "Environmentally Superior Alternative"
The Summary of the DEIR at the beginning of the document says t hat the "Maximum Restoration Alternative" is the
" Environmentally Superior Alternative" (page 2). This is a mistake. The " Maximum Restoration Alternative" is NOT
the " Environmentally Superior Alternative." The " Environmentally Superior Alternative" is the "Maintenance
Alternative." The correct statement does not appear in the DEIR until the very end of the document:

23

"The Maximum Recreat ion and Maintenance Alternatives are the environmentally superior alternatives because
they have fewer unmitigated significant impacts than either the proposed project or the Maximum Restoration
Alternative. Between the Maximum Recreation Alternative and the Maintenance Alternative, the Maintenance
Alternative would be t he environmentally superior alternative for two reasons. While the two alternatives have the
same number of significant and unavoidable impacts under CEQA, the Maintenance Alternative has fewer
potential environmental effects than the Maximum Recreation Alternative. First, the Maintenance Alternative
w ould not create new trails, the construction of which could resu lt in impacts to sensitive habitats and other
biological resou rces. Second, over time the Maximum Recreation Al ternative would result in Natural Areas with less
native plant and animal habitat and a greater amount of nonnative urban forest coverage. The Maintenance
Alternative, on the other hand, would preserve the existing distribution and extent of biological resources, including
sensitive habitats. For these reasons, the Maintenance Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative."
(DEIR, page 525-526) (emphasis added)
Attached is the email correspondence with Jessica Range, the staff member in the Planning Department responsible fo r
the environmental review process, about this error. Ms. Range acknowledges the error, confirms that the
"Environmentally Superior Alternative" is t he "Maintenance Alternative," but refuses to correct the error until the public
comment period is over. (See Attachment VI-A)
Few readers will read a document that is over 500 pages long. This mistake will therefore mislead the public into
supporting the "Maximum Restoration Alternative" which expands the destructive and restrictive aspects of the Natural
Areas Program. Furthermore, and perhaps more importantly, this expansion is NOT legal because it violates the
requirement s of t he California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which req uires that the "Environmentally Superior
Alternative" has the least negative impact on the environment of all proposed alternat ives:

1
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"§21002. APPROVAL OF PROJECTS; FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVE OR MITIGATION MEASURES
The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects
as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially
lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects, and that the procedures required by this division are
intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and
the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant
effects." CEQA Guidelines, page 2 (emphasis added)
This mistake will profoundly prejudice the public review and comment period. The mistake was exacerbated by the
refusal to correct the mistake before the public process was complete.
Although the mistake was verbally acknowledged by the staff of the Planning Department at the beginning of the public
hearing on October 6th, it was characterized as a "typographical error." The dictionary definition of "typographical

23
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error" is: "an error in printed or typewritten material resulting from o mistake in typing ar from mechanical failure ar the
like. " 1 It is an insult to the public's intelligence to characterize the substitution of an entire phrase ("Maximum
Restoration Alternative") for another ("Maintenance Alternative") as a typographical error. Trivializing this error further
misleads the public by failing to acknowledge the substantive differences between these alternatives. The
"Maintenance Alternative" is at the opposite extreme from the "Maximum Restoration Alternative" in the range of
alternatives.
The "Maximum Restoration Alternative" proposes an expansion of the active restoration efforts of the Natural Areas
Program to 100% of all acreage designated as "natural areas." This represents a 73% increase in the acres subjected to
tree removals, herbicide applications, recreational access restrictions, and the planting of endangered plants and
animals that could potentially require further access restrictions.
In addition to the inaccurate and misleading identification of the environmentally superior alternative, the public notice
of the DEIR was inadequate. No mention was made in the original public notice of the locations of the natural areas that
would be impacted by the implementation of SNRAMP. No mention was made of the significant impacts on the
environment such as the removal of thousands of trees or the loss of recreational access. The public notice did not
enable the public to understand that the implementation of SNRAMP would have a significant impact on their parks or
thei r neighborhoods.
2. The public hearing for the DEIR limited public comment
The public review and comment process was further compromised by the last minute decision to hold the public hearing
by the Planning Commission earlier than originally announced. The public hearing was originally announced to begin at
1:30 pm on October 6'h. Shortly before the hearing, the starting time was moved up to noon.

24
The public was further confused about the timing of their opportunity to speak to the Commission about the DEIR by the
placement of the item on the agenda. The DEIR for the SNRAMP was item number 13 on an agenda with 19 items. The
public had no way of knowing when the 131h item would be heard. Many naturally assumed that it would not be at the
beginning of the hearing. They were wrong.

1

Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, Random House, 1991
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The public comment period on the DEIR for the SNRAMP was completed by 2 pm. Many people came to the hearing,
hoping to speak, only to find that they had missed the opportunity to do so.
A few people arrived in time to speak, but didn't arrive in time to hear the staff of the Planning Department
acknowledge the mistake about the "Environmentally Superior Alternative." Therefore, they wasted their public
comment by focusing on an error that the Planning Department had made a commitment to correct. No one showed
them the courtesy of telling them during the hearing that the error would be corrected.
There are many neighbors of the so-called "natural areas" who have been following this issue for 15 years. They were
deeply committed to speaking and they were deprived of the opportunity to do so by the change in the time of the
hearing.
3.

The public was not adequately informed of the extension of the deadline for comment

The President of the Planning Commission requested at the public hearing on October 6th that the deadline for written
public comments be extended to October 31". No effort was made to inform the public of this extension of the
deadline. The Planning Department was asked (in writing) to inform any member of the public that had been informed
of the original deadline of October 171h of this extension. That request was refused.

24
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Such refusal to provide the public with notification of the extension of the deadline will further compromise the public
review process.
4. The public was not adequately informed of the re-opening of the public comment period

The San Francisco Forest Alliance learned (from a neighborhood association) that the public comment on the DEIR was
reopened on April 27, 2012 about one week after the notice was mailed.

SFFA immediately requested that this public

notice be distributed more widely to the neighbors of the natural areas and posted in the natural areas. This request
was refused.
According to the mailing list that was used to distribute the notice of the reopening of the public comment period, the
same neighborhood associations that were notified of the first public comment period were notified again. The second
public comment period was not more widely distributed than the first. The organizations that had an opportunity to
comment in October 2011 were essentially given a second opportunity to comment. This is preferential treatment that
will further jeopardize the fairness of the public process.
The reopening of the public comment period was another opportunity for the DEIR to be corrected. The incorrect
statement on page 2 of the DEIR stating that the Maximum Restoration Alternative is the Environmentally Superior
Alternative was not corrected when the public comment period was reopened. That incorrect statement was simply
redistributed and reposted to the Planning Department website. Once again, the refusal to correct this statement will
prejudice the public comment.
Conclusion
The public review and comment process was severely compromised by a serious mistake and by several actions of the
Planning Department staff. The appropriate legal remedies for these mistakes are:

23
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•

Correct the DEIR by accurately identifying the "Environmentally Superior Alternative"

•

Distribute the corrected DEIR in the same manner as the original was distributed

3
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•

24
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Announce another public hearing along with the corrected DEIR

•

Announce another deadline for written public comments that is at least as long as the original period

•

Distribute the public notice regarding the new public comment period to the neighbors of the natural areas
and post the public notice in the natural areas.

The public review and comment period for the DEIR for the SNRAMP has been a stunning display of unfair dealing
with the taxpayers who are paying for this project. It is experiences such as this that turn taxpayers into protesters.

4
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Attachment VI-A

----- Original Message----From: <Jessica.Rangefalsfgov.org>
To: "Mary McAllister" <marymcallister@.comcast.nel>
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 20 II 10:19 AM
Subject: Re: Question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program
Dear Ms. McAllister,
Please submit your comments to the Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer and we will address
your comments in the Comments and Responses document.
Thank you,
Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco. CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 / Fax: (4 15) 558-6409
www.sfplanning.org
"Mary McAllister" marymcallistert@comcast.net
To Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
09/22/201 1 08: 18 AM
Subject: Re: Question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas
Program
Ms. Range,
Thank you for your reply. This error will seriously compromise the public comment period because the
majority of readers will be unaware of it. The error is made on page 2 of the document and is therefore
prominent to readers. Few, if any readers will read the entire document to find the correct statement that does
not appear until page 525 of the document. nearly the last page of the document. The error will profoundly
prejudice readers to a project alternative that is not preferred by the environmental analysis.
I respectfully request that the document be corrected and recirculated with the correction of the error
prominently displayed to readers. When the document has been corrected and recirculated, a new comment
period should be announced of equal length to that first announced.
The SNRAMP was approved by the Recreation and Park Department in August 2006. The environmental
review has therefore been in process for over five years. It is pointless to jeopardize the environmental review
by rushing it after a long delay and a large investment of public funding in its preparation. After five years.
another month is an inconsequential further investment in the process.
Without such a remedy, the public comment period will be fatally flawed and will expose the City to legal
challenges to both the document and the process used to review and certify it. thereby adding to the expense of
the environmental review at a time when public funding is scarce.
Please inform me of the decision to correct this serious error.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Mary McAllister
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----- Original Message ----From: <.lessica.Rangefillsfl!ov.org>
To: "Mary McAllister" <marymcallistcr@comcast.net>
Cc: <john.bock@tetratech.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 20 II 4: 16 PM
Subject: Re: Question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program
Ms. McAllister,
You are correct in that there is a contradictory statement in the EIR. The discussion on page 525 contains the
detailed analysis of which alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. The discussion on page 2 is
incorrect and will be revised in the Comments and Responses document. I
am copying the EIR consultant on this email to keep Tetra Tech in the loop.
Thank you for pointing this out.
Regards,
Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (41 5) 575-90 18 I Fax: ( 41 5) 558-6409
www.slblanning.org
"Mary McAllister" marymcallistcr@.comcast.net
To "Jessica Range"
09/2 1/20 11 01:26PM
Jessica.Range(a),sfgov.org>
Subject Question about the Draft ElR for the Natural Areas Program
Hello Ms Range,
l have a question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program. There are two statements in the DEIR that
appear to be contradictory. Can you reconcile these seemingly contradictory statements? If not, can you refer
me to someone who can?
Page 2: "The Maximum Restoralion Allernative is the Environmenlally Superior Alternative. ''
Page 525: " The Maximum Recreation and the Maintenance A lternatives are the en vironmentally s uperior
alternatives because I hey have fewer unmitigated significant impacts than either the proposed project or the
Maximum Res/Oration Alternative." (emphasis added)
Thank you for your help to under[stand) the DELR.
Mary McAllister
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Public Comment of the San Francisco Forest Alliance
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Part VII: False assumptions about fire hazards
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
(SNRAMP) makes assumptions regarding fire hazards in San Francisco for which it provides no scientific or
experiential evidence:

1. That native vegetation is less flammable than non-native vegetation
2. That thinning trees will reduce fire hazard
These assumptions are false and we will provide scientific and experiential evidence that they are false. Unless the
final EIR can provide scientific evidence and/or actual experience to support these assumptions in the DEIR, these
statements regarding fire hazards must be revised to be consistent with available evidence.
1.

Non-native vegetation, including eucalyptus is NOT inherently more flammable than native vegetation

The DEIR makes the following claims:

"...maximize indigenous vegetation fo r fire control." (DEIR, page 78)
-~ .. vegetation

with high fire hazard ratings such as broom and eucalyptus." (DEIR, page 111,396)

"... replacing highly flammable eucalyptus trees with more fire resistant species." (DEIR, page 410)
Fear of fire has fueled the heated debate about native plant restorations in the Bay Area. Native plant advocates want
the public to believe that the non-native forest is highly flam mable, that its destruction and replacement with native
landscapes would make us safer. Nothing could be further from the truth. The fact is that the forest-whether it is
native or non-native-is generally less flammable than the landscape that is native to California . In the specific case of
the Sutro Forest in San Francisco, this general principal is particularly true: the existing forest is significantly less
flammable than the landscape that is native to that location.

25
The "Mount Sutro Management Plan" was written by UCSF and is available on their website. It describes "native"
Mount Sutro as follows: "In the 1800s, like most of San Francisco's hills, Mount Parnassus [now known as Mount Sut ro]
was covered predominantly with coastal scrub chapparal [sic], consisting of native grasses, wildflowers, and shrubs ..."
(page 4) (emphasis added)
A Natural History of California1 tells us that chaparral is not only highly flammable, but is in fact dependent upon fire to
sustain itself:
"Chaparral...is ... most likely to burn. The community has evolved over millions of years in association with fires,
and in fact requires fire for proper health and vigor. Thus it is not surprising that most chaparral plants exhibit
adaptations enabling them to recover after a burn ... Not only do chaparral plants feature adaptations that help
them recover after a fire, but some characteristics of these plants, such as fibrous or ribbonlike shreds on the
bark, seem to encourage fire. Other species contain volatile oils. In the absence of fire, a mature chaparra l
stand may become senile, in which case growth and reproduction are reduced." (emphasis added)

1

Allan Schoenherr, UC Press, 1992, page 341

1
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The local chapter (Verba Buena) of the California Native Plant Society acknowledges the value of fire to restore and
maintain native plant populations. A wildfire fire on San Bruno Mountain in native grassland and coastal scrub
"consumed about 300 acres" in June 2008, according to an article on their website 2•

The article reports that

"Fire is an adaptive management tool that, along with natural grazing and browsing, has been missing in
promoting healthy grasslands that once covered much of the lower elevations of California ...The threats to
native grasslands are invasions of non-native grasses and forbs, and succession by native and invasive shrubs.
Fortunately the fire scrubbed the canyons pretty clean of just about everything. This gives the land a shot of
nutrients to recharge the soil and awaken the seedbanks that have long been lying dormant."
The fire on Ange l Island in October 2008, demonstrates that native grassland is more flammable than the non-native
fo rest. According to an "environmental scientist" from the California state park system, 80 acres of eucalyptus were
removed from Angel Island 12 years ago in order to restore native grassland. Only 6 acres of eucalyptus remain. 3 The
fire that burned 400 acres of the 740 acres of Angel Island in 2008 stopped at the forest edge: "At the edge of the burn
belt lie strips of intact tree groves ... a torched swath intercut with untouched forest."

4

It was the native grassland and

brush that burned on Angel Island and the park rangers were ecstatic about the beneficial effects of the fire: "The
shrubs-coyote bush, monkey flower and California sage-should green up w ith the first storms...The grasses will grow
up quickly and will look like a golf course." Ironically, the "environmental scientist" continues to claim that the
eucalyptus forest was highly flammable, though it played no part in this fire and there was no history of there ever

25
(Cont.)

having been a fire in the eucalyptus during the 100 years prior to their removal.
Unfortunately, the 1991 fire in the Oakland hills has enabled native plant advocates to maintain the fiction that
eucalyptus is highly flammable . And in that case there is no doubt that they were involved in that devastating fire.
However, there were factors in that fire that are not applicable to San Francisco. The climate in San Francisco is milder
than the climate in the East Bay because of the moderating influence of the ocean. It is cooler in the summer and
warmer in the winter. There are never prolonged, hard freezes in San Francisco that cause the eucalyptus to die back,
creating dead, flammable leaf litter. The 1991 fire in the Oakland hills occurred in the fall, following a hard winter f reeze
that produced large amounts of flammable leaf litter. In fact, there were several wildfires in the Oakland hills in the 20'h
century. Each followed a hard winter causing vegetation to die back.
According to the FEMA Technical Report, the 1991 Oakland hills fire started in grass, spread to dry brush, and was then
driven by the wind to burn everything in its path. The fire burned native plants and t rees as readily as eucalyptus.5
When it is hot and dry in the Oakland hills, as it was at the t ime of the 1991 fire, it is cool and damp in San Francisco.
Fogs from the ocean drift over the eucalyptus forests, condensing on the leaves of the trees, falling to the ground,
moistening the leaf litter.6 When the heat from the land meets the cool ocean air, the result is the fog that blankets San
Francisco during the summer. These are not the conditions for fire ignition that exist in the Oakland hills.
UCSF applied for a FEMA grant to fund its project to destroy the eucalyptus forest and restore native chaparral, based on
its claim that the eucalyptus forest is highly flammable. In its letter of October 1, 2009 (obtained by FOIA request),
FEMA raised questions about UCSF's claim of f ire hazard. (See Attachment VIl -A) FEMA asked UCSF to explain how fire
hazard would be reduced by eliminating most of the existing forest, given that reducing moisture on the forest floor by
2

http://www.cnps-yerbabuena.org/experience/other articles.html#pageTop
"Rains expected to help heal Angel island," SF Chronicle, October 14, 2008
• "After fire, Angel Island is a park of contrasts," SF Chronicle, October 15, 2008
5
FEMA Technical Report on 1991 Oakland fire, http://www.usfa.dhs.gov/downloads/pdf/publications/tr-060.pdf
6
Gilliam, Harold, The Weather of the San Francisco Bav Area, UC Press, 2002
3

2
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eliminating the tall trees that condense the fog from the air could increase the potential for ignition. FEMA also asked
UCSF to provide "scientific evidence" to support its response to this question. Rather than answer this and other
questions, UCSF chose to withdraw its FEMA application.
The reputation of eucalyptus as a fire hazard is also based on the assumption that oils in its leaves are flammable. The
National Park Service reports on its website that the leaves are, in fact, fire resistant: "The live foliage [of the
eucalyptus] proved fire resistant, so a potentially catastrophic crown fire was avoided." 7
The predominant species of eucalyptus in California, the blue gum eucalyptus (E. globulus) is native to Tasmania.
Scientists at the University of Tasmania conducted laboratory experiments on the plants and trees in the Tasmanian
forest to determine the relative flammability of their native species. The blue gum eucalyptus (E. globu/us) is included in
this study. The study reports that, "E. globulus leaves, both juvenile and adult, presented the greatest resistance [to
ignition] of all the eucalypts studied. In this case, leaf thickness was important as well as the presence of a waxy
cuticle." Also, in a table entitled "Rate of flame front movement," the comment for E. globulus leaves is "resistant to
combustion.''8 In other words, despite the oil content in the leaf, Its physical properties protect the leaf from ignition.
Even if oils were a factor in flammability, there are many native plants that are equally oily, such as the ubiquitous
coyote brush and bays. According to Cornell University studies, essential/volatile oils in blue gum eucalyptus leaves

25
(Cont.)

range from less than l.S to over 3.5%. 9 The leaves of native California bay laurel trees contain 7.5% of essential/volatile
oils, more than twice the amount of oil in leaves of blue gums!

0

These principles are best illustrated by a photograph of an actual fire In San Diego In 2003 in which all the homes
burned to the ground, but the eucalyptus forest surrounding those homes did not ignite:

Source: New York Times

7

http://www.firescape.us/coastliveoak.s.pdf
Dickinson, K.J.M. and Kirkpatrick, J.B., "The flammability and energy content of some important plant species and fuel components
in the forests of southeastern Tasmania," Journal of Biogeography, 1985, 12: 121-134.
9
http://www.ansci.cornell.edu/plants/medicinal/eucalyp.html
10
http://www.paleotechnics.com/Articles/Bayarticle.html

8
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Likewise, non-native broom is not more flammable than its native counte rpart in the chaparral plant community, coyote
brush. The leaves of both shrubs are small, the fine fuel that ignites more readi ly t han larger leaves and branches. But
the leaves of native coyote brush contain oil not found in non-native broom. And the branches of broom are green to
the ground, unlike the branches of coyote brush which become woody thickets with age. Broom therefore contains
more moisture than coyote brush, which reduces its combustibility.
Fire is an essential feature of the landscape that is native to California.

11

Destroying a non-native forest in order to

create a native landscape of grassland and scrub will not reduce fire hazard.
2.

Thinning the non-native forest will NOT reduce fire hazard

The DEIR makes the following claim:

"... timber thinning would increase the space between trees, reducing the ability of a fire to rapidly spread."
(DEIR, page 396)
Most fires in California are hot, wind-driven fires in which everything burns. The composition of the fuel load in a winddriven fire is irrelevant. Everything in its path will burn.

12

The 1991 fire in the Oakland hills was an example of such a

fire. According to the FEMA technical repo rt on that fire, both native and non-native vegetation, as well as about 3,800
homes burned in that fire.

25
(Cont.)

Windbreaks are therefore one of the few defenses in a wind-driven fi re. For that reason, in its letter of October 1, 2009
(see attachment VII·A), FEMA asked UCSF to explain how the destruction of the tall trees on Mount Sutro would reduce
fi re hazard. FEMA noted that eliminating the windbreak that the t all t rees provide has t he potential t o enable a winddriven fire t o sweep through the forest unobstructed. FEMA also asked UCSF to provide "scientific evidence" to

support its answer to this question. We repeat, UCSF chose to withdraw its application for FEMA funding of its project
rather than answer this question.
In 1987, 20,000 hectares burned in a wildfire in the Shasta-Trinity National Forest. The effects of that fire on the forest
were studied by Weatherspoon and Skinner of the USDA Forest Service. They reported the results of their study in
Forest Science.

13

They found t he least amount of fi re damage in t hose sections ofth e forest that had not been

thinned or clear-cut. In other words, the more trees there we re, the less damage was done by the fire. They explained

that finding:
"The occurrence of lower Fire Damage Classes in uncut stands (of trees] probably is attributable largely to the
absence of activity fuels (e.g., grasses] and to the relative ly closed canopy, which reduces insolation (exposure to
the sun], wind movement near the surface, and associated drying of fuels. Conversely, opening the stand by
partial cutting adds fuels and creates a microclimate conducive to increased fire intensities." (emphasis added)

In other words the denser the forest,
•

The less wind on the forest floor, thereby slowing the spread of fire

•

The more shade on the forest floor.
o

The less flammable vegetation on the forest floor

11

Sugihara, Neil, Fire in California's Ecosystems, UC Press, 2006
Keeley, J, and Fotheringham, "Impact of past, present, and future fire regimes on North American Mediterranean shrublands,
pages 218·262 in Veblen, et al., editors, Fire and climate change in temperate ecosystems of the Western Americas, 2003.
ll Weatherspoon, C.P. and Skinner, C.N., "An Assessment of Factors Associated with Damage to Tree Crowns from the 1987 Wildfires
in Northern California," Forest Science, Vol. 41, No 3, pages 430-453
4
12
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o

The more moist the forest floor

All of these factors combine to reduce fi re hazard in dense forest. Likewise, in a study of fire behavior in eucalyptus
forest in Australia, based on a series of experimental contro lled burns, wind speed and fire spread were significantly
reduced on the forest floor_~•
Furthermore, a recently published study corroborates that thinni ng the forest does not significantly reduce fire risk, nor
does it increase carbon storage in the forest 15
"It has been suggested that thinning trees and other fuel-reduction practices aimed at r educing the
probability of high-severity forest fire are consistent with efforts to keep carbon (C) sequestered in
terrestrial pools, and that such practices should therefore be r ewarded rather t han penalized in(accounting schemes. By evaluating how fuel treatments, wildfire, and their interactions affect forest C
stocks across a wide range of spatial and temporal scales, we conclude that this is extremely unlikely.
Our review reveals high C losses associated with fuel treatment, only modest differences in the
combustive losses associated with high-severity fire and the low-severity fire that fuel treatment is
meant to encourage, and a low likelihood that treated forests will be exposed to fire. Although fuelreduction treatments may be necessary to restor e historical functionality to fi re-suppressed
ecosystems, we found little credible evidence that such efforts have the added benefit of increasing
terrestrial C stocks." (emphasis added)

25
(Cont.)

Thinning the forest will not reduce fire hazard. In fact, it will increase fire hazard.
The DEIR also says that fire hazard will be reduced by removing dead trees:
"Removed trees would include those that are diseased ond dying, thereby reducing easily combustible fuel
loads." (DEIR, page 396)

We do not dispute that dead trees are more flammable than living trees because they contain less moisture, one of the
key variables in combustibility. However, we have established in another comment (Part I) that the claim that only dead
and dying trees will be removed is contradicted by the SNRAMP which the DEIR is supposedly evaluating. There is no
evidence that the trees that will be removed are dead or dying. Furthermore, if the predictions of experts on Sudden
Oak Death prove to be true, 90% of the native oak wood land which SNRAMP proposes to expand wil l be dead and highly
flammable within 25 years. 16
Conclusion
Unless scientific evidence can be provided to support statements in the OEIR regarding fire hazard, the final EIR must
be corrected to reflect the scientific and experiential evidence that refutes it:
•

Native vegetation is not inherently less flammable than non-native vegetation, including eucalyptus

•

Thinning the forest will not reduce fire hazards.

14

Gould, J.S., et. al., Project Vesta: Fire in Dry Eucalyptus Forests, Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organization
and Department of Environment and Conservation, Western Australia, November 2007
15
John L. Campbell, Mark E. Harmon, Stephen R. Mitchell, "Can fuel-reduction treatments really increase forest carbon storage I the
western US by reducing future fire emissions,? Frontiers in Ecology and Environment, 2011, 10,1890/110057.
16
Fimrite, Peter, "Sudden oak death cases jump, spread in the Bay Areas," San Francisco Chronicle, October 2, 2011
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October I, 2009
Mr. Frank McCartan
Governor's Authorized Representative
California Emergency Management Agency
3650 Schriever Ave.
Mather, CA 95655

Re:

1'\)tnOc:;'--:;, '-I • I

..1

q

•

)r

Response to Request for Info
' .J '-\ ~ u"'" · '"'~z
PDMC-PJ-09-CA-2009-00 1,
gewood Avenue
r'Drv,oT') - p~ 2 9
PDMC-PJ-09-CA-2007-0IO,Mt Sutro South RidgeVegetation Management (Wildfire Risk Reduction) Projects
Subgrantee: University of California, San Francisco

Dear Mr. McCarten:
On July 21, 2009, the Department of Homeland Security's Federal Emergency Management
Agency transmitted a Request for Information to the California Emergency Management Agency
(CaJ EMA) regarding the subject proposals. Your office forwarded this request to the University
of California at San Francisco (UCSF), and UCSF provided a response Jetter, dated August 10,
2009, which was subsequently forwarded to, and received by, FEMA on September 3, 2009.
FEMA has reviewed the letter prepared by UCSF and is providing a re.~ponse and subsequent
requests. This letter generally addresses the purpose and need for action, the effectiveness of the
proposed projects. and appropriate alternatives to the proposed projec:s, which are required for
FEMA's compliance with lht: National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Please note, however,
that FEMA may later require additional information to complete its environmental and historic
compliance process.
UCSF must clarify and provide supporting documentation for the statemems and c!aims made in
its August 10, 2009. response letter in order to strengthen its argumenL~ for cbe need as well as
the efficaC)' of the proposed projects. Specifically, UCSF will need to provide the iollowing:
An accurate. informed, and robust argument regarding the purpose and need for the
projects,
• A complete profile of the wiidfrre hazard in the Suu·o Forest.
• A clear analysis ofhow the buil< environment is vulnerable to a wildfire hazard in tne
Sutro Forest.
• A clear description of the anticipated effectiveness of the proposed projects in mitigating
the wildfire hazard to the identified vulnerable built environment. and
•
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•

•

•

A clear description of potential alternative actions that could also mitigate the wildfire
hazard to the identified vulnerable built envirorunent.
UCSF needs to provide information in a clear and concise manner, including appropriate
citations. UCSF needs to supply applicable and appropriate quantified data to support its claims.
All analyses and claims made by UCSF need to be reproducible and verifiable by FEMA (or the
general public) should FEMA determine it necessary to conduct its own independent analyses.
Reports described by UCSF that were not a part of the original gran< applications must be
provided.
I. Clarify the Wildfire Hazard
In its response to provide a clarification of the wildfire hazard, UCSF inaccurately interprets a
map, provides inadequate details regarding the history of wildfires in the Sutro Forest, and
provides a simplistic and ineffective comparison of the wildfire hazard in the Sutro Forest to the
hazard in other areas that have burned in the San Francisco Bay area. UCSF states that "the San
Francisco Department of Emergency Management has adopted a CDF Wildfire Hazard Map as
part of its Hazard Mitigation Plan, which confirms that the proposed project sites are in fact very
high wildfire hazard areas." This conclusion represents an inaccurate interpretation of the
referenced map. Not only does the text of the Hazard Mitigation Plan that references this map
state that the map illustrates only the extent and not the probability of a wildfire, :he text on the
actual map specifies that fuel ranks classify areas based not on hazard potential but on existing
vegetation and anticipated fin: behavior in that vegetation type. As explained by Dave Sapsis
(CDF Fire and Resource Assessment Program (FRAP) Wildland Fire Scientist), '·Fuel rank is
only one of the two components used to get to future threat. The other is rotation rank which is
an estimator for future burn probability." The map provided by UCSF illustrates expected
wildfire behavior, but omits any estimate of fire likelihood, and because fuel ranks do not
correlate directly to the full profiJe of a wildfire hazard, the map cannot be used to identify the
hazard. A complete profile of the wildfire hazard in the Sutro Forest will require the input of
information on the probability for an area to experience appropriate conditions to promote a
wildfire (ignition and weather/climate). The FRA.P "Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA"
(FHSZ) map for the County of San Francisco more aptly characterizes the actual wildfire hazard
in the County and City of San Francisco. As described by Dave Sapsis:
FHSZ differ.; from fire threat in the way fire probabilities were used, the way fuel
systems were modeled for potential not current conditions, and how fuel systems
influence the areas around them. Fire threat is a measure of in situ hazard, and doesn't
include the influence of adjacent areas (either via flame spread or firebrands). This
makes sense since fire threat was designed to characterize wildland fuel hazards, and
FHSZ was designed to include those areas (as potential) and adjacent urbanized WUl
[Wildland Urban Interface] areas as well.
The 2007 FHSZ map shows the Sutro Forest to have a "Moderate" wildfire hazard. In the 2007
FHSZ map, "Moderate" is the lowest of the three ftre hazard severity zones. The 2007 FHSZ
maps can be viewed at this website,
hnp: 1/v.rww. fire. ca.govl:ire_preventionlfhsz_mapslfhsz_maps~sanfrancisco.php.
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•

•

If UCS F disputes the " Moderate" fire hazard severity zone given by FR;\P for the Sutro Forest,
UCSF may provide its own site-specific analysis of the wildfire hazard for the Sutro Forest.
Specifically, UCSF will need to identify the ignition source, measure the fuel load, and analyze
the capacity for the fuel to ignite across the Sutro Forest given existing fuel moisture and weather
conditions. Additionally, ifUCSF prefers to match the modeling integrity of the FRAP mapping
effort, it must model potential fuels over a 30 to 50 year time horizcn.
UCSF briefly described previous fires that occurred in the Sutro Forest. An examination of past
hazard events is an important step in profiling and characterizing a potential hazard condition,
and therefore UCSF must provide adequate detail about these previous events for this historic
information to be relevant to current conditions. The source material of previously documented
fires must be provided, and ideally, this would include details about where the fires occurred, the
fire ignition sources, the time of year of each fire, and a list of structures that were damaged.
Additionally, UCSF must provide an estimate of the successional stage of the Sutro Forest
during each fire event and an analysis of the relevance of these previous fires to current forest
conditions.
UCSF also mentioned reports of a fire that occurred approximately 20 years ago and two
additional fires that occurred in the past decade. These fire events must be described in m ore
detail to demonstrate that the nature of the fires (ignition source, cause, extent, season of frre) is
relevant to the current condition of the Sutro Forest.
in its response letter, UCSF relates its wildfire hazard to previous wildfires that occurred in the
San Francisco Bay area, specifically one that occurred "in Marin County along the coast" a.Ttd a
fire that occurred on Angel Island in 2008. For the wildfire hazard conditions at Sutro Forest to
be compared to these rwo fires, UCSF must demonstrate the similarities between Angel Island,
the referenced "Marin County" fire, and the Sutro Forest in terms of the hazard, i.e. ignition
threats, weather conditions. forest type, etc.

2. ClarifY the Risk to the Built Environment
FEMA understands that the built environment adjacent to the Sutro Forest is extensive and dense
and includes several medical facilities, residential housing, transit infrastructure, and a large
teaching college and research facil ity. However, UCSF must provide a more clear description
and complete analysis of the vulnerability of the built environment to a wildfire in the Sutro
Forest.
To improve its vul nerability analysis, UCS F must inventory the built environment, describe the
methodology of its vulnerability analysis, describe data limitations, provide an exposure analysis
to the hazard, summanze the impacts of the hazard, and describe likely land use and
development trends that may affect the vulnerable built environment in the future. The analysis
must address the vulnerable general building stock, critical and non-critical facilities, major
utilities, and transportation infrastructure. This analysis must include vulnerability to a wildfire
anywhere in the Sutro Forest, not just at the proposed project sites. It would be useful to describe
the built environment in three geographic locations tlu·oughout the analysis: 1.) within the Sutro
Forest, 2.) immediately adjacent to the forest, and 3.) in the vicinity of:he forest.
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UCSf's response letter describes replacement cost of structures, which implies worst-case
scenario physical damage. Considering some structures may be more resistant to fire than others,
it is likely that some structures affected by a wildfire in the Sutro Forest would not require
complete replacement. UCSF must provide a more moderate and reasonable estimate of loss to
building stock that considers the fire resistance of structures.
The vulnerability analysis would be more realistic if it addressed firefighting capabilities to
banle a wildfire in the Sutro Forest. Firefighting capabilities may also affect the vulnerabiliry of
the built environment (for instance, structures within Sutro Forest) to a wildfire in the Sutro
Forest.

3. Clarifv How the Proposed Mitil!ation will Reduce the Wildfire Risk
Assuming that UCSF has heen able to establish a clear need for the proposed projectS, the
efficacy of the mitigation strategy it proposes must be clarified. UCSF must provide a clear and
concise analysis and description of how the proposed projects would reduce the wildfire hazard
in the Sutro Forest to the identified vulnerable built environment. This analysis must account for
the fact that large parts of the Sutro Forest would be unchanged after the impleme:nation of the
proposed projects.

ln the July 2 I, 2009, letter, FEMA requested that UCSF describe the specific hazard conditions
after completion of the proposed work and the resultant hazard over L'le life of the proposed
projects. FEMA has not been provided information from UCSF that clearly addresses this
request. To repeat FEMA 's initial request, UCSF must provide information of the probable
change in wildfire hazard throughout Sutro Forest after the proposed projects have been
implemented and the probable change in wildfire hazard throughout Sutro Forest throughout the
useful life of the proposed projects. This analysis must be based on accepted scien!ific
methodology and m ust be presented to FEMA in a manner that can be verified by FEMA (or the
interested public). This analysis must incorporate the 5-year maintenance schedule described by
UCSF in its grant applications and must also provide details with regard to the specific built
environment that will benefit from the proposed projects.

In its August 10.2009, response letter, UCSF alludes to the notion that the proposed projects
would improve wildfire firefighting capabilities within the proposed project areas. To improve
the credibility of this argument, UCSF must incorporate the existing firefighting capabilities to
fight a wildfire in the Sutro Forest and to then provide a direct comparison of how the proposed
projects will result in improvements in these capabilities. Providing copies of leners from fire
departments to this effect may be useful in strengthening this particular argument.
The August I0, 2009, response Jetter. states that "the Edgewood Avenue Area Project will be
informed by the lessons learned in the South Ridge Area Project". Tfth:s is to be the case, uCSF
must clarify if it may request a change in the Scope of Work contained in its Edgewood Avenue
grant application as a result of the "lessons learned" from implementing the proposed South
Ridge project.
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FEMA has received a number of unsolic ited public comments concerning the effects of tree
removal on fuel moisture levels in the Sutro Forest. Commenters argue that the proposed
projects would increase wildfire hazard by removing some of the material that collects fog drip
and keeps the forest moist and resistant to ignition and fire, thus allowing the fo:-est to dry out
more easily and increase the relative hazard for ignition. Can UCSF specifically address this
comment and describe how overall forest moisture content will change after implementation of
the proposed projects? Please provide scientific evidence to support any claims.
Additionally, several of these unsolicited public comments have stated that the proposed projects
could result in changed wind patterns on Mount Sutro which could also increase the wildfire
hazard in the forest. New wind patterns could reduce biomass moisture as well as reduce the
effective windbreak created by the current forest These commenters argue that the effective
windbreak created by the existing forest limits the potential for wildfire spread in the forest and
the immediately surrounding area. As UCSF has stated, winds are a contributing factor in
wildfires. Provide a citable and logical defense regarding how the proposed projects, and the
resulting changes in wind patterns, would not result in an increase in the wildfire hazard in the
Sutro Forest.
4. Describe Alternatives to the Proposed Work
UCSF has failed to identify alternatives to the proposed projects that meet the purpose and need
of wildfire mitigation. Assuming that UCSF has been able to establish a clear need for wildfire
mitigation activities, UCSF muSt conduct a more thoroug]l analysis to identifY alternatives to the
proposed projects that could mitigate wildfire hazard in the Sutro Forest to the vulnerable built
environment. These alternatives must be technically, economically, and legally practical and
feasible and can include activities not eligible for FEMA grant funding. As described in FEMA 's
Wildfire Mitigation Policy, MRR-2-08-1, FEMA wildfire mitigation grants are available for
defensible space, structural retrofit, and vegetation reduction projects. It would seem reasonable
that alternatives to the proposed projects could include defensible space or retrofit projects.
UCSF bas not indicated that these types of alternate projects have been analyzed. Please note that
FEMA funding is available for ignition-resistant construction projecL~ only after defensible space
activities are complete.
FEMA requests a response within 31 days of the date of this letter, or by November I, 2009,
including a schedule of when the requested information will be provided. Should you have any
questions or need further assistance please do not hesitate to contact me at (51 0) 627-7027 or
fema-rix-ehp-docume:-~ts(ii>.dhs.!!ov.
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From:
Reply To:

Richard Harris
richard@erskipetulley com

To:

li nda.avery@sfaov.org
bill .wycko@sfaov .orq ; Jessica. Ranqe@sfaov .orq; 'Sarah B. Jones' ; Dawn. Kamalanathan@sfoov .org ; ' Philip
Gi nsburq' ; maraaret.mcarthur@sfgov .orq; karen .mauney-brodek@sfgov.ora ; 'Bo Li nks'
Historic Preservation Commission; Sept. 21 meeting; Sharp Park Golf Course is Historical Resource

Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

09/20/2011 03:53 PM
00002519 POE

San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
Attn: Linda Avery, Commission Secretary
Dear Ms. Avery,
The San Francisco Public Golf Alliance will attend Wednesday afternoon's public meeting of the
Historic Preservation Commission, and will present our initial public comment on the Natural Areas
Management Plan Draft EIR, as it relates to the Sharp Park Golf Course, a designated historical
resource of the City and County of San Francisco. Enclosed is a copy of the letter we will submit; the
attached copy does not include the exhibits, which are extensive, and which we will submit in hard
copy to the Commission. This is an initial comment, focusing on the historical resource itself; we will
submit additional comments at a later time on the issue of the Management Plan's significant impacts
upon the historical resource at Sharp Park Golf Course.
Best Regards.
-- Richard Harris
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance
415-290-5718
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SAN FRANCISCO
PUBLIC GOLF ALLIANCE
235 Montgomery St., #400, San Francisco, CA. 94104 ~ 415-392-5431, ext. 203

* mfo@sfpublic;gplfcom

\FHEClEil~[E[p
SEP 27 2011

September 20 , 2011

CITY&. (;(.JUNTY OF 8.F:
San Francisco Planning Department
OfficerPLANNING
DEPARTI'J.ENT
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review
RECFPTI()N IJESK
1650 Mission St ., #400
San Francisco , CA . 94103
Re :

Supporting "Historical Resourcen
Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resources, etc.
DEIR No . 2005 . 1912E

Dear Planning Department and Mr. Wycko,

01

The San Francisco Public Golf Alliance supports
the determination 1 of t he San Francisco Planning Department
that Sharp Park Golf Course (hereinafter "Sharp Park,n or
"golf coursen) , designed by Dr. Alister MacKenzie and
opened for play in 1932 , is an "historical resourcen under
the California Environmental Quality Act. 2

1

Historic Resource Evaluation Response (true copy attached hereto as
Exhibit 1), signed february 15, 2011 by Senior Preservation Planner
Tina Tam, at page 2, section 3. It is incorporated into Appendix C (at
pages 2-5) to the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Significant
Natural Resource Areas Management Plan, dated August, 2011 (the "SNRAMP
DEIR"), together with the supporting Historical Resources Evaluation
Report (at Appendix C, pages 10-37) and Department of Public Resources
form 523A (at Appendix C, pages 39-56 ):
http:/ / sfmea.sfolanning.org/2005 . 1912E DEIR4.pdf. The determination is
discussed in the SNRAMP DEIR, inter alia, at pages 206-209:
http://sfmea.sfplanning.o~g/20 0 5 .: 9 12E DEIR . odf
2

The instant letter is limited to issue of the Planning Department's
"historical resource" determination . The Public Golf Alliance will
address other issues raised by the SNRAMP DEIR--including the issues of
significant impacts to the Sharp Park Golf Course, and mitigation for
those impacts--in separate letters.
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I .

01
(Cont.)

SHARP PARK GOLF COURSE MEETS CEQA CRITERIA
FOR "HISTORICAL RESOURCE" DESIGNATION

Sharp Park Golf Course is a well-known Pacifica
historical site. Both the gol f course and its clubhouse
are separately identified as "historical sites" by the City
of Pacif ica 3 General Plan, adopted i n 1980 . 4 , 5 The Pacifica
Historical Society, of:icial his torian of the City of
Pacifica , by unanimous resolut ion dated June 14, 2011,
designated Sharp Park Golf Course as an " historical and
cultural resource" . 6

3
Sharp Par k is located in the City of Pacifica, but owned by the City
and County of San Francisco; other San Francisco extraterritorial
properties in San Mateo County i nclude the San Francisco Airport ,
Crystal Springs reservoirs and watershed lands , and the San Francisco
County Jail in San Bruno .

• The "historic sitesN designation is found in the Historic Preservation
Element and Historic Sites Map of the Pacifica General Plan, at pages
95 and 95a:
http://www.citvofpacifica.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobiD=3443
(True copies of relevant excerpts from the General Plan, including the
Historic Preservation Element and Historic Sites Map, are attached
hereto as Exhibit 2.)
s The San Francisco Planning Department's Historic Resource Evaluation

Response (see footnote 1 above, and Exhibit 1 hereto) states , at page
1, that the golf course was in 2009 designated by the City of Pacifica
as an historic landmark. While it is true that the issue of
landmarking the golf course was considered at the Pacifica Pl anning
Commission's July 20 and September 8, 2009 public meetings, the
Commission indefinitely tabled the matter after several commissioners
said they wanted to wait until the property owner-the City and County
of San Francisco- conducted its own historical study . Pacifica Planning
Commission, Agenda and Minutes of September 8, 2009 public meeting, at
pages 3- 8 . (True copy attached hereto as Exhibit 3.)
6
Resolution of Pacifica Historical Society Recognizing Sharp Park Golf
Course As An Historical Resource, June 14, 2011, together with letter
of the same date from Pacifica Histo ri cal Society to Pacifica Mayor
Mary Ann Nihar t , San Francisco Mayor Ed Lee , and San Mateo County Board
of Supervisors President Carole Groom:
http ://www.sfpublicgolf. com/LiteratureRetrieve .aspx ?ID=88128
(True copies are attached hereto as Exhibit 4.)

2
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The golf course is also nationally recognized as
one of America's "culturall y significant landscapes at risk
for alternation or destruction," by the Cultural Landscape
Foundation of Washington , D. C. 7
Th e criteria for a property to be designated as
an "historical resource" under the California Environmental
Quality Act , as set forth in 1 4 California Code of
Regulations , Section 15064.5(a) (3) 8 , include the following :
"{A) Is associated with events that have made a
sign i f i cant contribution to t h e broad patterns of
California's history and cultural heritage " and
01
(Cont.)

"{C) Embodies t h e disti n ctive characteristics of
a type , period, region, or method of construction , or
represents the work of an important creative individual , or
possesses high artistic values . "

1.

Sharp Park is the work of Master Architect
Dr. Alister MacKenzie

Sharp Park meets the criteria as "historical
resource" under CCR 15064 . 5(a) (3) (C) , because i t was
designed by Dr . Alister MacKenzie 9 , the best - known, most
influential, a n d arguab l y the greatest golf architect in
history .
His other courses incl ude Augusta National, home
of the annual Masters Tournament , and the Cypress Point

Cultural Landscape Foundation, "Landslide," Jul y 10 , 2009, "Alister
MacKenzie's Sharp Park," (copy attached hereto as Exhibit S.A):
http : //tclf .org/ landslides/sharp-park-golf-course- t hrea te ned-closure.
The Cultural Landscape Foundation is a non-profit preservationist
organization, whose "Landslide" project ident ifies nationallysignificant landscapes at risk for destruction . See:
http : //tclf .org /about; http : //tclf . org/landslide/about ;
http :/ /tclf .org/landsl ide/ris k-landscapes (true copies of the relevant
excerpts from the Foundation's website are attached hereto as Exhibit
S.B, S.C., and 5.0, respectively.)
8

14 California Code of Regulations, Section 15064 .5:
http: I !vn~~'. sfpub1icgolf . com/LiteratureRetri eve. aspx?ID=9334 9
(A true copy of Section 15064.5 is attached hereto as Exhibit 6.)

9

Resolution to employ Dr. Alister MacKenzie, San Francisco Board of
Supervisors Resolution No. 33588, December 20, 1930 (copy attached
hereto as Exhibit 7).

3
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Club on the Monterey Peninsula; these two courses are
currently ranked as No . 1 and No. 4 on Golf Digest
Magazine's list of "America's Greatest Courses." 10 A third
MacKenzie course-Royal Melbourne in Australia--is regularly
mentioned with Augusta and Cypress among the 10 "greatest"
golf courses in the world.
Dr. MacKenzie was the first
architect inducted into the World Golf Hall of Fame 11 , and
is recognized by golf architecture authorities as the
historic architect who had the greatest influence on modern
golf course design. 12

01
(Cont.)

Dr. MacKenzie proclaimed h is design principles in
two books :
"Golf Architecture" (1920), and "The Spirit of
St. Andrews" (published posthumously, 1995).
In a
nutshell, Dr. MacKenzie prescribed that golf should be both
challenging and enjoyable by players of all abilities, and
that the golf course itself should be beautiful.
"
while always keeping uppermost the provision of a splendid
test of golf, I have striven to achieve beauty," Dr .
MacKenzie said.
"This excellence of design is ...
constantly exercising a subconscious influence upon [the
golfer) and in course of time he grows to admire such a
course as all works of beauty must be eventually felt and
admired. " 13

10

Golf Digest Magazine, "America's 100 Greatest Golf Courses, 2009-2010"
(copy attached hereto as Exhibit 8): http ://www. gol fdi gest .com/golfcourses/golf-courses/2009-05/100 qreatestgolfcourses
11
Worl d Golf Hall of Fame, MacKenzie biography:
http://www.worl dgolfhalloffame.org/hof/member.php?member;l078 (copy
attached hereto as Exhibit 9); more details of Dr. MacKenzie's
architectural career can be found at Links & Harris, "MacKenzie's Sharp
Park Under Siege," Golf Club Atlas, September, 2009:
http://golfclubatlas.com/in-my-opinion/sharp-park (copy attached hereto
as Exhibit 10). Co-author Links is the volunteer golf historian for
the City and County of San Francisco, and author of two golf historica l
novels: Follow the Wind (Simon & Schuster, 1995), and Riverbank Tweed
and Roadmap Jenkins, Tales from the Caddy Yard (Simon & Schuster,
2001).

12

In their definitive encyclopedia of golf architecture, The Architects
of Golf, (Harper Collins, 1993), authors Geoffrey S . Cornish and Ronald
E. Whitten say (at page 332): "Of all the course architects of the
Golden Age of Golf Design, MacKenzie probably exerted the greatest
infl uence on contemporary design." (A copy is attached hereto as
Exhibit 11 . )
13

Alister MacKenzie, "The Spirit of St. Andrews," Sleeping Bear Press,
1995 (copies of cited pages are attached as Exhibit Ex. 12), p. 51.

4
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Dr. MacKenzie explained that h e left t h e practice
of medicine for golf architecture , out of a " . .. firm
conviction of the extraordinary influence on health of
pleasurable excitement , especially when combin ed with fresh
air and exercise. " 14
2.

Sharp Park is a Rar e Public Seaside Links.

Sharp Park meets a second "historical resource"
criterion listed in CCR 15064.5 (a) (3) (C) :
it "embodies the
distinctive characteristics of a type .. of construction " .
Sharp Park is a true seaside links , a rare and historically
significan t type of golf course.

01
(Cont.)

Among the scores of bel oved golf courses built by
Dr. MacKenzie around the world , Sharp Park is one of his
very few public courses . With the Eden Course at St.
Andrews , Scot l and (which he co-des igned with his London
partner , H. S . Colt), Sharp Park shares the distinction as
Dr. MacKenzie's only public seaside links in the world. 15
Although a rarity in America, the seaside links
type of course has particular significance to the sport of
golf, becau se the sport originated on seaside links courses
i n Scotland.
In recognition of the historic significance
of seaside l i n ks , the British Open Championship--one of
golf's four annual major championships--is played
exclus ively on links courses .
Dr. MacKenz i e was an expert on seaside links,
which he considered " ... the type of land easily the most
suitable for the game . " 16 Before immigra ting to Northern
California in the mid-1920's , h e was consulting architect
at St . An drews, Scotland, where he was the first to map the
famous mounds, swales, pits , and bunkers of the Old Course ,
the b irt h place of golf .

14

Id., at 246

15

The "seaside linksu--playing fields built in the sand by the
seashore-is the oldest type of golf course . St. Andrews, North
Berwick, and the other Scottish public courses where the sport
originated, are seaside l i nks . In America, this type of course is
rare; and open-to-the-pub:ic seaside links are even rarer. In
California, such public courses exist only on the Monterey Peninsul a
(Spanish Bay and Pacific Grove), and at Sharp Park.
16

Alister MacKenzie, "The Spirit of St. Andrews, u supra, at p . 1.
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At Sharp Park, Dr. MacKenzie and his construction
team 17 intent ionally created a Scottish- style seaside links
on wha t had orig i nally been an artichoke farm surrounding
the brackish Laguna Salada (Spanish for "salty lake" ) at
Salada Beach 18 , in what is toda y the Sharp Park District of
Pacifica. 19 , 2
Construct ion superintendant Chandler Egan
marveled at the site's "remarkable seascape," prompting
news report ers to hail Sharp Park as "a seas ide municipal
course of outstanding character akin to those of the
English and Scottish coasts," 21 and "a second St. Andrews
and the finest municipal g o l f course in America." 22

°

17

Prominent architects H. Chandler Egan, Robert Hunter, and John
Fleming- all of whom worked with Dr. MacKenzie at Cypress Point and in
renovating Pebble Beach for the 1929 U. S . Amateur--were MacKenzie's
assistants at Sharp Park. They were also assisted by San Francisco
Recreation and Park Director John McLaren, the father of Golden Gate
Park, who planted the Monterey Cypress which define many of Sharp
Park' s fairways.
(See: Alister MacKenzie, "The Spirit of St.
Andrews," supra [Ex. 12) at p. 172 . ) Sharp Park's clubhouse was
designed by Angus McSweeney, an architect in the Willis Polk off i ce.
(See, San Francisco Historical Society, Encyclopedia of San Franc i sco:
http://www . s f historyencyclopedia . com/articles/p/pol kWi l l i s.html, copy
attached hereto as Exhibit 13 .)
18

A story in the February 23 , 1930 San Francisco Chronicle reports:
"More than half of the holes border on Lake Salada, which John McLaren,
superintendent of parks, transformed from a salt water marsh into a
picturesque fresh-water pool." (True copy attached as Exhibit 14.)
19

Dr. MacKenzie's original 1930 routing plan
(http://sfpubli cqolf .heysmartguy.com/LiteratureRetrieve . aspx?ID=75636)
and the 1932 as-built map of the golf course
(http://sfpublicgol f . heysmartguy . com/LiteratureRetrieve . aspx?ID=75637)
were published in the San Francisco newspapers at the time; true copies
are attached hereto as Exhibits 14 and 15.)
~ See historic photographs of the artichoke farm before the golf
course, the clubhouse in the early 1930 's, and original Hole #4 (with
l ady golfer), true copies of which are attached hereto Exhibits 16.A,
16.8, and 16 .C, respectively . )
21

"Appropriati on for Third S . F. Golf Course Receives Okeh," San
(True copy attached
hereto as Exhibit 17.)
Francisco Examiner, February 22, 1930, at p . 15.

n "H. Chandler Egan Praises Possibilities of Sharp Park Gol f Links,"
San Francisco Chronicle, February 26, 1930, at p. H-3 . (True copy

attached hereto as Exhibit 18 .)
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3.

Sharp Park's Place in California
And San Francisco History

Sharp Park also meets the "historical resource"
criterion set forth in CCR Section 15064.5(1) (3) (A):
it
"is associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of California's history
and cultural heritage."

01
(Cont.)

Sharp Park has long been known as "the poor man's
Pebble Beach," and its opening in 1932 was part of a broad
movement to extend t he sport of golf to the American
public.
"I hope to live to see the day when there are the
crowds of municipal courses, as in Scotland, cropping up
all over the world," Dr. MacKenzie said. 23 Sharp Park's
tradition of low greens fees has made it a favorite over
the years of low- income golfers, racial minorities,
juniors, and seniors.
I n 1955, Sharp Park hosted the
initial championship tournament of the Western States Golf
Association, one of America's oldest African-American golf
associations. 24
Sharp Park also reflects San Francisco's
tradition of great public architecture .
From City Hall and
the Beaux Arts palaces at Civic Center to the Golden Gate
Bridge, Bay Bridge, and Golden Gate Park, San Francisco
proclaimed i tself a world cultural and artistic center
through its public architecture . The hiring of the world's
preeminent golf architect to build a public seaside links
golf course in the spirit of St . Andrews is in keeping with
this aspect of San Francisco's personality .
4.

Sharp Park Has Retained Its Integrity.

Seventy-nine years after its opening in 1932, 12
of Sharp Park's current 18 holes are MacKenzie originalsbeing holes numbers 1, 2, 3, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14 , 15, 17,
and 18; two other holes (numbers 12 and 16) lie in original

23

Alister MacKenzie, "The Spirit of St . Andre ws," supra (fn. 13 ), at p.
250.
(True copy attached as Exhibit 1 2.)
Western States Golf Association websit e, "Legacy":
http : //www .westernstatesgolf . org/our-leqacy/ (True copy attached as
Exhibit 19. )

M

7

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-245

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

SFPGA-1

fairways, but do not have the original greens . 25 Four new
holes were built east of the highway in 1941 , after Dr .
Ma cKenzie's death , by his assistant John Fleming , when the
original strand holes were replaced by a seawall.

01
(Cont.)

In the years since its opening in 1932 , trees
have grown and come down , some sand traps have grassed- in
and others have built - up, mowing patterns on some greens
have changed , and the old course has suffered other insults
of the aging process . Notwithstanding , Sharp Park retains
Dr. MacKenzie's r out i ng, character , and artistry . 26 His
trademark heaving , tumbling greens can still be seen on
current holes 1 , 2 , 3 , 9, 10, 11 , 13 , 14 , 15 , 17 , and 18 .
The rolling fairways and mounds on current holes 1, 3 , 10 ,
14 , 16 , and 17 mimic the famous fairway bumps and hollows
at the Old Course at St . Andrews, where MacKenzie once
served as consulting architect. At current Holes 1 and 14,
there are classic examples of MacKenzie "deception
bunkers," placed some distance in front of the greens in
such a way as to camouflage the actual distance between
bunker and the green .
Overarching all is the great beauty of the golf
course as a work of art . MacKenzie's ability to c reate
beautiful natural-appearing landscapes that simultaneously
function as playing fields for the full range of golfing
abilities was his true genius. This beauty is a constant

25

The survival of the original golf holes can be plainly seen by a
comparison of : (1) MacKenz ie's original 1930 routing plan and the 1932
as-built map (see fn . 19, above, and Exhibits 14 and 15 hereto);
(2) Opening Day, 1932 hole descriptions by MacKenzie's assistant Jack
Fleming , as reported in a March , 1932 account by San Francisco CallBulletin reporter Frank P. Noon (true copy attached as Exhibit 20);
(4) a 1941 aerial photo of the golf course,
http : //sfpublicgolf . com/Lite rac ureRetrieve .aspx?ID-40208
(true copy attached as Exhibit 21); and (5) a 2008 aerial photo of the
golf course, http://sfpublicgolf.com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=40209
(true copy attached as Exhibit 22) .
26

Geoff Shackelford, "Sharply Divided," Gol£ World, July 20, 2009 :
http : //www . golfdigest . com/golf-tours-news/200907/golf sharp park shackelford 0720 (copy attached hereto as Exhibit
23.) For a detailed description, with photographs, of the MacKenzie
design features seen today in the surviving original holes, see: Golf
Club Atlas, "MacKenzie's Sharp Park Under Siege," supra (fn .ll) (true
copy attached as Exhibit 10) .
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at Sharp Park, where Dr. MacKenzie ' s design principl es and
hallmarks remain visible to this day . 27 , 28
As a resu lt , Sharp Park is
of golf architecture. 29 In the words
favorite son and 1964 U.S . Open golf
thi s golf course is "Dr . MacKenzie's
American publ i c golfer . " 30

01
(Cont.)

a living public museum
of San Francisco
champion Ken Venturi,
great gift to t h e

Today, the course is at the same time beautiful,
challenging , and playable for players of all abilities .
Golf architecture historian Geoff Sh ackelford sums up Dr .
MacKenzie ' s design at Sharp Park as follows:
" .. . no
municipal course design has ever come close to matching the
overall package of beauty and affordable links-style
golf." 31 Dr. MacKenz i e ' s beautiful cultural landscape is
enjoyed not only by golfers , but as well by passersby who
view the course from the Cal i fornia Coasta l Trail , which
borders the course atop the seawall.
Dr . MacKenzie , an international master golf
architect with unparalleled expertise in seaside links
courses , designed Sharp Park in the style of the historic
Scottish public links .
In this way , he tied American
golfers to the roots of the Scottish game .
It is one of
only three public seaside links courses in California , and

27
Declaration of golf architect Robert Trent Jones , Jr ., May 12, 2011,
at paragraphs 11-16 (true copy attached hereto as Exhibit 24).

28

Those who want to close the golf course deny Sharp Park's history,
citing golf author Daniel Wexler and San Francisco Rec & Park
Department golf course gardener Joe Faulkner in support of their
argument. However, both Mr. Wexler and Mr. Faulkner have publicly and
in writing defended Sharp Park's historic value, and criticized Sharp
Park's detractors for misrepresenting their work. See Daniel Wexler
letter, July 19, 2009 (true copy attached hereto as Exhibit 25):
http : //www .sfpublicqolf.com/LiteratureRetri eve.asox?ID=65476; Joe
Faulkner letter , July 31, 2009 (true copy attached as Exhibit 26)
http :/ /www . sfpub1icgolf . com/LiteratureRetrieve.aspx?ID: 66790.
29

Letter from golf architect Mike DeVries, November 18, 2009:
http: //sfpublicgolf . com/LiteratureRetrieve .aspx ?TD=43267
(True copy attached as Exhibit 27.)

° Ken Venturi, letter, October 12, 2009:
http://sfpublicgolf.com/Li teratureRetrieve.aspx?ID=40561
(A true copy is attached as Exhibit 28.)

3

31

Geoff Shackelford, "Sharply Divided," supra,
as Exhibit 23).

(fn. 26) (copy attached
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one of the few places in the world where MacKenzie's work
is available for use and enjoyment by the general public.
01
(Cont.)

For all these reasons, the San Francisco Public
Golf Alliance and its more than 5,000 members , support the
determination of the San Francisco Planning Department that
the Sharp Park Golf Course is an "historical resource"
under the Cal ifornia Environmental Quality Act .
II .

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS ON THE HISTORICAL RESOURCE

San Francisco Public Golf Alliance has not
completed i ts analysis of the significance of the i mpacts
of t he Laguna Salada Restoration plan on the hi storical
resource of the golf course. We will submit a separate
letter with our comments on this.
However , we can at this time make the following
preliminary statements:
1.

We agree with the conclusion of the Planning
Department that closure of Hole 12 would
cause a significant impact to the historical
resource. 32

2.

We agree with the Planning Department 's
conclusion that, if Hole 12 is going to be
lost , the preferred mitigation alternative
would be restoration of one of MacKenzie's
long- abandoned original holes west of Highway
One and near the ocean. 33

3.

We agree with the Planning Department's
conclusion that shorteni ng or narrowing Holes
10 and 13 wou ld constitute significant
impacts to the historical resource . 34 (We
believe that "10" is a typographical error,
and that the Department intends to say Hole
9 ; we are looking into this . ) We believe
that there are alternatives to these
shortenings/narrowings that the Planning
Department and the Department of Recreation
and Parks have not yet considered; we will

02

03

04

32
Historic Resource Evaluation Response, supra (fn. 1 ), at p. 3 (A true
copy is attached as Exhibit 1 . )
33
34

Id.
Id.
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describe these alternatives in a subsequent
letter.
4.

We disagree with the Department's conclusion
that raising Holes 10, 14, 15, and 18 "would
not cause a significant impact" on the
historic resource . 35 Rather, we believe that
raising these fairways , or portions of them,
has the potential to cause significant
impacts; if done properly, we suspect that a
good restoration golf architect could design
rais ed fairways, or portions thereof, that
would not necessarily constitute significant
impacts. We cannot determine this in the
abstract, but only upon a review of specific
architectural and site plans for such work.

5.

We disagree with the Department's conclusion
that new fencing along the berm and the
border of the protected wildlife area would
not constitute significant impact upon the
historic resource . 36 Similarly to No . 4,
above, we believe that fencing has potential
to cause significant impacts; but if designed
and located properly, it is possible that
fencing might have less-than -significant
impact. It depends upon the specific
architectural plans and the exact location
for this fencing; the plans and construction
of the fencing should be done in conjunction
with the golf restoration architect .

05

06

Thank you for considering our comments.

encls.
cc : San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation & Park Dept.
Mark Buell, Pres ident , Recreation & Park Commission
Dawn Kamalanathan, Recreation & Park Capital Division
3S
36

Id .
Id .
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Demolition

Recep!loo:

415.558.6318
Filll.:

415.$51.6408
Plw!ning
lnklrrnitioll:

415.56U3n

Alteration

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project is the implementation of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department's Significant
Natural Resource Areas Management Plan. The plan establishes goals and objectives for 32 Natural
Areas, including Sharp Park GoU Course located in Pacifica. The specific goals and objectives are listed
fully in Chapters 2 and 3 of the Sharp Park Golf Course Historical Resources Evaluation (HRE) report. In
summary, the proposed project would converl about 19 acres of the golf course to Natural Area to
facilitate restoration of the Laguna Salada and wildlife habitats associated with the property. Both the
lagoon and pond would be excavated extensively and the dredge spoils would be used to raise Holes 10,
14, 15, and 18, creating upland habitat on the east edge of Laguna Salada. 11\irteen acres of the golf course
would be converted to upland habitat along the east side of the lagoon and would require that Holes 10
and 13 a re slightly shortened or narrowed. A dispersal corridor between the lagoon and the pond would
be constructed with upland features and would necessitate dosing Hole 12 of the golf course. A post and
rail fence would also be installed along the seawall to the west of the lagoon, with additional fencing
around the wetland complex to discourage human and pet intrusion.

PRE·EXISTING HISTORIC RATINGI SURVEY
The golf course and the clubhouse were separately designated as historic landmarks for the City of
Pacifica in 2009. The property is not listed on the state or national registries. The property is considered a
NCategory A" (Known Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the Planning Department's
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures.

HISTORIC DISTRICT I NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT
The 411-aae golf course Is located in the town of Pacifica in San Mateo County. It borders the Pacific
Ocean and is bisected by Highway 1. Thirteen fairways, the clubhouse, and Laguna Salada are located to
the west of the highway, and the four remaining fairways are located to the east of the highway.

www.sfplanning.org
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response
February 8, 2011

CASE NO. 2005.1912E
SNRAMP: Sharp Park Golf Course

1. California Register Crite.r ia of Significance: A building may be an historical resource if it meets
any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such a
determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Rtgistu
Eligibility is made bastd on existing data and reseDrch provided to tht Plmming Department l1y the above
nmned preparer I consultant and other parties. K.ty pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are

attached.)
Event: or
Persons: or
Architecture: or
Information Potential;
District or Context

C8J Yes

D
181

D
0

No
Unable to determine
Yes
No
Unable to determine
L'8j Yes D No 0 Unable to determine
Further investigation recommended.
l8J Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context
If·yes, period ofsignificance: 1929-1932

0

0

The Planning Department concurs with Tetra Tech's determination that the subject property appears
to be eligible for listing on the California Register for its significance under Criteria 1 (Events) and 3
(Architecture). The golf course's development is associated with the broader event of the golden age
of golf in ihe US and in California. The course is also an important example of a seaside golf course
designed by a master landscape architect, Alister Mackenzie. Please refer to Section 5.2 of the HRE
report for a full analysis of the resource's historical significance.

2. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of

CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but
it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and
usually most, o! the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of
significance noted above:
Location:
[81 Retains
Retains
Association:
Design:
Retains
Workmanship:
Retains

181
181
181

0Lacks
0Lacks
D Lacks

Setting:
[8J Retains
18] Retains
Feeling:
Materials: (81Retains

0Lacks
0Lacks

D Lacks

Otacks

The resource retains suffident integrity in all aspects of its character to convey its historical
significance. Please refer to Section 5.3 of the HRE report for a full analysis of property's integrity.

3. Determination of whether the property is an "historical resource" for purposes of CEQA.

0

No Resource Present (Go to 6 below.)

181 Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4.)

4. If the prop erty ap p ean1 to be an historical resource, would the proposed project materially
impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which justify the
property's inclusion in any registry to which it belongs)?

-WlflWIQSCO
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Historic Ruouree Ev aluation Respom;e
February I , 2011

0

CASE NO. 2005.1912E
SNRAMP: Sharp Parte Golf Course

The project would not cause a substa.ntial advel'$4! change m the stgniflcance of the resource such
that the significance of the resource would be materially impatred. (Conhnau to 5 if 1M projtd is on

alterot1on.)

181 The project is a significant impact as proposed. (Conlrnut to 5 if the projtct rs an olttralio" )
The Planning Department fully concurs with the impacts analysis provided by Tetra Tech in Section
5.4 of the HRE report. In summary:
Project lmpiicls:
Raising Holes 10, 14, 15, and 18 111ould not cause a significant impact on the character-defining
features of the golf cowse and the holes would ~main In therr original locations and the
visual character of their fairways would only be minimally affected.
The closure of Hole U would cause 11 significant rmpacl to the historic resource as the work
would eliminate an origmal hole and fairway on the west side of the course. Its removal
would significantly alter the orig.inal golf course desagn 111d boundaries.
The proposed fencing would add a modem element to the golf course but would not harm
the character or setting of the resoui"C'e This ilddation to the l ~dscape would not tll1lSt a
signifiCtDrt i1frpact to the historic resource.
Modifying approximately 13 acres of the golf course to create upl~d habatat along the east
side of the lagoon would require slightly shortenmg or narrowing Holes 10 and 13. This
alteration would significantly alter the character of th~ orrginal fairways. Therefore, the
work would cause a signifiamt impad to the histone resource.
Altem~tive

Project Impacts:
The recreation analysis of the SNRAMP ElR proposes a mitigation measure (Option 1) that
would create a new hole on the east side or Highway I as a replacement for Hole 12. This
would result in a total of 13 holes on the west s1de of the highway and five holes on the east
side. This arrangement would not maintain the historic balance of holes on either side of the
highway and would change the historic boundaries of the course. This would c11use a
significant imp11ct to the original design of the historic resource.
The recreation analysis of the SNRAMP EIR proposes a mitigation measure (Option 2) that
would create a new hole on the west srde of Highway 1 as a replacement for Hole 12. While
the mitigation measure would change the layout of the holes, this alternative mitigation
meuure would restore some of the elements that Mackeruie had amplemented in his original
design by placing the new holes m areas of the course whe~ holes were historically placed.
The proposed holes would also be in keepang with the histo ric boundanes ol the golf course.
Because of the restorative aspect of the work, this mitigation would cauJt 11/ess th1111 signifiamt
impiJd to the resource.

1he project would ~It in significant impacts
course. including Holes 10, 12. and 13.

several cha racter-defirung features of the golf

3
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Historic R"ouree Evaluation Reaponae
February 8 , 2011

CASE NO. 2005.1912E

SNRAMP: Sharp Park Golf Course

5. Character-defining features of the building to be relllined or rHpected in order to avoid a
significant adverse effect by the project. presently or cumulatively, u modiflations to the project to
reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to mitigate
the p roject's adverse effects.
The character-defining features of the property are:

The origina.l features and design of the clubhouse;
The original features and design of the permanent maintenance building; and,
The original features and design of the golf course, Including the 12 original holes (current
holes 1, 2, 3, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, and 18), the original landscape features, and the cypress
!.Tee plantings that line the fairways.

•

Documentation of the historic rulturaJ landscape by a qualified architectural tustoriar1 shoul d be
completed before the commencement of any landsc.lpe alterations, as desaibed in Chapter 6 o f th.e
HRE report. However, documentation of the resource will not mitigate the Impacts of the project to
Holes 10, 12. and 13 to a less than significant level.

6. Would the proposed project have an advene effect on off-site hietorical raources, such
as adjacent historic properties?
DYes

[81No

0

Unable to determine

The.r e a.re no identified off·site historical resources that would be affected by the project.

SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW
Signature:

~ ~

Date:

Tina Tam, Srnior PresertJIItion Pumner

cc::

Unda Avery, &cording ~tttry, Historic Preservation Coll\n\ls5ion
Vlmallza Byrd I Historic Resource Impact Review File
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,.

The 1980 General Plan for the City of .Pacif1ca represents a major review of
planning options for the Cfty. In developing thfs plan, the nine mandatory
elements were considered, including:
land use, c'rculation, scenic
highways, housing, nofse, conservation, open space, seismic safety and
safety.
In addition, conrnunfty facilities, history and corrmunity design
also vere considered. The Policy Plan contains the recommendations of each
element.
The Land Use Plan represents the conclusion of the interact ion
among these element studies. Findings of each element are included in the
Plan document so that persons using the Plan are aware of the major
influences of each of these subject areas.
The Generill Plan progrilll 1n Pacifica also included preparation of a local
Coastal land Use and Iruplementation Plan (LCP) . Conclusions of the Coastal
l and Use Plan are included in the General Plan Report as proposed land use
for the area west of Highway 1, 'tthich has been designated by State law as
the Coastal Zone.
These land use descriptions are 110re detailed and
oriented specifically to Coastal Act pol i cies . Consistent with the intent
of the 1976 Coastal Act, planning in the Coastal Zone includes more detailed
recommendations than are required of general plans .
Requirements of the ~astal Act, including procedures for implementation,
ar.!ndment and action, 111clke 1t adv1sable to present the Coastal Plan in a
separate report which will be certified by the State Coastal Connfssfon as
Pacifica's Coastal Plan. In terms of State Planning law, the Coastal Plan
may be considered a Special Area Plan as provided in Section 654SO of the
State Government Code. The recomnendations of the Coastal Land Use Plan are
consistent wfth those of the 1980 General Plan and for this reason , the land
use portion of the Coastal Land Use Plan fs included for purposes of
environmental impact review .

·.

.· ·..
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HIS"f'miC PRESmVATION EI...EJ9fT

The Hfstorf c Preservation Element of Pacifica ' s Genera l Plan was prepared by
a group of knowledgeable citfzens who volunteered, out of their concern for .
conserving remnants of Pacifi ca ' s past, to add depth to the h~n experience
today and fn the future. The element includes a lfst and map of all of the
sites and structures felt to be of historic significance fn Pacffica.
The element would be f~~plemented by an Historic Ordinance whfch wou ld
establish a Pacifica Hfstoric Sites Advisory Ccnafttee to review proposed
changes to sites and structures designated on the Historic Sftes Map and
advfse the Planning Conn1ssfon and Cfty Councfl of the appropriateness of
the proposal. The Conmfttee would also spearhead l ocal cfvfc act1vfty , ~Ych
as iocai history progra.JIIS for schools and dvfc organfzatfons, see!c.fng
funding for historic conservation projects, and seeking assistance for
further documentat1on on the Historic Sites 11 st .

The Hfstorfc Elenent
used by those who
addftfonal planning
edlcatfonal and c1vfc

text is also publfshed separately so that it naay be
participated fn its creation to seek funding for
conservation activities, as we ll as for pronotfng
awareness of Pacifica' s colorful past .

.· ·..
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·PACIFIC_A
Ht'ffO~t(; ~~1'E.~
1.
l.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
U.
13.
14 .
IS.

16.
11 .
18.
19.
20.
21.
l2.
23.
24.
25.

25.
Z7.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
3-4 .
JS .
36.

37 .
38.
39 .
40.
41.

lt

Dol hrodlo Station
Horr-hsey r... House
Koppy Hollow Raneh
Co....,rfor-d House/ Fallty
Double Llnr of Cyp,_u ot Skyline
Ocyno Hlg!l School
Nlte/"'hgra Cout ' Artllltry Slh
Ande r-son' 1 Store
Falley Ronch House
san Pedro School House
little Brown Chon:h
llcCloskay Castle
Sal a da Baoch Distr ict
l\lnfclprl Fishing Pier
Hunting Lodge
Brighton Buch District
Ptr~dtr' s House
Lapuna Salada I llorsh
Shirl> P1rk Golf Courst & Clubho\Jse
Trees In Shtrll Park
Fairway Park 1111 II Allen
Ottent ton Camp
lt>rl Fann House (1880) and
J.brl Point
Quarry
Oclln Shore Rollrwd Station
fall-r (Calen C~k )
Arborttuil
n11-r- District
IIOck a>~~U~ Business District
Snug Harbor Tourist · cabins
Rocka,..y School House
Portoh Dlscovtry Trail
Portola DlscoVIIry Slta
Point San Pedro
Pedro Point District • Post
Office
Tobin Sbt1on
DaiVNinn's lttlyloft
Oceon Shore R1llrwd Bed I
StoUon
Portola Clll!'s1to
Sanchez Adobe
Pftto Rlnch
st . Peter's ChUn:h
S•n Pedro lit. liNd · to Honhrl lit •

.· ·..
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Pacifica's 1980 General Plan revision incorporates two plannfng processes:
a ~~ajor update of the General Plan and preparation of the City's Local
Coastal land Use and Implementatfon Plans . In dealing wfth the General Plan
on a day-to-day basis, these two plans shou~d be treated as one; however,
the di st1nct ion between them must · be recognized. The City Council has the
ultimate author1ty 1n adopting and amending the General Plan . State law
(Goverrnent Code Sect fon 65361) permits the City to amend fts Genera 1 Plan
no more than three tfmes a year. In years of major revision, the adoption
of the revfsed plan is considered one of these three pemitted annual
amenctnents.
On the other hand, the Council can rec011111end changes fn the Coastal Plan,
but the MK!ndnlent ~a~st be approved by the State Coastal C00111ission . The
approval procedure has not yet been established by the State Coastal
Commfssfon and must be embodied fnto official regulations.
The 1976 Coastal Act doa:; stata that iii1nor' a;1en<.bents to a certified pian
.ay be reviewed by the Executive Dfrector and become operative in ten days.
However no changes in land use shall be determined to be minar aliE!fldments
(Artfcle 30514(c)). The Act also states that amendment includes:

·.

. . •.. any action by the local government which authorizes a use
of a parcel of land other than tha~ designated. fn the certfffed
local coastal program as a pe~itted use of that parcel .. . •....
(30514(d)).
Revisions to the Coastal land Use Plan document would requfre State Coastal
C~ission approval for amendment.
These include:
-Polfcfes indicated as befng part of the Coastal Element,
-The Coastal Zone land Use Plan Description,
-The portipn of the land Use Map west of Highway 1,
-The Coastal Zone Element, including the Access Component,
Plan Conclusions, lmpl~ntatfon Plan and Ordinance revfsfons
required as a part of coastal plan implementation.
(This document fs available under a separate cover).
AOOPTICII

On April 30, 1979, ·the Planhfng Conmissfon ·recommended that the City Council
certify the Envirornental l!IIPact Report and adopt the proposed Pacfffca
General Plan. . On July 14, 1980, the City Council certffied the
Envfromental I~ct Report and adopted the General Plan on .lily Z8, 1980.

. - 142-
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qGENDA .
Planning Com mission - City of Pacifi.c_9
DATE:

September 8, 2009

LOCATION:

Council Chambers, 2212 Beach·Boulevard

TIME:

7:00PM

ROLL CALL:
SALUTE TO FLAG:
ADMINISTRATIVE BUSINESS:
Approval of Order of Agenda
Approval ofMlnute1: Augusl17, 2009
Designation of Liaison to City Council Meeting of: Seplember 14,

2~9

CONSENT ITEMS:
PUBLIC HEAR.JNGS:

1.

HLD-06-09

HISTORIC LANDMARK DESIGNATION, filed by the appficanl, Cily of PacifiCa, lo designale Sharp Park Golf
Course as an Historic Landmark (APN's 016-430-020 & 016-441-020) Recommended CEQA slalus: Exempt.
Proposed Action: Table to a dale uncertain (Continued fromAugust17, 2009)

1..

UP-006-09
PV-500·09

USE PERMIT and VARIANCE, filed by lhe agent, Charnel James, on behalf of the applicant, Verizon Wireless,
and the owner, City of Pacifica, lo extend an existing police station monopole and add nine wireless
communications antennas. two GPS antennas and related equipment al 2075 Coast Highway, Pac'tfica
(Assessor's Parcel Number 018-051-050). Recommended CEQA status: Exempt Proposed action: Approval
as conditioned (Continued from Augusl 17, 2009)

3.

CDP-316-09

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, tiled by the owner and appflcant, Penny' Keating of the Shoreside
Residents Associaliof], to legalize an existing chain link fence along Shoreside Drive, Pacifica (APN 023--730·
200}. The project is located in the Coastal Zone. Recommended CEQA status: Exempt. Proposed action:
Approval as conditioned

OTHER AGENDA ITEMS:
COMMUNICATIONS:
Commission Communications:
Staff Communications:
Oral Communications:
This portion of lhe agenda is available to the public to address the Planning Commission on any issue within lhe subject maHer
jurisdiction of the Commission that is not on the agenda. The time allowed for any speaker will be three minutes.
ADJOURNMENT
Anyone aggrieved by the action of the Planning Commission has 10 calendar days to appeal the decision ln writing to the City Council. If
any of the above actions are challenged in court, issues which may be raised are limited to those raised at the public hearing or in wrillen
.orrespondence delivered to the City at, or prior to, the public hearing. Judicial review of any City administrative decision may be had only
if a peUtion is filed with the court not later than the 9oth day following the dale upon which the decision becomes final. Judicial review of
environmental determinations may be subject to a shorter lime period for litigation, in certain cases 30 days following the date of final
decision.
·
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The City of Pacifica will provide special assistance for disabled cilizens upon at least 24-hour advance notice to the City Manager's office
(738-7301). If you need sign language assistance or written material printed in a larger lent or Japed, advance notice is necessary. Ali
meeting rooms are accessible to the disabled.

/
\

NOTE: Off-street parking is allowed by permit for attendance at official public meetings. Vehicles parked without pennlts are
subject to citation. You should obtain a pennit from the rack in the lobby and place it on the dashboard of your vehicle in such a
manner as is visible to law enforcement personnel.
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MINUTES

' I
CITY OF PACIFICA
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
2212 BEACH BOULEVARD

September 8, 2009
7:00p.m.
Chair Nathanson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

ROLLCALL:

Present:
Absent:

Commissioners Evans, Langille, Clifford,
Campbell, Gordon, Leon, and Chair Nathanson
None

SALUTE TO FLAG:

Led by Commissioner Clifford

STAFF PRESENT:

Planning Director Michael Crabtree
Assistant Planner Kathryn Farbstein
Planning Intern Lily Lim

AFFROVAL OF ORDER
OF AGENDA

Commissioner Ciifforri moved approvai of the Order
of Agenda; Commissioner Langille seconded the
motion.

The motion carried 7-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Evans, Langille, Clifford, Campbell,
Gordon, Leon, and Chair Nathanson
None
Commissioner Clifford moved approval of the
minutes of August 17, 2009; Commissioner Leon
seconded the motion.

APPROVAL OF
MINUTES:
August 17,2009

Commissioner Leon stated that he had a minor typo correction on page 14, second line, changing
" ... le eetlfiffll were e.·erytlliHg was ... "te " ... te eeHfiffll Hhere e'>•erytlliHg was ...."
TI1e motion can·ied 7-0.
Ayes:
Noes:
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DESIGNATION OF LIAISON TO CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 14,
2009:
Planning Director Crabtree stated that the City Council would be considering the Development
Plan for the single family residence on Perez Drive which the Commission had recently
approved.
Commissioner Clifford volunteered to attend at the Planning Commission liaison.

CONSENT ITEMS:
None.

(
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PUBLIC HEARINGS:
J.

HLD-06-09

IDSTORIC L ANDMARK DESI GNATION, filed by the
applicant, City of Pacifica, to designate Sh arp Park Golf Course
as an Historic Landmark (APN's 016-430-020 & 016-441-020).
Recommended CEQA status: E:xem pt.

Planning Director Crabtree presented the staff report.
Commissioner Clifford asked how tabling affected San Francisco's report, such as encouraging,
discouraging, etc.
Planning Director Crabtree felt it didn't have any impact on San Francisco's action regarding the
studies. Although he acknowledged that it might do something to San Francisco internally, he
reiterated that he wasn't aware of any impact.
Commissioner Leon stated that he had received many messages urging them to save the golf
course, and he was asking for clarification that the issue hefnrr: thl"m w.11~ d.-~!ing with tl!e
h:storicaJ preservc::ticn issue based on Pacifica's standards.
Planning Director Crabtree reiterated that the issue was whether or not to designate the golf
course a.s an historical landmark based on Pacifica's ordinance criteria.
Commissioner Clifford thought that the golf course was already listed in the General Plan as an
historic site and asked staff for confirmation of that.
Planning Director Crabtree responded affirmatively.
Commissioner Langille wasn't aware that it was listed in the General Plan and thought it was a
maner of semantics. She asked what the effect of it was by being listed in the General Plan
regarding protection of the golf course.
Planning Director Crabtree stated that the General Plan identified sites and the next step was to
designate, via the zoning ordinance, the various sites as landmarks provided they met the criteria,
and he thought the City had designated six sites as landmarks. When the landmark designation
was imposed, there were various criteria that one goes through to alter or change the landmark
and raises the level of CEQA analysis if designated as a landmark as opposed to being listed as a
historic site.
Commissioner Langille asked what the impact was when an item was tabled, such as whether it
was appeal-able or was put in a limbo.
Planning Director Crabtree thought it was closer to limbo, explaining that the impact of tabling
merely put off the action and caused the City to take the initiative andre-notice it to everyone
who indicated any interest and reopen the public hearing. He added that it was almost like
starting over except they would have all the background of previous discussion and previous
minutes.
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Commissioner Clifford asked if staff stood by its original recommendation m the July 20, 2009
starT report which asserted that the golf course deserved historical landmark starus.
Planning Director Crabtree clarified that their recommendation on July 20 was that the
Commission adopt the resolution recommending landmark status because their analysis felt it met
the criteria and that has not changed. Staff still believed that the golf course has met the criteria,
but their recommendation has changed for the present and they were now recommending that it
be tabled.
Commissioner Evans asked if it made any difference if they tabled the item or voted on it in
regard to the EIR report.
Planning Director Crabtree stated that, if he was asking if the analysis being done by San
Francisco was affected by the City's decision, he had not heard from San Francisco that their
analysis was dependent on anything Pacifica did. However, he couldn't state with certainty
whet11er what they do may or may not have an impact on San Francisco's process. He stated that
one would hope that San Francisco would take into account the acuon of the City 10 which their
property was located. He thought the study they were conducting was a factual one and he didn't
believe that anything Pacifica does or doe.s not do would have an 1m pact on the facts, but how the
facts were analyz.ed and used may be influenced by Pacifica's acuon
Commissioner Evans thought the gist of their letter referred to that fact by suggesting that the
City not moke the determinat ion so they can go forward wnh their repon without

11

being

affected.
Planning Director Crabtree thought the letter might be interpreted m different ways, and that was
one poss 1ble interpretation.
Commissioner Langille stated that the golf course was listed in the General Plan as an historical
resource to the City, and u11der the zoning requirements, if made an historical landmark, any
modifications to the historical aspect of the golf course would require a permit from the Planning
Commission. She referred to their opinion, as well as her opinion following her research, that
San Francisco didn't have to comply with Pacifica's zoning. She asked if the City had a different
opinion or were in agreement.
Planning Director Crabtree didn't think the City Attorney had issued a formal opinion on that.
He added that, when she attended the previous meeting, she fell there was the possibility that San
Francisco would be immune from our local land use regulations, but hadn't formalized that.
Commissioner Langille asked confirmation that, in the past, San Francisco had not come before
them for penn its to modify the clubhouse.
Planning Dtrector Crabtree stated that he could not find any evidence of that.
Commissioner Leon stated that he had communications with the Planning Director and, for the
record, he recalled a number of improvements done, such as the paving for motoriud golf carts,
and he had asked if any penn its were taken and there was no evidence found to indicate that they
were taken. He reiterated his belief that there have been substantial improvements made without
permits from Pacifica. He asked if the Planning Director had any more mformation to add.
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Planning Director Crabtree responded that all their research had concluded that they were not
aware of any Planning permits being taken out for those specific tasks. He added that it was
possible that a pem1it was acquired. He couldn't state with certainty that it wasn't but there was
no evidence to prove that it was.
Commissioner Clifford stated that he had some information from San Francisco's Planning
Commission meeting of August 17 regarding immunity which would partially answer
Commissioner Langille's question. San Francisco Deputy City Attorney Stacy responded to San
Francisco Commissioner Moore, referring to issues of intergovernmental immunity. She
informed him that it was an issue that would be addressed for each situation, depending on the
facts, use of the property, and local regulations. Commissioner Clifford felt it was clear that San
Francisco wasn't certain that they had full immunity regarding the site.
Commissioner Gordon referred to Commissioner.; Langille's and Clifford's comments, stating
that, if they designated the golf courSe as historic, then San Francisco would have to come before
the Planning Commission before they made modifications but, if they had intergovernmental
immunity from Pacifica's zoning ordinances, it didn't matter what Pacifica said with respect to
hi~roric de.sien~tion bP.t:..Rus~ they Wl!ren't tying San Fre~cisco':: hand:;. He did fee! thtt ·what they
were doing was symbolic and whether their decision had legal teeth or was symbolic was
important. He felt that, if they tabled it, when it came back it would be relevant if the City
Attorney gave them some information about her view on whether San Francisco had
intergovernmental immunity. He then referred to the letter from San Francisco's Deputy City
Attorney which he felt said that they had immunity from Pacifica's ordinances and passing this
designation would not matter one bit to them. He felt it was valuable to have our City Attorney's
input on this legal issue when it returns.
Planning Director Crabtree thought Commissioner Gordon's points were excellent, adding that
the City Attorney was planning to be present at this meeting but, when staff recommended tabling
the item, she assumed that they would table it and she decided to wait until they actually
reconsidered the item before addressing them.
Commissioner Leon referred to all the changes made at the golf course over the past20 years,
which were done without permits, and he felt it made no sense for people to take time out of their
schedules to come and speak when the Planning Commission was considering legislating
something that was not able to be enforced. He didn't see the point of that.
Chair Nathanson thought they were getting a little off track at this point unless they had a direct
question for staff.
Commissioner Campbell asked, on following up on Commissioner Gordon's excellent
recommendation, whether they could ask the City Council to task the City Attorney with this
notion of determining the legalities associated with designated the course as historic.
Planning Director C1-abtree felt that was not necessary. He stated that the City Attorney was
prepared to give the Commission the advice they needed to move forward on this, and he didn't
feel that there was a need to ask the City Council to direct her to do it. It was her job and she was
present previously and gave them her opinion. She now had the letter from San Francisco and he
acknowledged that the Commission would like her to respond to that letter. He assured them that,

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-270

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Planning Commission Minutes
September 8, 2009
Page 6 of 18
should they table the matter, she would be present when it was presented to them again and
provide them with the advice that they need.
Commissioner Campbell was merely asking for assurance that the followup would be there.
Chair Nathanson reiterated, for the benefit of the public, why they were not having a public
hearing on this item at this time, explaining that they had the initial presentation with a very
lengthy public hearing where everyone had spoken, clo~ed the public hearing for Commission
deliberation but it was so late that they continued it and stated that, when it came before them
again they would go directly to Commission deliberations. She further explained that, if they
now table the item, it would go to square one and be re·noticed, with a public hearing and after
their deliberations and decision, it would go on to City Council and there would be another public
hearing. She reassured the public that there would be ample opportunity for them to speak in
front of the Commission and the City Council. She also reminded the public that, on any issue,
they had the option of writing to the Commission or Council, were not limited to three minutes,
and it would be included with their packet with ample time to deliberate on it. She again
reiterated that not having a public hearing at this meeting was not because they were trying to
shut them out.
Commissioner Clifford was not happy with tabling the item, and would like to finish the
deliberations and send it on. He felt that this was an item that needed to go before the City
Council so they can open the public hearing. He didn 't see anything to be gained by tabling it, re.
noticing it, and opening the public hearing again, since it wa.s ultimately up to the City Council to
make the detennination.
Chair Nathanson asked clarification that the only thing they were considering was whether or not
Sharp Park Golf Course met the criteria as an historical landmark. She thought all the other
information would be before the City Council. She thought their only option was to table it while
waiting for San Francisco's repon and their agenda item was only whether or not it should be an
historic landmark.
Commissioner Gordon disagreed with Commissioner Clifford. He would like as much
information as possible on the subject before him before making a decision. He referTed to San
Francisco's letter to Pacifica, stating that they appreciated the historic and cultural value of the
golf course and the effects of the resource management plan on the golf course as a potential
historic resource and that fact would be included in their EIR report. He would like to wait and
see what they have to say so that he can make a better decision. He mentioned that the last time it
was on an evening where the agenda was full, and if they table it, he would like to see it as the
only agenda item so no one has to stay until 12:30 again. He was in favor of tabling it.
Commissioner Evans was in agreement with Commissioner Gordon. He had originally stated that
he didn't feel right without having input from the owner of the property. He stated that, if they
were in the middle of an extensive repon, the Commission owed it to both the golf course and
Pacifica to wait for that report. He did understand Commissioner Clifford's position about
moving on, but he felt they should wait and have everything in front of them.
Commissioner Leon also felt that they should have as much information as possible before them
so that they do not send less than fully developed deliberation and information to the City
Council. He felt it was their responsibility and he would like that opportunity as a Commissioner.
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Commissioner Leon referred to the letter from San Francisco, which he felt clearly stated their
legal responsibilities and their interest in preserving the golf course, as well as their significant
natural resources area management plan and their intention of complying with CEQA regulations
and Fish & Game regulations. He felt it was beneficial to wait. He mentioned the National Park
Services' offer to intervene in the historic study to look at state and national historic criteria,
which was a higher standard. He felt that was potentially still on the table for the future, but
based on what San Francisco was doing and committed to, he agreed with tabling the item.
Commissioner Langille referred to her position regarding intergovemm(}ntal immunity but she
was trying to be a responsible open-minded Commissioner. She acknowledged that they had
heard from the City Attorney previously but they had not heard her response to the latest letter.
She also felt that giving San Francisco time to complete their studies would give them beneficial
information, stating that she was in favor of tabling it.
Commissioner Campbell stated that, whether or not intergovernmental immunity appli:.s, he was
most interested in whether the golf course met the criteria of the City's historic designation
ordinance, and their decision would be informed by San Franc1sco's study. He thought that, if it
were a private developer on private land who told them they would have more to tell them about
the history of the site in:: month, r!:ey ·.vo::ld w:~it. He didn't see the d1stinction with this
property. He would like to vote to table it, but he was not interested in waiting around forever.
He wondered if there was a way to put a time limit or if the Planning Department's expectations
were for getting something back by the end of October He thought if they didn't produce the
report by the end of October, he would conclude that it was fair to move forward.
Planning Director Crabtree explained that, when tabling an Item, there was a re-noticing process
and he would prefer not to create an expectation of a date. He was also hesitant because of
knowing how things can be planned for a certain date and then get pushed back. He
recommended that tJ1ey not make it part of their motion but rather direct the Planning Director to
report to them on the status. He added that, ifthey didn't hear anything by the end of October,
they could ask him to give them a report.
Chair Nathanson stated that one reason she was in favor of tabling it was because the report on
line and available to people was that staff was recommending that it be tabled. She thought they
would have had more people present if they thought that was not going to be the case. She also
felt there were some legal issues and, when they have a clearer perspective on San .Francisco's
sitlJation, the City Attorney would be present to address them. She didn't think they had to worry
about something drastic happening if they tabled the item. She felt it was in everyone's best
interest to table it. It would also provide the opportunity for reopening the public hearing.
Planning Director Crabtree then elaborated on his previous response, further clarifying tJ1at the
Commission always had the right to say they would like to hear the item. If they decided that it
was too long to wait, or San Francisco's study didn't get completed, they always had the option to
ask that it be put on the agenda.
Commissioner Clifford asked staff what the process would be for that request should it be
November or December. He asked if it should be during Commissioner Communications.
Planning Director Crabtree agreed that it would be appropriate to ask, during Commissioner
Communication, that the item be placed on their agenda.
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Commissioner Leon asked clarification as to whether they should add the reference regarding
subject to updates by the Planning Director into the motion as discussed by Commissioner
Campbell.
Commissioner Campbell stated that he was satisfied with the motion as it was.
Commissioner Leon moved that the Planning Commission TABLE consideration of HLD-06-09
to a date unce1tain; Commissioner Campbell seconded the motion.
The motion carried 7-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Evans, Langille, Clifford, Campbell,
Gordon, Leon, and Chair Nathanson
None

(
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2.

UP-006-09
PV-500-09

USE PERMIT and VARIANCE, filed by tbe agent, Charnel
James, on behalf of the applicant, Vernon Wireless, and tbe
owner, City of Pacifica, to extend an existing police station
monopole and add nine wireless communication antennas, two
GPS antennas and related equipment at 2075 Coast Highway,
Pacifica (APN 018-051-050). Recommended CEQA status:
Exempt.

Planning Intern Lim presented the staff report.
Commissioner Campbell asked if the school board was notified of this action.
Planning Intern Lim stated that it was the adjacent property, and she was pretty sure they had
been notified as everyone within 300 feet would have been notified.
Commissioner Campbell asked if the notice went to the school district's Superintendent or
actually to the Board.
Plannine Intern Lim staled that it went to the owner of the propeny
Commissioner Campbell was merely wondering who actually gets it.
Planning Intern Lilm stated that it goes to the School District office.
Commissioner Leon asked if there were any other public or pnvately situated antennas that would
add to any cumulative effects from this proposal.
Planning Intern Lim stated that there were existing antennas used by the police station.
Commissioner Leon thought they had approved something at the Pacific Telephone but didn't
know if it was a pole or not, because he didn't have the antenna map for reference.
Planning Intern Lim stated that the RF report only had information on the cumulative effect of
what was beiug added to the pole.
Commissioner Leon asked if the information was available with a reference map of existing
poles.
Planning Director Crabtree stated that he wasn't sure what he was asking, explaining that there
was another antenna at the telephone building, and thought it was the only other one in the
vicinity, although the applicant may be able to respond further. He reiterated what was already
stated, that the RF report did not take into account surrounding antennas, only the one on the
facility.
Commissioner Leon asked if he was stating that there was one on the telephone building.

{__

Planning Director Crabtree stated that there was one approved but he didn't know if it was
actually installed. He asked Planning Intern Lim if she knew
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Planning Intern Lim acknowledged that they had approved one at 325 Reina del Mar but had no
further information.
Planning Director Crabtree reiterated that they didn't know for sure if it was actually installed.
Commissioner Leon thought that the water department had one on the lower pan ofCanle Hill
which faces Val Iemar.
Planning Director Crabtree stated that they would have to get the map to check.
Commissioner Evans referred to the RF report which stated that the new antenna would only pose
3.6% of the applicable public exposure limit allowable, and he asked if it was only for the new
antenna.
Plan nang Intern Lim stated that was referring only to what they were now proposing.
Commiss1oner Langille acknowledged that she needed to stay away from public safety issues, but
she questioned the cumulative effect with antennas near a school such as th1s one, and wondered
how many antennas were in the area. She asked if there was any informahon on how many
antennas near a school caused concern.
Plannmg Director Crabtree thought the applicant m1ght be able to answer that, but he cautioned
her that she could not take heallh issues into account when considering approval of the permits.
Commissioner Clifford asked Planning Intern Lim if she was able to get an answer about whether
there would be any interference from these antennas to the public safety system that the police
operate. His major concern was, during an emergency situation when everyone was on their cell
phones and the antennas were maxed out, what would happen to the police communications.
Planning Intern Lim mentioned that the applicant stated that they ran on different frequencies, but
she was present and could confirm that.
Commissioner Clifford assumed that she would be able to answer the question for him.
Charnel James. NSA Wireless, stated that she was representing Verizon. She stated that she had
her RF engineer, Russ Benson, present and he would be available to answer any questions about
the radio frequenctes and how the antennas work. She felt staff dtd a good presentation and she
was present mainly to answer any questions. She did mention the reference in the staff report to
equipment, and clarified that there were multiple radio cabinetS within the shelter.
Comm1ssioner Clifford asked if her RF man would answer h1s previous question.
Russ Benson. radio engineer, was with Verizon with 48 years m the mdustry He stated that he
was responsible for everything from the Golden Gate Bridge to south of G1lroy on !.he west side
of the bay. He stated that Verizon was more concerned about mterference to their system from
the police radios. He stated that RFs would normally show the probability of interference from
police radios into !.heir equipment was I00 times greater than any interference from their
equipment to the Police Department.

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-275

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

.

Planning Commission Minutes
September 8, 2009
Page II of 18

(

Commissioner Clifford asked if they could get that in writing.
Mr. Benson stated that he thought they had already submitted something in writing saying that
there was no chance of interference.
Commissioner Clifford stated that he didn't see it in their packets.
Planning Intern Lim stated that they hade-mailed the City stating that they were on different
frequencies, and she would place it in the file .
Commissioner Clifford was merely ensuring that it was on record and public safety was clearly
addressed.
Mr. Benson stated that this was for the frequencies currently being used by the Police Department
but, if they changed to another range of frequencies at a later date, it would have to be restudied.
Comm1ssioner Clifford thanked him for the infonnation, adding that they would keep that in
mind.
Planning Director Crabtree added that it was not being done in a vacuum. Veriz.on had been
working with the Police Department from the very beginning. and the police had not expressed
any concerns to the Planning Department.
Ms. James pointed out that their lease had already been in front of the C1ty Council and the
Council had approved their lease.
Commissioner Leon stated that he was trying to arrive at infonnation regarding cumulative
exposure, having approved an antenna on a commercial building adjacent to the school and
adjacent to the Police Department. He asked if there was a concern regarding the equipment
Verizon was planning to add.
Mr. Denson stated that they had submitted a Hammon and Edison report to the City which
covered everything on the tower. He stated that once they step away from the tower by more than
I 0 meters, there was no chance of anything. He stated that the antenna at the AT&T facility,
which was about 800 feet away, would add less than 1/10 of 1% of the public exposure limit and
was so low it could not be measured with current instruments being used.
Chair Nathanson opened the Public Hearing and, seeing no one, closed the Public Hearing.
Comm issioner Clifford moved that the Planning Commission find the project exempt from
CEQA, and APPROVE Use Pennit, UP-006-09 and Variance, PV-500·09, subject to conditions
I through 7 and ADOPT findings contained in the September 8, 2009 staff repon, and
incorporate all maps and testimony into the record by reference; Commissioner Evans seconded
the motion.
Charr Nathanson stated that she loved when she got before and after photos, and thanked them for
a moment of happiness. She then suggested that they get an 1-phone with Verizon.

(

'

TI1e motion carried 7..().
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Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Evans. Langille, Clifford, Campbell,
Gordon, Leon, and Chair Nathanson
None

Chair Nathanson declared that anyone aggrieved by the action of the Planning Commission has
ten (I 0) calendar days to appeal the decision in writing to the City Council.

(
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3.

CDP-316-09

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, filed by the owner and
applicant, Penny Keating of the Shoreside Residents Association,
to legalize an existing chain link fence along Shoreside Drive,
Pacifica (APN 023-730-200). The project is located in the
Coastal Zone. Recommended CEQA status: Exempt.

Assistant Planner farbstein presented the staff report.
Commissioner Clifford asked when the fence was put up.
Assistant Planner Farbstein didn't know, adding that the applicant could probably better address
that. She stated that code enforcement was involved and she could tell him when she got the
app Iication.
Commissioner Clifford stated that he was more interested in how long the fence was there.
Commissioner Campbell referred to condition 2 which stated that the applicant shall landscape
along the fence with year-round plants to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and asked on
which side of the fence they wou!d plant or whether it might be both sides.
Assistant Planner Farbstein stated that she envisioned the plants on the one side away from the
ocean to better maintain them, adding that she would prefer that no one go on the Oceanside.
Penny Keating. applicant. was representing Shoreside Residents Association, and explained how
the residents bought their respective units in 2001 . She referred to the uniqueness of the area,
with its own concerns and considerations because of the public access. She felt the staff report
was good and the Commission had most of the information they needed. She referred to the
question about when the fence was installed, and thought it was installed in January 2009. She
stated that a neighbor had suggested that the fence would be more aesthetically pleasing in black.
They were told it couldn't be painted but they could add a plastic coating. She was pleased with
the positive response from the neighbors in the community by their letters of support. She then
read one letter from a surfer. She mentioned some of the accidents which occurred in the past
and felt they were doing the best they could by installing a fence that would allow for visibility of
the ocean while ensuring safety.
Commissioner Evans asked when the Police Department had talked to them about erecting the
fence.
Ms. Keating stated that she hadn't spoken to the police officer but it was an unofficial comment
and she had given that comment to Assistant Planner Farbstein unofficially, adding that it was
shortly before they installed tl1e fence. They had been having problems with vandalism, etc., and
she didn't know if the other owner had called the police out because of that. She reiterated that it
wasn't an official statement.

\....

Commissioner Campbell felt the fence was a good idea which would be of benefit to the
neighborhood. He asked ifthere was a way of placing vegetation on the ocean side that can be
watered in order to shield it from below so that no one was looking at a fence. He didn't know if
he was making a mountain out of a molehill but asked ifthere was a way to screen the fence.
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Ms. Keating stated that they had discussed landscaping and they had a concern about the problem
of gening water m terms oferosion and the mechanics of gening it out there. They were also
concerned about blocking the view. There was also the fact that it was hard but they were willing
to give i 1a try. She mentioned the fact that they narurally have green plants by March, then
daisies by April. The plants last until July and then die off, and the owners felt it was a natural
way of handling it but they were willing to comply with whatever was the best solution.

(

Commissioner Clifford initially thought the black vinyl was a good idea until his site visit. He
saw that it was flaking off and he was thinking that it shouldn't be renewed because they would
land up with the vinyl in the ocean.
Ms. Keating agreed with him. She only notice it recently, but wasn't sure how long it had been
deteriorating. She was sorry that it was a mess when he made the site visit, but thought it was
good for him to see that. She felt the fence had helped eliminate some of the liner.
Chair Nathanson asked if they had given any consideration to a more viable alternative to the
vinyl.
Ms. Keating stated that they hadn't thought of doing anything to the fence unless something
happened to make it unsafe. The vinyl was meant as an aesthetic add1tron, and there was some
comment about whether it was better black or bener the narural chain link coloration. She didn't
think there was any thought of replacing it unless a safety 1ssue came up.
Choir Nath:tnson opened 1he Public Heanng and, seeing no one, closed the Pubhc Hearing.

(
Commissioner Langille had visited the site before it was an agenda item, and she felt the fence
was an improvement, not only for the safety of pets and humans, but for keeping liner from going
over the edge. She thought it would be difficult to put planting on the ocean side and they would
probably have to be seasonal to avoid erosion by watering. She agreed that something like native
planting placed to shield the fence was great and was a necessary recommendation. She
understood why they went with a black fence but she felt letting it deteriorate and then lening it
go was probably the best way to go. She stated that she had looked atrhe fence from the beach
and thought it was hard to see. She recommended approving it.
Commissioner Leon suppo11ed the legalization of the fence, and the safety concerns were well
taken. He rhought the best idea was native plants that required no watering with the seasons
dictating what grows. He felt the pictures were scary, with the narural condition and
suscept1b11ity to erosion, and keeping water off of it was the best way to go.
Commissioner Evans was also in favor of the fence. However, he was not 1n favor of adding
plants that needed to be watered. He felt the natural idea was much bener and anything to
preserve the cliffs was a plus. He did n't think digging holes and watering them was a good idea
at the cliff's edge. He was in favor oflening it go to narure, since it doesn't need watering and
we w1ll be saving water. He added that it probably wouldn't be too long before the fence was in
the ocean He reiterated that he was in favor or the fence but not of adding the plants
Commissioner Campbell was in favor of the fence and was not in favor of non-native plants, but
was in favor of initial watering just to get them started. He did appreciate Commissioner Langille
for takmg a look at it.
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(

Commissioner Gordon was in favor of the legalization of the fence, but on condition 112, he would
like to specify that the applicant would landscape along the fence with native drought tolerant
plants that grow year round. He hadn't visited the site but, if planting native plants on the ocean
side would contribute to the erosion, he would consider limiting the planting to the non-ocean
side. He disagreed with Commissioner Evans regarding dropping the landscaping condition
because, leaving it to its own devices, with foot traffic, they end up with invasive species coming
in and crowding out the native plants.
Commissioner Clifford was in favor of legalizing the fence and felt it added to the safety of the
cliff. He was in favor of planting anything that required very little digging because with any
digging they would create an erosion problem and lose the fence that much quicker. He thought
it might be better for plants that you can sprinkle on the ground and they do their own thing
instead of digging and watering. He would like landscaping however.
Commissioner Gordon asked if Commissioner Clifford had the same reservations if the
landscaping was on both sides as opposed to only the non-ocean side.
Comm issioner Clifford would keep it on the non-ocean side because the fence wa.s on the edge of
the cliff already. He didn't think they should put anyone at risk hy plltnting on that side.
Commissioner Gordon asked ifthe southern side was the non-ocean side.
Planning Director Crabtree stated that the non-ocean side was south.
Assistant Planner Farbstein stated that she suggested wording it the non-ocean side because it was
difficult to figure out what was north and south and the wording of non-ocean side made sense.
Commissioner Langille felt that, the more they discussed it, the more it made sense not to require
any landscaping that required digging. She knew the seasonal plants, such as daisies, etc., were
what grows there and they do pretty well without watering. She felt they shouldn't be requiring
much landscaping in that site except what grows there. She didn't know of any native plants that
can grow from seed without digging and she didn't know if they needed to change the
recommendation or leave as is. She t110ught it would take trial and en·or to plant anything that
would establish itself without digging and watering. She thought leaving it as is, adding that even
the best efforts of the applicant would be challenged by the people using the site. She was in
favor of leaving the condition as is or changing it to say landscape with native drought tolerant
plants requiring little or no digging.
Chair Nathanson stated that tl1e condition presently reads that the applicant shall landscape along
the fence with plants that grow year round to the satisfaction of the Planning Director. She asked
the Planning Director if, having heard what was said, he would be able to implement that without
specific language.
Planning Director Crabtree thought it was safer to add it. He thought they are all asking for
native, drought tolerant plants which require minimaJ digging, and they could wak something
out. He felt adding that wording in the condition would be helpful.

C..

Chair Nathanson clarified that it would not be an additional condition but part of condition 2.
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(

Planning Director Crabtree stated that she was correct.
Commissioner Gordon stated that he has been a native plant gardener for about 20 years and bad
a fair amount of experience with native vegetation. He stated that they can start a native garden
with I -gallon plants that require very little digging, less than what was required to put in the
fence. He felt it was very doable. He stated that there was a native nursery which sells them.
Commissioner Gordon moved that the Planning Commission APPROVE CDP-316-09, subject to
conditions 1 through J, based on findings contained within the September 8, 2009 staff report and
incorpo1·are all maps, documents, and testimony into the record by reference, with condition 2
modified to read the app licant shall landscape along the fence with native, drought tolerant plants
that grow yea r round, to the satisfaction ofthe Planning Director; Commissioner Clifford
seconded the motion.
The motion carried 7-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Evans, Langille, Clifford, Campbell,
Gordon, Leon, and Chai r Nathanson
None

Chair Nathanson declared that anyone aggrieved by the action of the Planning Commission has
ten (I 0) calendar days to appeal the decision in writing to the City Council.

(
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COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS:
None.

STAFF COMMUNICATIONS:
None.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
Ron Maykel. 896 Rockaway Beach, stated that the Commission had made a great decision to
table the golf course deliberation regarding making it an historical landmark.
Chair Nathanson reminded Mr. Maykel that he could not discuss the golf course because it was
already on the agenda.
Mr. Maykel then mentioned that the National Park Service has an interest in the golf course
property, and he sees it as an opportunity ofa thousand years, considering that it was contiguous
with Mori Point and Sweeney Ridge. 400 acres of flat topography in the center of Pacifica with a
diversity of ecosystems. He thought it could be like a City Park. He felt it was a beautiful piece
of property that was in a cage and exclusionary for a particular single use but could be used by
the handicapped, families, artists, etc. He felt it was a golden opportunity. He was bringing it
before the Planning Commission because they were responsible for planning the future direction
of the City. He felt the golf cow·se has not really been a value to the City.
Planning Director Crabtree felt the speaker was treading on thin ice in addressing an aspect of a
subject that was before them earlier in the meeting.
Chair Nathanson agreed with the Planning Director, stating that they couldn't talk about the golf
course.

Mr. Maykel suggested that they merely talk about Pacifica seeing a substantial upgrade with
some changes in land use. He mentioned the "war zone" of the wastewater treatment plant, the
failed biodiesel treatment plant, failed illegal road on Pedro Headlands, mitigation ponds in the
quarry for which the City was in violation of the Coastal Act because they neglected the 10-year
mitigation program to stock the ponds with the San Francisco garter snakes and didn't do it. He
felt they had a responsibility to look out for the well being of the City at large and the public.
ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business for discussion, Commissioner Clifford moved to adjourn the
meeting at 8:30p.m.; Conunissioner Gordon seconded the motion.
The motion carried 7-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

~

_

Commissioners Evans, Langille, Clifford, Campbell,
Gordon, Leon, and Chair Nathanson
None

Respectfully submitted,
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(

Barbara Medina
Public Meeting Stenographer
APPROVED:

Planning Director Michael Crabtree

(

(
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PACIFICA WSTORICAL SOCIETY

P.O. Box 752 Pacifica, CA 94044 650-359-5462 info@pacificahistory.org
June 14, 2011

Honorable Mary Ann Nihart
Mayor, City of Pacifica
170 Santa Maria Ave.
Pacifica, CA. 94404
Honorable Ed Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
1 Or. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl.
an Francisco, CA. 94102
Honorable Carole Groom
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
400 County Center
Redwood City, CA. 94063
Re: Pacifica Historical Society Recognizes Sharp Park Golf Course as
An "historic resource", and calls upon elected officials to
Save the 80-year-old, 18-hole golf course.
Dear Mayors Nihart and Lee, and President Groom,
The Pacifica Historical Society, official historian of the City of Pacifica, by unanimous vote of
its Board of Directors on June 14, 2011 , adopted a Resolution recognizing the Sharp Park Golf
Course as "a significant historical and cultural resource," and called upon public officials of all levels
of government "to preserve the historic 18-hole golf course for the enjoyment and appreciation of
future generations." Enclosed is a copy of that Resolution.
Among other things, the Historical Society's Resolution cites the following facts in support of
our determination that the Sharp Park Golf Course is an "historical resource". The golf course was
opened in 1932, and designed by Dr. Alister MacKenzie, the first golf architect inducted into the World
Golf Hall of Fame, and the architect of Augusta National Golf Club (home of the annual Master's
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Tournament) , Cypress Poin1 Club, and other outstanding golf courses around the wond . Dr.
MacKenzie was also the consulting architect at the Old Course at St Andrews, Scotland, the
ancestral home of the game of golf.
Dr. MacKenzie was assisted in the construction of Sharp Park Goff Course by Golden Gate
Park Superintendent John Mclaren, who planted the Monterey cypress trees on the property.
MacKenzie Intentionally created Sharp Park in the distinctive style of Scottish seaside links courses,
the original type of golf course. Sharp Park is one of the few public golf courses in the wortd
designed by Dr. MacKenzie. Today the golf course retains 12 of Or. MacKenzie's original 18 holes,
with two other existing holes being played in original MacKenzie-designed fairways. The golf course
retains design features characteristic of Dr. MacKenzie's architecture, including its mounded greens,
accessibility to all skill levels, and its picturesque beauty.
The Cultural Landscape foundation of Washington, DC has recognized Sharp Park as an atrisk, nationally-significant cultural landscape.

The Pacifica Historical Society's Resolution is supported by extensive historical research,
including historic photographs, newspaper stories, and architectural drawings pub!!shad
oontampc;cmwusiy with me design and opening of the golf course, and contemporaneous accounts
of design and construction from Or. MacKenzie and members of his design team. We will be happy
to make these materials available to you. upon request.
The mission of the Pacifica Historical Society includes preseNation of the history of Pacifica
and its historical sites, to act as official historian for the City of Pacifica, and to advise public officials
regarding historical matters and the preservation of historical sites. Consistent with our mission, and
upon consideration of a substantial historical record, our Society has determined Sharp Park Golf
Course to be an historic and cultural resource of the City of Pacifica, and we hereby call upon
governmental agencies at all levels to preseNe the 18-hole Alister MacKenzie-designed golf course.
Respectfully submitted,

-}(£~ ~(..~.~Kathleen Manning
President
Pacifica Historical Society

(/

encl.
cc (w/encl.): Honorable Jackie Speier, U.S. House of Representatives
David Chiu, President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Frank Dean, General Superintendent, GGNRA
David Holland, Deputy County Manager, San Mateo County
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

Mark Buell, President, San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission
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RESOLUTION OF PACIFICA HISTORICAL SOCIETY
RECOGNIZING SHARP PARK GOLF COURSE AS AN HISTORICAL RESOURCE
WHEREAS: The Sharp Park Golf Course, located in Pacifica, CA.,
is owned by the City and County of San Francisco, and operated by
the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department; and
WHEREAS: The golf course, opened in 1932, was designed by golf
architect Dr. Alister MacKenzie; and
WHEREAS: Dr. MacKenzie is one of history's best-known, most
influential, and most revered golf architects, and is the first
golf architect inducted into the World Golf Hall of Fame; and
WHEREAS: Dr. MacKenzie was architect of over 400 golf courses
worldwide, including the Augusta National {home of the annual
Masters Tournament) and Cypress Point Club on the Monterey
Peninsula {which golf courses have been identified by Golf Digest
Magazine as two of the four "greatest" American golf courses},
and was the consulting architect at the Old Course at St.
Andrews, Scotland, the ancestral home of the game of golf; and
WHEREAS: Or. MacKenzie was assisted at Sharp Park Golf Course by
Golden Gate Park Superintendent John McLaren, whose involvement
included the planting of the Monterey cypress trees; and
WHEREAS: Dr . MacKenzie intentionally created Sharp Park in the
distinctive style of the Scottish seaside links courses such as
St. Andrews; and
WHEREAS: Seaside links golf courses are historically and
cultural1y significant, because the game of golf originated on
the seaside links courses of Scotland, including the Old Course
at St. Andrews; and
WHEREAS : Public seaside links golf courses are very rare, and
Sharp Park Golf Course is one of the few seaside public links
courses in the State of California; and
WHEREAS : Sharp Park Golf Course is one of the few public golf
courses in the world designed by Dr. MacKenzie, and is one of
only two public seaside links courses in the world (the other
being at St. Andrews, Scotland) to have been designed by Dr .
MacKenzie; and
WHEREAS: Sharp Park Golf Course today retains 12 of its 18
original MacKenzie-designed holes, with two other existing holes
being played in original MacKenzie-designed fairways; and
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WHER&AS: Sharp Park Golf Course retains design features
characteristic of Dr. MacKenzie's architecture, including its
mounded greens, its accessibility and playability to golfers of
all skill levels, and its great, picturesque beauty; and
WHEREAS: The Cultural Landscape Foundation of Washington D.C.
has recognized Sharp Park Golf Course as an at-risk, nationallysignificant cultural landscape; and
WHEREAS: The Purpose of the Pacifica Historical Society is to
collect information and items of historical interest to the area
now called the City of Pacifica. The Society is to provide for
the preservation, accessibility, and protection of information
and material collected as historical and educational resources.
In preserving the fine and unique from our past, the present and
the ordinary should not be overlooked. The society is to work
toward the preservation of historical sites, buildings, monuments
and markers. The Society is to act upon request as offici aJ.
historia~ for the City of Pacifica.
It will be available to
advise the City Council regarding historical matters and matters
relating to the preservation of historical sites, buildings,
monuments and markers.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Pacifica Historical
Society recognizes Sharp Park Golf Course as a significant
historical and cultural resource, and calls upon public
officials, elected and non-elected, of all levels of government,
including but not limited to the City of Pacifica, County of San
Mateo, City and County of San Francisco, and the National Parks
Service, to preserve the historic 18-hole golf course for the
enjoyment and appreciation of future generations.
IT IS SO RESOLVED.

ifa&titkN~
athleen Man~nt,
Pacifica Historical Society
Pacifica Historical Society Board Members

C!4:'l:~~ )(?~~~
r:Bo.tfuAQ; ~
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IB The Cultural Landscape Foundation
tm~ stewardship through education

Published on The Culluroii..Jlndscape Foundation (ht!p:/rlctt.orgl

Sharp Park Golf Course Threatened with Closure

Designed by the legendary golf course architect Dr. Alister MacKenzie, Sharp Park Golf Cou~e
faces potential clos ure due to pressure from environments! a:::t!vists and S::n Francisco cit;
officials.
Just months before starting on his masterp•ece Augusta National Golf Cowse m Georgia, Or AUster MacKenzie designed hfs only seaside public finks at
Sharp Park, a San Francisco municipally-owned course lOCated 10 m~es SOU!h of the ci1y In the beacl'lside suburo ot Pacifica, CatWornia. Since opening in
1932. Sharp Park !'!as t'los!ed an anrual average 50,000 rounds,with some of the lowest green fees o1 any 18-hOie course In the Bay Area. Today, the
COUI'se also is home to the threatened red-legged frog and the endangered San Francosco garter snake; aCid envlronrnenlal actlllists have lobbied city
officials to dose tho course and dedicate the land to ttwwl IWO lisb!ld specie$ lll9 San FranCisco Board o1 S~ervisors in April 2009 adopted an ordinance
to study hOW-and W-the golf course can be kept open, consistent with restoring reptilian habitat So today envkonmentallsts are poll~cany squaring-ott
against golfers. landscape preservationists, aCid Pacifica city offldals who want to keep the course open.

History
At the tum of the 20th Century, San Franclsoo city fathers aspired to fashion the city as a major world capital. a 'New Constanbnople." FO< this purpose
they retained Daniel Burnham whO, Just three years after completing his master plan !Of Washington, O.C, completed his San Francisco Plan In !904.
Though the 8urnham plan was not fully adopted, 11 became the Impetus for San Francisco's grand public archkeelure, including the Beaux Arts Civic
Center, and monuments by world masters. from the Golden Gato to the Embarcadero. and Bernard Maybeck's Palace o1 Ane Arts.
In this splri~ John Mclaren. head of ltle city's park system and father of Golden Gate Park. hired the WOrld's preeminent goH arch~ect. Or. Abter
MacKenzie. to design a muolcipal golf course at Sharp Park, on property donated to the city excluSively for reaeatlonal purposes. Bom In England and
educated as a medical do®r at Cambridge, MacKenzie served as a surgeon in the Boer War and as a camoullager In World War I befOfe moving to the
Bay Area and devoting himself full-~me to goU archftecture. As a golf architect, MacKenzie was a naturalist in the tradition of Capability Brown, the 18th·
century English landscape gardener. "The chief ol>jee1 of !Miry go« course architect worth his salt' MacKenzie famously said. ' is to imitate the beauties of
nature so Closely as to make his work Indistinguishable from nature itself.'

Courtesy Jeff Phillips. Copyright Sports 11/uslrated. (right) Courtesy Gerry Groppn.
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Al\hough he had designed legendary courses outsode the Slates. MacKenzoe developed his Amllfiean reputation with a burst ol greatness between 1928
and 1933. the llnel six years of t'is Ide. During 111a1 span, he designed several ot the world's most ee!ebrateo courses. onefuding Cypress Polnt In Monterey
and Pasatiempe ln Santa Ctuz. Cafifo<nia; Crystal DO'M1s In Miclllgan: Royal Melbourne in Ausllalia; and, in cdlabc>fation With Bobby Jones. Augusta
National In Georgoa. (Augusta is home ol the annual Masters Tournament and lias been r>Oted as America's greatest course by Golf Digest MJJgazins) 11
·•as <t<Jrlng this prol~oe time that MacKetllle designed Sharp Pari<, one 01 only a handlul Of rtis public courses.
Oday at Sharp Park, golfers p lay 12 of MacKenzoe's origonal holes, and parts o1 two others Two original seaside holes are row buried beneath the
seawall. while the routings of ttvee other original MacKenzie holes he tallow in !he sand <t<Jroes at the course's west end Ocean vistas aoe row btod<ed by
the seawall, but the course re1ains ~slinks cllaracter and the air, wind. sounds. end smeHs ol the sea
Sharp Perk also retaons lhe artistry OlliS eteator-including MacKenzie's picturesque routing, his trademark optical illusions. and his tatse·fronted. heaving
and tumbling greens. The curre nt 14th hole for example. displays MacKenz•e·s use of camouflage princoptes. A large mound 30 yards in front ot tr-.1 nght
side ot the green appears from the vantage ol the drove in the fairway to be adjacem 10 the green, tnus testing the goKer's mental skill and Oisoipt,ne 10 hit
the preper shot. on spite of what appears to the eye.
Today, with green lees as low as $24 on weekends, the course contonues to provide a world· class seaside recreational e•perience to goKers trom doverse
social and eoonomic beekgrounos in a coty known for such Oiversity tn thos way, the unpretentious. old ·laslliOned Sharp Park Goff Course clOsely
resembles the publoc inks of the spert's homeland. Scotland

Courtesy Jett PhiiHps

Threat
Under pressure from environmental actovist groups, the San FranciSCO Board ot Supervosors on early May 2009 directed the coty's Recreation and Park
Department to explore plans to etosa the go~ course and convert some 0< all of its acreage to a wildlife preserve for the frog and snake. The Department
Is due to report t>aek to the Supervisors by August 31 . 2009
er the years. San Francoscans have defended their cable cars. the Pala<:e of Fine Arts. Golden Gate Perk and City Hall. and have restored the
•. nberca<lero. from natural. comme~ciat and pel~ical disasters and weats. MacKenzoo's P<Jblic go~ masterpiece at Sharp Pari< os worthy ol the same kond
of citizen etfort to save this world-dass work of public landscape architecture.
The San Francosco Public Golf Alfiance Is teadlng a Charge to preserve Sharp Park tor future generabons ol go~ers and public landscape atoeionados. and
lrnd a way to restore Sharp Park's lrog and snake llabitat as well Despots lho Alliance's efforts to raise awaoenoss and funds to maintain environrroentat
harmony at t11e go" course. the future of this cultural landscape is very much in jeopardy.

Doak, Tom Tho IJie and Work ol Or. Alister MacKonzio (Steepjng Bear Press 2001 ),
MacKenzoe. Alister The Spirit ol SL Andrews (Steepong Bear Press. o11g. manuscript 1934. punt 1995).
Wexler. Daniel The Missing Links (Stooping Bear Press 2001).

Get I nvolved
To get Involved, please cor1ta ct the Sen Francisco Public Golf Alliance at lnlo@sfDublicooH.com (SJ
You can alae contact elly ont ctata directly to

vo1 ~

your concern•:

San Francisco R&Cleation and Parks CommiSSIOn
Jim Lazarus. President
501 Stanyan Street
San FraflCISOO, CA 941 17·1 898
Recoark commissjon@sfgov ora (61
San Francosco Board ot Supervisors
Hon. Sean Elsbemd

I 1 Or Carteton B. Good ten Pia 2a
San Francisco. CA 94102· 4889
Sean eti!Jemd®s!gov 019 tTl
(Please copy all correspondtmce wrfh San Frsncisco ollicials to inlo@sfpubhcgg!! com (51)

About the Author:
'"''e l.Jincelle is the currendy·serving, second-term Mayor of the City of PecHica. home Ol the Sharp Park GoH Course She has been a Pac~ica
nunity loader on publoc. SChools and environmental issues, and helped establish the Pacifica Land Trust. Bo Unks IS a gon historian and authO!
.oow the Wind (1995. Simon & Sclluster) and Riverbank Tweed & Aoadmap JenkinS. Tal"" lrom the Caddie Yard (2001 . Simon & SChuster), AS an
amateur goH archrtect. he os two·time winner ot the Alister MacKenzie Society's tJdo Design Pnze for golf architecture He is a San Francosco anorroey,
who serves as a VOlunteer Gon Histonan tor the City & County of San Francisco. Jeffrey Phll~ps, when he Is r>Ot goHong on tne Bay Area's public goff
courses 01 VOlunteering lor the San Francisco Public Golf Alliance, 1s a San Ftar\CJsco management consultanl
Post your own comment (81
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1 01 L.

Seatcll Our Slle

t!llml •AboutTCLf

About TCLF

The Cultural Landscape Foundation (TCLF) is the only not-for-profit
(501c3) foundation in America dedicated to increasing the public's
::~w::~reness anti understanding of the import<!nne ~nd irrep!~ce~b!e !egacy
of its cultural landscapes.
Th1000h educauon. ceenrdc:&l assistance. and ounadl. we broaden awareneu of ond suppott for hl:stOtic tandscapoe:s
nationwide in hopH ~ s.avl.ng this diverse and pricefeas heritage for futurt gene:rations. ~:le TCLF seeks ctonaticn5 to
su~pot1. its eftorts,lc is noC a membershi,p Of'gaNzatton.

Founded In 1998 by ChariH Birnbaum, FASLA, TCLF achlovas its mission by
• CORaboraCWlg wllh k'ldividuaJs and k>ell. ntgklnat and nadonat groups to underJ.tan<l 1nd p!"otecl our landscape
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14 CA ADC § 15064.5

14 CCR § 15064.5
Cal. Adm in. Code tit. 14, § 15064.5

Barclays Official California Code of Regulations Currentness
Title 14. Natural Resources
Division 6. Resources Agency
Chapter 3 . Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act
Article 5. Preliminary Review of Projects and Conduct of Initial Study
•§ 15064.5 . Determining the Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical
Resources.
(a) For purposes of this section, the term "historical resources" shall Include the following:
(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR,
Section 4850 et seq.).
(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.l(k) of
the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the
requirements section 5024.l(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be presumed to be historically or
cu lturally significant. Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the
preponder ance of evidence demonstrates that It is not historically or culturally significant.
(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency
determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may be
considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency's determination is supported by
substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead
agency to be "historically significant" If the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California
Register of Historical Resources {Pub. Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the
following:
(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
Califor nia's history and cultural heritage;
(B) Is associated with the lives of persons Important in our past;
(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction,
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or
(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, not included In a local register of historical r esources (pursuant to
section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical resources survey
(meeting the criteria ln section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead
agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public
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Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.
(b) A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.
(1) Substantial adverse change In the significance of an historical resource means physical demolition,
destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of an historical resource would be materially Impaired.
(2) The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project:
(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or
eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or
(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of
the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources survey meeting the
requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency
reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource
is not historically or culturally significant; or
(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a
historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibllity for inclusion
in the Co:ifcinia Register of Histurko~ Rcsuu•ces as d~tenT•Incd by a ieacJ ag~ut.y iur 1-JUq.Joses of
CEQA.

(3) Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer, shall be considered as mitigated to a
level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource.
(4) A lead agency shall identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate significant adverse changes
in the significance of an historical resource. The lead agency shall ensure that any adopted measures
to mit igate or avoid significant adverse changes are fully enforceable through permit conditions,
agreements, or other measures.
(5) When a project will affect state-owned historical resources, as described in Public Resources Code
Section 5024, and the lead agency is a state agency, the lead agency shall consult with the State
Historic Preservation Officer as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5024.5. Consultation should
be coordinated in a timely fashion with the preparation of environmental documents.
(c) CEQA applies to effects on archaeological sites.
(1) When a project will impact an archaeological site, a lead agency shall first determine whether the
site is an historical resource, as defined In subdivision (a).
(2) If a lead agency determines that the archaeological site is an historical resource, it shall refer to
the provisions of Section 21084.1 of the Public Resources Code, and this section, Section 15126.4 of
the Guidelines, and the limits contained in Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code do not apply.
(3) If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria defined In subdivision (a), but does meet the
definition of a unique archeological resource in Section 21083.2 of the Public Resources Code, the site
shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of section 21083.2. The time and cost limitations
described in Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 (c-f) do not apply to surveys and site evaluation
activities intended to de- termine whether the project location contains unique archaeological
resources.
(4) If an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological nor an historical resource, the
effects of the project on those resources shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment. It shall be sufficient that both the resource and the effect on it are noted in the Initial
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Study or EIR, if one is prepared to address impacts on other r.esources, but they need not be
considered further in the CEQA process.
(d) When an initial study Identifies the existence of, or the probable likelihood, of Native American human
remains within the project, a lead agency shall work with the appropriate Native Americans as identified
by the Native American Heritage Commission as provided in Public Resources Code section 5097.98. The
applicant may develop an agreement for treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human
remains and any items associated with Native American burials with the appropriate Native Americans as
identified by the Native American Heritage Commission." Actron implementing such an agreement is
exempt from :
(1) The general prohibition on disinterring, disturbing, or removing human remains from any location
other than a dedicated cemetery (Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5).
(2) The requirements of CEQA and the Coastal Act.
(e) In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other
than a dedicated cemetery, the followmg steps should be taken:
( 1) There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until:
(A) The coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered must be contacted to
determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required, and
(B) If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:
1. The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours.

2. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to
be the most likely descended from the deceased Native American.
3. The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or the person
responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate
dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources
Code section 5097.98, or
(2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized representative shall rebury
the Native American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the
property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
(A) The Native American Heritage Commission Is unable to identify a most likely descendent or
the most likely descendent fa iled to make a recommendation within 24 hours after being notified
by the commission.
(B) The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or
(C) The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
descendant, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide
measures acceptable to the landowner.
(f) As part of the objectives, criteria, and procedures required by Section 21082 of the Public Resources
Code, a lead agency should make provisions for historical or unique archaeological resources accidentally
discovered during construction. These provisions should include an immediate evaluation of the find by a
qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an historical or unique archaeological resource,
contingency funding and a time allotment sufficient to allow for implementation of avoidance measures or
appropriate mitigation should be available. Work could continue on other parts of the building site while
historical or unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 21083.2, 21084 and
21084.1, Public Resources Code; and Citizens for Responsible Development in West Hollywood v. City of
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West Hollywood (1995) 39 Cai.App.4th 490.
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World Golf Hall of Fame Mtmbt r Profile

~ WorlcfOoi(Hall of F.me Profile: Altst.r MacKenzie
Aug~~ ~.

(;ypre• Point, Roy~ Melbourne, Pasalle111J0, and
Cryatai Oownt all NIYe two things In common - the golf COUI'IH were
d~, by Alister MacKenzie and have become verllllble cathedrals of
·' '

""SI8.~.--

Former United Statn Golf Atloclatlon Prnklent Sandy Talum calla
SCORE CARD

Cypma;Polnt
,
._Sistine Chapel of Golf' and rN Would argue with him.
'\ t
. ,w:
•. ' . .
Sl~

Other Accomplishments:
Codrf•ed 13 features o' an tdea• golf course

Cred•ted wath more than .soo deSJgns
redesigns

or

Designs II"'.Ciude Augus~a National Cypre&s
Pomt. Cryslal OO"M"s. Larundl Royal

Melbourne, Pasa1iempo arld Yarr a "'a.rra

~·

.,lro

't

In 192~. Cy~ Polnt't 16tt;l hole has been the most
ph)1togenlc In the.Wotld. Initially, MacKenzie conlld8red making 18 a do·
or:di8 par• ..:f but was
convinced othefvtiae
Women's Amateur
'\
•
cha~ M~ HoiUna.

by·u:s.

h.

f

"The amazing ,thrill of drtvlng .auc:cellful y tNer the ocean Ill the siXteenth
hole Ill ,Cypreaa Point,• he ..ld, •more than compensates for the loss of
·'
~ dozen balla.•
Every April, the golf world delcenda on perhaps MacKenzie's beat known
course for The Mattera. The greatest player of hla generation, Bobby
Jone1, handpicked MacKenzie to design Augusta National. 'Mien Jones
was upset In the flrlt round of the 1929 U.S. Amateur at Pebble Beach,
he played Cyprna Point and mar~eled at the layout 'Mien they met. the
pair redzed their shared affec:tion for the Old Course at Sl Andrews,
~,. JOnes won 1920 British Amateur and the 1927 Brltlth Open. In
1923, MacKenzie was hired by the Royal and Ancient Golf Club to
survey the Old Course. MacKenzie's map hangs In the Royal and
Ancient clubhouse to this day.
A wonderful partnership was formed. "MacKenzie and I managed to work
as a completely sympathetic team,• Jones wrote In Golf is My Game. "Of
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5/3 1/1112 :00 PM

.

'

Ulte the artist! ~nt :Vari ,GQgh, MacK~e·l Wcirk hat '~n. ~
apprecla.t~. fOllow!""
'ttl& '
·~ his death. Ro""'
,_ P.1tilboUme ~ ~
4
best ~ lOUth of the tq\.lator. R!)utloely 10 Qf his oourees are rated tn
the fop 100 ln. the ~ by the major,go" n,i8gazlneJ.

has

ealed

1

Macl<lhzJe't
~ ~itepUre, published In 1920, was the ~- to
Pre,Mnl and elCJ)Iilln>the furldamdiS 0, golf course design. Ma~nZie
c0n1blned ~eSt golf liOies With
tlet:ok:, ctJalengee, always ;n~og
room fOr the leSSer player to enjQylthi gime.

book,

'mor.

Mac:Kenzie's forte W.s tifs greens. fl.e refl:ailied from ftattenlng natural
to create ~·I undulatiOns that
"!nd!itingu!shebl$ from nature:· Mset'..er,.!!e.. pred!~ befo:-c' the er: ef
bulldOzers, which left him little caPiK:it)j to foR:eg olf holes<Where they
dlcil't belong. His approach to pro~ldi~ fair a'nd ~ic gOlf wltboUJ
disi}JPti19 tbe site is a mOdel for golf
des!Qn Nt la.U to this daY.

were

ll~fatlons and contrived '

course

Originally a surgeon In Er!glaQd, MacKenzie...r:ved In the Boer War and

VV011d: w,r 1. Mlid<enzie abandol)ed medici~ and jolnec;l ~.S. Colt, .the
tnt arotlitect to devote a career ~ to designing golf C9UIM8, and
Degan wol1dng In th~ eriush Illes, His greatest 'tlt'OI'k was to come after
be immigrated to the U.S. lrl the earfY. 1920s. By the end of his career
'MacKenzie had laid out SQme 400 gOlf courses. .
MacKenzie ~ q,f heart failure on January 6; 19341n Santa Cruz, Calif.
His as~ were spread over the Pasatleinpo golf course. He left behind a
wondefful legacy Of ~olf, atcl'i~~ Ourihg .his final years, he ~te a
booll The Spirit of St. Aridrews, and it lnqude<l a foreword by Bobby
Jones. It was never publllhed duiirjg his ll(etime, but a c;:opy was found
by his step-grandson and was published In 1995. It gave those who
admire his work one last treasure from a man Vttlose golf courses win be

& Print this oage
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MacKenzie's Sharp Park Under Siege
A classic Depression-Era public seaside links, designed by a master, Is
in jeopardy
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next t~~ing ground p~ople som~
tlm~ forget and commence
playing some other game .
S. Hills on a golf course are a detriment. Mountain climbing is a sport
in Itself and has no place on a golf
course. Trees in the course are also
a serious defect, and even when in
close proximity prove a detriment.
Y. Glaring artificial! ty of any kind detracts from the fascination of the
game.

AlisW' MIU~rntie.
1932 COO.UCTlOH IIOH

AU STU MACKENZIE,
:...Z~e

in life, however. Macdonald de' ;::1ired of both !he game of golf and golf
;::hitecture. ln one of his last pieces of
: :rrcspondence. to golf architect Perry
~!•x-well, he wrote, "Young man, you have
~~t idea of a r~al golf course, and I am
£-.'~· I can't ~ncourage your ~nthusiasm
:-: going to see what is undoubtedly a
=.:st wonderful and ideal location, but I
:.L.,.t. I tell you I am through. I wouldn't
cl!k around the block to see it for I don't
·:•m to get interested in another golf proj~::. however fine. But I do wish you the
-:-Q; of luck:
CCiurses by Charles Blair Macdonald:
:."ffntetiCllt: Yale University GC (1926),
..,;th Seth Raynor, Chari~ Banks and
Ralph Barron.
:.:nou: Chtcago GC (1895); Downers
Grove GC !fKA Chicago GC I (9
i893).
l..'~rvland: Gibson Island GC (9 1922.
~-LE), with Seth Raynor.
}!~<!OW'i: St. Louis CC ( 191;), with Seth
Raynor.
··:-., York: Blind Brook C (routing 1915).
-.;th Seth Raynor: [The I Creek C
1925), with Seth Raynor; Deepdale
~C (1925. NLE). with Seth Raynor, H.
?. Whimey Estate G Cse (Nl.E), with
Stth Raynor; Lido GC (1917, Nl.E).
7•ith Seth Raynor; [The] Links GC
1919. Nl.E). with Seth Raynor; Moore
::State G Cse (Nl.E). wi th Seth Raynor;
i'he l National Golf Links of America
2911): Otto Kahn Estate G Cse
i925, Nl.E), with Seth Raynor; Piping
~ock C (1913). with Seth Raynor;
51eepy Hollow GC (l91of), with Seth
33)1\0r.

;;.·!ic Virginia: Greenbrier GC (Old White
: se 1915), with Seth Raynor.
.iicmuda: Mid Ocean C (l92i), with Seth
ib~Tlor, Chari~ Banks and Ralph Bar·

M.D.

( 1870- 1934)
BORN:

DIED:

Norrnamon, Yorkshire, England.
Santa Cruz, California., ac age 63.

Dr. Alister Mackenzie, the son of High·
land parents, graduated from Cambridge
Unive.rsity With degrees in medicine, natural science and chemistry. 1n !he Boer War
he served as a surgeon with the Somerset
Light lnfanrry, where he closely observed
and analyzed the ability of Boer soldiers to
hide effectively on treeless veldtS. After
the war he rerumed to Britain co practice
mediclne in the city of Leeds.
just when the good doctor entered the
field of golf architecrure is unc.lear. Heapparently dabbled in design somewhat
in the early 1900s. What is known is that in
1907 golf arc.hirect H. 5 . Colt, on a visit to
Leeds, stayed overnight at Mackenzie's
home. Impressed with Mackenzie's models
of greens and bunkers, Colt invited his col laboration on thed~ignof AlwoodleyGolf
Club. Over the next few years Mackenzie
gradually gave up his medical practice to
devote full time co golf coursearchitecrure.
In 1911 he won first prize In C. B. Macdonald's Country Lift magazine competition for the best rwo-shot hole for th.e
proposed Lido GC on Long Island, New
York. This competition, judged by golf
writer Bernard Darwin, Horace Hutchin son and Herbert fowler, brought Mackenzie considerable publicity on both sid~
of the Atlantic .
With the outbreak of war in Europe.,
Mackenzie re·r umed co medicine as an
army surgeon but soon transferred to !he
Royal Engineers to develop camouflage
techniqu~ based on the knowledge he
had gained in South Africa. The art and
science of camouflage as developed by
Mackenzie was credited with saving chousands of liv~. Years later Mackenzie observed that successful course design, like
camouflage, depended on utilizing natural
features to their fullest extent and creating

artificial features that closely imitated nature.
Shortly after the Armistice in 1918,
Mackenzie formed a partnership with
H. S. Colt and C. H. Alison, but it was
short· lived. Reportedly the egos were too
great on both sides. and Mackenzie and
Colt, though partners on paper, competed
on several commissions. A full rift oc·
curred in 1921, but it wasn't until 1928
that Cole got around to formally dissolving
Mackenzie's name from the firm. Consequemly, a good deal of American courses
designed by Colt's partner Hugh Alison
also bear Mackenzie's name as architect of
record, !hough there is litcle evidence that
Mackenzie worked on any American designs With either of his partners.
When Mackenzie did finally settle in
!he United Stat~. he formed brie£ partnerships with a number of persons. including
Robert Humer, H. Chandler Egan and
Perry Maxwell. But despite the tempera·
mental nature of his business acumen.
there was no denying the 12.lent o f Alister
Macken%ie. Cypr~s Point in California fi.
nally established his reputation as a golf
course architect and led to his c:ollabora·
lion With !he Immortal Bobby jones on the
d~ign of Augusta Natio.nal.
Duling the 1920s Mackenzie made an
extended trip through South America.
Australia and New Ze.a land. He did anumber of"paper jobs" that were completed by
hastily arranged associaces, most notably
Australian AleK Russell.
Mackenzie authored CoifArchittctv.rt, a
collection of d~ign lecrur~ he had delivered !hat was published in 1920. In it, he
codified thirteen essent!a.l fearures of an
ideal golf course that became standards for
course architecture after World War II.
They were:

1. The course. where possible.
should be arranged in rwo loops
of nine hoi~.
2. There should be a large propor·
tion of good rwo-shot hoi~. rwo
or three drive-and-pitch holes,
and at least four one-shot holes.
3. Theu should be little walking be·
tween greens and te~. and !he
course should be arranged so that
in the first instance there is always a slight walk forward from
the green to the .next tee; then the
hoi~ are sufficiently elastic to be
lengthened in the future if neces·
sary.

PROFILES
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~. The greens and fairways should

5.
6.
7.

B.

9.

be sufficie.ntly undulating, but
there should be no hill climbing.
Every hole should have a differ·
ent character.
There should be a minimum of
blindness for the approach shots.
The course should have bautifu\
surroundings, and all the artificial
features should have so natural
an appearance that a stranger is
unable to distinguish them from
nature itself.
There should be a sufficient number of heroic carries from the tee,
but the course should be arranged
so that the weaker player with the
loss of a saoke or portion of a
stroke shall always have an alter·
nate route open to him.
There should be infinite variety in
the strokes required to play the
various holes--interesting brassy
shots, Iron shots, pitch and runup shots.

Hi. Ther-e: shc~1d bt ~ c"mpl~tt: ab-

sence of i.ht arlnoy•nce ~nd
irritation caused by the necessity
of searching for lost balls.
11. The course should be so interest·
lng that even the plus man is
constantly snmulated co improve
h is game in anempring shots he
has hithert.o been unable tO play.
12. The course should be so am~nged
so that the long handicap player,
or even the absolute beginner,
should be able to enjoy his round
in spite of the fact that he is pil·
lng up a big score.
13. The course should be equally
good during winter and summer,
the texture of greens and fairways
should be perfect, and the approaches should have the same
consistency as the greens.

-

Of all the course architects of the
Golden Age of Golf Design, Mackenzie
probably exerted the greatest influence on
contemporary design.
Cour~

by Alister Macken:zie:

( 1927). with Robert Hunter; Northwood GC (9 1928), With Robert
Hunter; Pasatiempo GC (1929); Pitts·
burgh GC {9), with Robert Hunter;
Sharp Park GC {1931); Stockton
G&CC; Valley C of Montecito {1928),
with Robert Huncer.
Georgta: Augusta National GC {1933),
with Robert TyreJones,Jr.
Michigan: Crystal Downs CC (1933),
with Perry Maxwell; University of
Michigan GC (1931), with Perry Maxwell.
Ohio: Ohio State University GC {Gray
Cse, routing 1939: Scarlet Cse, routing
1939).
Maniroba: St. Charles CC (North Nine
1930).
Argentina: Jockey C (Blue Cse 1935: Red
Cse 1935).
AuSLTalia: AustTalian GC (27 1926); Lake
Karrinyup CC (1927), with Alex
Russell; New South Wales GC (1928),
with Des Soutar; Royal Melbourne GC
(West Cse 1931), with Alex Russell;
Victoria GC (1927); Yarra Yarra GC
(1929), with Alex Russell .
England: Alwoodley GC (1907), with H.
S. Colt; Bingley St.. lves GC (1931);
Blackpool-Stanley Park GC (1925);
Brancepeth Castle GC (1924). with H.
S. Colt and C. H. Alison; Cavendish
GC (1925); Darlingron GC (1909}; Felixstowc Feny GC {1919); Fulford GC
(1909); Grange.over-Sands GC
(1919); Hadley Wood GC (1922); Low
Laithes GC {1925); Marsden GC (9
1921); Moor Allerton GC {1923,
Nl.E); Moonown GC (1909); Oakdale
GC {l91i); Reddish Vale GC (1912);
Scarborough Southclifi GC {1911);
Scarcroft GC (1937); Sir:well Park GC
{1913); Teignmouth GC (192~) ; Walsall GC (1909); Wheatley GC (1913);
Worcester G&CC (1927).
ITcland: lsland GC.
lslz of 'Man: Douglas Muni (1927)
N~ Zularut Heretaunga GC .
Scotland: Hazelhead Muni (Cse No. 1
1927); P!treavie GC (1923); St. Andrews (Eden Cse 1913), with H. S.
Colt.
Uruguay: GC de Uruguay; Punta del Este
GC.

California: Charlie Chaplin Estate GC (9
Par 3, NLE); Cypress Point C (1928),
with Robert Hunter; Green Hills CC
(1930), with Robert Hunter and
H. Chandler Egan; Haggin Oaks Muni
(South Cse 1932); Harold Uoyd Estate
GC {9 Par 3, NLE); {The I Meadow C
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THE ARCHITECTS Of

Courses remodeled or expanded by
Alister Mackenzie:

California: California GC of San Fran·
cisco (R.); Claremont CC (R.); Lah
Merced G&CC (R. 1929, Nl..E); Monterey Peninsula CC (Dunes Cse, R.

1928), with Robert Hunter; Redlands
CC {R.).
New York: Bayside Unks (R. 1932, NLE
Lake Placid C (Upper Cse, R. 1931).
South Carolina: Palmeno CC (R. 1931'
Argentina: Mar de Plata GC {R. 1930).
Ausrralia: Flinders GC {R. A.2 1926):
KingstOn Heath GC (R. 1928); Roya:
Adelaide GC (R. 1926); Royal Queer-sland GC (R. 1927); Royal Sydney GC
(R.).
England: Bolton GC {R.); Buxton and
High Peak GC (R.); City of Newcas::!
GC (R); Harrogate GC (R.); Head·
ingley GC (R.); Ilkley GC (R.);
Manchester GC (R.); Royal St.
George's GC (R.) ; Saddleworth GC
(R9 A.9); Seaton Carew GC (R.
1925); Shipley (R.); West Herts GC
(R. 1922); Weston·Super-Mare GC
(R.); Willingdon GC (R 1925);
Worcestershire GC (R l9H) .
Ireland: Cork GC (R9 A.9 1927); D.:-·~•
las GC (R.9 1927); Galway GC (R •
Lahinch GC (Old Cse, R. A.ll 19::
Muskeny GC (R.).
Isie vf ivtu11: C~::k::o•;•.-:1 GC (!t}

New Zeaiand: Tilit allgi GC (P~ 1926'
Scotland: Blairgowr\e GC (Rosemou;::
Cse, R.9 A.9 1927); Duff HouseR.: · GC (R 1926), with Charlts A. M«..:·
kcn.tie; Newtonmore GC (R.); Rc:'-Troon GC (R.l907); St. Andrew$ : ..
Cse, R.).

GREGoR MAclfoo MACMlu.AN
&ORN:

Montana.

Following graduation in the earl~· . ·from the University o{Washingtor. ·.-.· ::
degree In civil engineering. Grtf . ~·
Millan worked as a surveyor for ,;;, : .
com Canal Lumber Company of :,,._ •
When Balcom headed a group ofbt:.; _· ~- ·
men organizing the Olympic G~.: . · .
Country Club, MacMillan was assi~~ ': ·
oversee the golf course construed: ~.
knowledge impressed Frank jar.:~ .
Western states representative : · - ·
course's contractor, William H . T;;:..··.·.:
Son, and after Olympic opene.:.. . :-:
hired MacMillan to help design ar..: :-.: r
vise Tucker projects along the wu:.: ..:·· ·
James soon resigned to pursue :. .: • -·-·.
golf desigl'l career. and Ma.cMillar: :: : ·
place in the Tucker organizati~~- .• ·
next tight years. he designed •~. : ·
'f
courses with Tucker in nine Gw.: : • i

GoLF
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Alister MacKenzie

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-332

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

The Spirit
of

St. Andrews
by

Alister MacKenzie
Foreword by
Robert Tyre Jones, Jr.

Sleepin& Bear PrH.
O:lel&ea, Mid!ipn
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~Introduction~

''I have always wanted to live where one could pracliu shots in ones
pyjamas before· brealcfast, and at Santa Cruz the climate is so
tklightfu.llhat Q'Tie can pl4y golf nlf'!rJ day of the JtaT. ~
-Dr. A. Mac.Kenzie

it is nearing Christmas 1932 and the place is the cottage
t11at Dr. MacKemie has built for his wife Hilda on the 6th
fairway at Pasatiempo Golf Course. Joining them for the holidays are her son Tony, with his wife and their two sons
Philip and Raymund, who have jU5t recendy arrived from
England. Liule more than one year later, on January 6,
J934, the Doctor dies and his a.she3 are distributed over the
golf coune.
Alexander MacKenzie was born in England on August
30, 1870 in the town ofNormanton, County ofYork. He was
a well-educated man, receiving several degrees from Cambridge and from Leeds, where he practiced medicine before
going to South Africa to serve as a civil surgeon in the Boer
War. Here he could not help but admire the .capacity of the
Boers to conceal themselves so effectively. It was these observations that first interested him in wlhe imitation of nature, ..
and which led to his appointment to establish the British
School of Camouflage during World War I.
Although he had played golf in his youth, he did not
take up the game seriously until after he received his
degrees, when he wdeveloped the disease b;tdly." Yet he did
not become a good golfer unti.l into his 60's. He was known
as Dr. Alister MacKenzie during hi~ golf course design
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~~~

The Evolution

of Golf

olf, in its early days, was always played on commons
or links land which bordered the sea. The natural
characteristics of this type of land made it easily the
most suitable for the game. It is an interesting fact that sandy
gravelly soil which is of liule value for agricultural purposes
is by far the best type of land for a golf course. Links land,
consisting as it does of rolling sand dune country partially
covered with gorse, heather, bent and short "rabbity" turf, is
specially suitable.
In days of old, a golf course was usually kept by one
greenkeeper who not infrequently acted as professional as
well. Rabbits acted as the "grounds staff," keeping the turf
short, crisp and free from weeds. The duties of the greenkeeper merely consisted in cutting holes and sweeping rabbit droppings from the greens. Now, alas, most of these old
seaside courses have been ruined by well-intentioned but
injudicious efforts of their green committees to improve on
nature. The rabbits have been killed off. Alkaline fertilizers,
fit only for agriculture, have been used, with the result that
the sparse dwarf velvety turf has disappeared and is now
replaced by plantains, daisies, clover, and luscious agricultural grasses, which need an enormous amount of mowing,
weeding and upkeep.

G
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~2~

General Principles

wenty years ago 1 publi.~hed in the English paper Golfing a series or articles on what I considered the ideal
golf course. Later on these were reprinted in my little
book, Golf An:hitectun.
As the esunc:e of golf is variety, it would not be wise to
be too didactic as to what does constitute the idenJ golf
course, but my suggestions for it would be very much on the
lines of what I wrote twenty years ago. and as I can hardly
improve on lhat, I set it down here: as it was originally written.

T

1. The course, where possible, ~hould be arranged in two

loops of nine hole~.
2. There should be: a large proportlon of good tw~hot
holes, and at leout four one-shot holes.
3. There should be little Wl\lklng between the greens and
tees. and the course should be arranged so that In the first
ins~ance there is always a slight walk forward.~ from the
green to the next tee; then the holes are sufficiently elutic to be lengthened m the fu ture If neces.wy.
4. The green.s and fairways should be sufficiently undulating, but there should be no hill climbing.
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nu Srtl\rror9T.AHOUWS
5. Every hole should be ilifl'crcm in chal'.lCtcl'.
6. There 5hould be a m inimum of l>lioclnc:$~ for the
:~pproach shoL~.

a

a
c

7. The course should have beaudful ~ul'mundlngs. nnd all
the al'tiiicial t~ature~ should have !\0 natural ~ln uppearancc that a stranger is uu:tble to di~tln~;ui'h them from
nature itse If.
8. There should be a sufficienl number of heroic carrie~
from the tee, but the COllrl( should be nrrnnged so that
the weakr player with the lrus of a ~ttoke, or portion of a
stroke, shall always h~e an alternate route open to him.
9. There should be infinite variety in the strokes required to
pl.ty the various holes-that is. interestinl( br.wie shot:~,
iron shots. pitch ~1d run up shoes.
10. There should be a complete ab~nce of the annoyance
and ttriwion C'•u:.cd t; tt.c ::::::~!ty of !<"'.•rrhing for lost
balls.
11. The course should be so lntcre~ting th:u even the scntc.h
m:1n is ~'Onst:llldy stimul:~tcd w improve his g:une 10
aUcmpting sltots he has hithcrLO been unable to play.
12. The course shoulrl be so :arranged th:\1 the long handicap
player or even the absolute beginner should be nble to
enjoy his round in spite of the fact that he is piling up a
big score. [n other words the beginner should not be continually harassed by l~ng woltcl fron1 playing out nt'
sand bunltel"$, The layout should be so 01rrnnged that he
loses 'troltes becnu!IC he i~ nu1klng wide detours to avoid
hazards.
13. The course should be equally goo<l during winter and
summer, th e textllrt of the greens Mtl f<urways should b<:
p.:r fect and the appwaches should h1wc the sumtl cousl:ltency as the greens.
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~

In regard to the first three principles there can be little
difference of opinion. lt is a con.,idcrnble adv.tntage that a
course should be arranged in two loops of nine: holes, as on

the(~
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TilE SPill IT Of ST. .\.'iORF.WS

them, but I do not think for an instant that he: believes what
he is writing about. for at the sam~ time.> he talks about the
beauties of the natur.ll cour~es. The chief object of every ~
golf architect or green keeper word1 his salt is to imitate d1c
beauties of nature so close!~ as to make his work indistinguishable from Nature herself.
f have not the slightest he$itation in .~ayiug that beautv
means a great deal on a golf course; even the man who
emphatically states that he does not care a h:Uig for heauty
is subconsciously intluenced by h i~ surroundings. A beautiful hole appeals not only to the .~hort but also to the· long
handicap player, and there are few first rate holes which ar<.not at the ~;une time. either in the grandcc-ur of their undlllations and hazar.·cl~. or the chamcter of rhdr surroliiHiings.
thing~ of bt:aU£y in themselves.

lht' I
l~trif'

If-

o! lt is nm suggt-stecl lhat wt: should all play around
the links after the m:u1 ocr uf lhc curare playing wilh the
deaf old Scotsman. The curate"'"'~ audibly Cl(pressinK his
admiration of the scen.,ry. the gr<!en~ ·..ond everything in
general until thty finally o~rrivecl at a green surrounded ht
a rookery. The curate rem~rked "Is it not delightful tl >
hear the rook.(?" "What's that?" ~aicllhe cleaf old Scottie.
"ls it not ddightful to ht'ar the rooksf" reiterart:d the
curate. The Scor~tn<~n shook his head in disgtL~t "I canna
hear-r a wor-r-cl rou 're saying for thusc dommecl Cl~\w~.
hc replied. !o

The finest courses in ex.i stt'nce are nan1ral ones. Such
courses as St. Andrews, and the champion~hip courst!S gcn·
eraUy, arc admitted w provide a fine test of golf. Tt is by
virtne of their natural formation that they do so. The beauty of golf courses in the past has suffered from the crcatiom
of ugly and unimaginative design. Square, flat greens and
geometrical bunkers have not only been an eyesore upon

1\
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the whole landscape, but have detracted from the infinite
variety of play which is the heritage of the game.
My reputation in the past has been based on the fact that
I have ende~vored to conserve the existing natural features
and, where these were lacking, to create formations in the
spirit of nature herself. In other words, while always keeping
uppermost the provision of a splendid test of golf, I have
striven to achieve beauty.
It may at first appear unreasonable that the question of
aesthetics should enter into golf course design. However, on
deeper analysis it becomes clear that the great courses, and
;;1 de~il ~l :h~ !w-nvus holes a.ad g~ens. arc fascinating to
t.he goiier by reason of their shape, their situation and the
character of their modeling. When these elements obey the
fundamental laws of balance, of harmony and fine proportion, they give rise to what we call beauty. This excellence of
design is more felt than fully realized by the players, but nevertheless it is constantly exercising a subconscious influence
upon him and in course of time he grows to admire suc.h a
course as all works of beauty must be eventually felt and
admired.
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Cypress Point

~

The most beautiful of all courses we have made is
Cypress Point, and at the same time il is also the most difficult of all our courses. When we constructed Cypress Point
we expected we should be snowed under by hostile criticism.
My experience of really first class holes is that, like the
famous ~Road Hole" at St. Andrews, they at first sight excite
the most violent spirit of antagonism. It is only after the
holes have been played many times that the feeling of
resentment disappears and the former critics become the
strongest supporters.
More than half the holes at Cypress Point were of such a
nature that I knew by experience that the)· would at first
51
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IDEAL HOLES AND Goll' CoURSES

They are lacking in snategy, as most ·of them have been
designed by architects belonging to the penal school. It is
unfortUnate that in the Chicago district the best golfing
ground, consisting of magnificent sand dune country, is on
the south shore bordering the industrial district.
In Detroit also there is some excellent golfing groundnot sand dune country, but nevertheless consisting of bold,
pleasing undulations.
~

·-·

In California ,.

In California there are several outstanding courses. 0. B.
Keeler goes so far as to say they are so much better than those
in the rest of the country that he has no basis of comparison.
California golf courses are of comparatively recent origin. I have been told that before the war there were none in
Los Angeles with grass greens, whereas today there are over
futy.
I attribute the excellence of Californian courses to the
influence of golf architects like Max Behr and Robert
Hunter. I think also that although it has been the fashion to
deride Herbert Fowler's efforts, he set a standard which
other architects attempted to emulate. It is a great joy to construct golf courses in California, as the Californian sun and
hoseless irrigation systems bring up the grasses so quickly
that the courses have a springy carpet of turf three months
after sowing and give one the impression that they are several years old.
The best of these golf courses are on the Monterey
Peninsula. Four comses are already existing and two more
are contemplated. We have already discussed Cypress Point.
I do not expect anyone will ever have the opportunity of
constructing another course like Cypress Point, as I do not
suppose anywhere in the world is there such a glorious combination of rocky coast, sand dunes, pine woods and cypress
trees.
The Monterey cypress is unique. It has an elbowed
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gnarled appearance and is twisted into such fanta.su:
shapes as to be almost frightening. It is even beautiful wher.
dead and the elbowed limbs give the impression of hug~
white gaunt skeletons of giant men. U one first visits Cypre~
Point in foggy weather, these weird white skeletons loom in~
out of the mist are so terrifying that they are apt to create ~
depressing effect which is only dhpelled when the su:-.
breaks through the mist and brings to view a wonderfci
variety of coloring unsurpassed on any golf course. Strang~
to say, it appears to be impossible to grow the Montere·.
cypress elsewhere. I have been informed that when an
attempt has been made to grow them from seed it has sinr
ply resulted in the common garden variety of tree.

~

Pebble Beach

~

When, in !929, t.h.e .t\m:neur Championship ":'2.! pla~·e.:
at Pebble Beach, the course wa:. ahU~l waivc:nally ad.m.i tteC:.
10 be the best one on which the Championship had beer.
played. It is very beautiful, running along the edge of U:~
coast its whole extent.
The best holes are probably the third, eighth, and eighteenth, the last named being as fine a finish as on any go::
course, and it would be better still if the entrance to the gree:.
were slightly larger. Considering the magnificence of the te:rain, however, the shon holes are somewhat disappointing.
The Monterey Peninsula course is considered by mar.·;
to be as good as Pebble Beach. When it was constructed ano
ready for seeding, however, it was recognized that it coulc
be vastly improved, and we were called in to alter it. ~h
partner, Robert Hunter, was allowed only thirty days t:
reconstruct all the greens, and was not permitted to rerout!'
the holes because some of the adjoining lots had been solei.
and, consequently, it tied our hands considerably. The
ground available for the course was in some respects eYen
better than Cypress Point, and no doubt an equally gocc
l68
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course might have been constructed if we had bee1: .:..
to make it de nove.
The fourth golf course on the Monterey Peninsu:;, .:
Del Monte Course. It has always been a complete m' ~:!·
me, and is so contrary to my experience in other co-.::._that it should enjoy such great popularity, which cal·.::
entirely due to its proximity to the Del Monte Hote:. ;_ ·
being a greater amount of play on it than all the othe1 : . es put together. The course is well wooded and i; ;,..- .
beautiful surroundings, but the majority of the he :~,
uninspiring and uninteresting, and it has not even the ::- : ··•
of good greens and fairways.
In London and many other British towns there
many courses of a similar nature to Del Monte, b\::
newer and better courses were made, such as Sunn i:.~ --.
Wentworth, and Addington, the majority of the men:-:-·:-.
the flat park courses deserted them, emigrating eJ>e·.....
and it was not until these park courses were recon::: _
that they regained any degree of popularity.
In Scotla.od, the first question asked on re tumm·f ·
clubhouse is, 'l>id you have a good match?" In Arner ..:.
only too frequently, ·md you have a good score?~
Scoring is easy at Del Monte, so this may account:
popularity. Since writing this, there has been a ;::~
decrease of play at Del Monte and Pebble Beach. :..:.:. _
increasing amount on the Monterey Peninsula and C. -;: ·
Point. Notwithstanding the Depression, last wimer C·-; .·
Point had nearly twice as much play as the previous \ot.::

-.

~

Lakeside, Hollywood

:~ :he

· · ·:ch
.....:::17'
:.:::. ;,h
- :

.!~

:t

. ...:·.·~: n•.

- :. :::t
·:-.~

- : : L.

.

·· ·;.
.:._--:

~

ln Southern California there are many good gol:' .
es. By far the best of these is Max Behr's course at L::.."...=:
the course on which BobbyJones played in some of hi ~::
pictures. Lakeside had none of the natural advantage;. · ·
Monterey courses, the Olympic at San Francisco ·~ .. :
170
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many of the other courses in the Los Angeles district, but it
has been so admirably designed and constructed that it compares favourably with any inland course. It was originally a
flattish orchard. Now the whole ground has been made
undulating and the undulations have such a natural appearance that they have a close resemblance to reallink3land.
The interest of the course is entirely due to the undula- ·
tions and not due to bunkers, which at many of the holes are
nonexistent. In a word, Lakeside is one of the world's greatest golf courses.
Nonnan

Macbeth '~ r.nn~, Wil.~hiT~, ha~ Mlml" infl"rl"~t

ing holes. The 18th is magnificen t. It bas not a single bunker,
but owes its excellence to a large deep arroyo running d.i2gonally almost the full length of the hole.
On the San Francisco Peninsula there is a wealth of good
golfing territory. The sand dune country owned by the
Olympic Club, which although not so spectacular as that on
the Monterey Peninsula, is the fiDest golfmg territory I have
seen in America.
Unfortunately, the courses were designed and constructed at a time when not so much was known about golf course
construction as is known today, so that owing to the lack of
provision for drainage, floods washed some of the most spectacular holes down the slopes towards the sea.

~

Sharp Park

-"""='-

~

The municipal courses in San Francisco are far superior
to most municipal courses. The newest, which we constructed at Sharp Parle, was made on land reclaimed from the sea,
similar to the Lido course; the greens and fairways were built
with sand suded up from below the water. One fairway alone
required 200,000 cubic yards of sand to build it up above 10
feet of water. This was probably the biggest engineering feat
of its kind that has ever been attempted.
171
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THE SPIJUT OF ST. ANDREWS

The course now has a great resemblance to reallink.s ~=
Some of the holes are most specracular. Two of them are :,similar type to the plan of the ideal two-shot holes depictee ::
page 166. One of them has the island on the right ami =---- ~
other on the left In designing and constructing the coi.i!':-~
we had the greatest assisrance from Mr. John Maclaren. :::~
designer of the Golden Gate Park. John Maclaren is an ; ; . r j,
and his help not only in the artistic planting of trees but ir: ::--:·
ating other delightful features was most valuable.

~

··'

Pasatiempo

~

Miss Marion Hollins was the founder of Pasatiempo. :.~ •
course at Sanra Cruz. My wife and I consider the cour~ ,.,.
beautiful that we have built a cottage on the edge of the >~-.--·
fairway.
I have always wanted to live where one could prac:: ~
shots in one's pyjamas before breakfast, and at Sanra C:-....:
the climate is so delightful that one can play golf every 6:- ::
the year, where it is never too hot and never too cold. ar.: ;'
it should rain it usually does so at night.
Many good golfers consider the second nine ho;~; r....
Pasatiempo the finest in existence. The short holes are !-:r: cially good, and I think the sixteenth hole is the best twv--_: ·
hole I know. I certainly do not know of any hole which ~ :so great an advantage for length and accuracy.
On the Northern Pacific Coast the best kno"'n co,,::;.~
are at Oak Bay and Colwood, Victoria. Oak Bay has an a:::-=:·
tive setting by the sea, but if I remember rightly, ha; ::·_·:-:
one-shot holes in succession and other defects which pre·.!·..
it being an ideal course. These defects are largely o"i!'-!
outcrops of rock which limited the positions availab~t :
greens, and when the course was first constrUcted there ·-.:.
none of the new machinery available for dealing with nx::. :.there is today.
,·
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land. He did not appear to realize that the re are huuclrecb
of times as much land devoted to wheat ;ts to golf. ancl th<.tt,
moreover, wheat can he gwwn away fmm the big citi<:s.
whereas golf courses for the ma~ses are of value o nly when
they are in close proximity to large towns.
A good golf course is a great asset to a n;1tion.
Those who harangue agaimt land being diverted from
agriculture and used for golf have little sense of proportion.
Comparing the small amount of land utililed for golf and
other playing fields with the large amount devoted to agriculture, we get infinitely more ~-alue out of the former than
the latter. We all eat too much.
During the Great War, in Britain. t he m;yority were all
the better for being. rationed and getting a smaller nmotm~
of food, but none of u~ get enough fre$h air, pk<l5Ut<lhle
excitement and exercise.
Health and happiness are everything in this world.
Money grubbing, so-called business, except insotar a~ it
helps to att<Un this. is of minor importance.
One of the reasons why l, a medical man, decided to
give u p medicine and take to golf architecture was my tirm
conviction of the extraordinary influence on health of pleasurable excitement, especially when combined with fresh air
and exercise. How frequently have I. with great difticult~·.
persuaded patients who were never off my doorstep to take
up golf, and how rarely, if ever, have I seen them in my consulting room again .

-< I recently came acroM a lady I had not seen for O\'er
twenty years. She said, "I shall a!W'.ly:'l be gr.ueful to you, Dr.
MacKenzie, for what you did for me: I replied that ! W<L~
not aware of doing anything for het: She said, "Oh yes! 'thu
did. You persuaded my husband to play golf. Before then
he said he had no time: fi>r golf, he :;at all rlay and every day
in his office, went to church on Sunday, then ate tcK) IIliich
and was not fit to live with tor the rest of the week. Si.nce he
played golf he is noL only physically fit but mcnr.llly alc:rt
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H~ who knows and knows not that he knows, will fail.
Pity him.
He who knows and knows that he knows is a wise tn;'Ul .
Follow him.

U more people connected with the promotion and
upkeep of golf courses knew that the>· knew not, the game
would probably not cost a quarter as much as at present, and
as is the case of motor cars in America, would no longer he
considered a luxury but a necessity for the promotion of th~
health, the happiness and the prosperity of the community.
Today one can almost g-auge the intelligence and prosperity of a community by the extent golf and golf courses arc
booming.ln Arne rica there is a tremendous boom in golf; in
RtL'ISia there is none.
With the exception of ignorant politicians who, with a
few notable exceptions, appear to desire to tax golf courses
and playing fields out of existence, most people know that
golf and other games promote the health and happiness of
the community, but there are few who realize the extent to
which it promotes the prosperity of the world.
Some years ago I was designing a golf course on the F.a~t
coast of England which was financed by an old man and one
who did not pia~· golf. I was curious to know why he, a nongolfer, should finance the dub, so one day I asked him.
He said, "During the war twelve of my clerks started to
play golf. They became so much more mentally alert and so
much more usefu l to me that I concluded golf was a great
asset in promoting the prosperity of the community, and I
decided to promote it to the fullest extent in my power. ·
l hope to live to see the day when there are the crowds
of municipal courses, a, in Scotland, cropping up all over
the world. It would help enormously in increasing the
health, the virility and the prosperity of nations, and would
do much to counteract discontent and Bolshevism. There
can be no possible reason against, and there is every reason
in favour of, municipal courses.
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Encyclopedl• of S•n Fronclsco

Polk, Willis Jefferson

QUICK FACTS
Entry Author: Day1d Parrv

Architect
Willis Jelfe<son Polk was born In Jacksonville, Illinois on October 3, 1867.
tile eldest of five choldren. His father, WiHis Webb Polk (1836 · 1906), was
also an architect. At the age ot 14 Polk became an architec1's apprentice and
on 1882 he won a compelllion for the desogn of a six-room schoolhouse in
Hope, Arkansas, whe<e his family then lived. In 1885 the partnership of W,
W Polk & Sons, including Daniel Polk, Wollls' brother, was established in
Kansas City Betwe8fl1887 and t 889 Willis traveled ex1ensively and
acquired experience working tor many archilecls including Erneso Coxhead
and A Paae Brown Brown encouraged Willis to follow him out to San
Francisco. Polk's family also then moved here and the new firm ol Polk &
Polk was opened in 1892 with young Willis providing the creativity. his
brother Daniel doing the drafting, and his father supervising construction
projects.
Polk's &a.rhest residential design work In the C~y was on Russian Hill and is
well documented In Richard Longstreth's On rhe Edge of the World snd Bill
Kostura'S RuSSJan Hill· the Summit 1853·1906. He remo<feied lhe Horatio
Livermore home at 1045 Vallejo in 1891, and in 1892 he designed two multi ·levol hOuses at 1013· 19 VaOejo
tor his family and a client, waiving his fee tor the eastern portion ol the lot The structure he designed for
himself was recently listed tor sale for $4.000,000. Some of his ott>er early residential commissions were in
Presidio Heoghts at 116 Cherry (on 1891) and 3203 Pacific (an extensive remodel in 1892). A little while later,
in Pacific Heights he designed 2015 PacifiC (in 1894), 2622 Jackson (also In 1894, lor George W. Gibbs, San
Francisco Landmark 1203), and 2550 Webster (in 1896, for WilHam B. Bourn, San Francisco landmark 138).

Som: Jacksonville, Illinois
Oclober 3, 1867
Designed HaRidie Building in
1917
Pled: September 10, 1924
RELATED INFORMATION

> Ernest Coxheaq
> A Page Brown
OUTSIDE RESOURCES

+ A chrono!oaicall!stino of 60
selected extant wrks created
between 1890 and 1932 in the San
Francisco Bay Area by W~~s Polk
• Bourn's coun!!Y estate Filoti on
Callada Road in WoOdside

z

The Gibbs Mansion at 2622 Jackson,
pictured here, is in the Italian Renaissance
style and was declared at the time by the
Examiner to be ,he first classical residence
in San Francisco'. The round entrance
portico is reminiscent of a Tuscan villa. The
ex1erior Is gray Oregon sandstone and the
home features a Gladding McBean glazed
tile rool. Sadly, George Gibbs died only two
months after moving into it, but his widow
Augusta continued to occupy h until her
death in 1918. it l ater became the Japanese
Consulate until the outbreak of World war II.
it then served as headquarters lor the local
chapter or the Red Cross until the late
1940's when it was purchased by the San
Francisco Music and Arts Institute. It was
sold in 1993 to destgner Agnes Bourne, who supervised the renovation or it and made ~ available to
University High School as their 1994 Decorator Showcase house. In May 1995 h was bought by the present
owner. a pre-eminent writer/movie direciOr Hidden behind the house to the northwest, closer to Pacific than
to Jackson, is a little-known tv.o·story structure originally bui~ as a caretaker's residence tor the maln house.
Now subdivided lrom the original parcel and separately owned, ~ was also designed by Polk & Polk, and is
included in the Landmark case report as an unusual support struelure lor such a house in the area.
Polk's lather retired from the tirm In 1896 and Daniel Polk had already departed to play banjo In vaudeville,
whoch ten Wilffs Polk struggling to survive in business. He was lorced to declate bankruptcy in 1897, which
hurt his reputation and his ego, He worked out ol the Vallejo family house until late in 1899 when he joined
atchltec1 Georoe W Percy aner Percy's partner F F Hamoiton died.
In 1900 Polk married Christine Barreda, moving into her family's home in Pacific Heights at what is now 2141
Buchanan . In 1901 they relocated to Chicago so Polk could work lor famed atChitec1 Daniel Bumham.
Burnham had laid out the 1893 World's Columbian Exposhion in Chicago, which sparked the American
Renaissance or arts and architecture, and had already desogned tv.o Important San FranciSCO buildings • 690
Market (In 1889) and 220 Montgomery (In 1891). While in ChiCago, in 1903, Polk designed 465 California lor

hnp://www.sfhistoryencyclopedla.com/artlcles/p/polkWIIIIs.html
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the firm. After a three-month trip to Europe, Polk returned to San Francisco in the fall ol1903, beginning a
partnership wtth George A. Wright which lasted until 1906. being dissolved just prior to the Aprtl earthquake.
Burnham had become a leader of the nationwide C~y Beautiful movement and was asked in 1904 to produce
a San Francisco Plan. His associate. Edward H. Bennett, led the project, with Polk assisting, and the plan was
completed in 1905. The 1906 earthquake and fire killed its chances of being implemented, but Polk convinced
&Jmham to reopen a San Francisco offiCe which Polk then ran lor four years before they parted ways again in
July t910.
Among the many D. H. Burnham & Co. commissions after the earthquake was a remodel ot the gutted shell of
the Aood mansion at 1000 Califomla into the Pacific Union Club. It was artanged by William B. Bourn,
Presidenl of the Spring Valley Water Company and owner of Grass Valley's Emp~e Mine. Bourn was a patron
of Polk's tor whom Polk designed many projects, InclUding the aforementioned 2550 Webster and also Bourn's
country estate Atoll on Callada Road in Woodside. Much later Filoli was made famous as the Carrington
hOuse in the television series Dynasty.
In 1914 the Livermore family commissioned Polk to further Improve the 1000 block of VallejO. Polk designed
the unusual double access ramp from Jones Street and also the hOuses on Russian Hill Place (1 , 3, 5 and 7)
that provide the flanking wall on Jones, but took like simple cottages when you are standing on Russian Hill
Place. Among other notable post-earthquake residences in Pacific Heights designed by Polk are 2820 PacifiC
(t912). 2960 Broadway (1912), 2880 Broadway (t913). 1969 California (t915), 2233 Lyon (1916), 2840
Broadway (1917). and 2255 Lyon (1920).
In add~lon to his residential 1o1.0r1<, Polk played a leading role in the planning of the 1915 Panama-Pacific
International Exposition as the Initial supervising arch"ect. generously giving the design of the Palace ot Fine
Arts, which had been assigned to his office, to Bernard Maybeck after being ifTl)ressed by Maybeck's initial
sketches. The Palace of Fine Arts, rebui~ in 1962, is the only significant structure that survived In place after
the Exposhion ended.
Polk was an untiring advocate for civic Improvements. A volatile personality, he could sometimes be difficuh to
get along with, but his talent was never in dispute. During the construction of the Hobart Building at 582
Msuk~t ~1914, SF.l Ff~t'1C~ Umctm!'.fk. ~1~2) he m'.)t!n!~ a p!o!es! wh!!! perc!'!~ ~n e ~ee! g!rdo: !en
~<lnries up altAr 11 cay lluildi"'J lnspACtnr trien to have thl' work stop~. Polk had decided !hi!! Ia!!! end
plaster fireproofing of the structural steel in the building was better than the concrete soffit called for by the
buflding code of the day. Polk won his case. but not before taking on and antagonizing the City Halt hier81chy
all the way up to Mayor Rolph.
Polk's Hallidie Building at 130 Sutter (1917, San Francisco Landmark 1137) is recognized 1o1.0rld·wide as one of
the first glass curtain ·wall structures. This retail and office building was the last one buiH on the block and is
not only l'lnovative, but does a wonderful job of tying a group ot Individual Downtown structures into a
cotlesive whOle. It was bulft for the Regents of the University of California and named after Andrew Hallidie,
Inventor of the cable car. Fittingly. one of the offoce floors is home today to the local chapter of the American
lnsthute of Architects.
After Polk died, on September 10, 1924, his stepson Austin P. Moore (Christine Barteda'S son by her first
husband Charles A Moore) came in to run the business affairs ot WilliS Polk & Co. Whh the talented
arcMects trained by Polk, Including James Mitchell and Angus McSweeney, the company completed many
projects Including 2800 & 2608 Broadway, 2100 washington, the 1090 Chestnut oo-operative apartments (an
In t927), and the St. Francis Yacht Club (In 1928). After Mitchell left in t929. the company name and the Polk
legacy were continued well into the 1930's by McSweeney.
For his later career, the scrapbook kept by Polk, which can be viewed at the CaUfornia Historical Society.
contains many fascinating insights into his wor1< and personality.
Entry lskefl from the website of David Parry at www.classteSFprqperttes.com and is used by permission.
Unauthon'zed use of this copyrighted material is strictly forbidden without permission from the author.

TOPA

l:flmlt I Today In History. I B)O Q! !he Wtefs I Illlltlillfll !i1J1m I 6llslJill ~ I .tgjQ
02003.S.an F11111C11oo Mlseum & Hlelorlcal Society. AI Rights Aeeerved.
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Sharply Divided
What's best for Sharp Park, a dandy Pacifica, Calif., muny designed by Alister Macken~ie?
Conservation advocates, pro-golf locals have very different answers

S'fAV THE C'OURSE: Unks tlnd self-described erovironmentaUsiS L&nceUe and H......U arr wor king to ke~p
Shar-p Pnrk a wu~ (the J>Ar-3 12th, sh own abo~).

BY GEOFF" SH.t.CKElFORO
PHOTOS BY THOMAS BROENING

July 20. 2009

So Links calls Alister MacKenzie's Sharp Park the golfarcllitect ural equivalent of the Golden Gate Bridge. The
lawyer and San F'rnncisco Public Golf Alliance co-founder lias played the oceanside muny si nce 1966 and
makes I he analogy based on the Ia your's arduous two-year construction "indo" , the combination of complex
engineering issues and an architectural lineage noteworthy C\'Ctl in a region that relislH!S its ties to esteemed
architects.
"If the city of San Franciscoo"·ned a studio where Leonardo da Vinci worked, they wouldn't touch it; says
links. Yet in the accelerating dispute o\·er Sbarp Park's future pitting golfers, politicians, cities, counties,
Sierra Club chapters, neighbors, soccer ad"ocates and other constituents, e,·en long·dend master golf
architect Mackenzie has been slammed for architectural "hubris."
lhe original McKenzie [sic] design was fundamentally flawed to begin "ith, and buill in an inappropriate
location to boot," "lites Brent Plater, a San Francisco Slate emironmental studies lecturer who " 'ants to see
Sharp Park shut down "for the good of the game: Plater told Golf World b~ e-mail ho"' Sharp Park "is losing
mont!}', killing two endangered species, and puts the surrounding community at nsk e\'Pry year ,,·hen it

noods:
TI1at community is Pacifica. a 40,ooo·strong bcachside enclave kuo"11 for progressi"e en,ironmentalism and
a bold open-space agenda . Yet the city has had little say in tbe 79·year·old course's future.
That responsibility rests \\ilh San Francisco and its Board ofSupenisors. 0\'erseers of Sharp Park since 1917
"hen the land ,,·as bequeathed to the ci~• for "recreational purposes." Though Pacifica has been shu t out of
P•9• 1 ots
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the process, a last-minute move by pro-golf San Francisco supenisor Sean Elsbernd allows for transfer or
joint management with Pacifica depending on the board's handling of a pending Park and Recreation study,
which has a July 31 deadline. The report must offer solutions to restore habitat for the endangered California
red-legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake.
One option is Plater's vision for a golf-free Sharp Park-an idea supported by the Center for Biological
Diversity (CBD). a Tucson-based group that has litigated and won nearly 90 percent of the soo suits over
endangered species. Plater and the CBD hope to see the course converted into a biological presen·e for "place
based" nature education and theu bequeathed to the neighboring Golden Gate National Recreation Area
(GGNRA).
One glitch: The federally controlled GGNRA issued a statement that it's "not likely" to accept the golf course
and would only do so as a "gift," meaning San Francisco must spend millions converting the property into a
presel"\·e before gh·ing it away. Prior to that scenario pla)ing out, state law gh·es the city of Pacifica land-use
jurisdiction, meaning San Francisco must receive a Coastal Development Permit from Pacifica for any change
in "land use."
Pacifica mayor Julie Lancelle is a self-described progressive, emironmental ad,•ocate and golfer who
appreciates the ''\·alue of the sport as an acti,ity for people of any age."
"It's been an interesting experience being on the oUter side of the discussion," says Lancelle, who, along "ith
sel'eral emiroumentalists inteniewed, is discouraged by the ' hubris" of Plater and the Center for Biological
Dh·crsity.

'There could be serious impacts to the species if a wholesale re-structuring of the land use and forms takes
pJ~~ as th€'y pro~s~-." !.an~!!~? ~O!~tends. "S~~ h2ve histories. They ~~2pt them$eh·e.t; tc thek
surroundings. So while hun1an beings may think they know what's best for species~ I don't think that's al·h·ays
the case. The species ha\'e done ,,·ell at tJtis location under the current use, which limits human impact."
The CBD counters that while frogs and snakes are found at Sharp Park, their numbers are only a fraction of
"historic [pre-golf course] le\·els."
A key target of !'later and the Ceuter has been the architect of some of tbe world's greatest golf courses.

Sierra Club memw Ferreira says opponents of preserving the course ha...-e exaggerated Sharp Park's
financial state.
Fresh off Cypress Point and in the process of building Augusta National, Macke112ie was a Bay Area resident
when hired to design Sharp Park by transplanted Scot John McLaren, San Francisco's answer to Central Park
visionary Frederick Law Olmsted. McLaren de\·oted his storied life to public-park creation in the othemise
cramped city. His legacy of political sawy and landscape ingenuity produced the),Ol?-acre Golden Gate Park,
hnp://WWW.golfdigtst.com/golf-tou,.- news/2009-07/goll_sharp.J>arJc...shackelfa<d_0720?prlnt•blt •rruo.

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-380

Pagt2

or s

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

S/31111 12 17 I'M

annually the most \isited in the United States with 13 million 1isitors. McLaren planted more than t\\'0
million trees during his reign . including at least too,ooo in aod around Sharp Park" here, according to
Mackenzie, '·we had the greatest assistance" from McLaren who helped "not only in the artistic planting of
trees but in creat ing other delightful features.·
As Sharp Park's project supcnisor, Mclaren worked ''ith golfs most legend a~ course archirect and Uu.• firm's
legendary associates. Roben Hunter, author of The Links and co-desisnerof Cypress Point, came out of
retirement to assist. ,,hiJe H. Chandler Egan, the former U.S. Amateur champion and Olympic golf gold
medalist-turned· architect visited regularly just two years after his transformation of Pebble Beach. En!n
shapcr· i urned ·architect Jack Fleming ,,·ould become the first Shup Park superintendent and CI'Cntual
creator of four beautiful forest holes after damaged seaside holes were abandoned.

Mc:Lare.n'& treeS AAd Lagun.a Salada are part of th~ c:oursc:'slook.

"Mackenue did things at Sharp he didn't do anywhere else," says Links, who has "on the last two Golf World
Lido Design contestS. named after the famed Coumry Life magazine contest that launched Maeken1ie's career
in 1914.
The original Sharp Par\.: la~out included two stunning multi-option fairway holes incorpOrating the now·
contro1oersiol Laguna Salada, which has shrunk due to silt build- up. The fascinating por·4 fifth (current 171h)
teed off from an island tee while the two-shot 10\b (current 14\b) paid homage to the original contest·
winning Lido hole. More th~n $4oo.ooo was spent to fill areas around the Laguna "ith beach sand and top
soil, including, by Mackenzie's estimate, $200,000 for one hole.
While Sharp did ~uffer highly publicized early flooding and turf issues due to sa lty irrigation water, Plater's
assertion that a coastal storm destroyed "all se1·en oceanfront holes six years after the cou rse opened" is in
question. Se,·eral aerial photographs from 1941 sho"· all18 still in play along with the trademark Mackenlie
details that defined masten,·orks such as Cypress Point, Augusta Nationa l and Pasntiempo: quirk-y green
shapes. approximately so carefully sculpted bunkers ghing the impression of erosion and the tradema rk use
of camouOoge-i nspired mounding. Six holes brought the Laguna into play.
Sharp Park fell into the same resource-depril'ed disrepair U1at plagued many Golden Age courses during
World War II. tt was tweaked by Rober1 Muir Gra,·es in 1972 and suffered more damage in a 1982 flood.
which led to a sea"-all that kept brackish "'Iter out 1\hile guaranteeing the fresh water required for garter
snakes and red-legged frogs tosur.il'e.
Ne"·spaper reports compared the Apri116, 1932, opening-dayyardage of 6,123 yards to the Old Course's
6,189 tally. Egan e-en pronounced Sharp Puk a "worthy imitation of the classic course" at St. Andrews.
Perhaps only H.S. Colt's Timber Point or C.B. Macdonald's Lido designs trumped Sharp Park Cor sheer
crtathity and audacity. Certainly no municipal-course design has e.-er come close to matching the Ol-erall
package of beauty and affordable links-style golf. (The initial $1 weekend gnecn fee works out to about $15 in
modem dollars. Residents currently pay $26 on weekends.}
Sharp Park achiel'ed Mackenzie's dream of using cl1eap municipal golf to "help enormously in increasing the
health, the \irility and the prosperity of nations." While today's design features 12 of the original green
complexes in deteriorated fonn, Mackenzie would surely embrace Sharp Park's continued affordability,
Pogt 3 of 5
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accessibility and friendly atmosphere
E1·en the look produced by an outdated irrigation system and minimal maintenance resources-a six-man
union crew mowing greens daily and fairways once a week-might delight Macken:tie, who wrote in 111e Spirit
of St. Andrews that there 1..as "great charm in the vacying shades of color on a golf course" and a layout
COt\Sisting "of one shade of green would be merely ugly.•
Much of Sharp's multicolored look stems from its moYe to organic proctices, dating to 1998 as part of a citymandated program to wean parks from pesticides. As of June 1 this year, the course moved to an entirely
organic program, belie1'ed to make it one of only a handful of such courses in the world.
Since 2005 the Laguna and rain-drenched fairways have not been pumped to protect the red-legged frog's
annual egg-laying, As for the garter snake, Jeff Miller of the Center for Biological Diversity's San Froncisco's
office says the colorful serpent has been negatively impacted by a combination of mo"~ng accidents and
herbicide applications. According to U.S. Fish and Wildlife, there has been one documented case of a mower
killing a garter snake; Miller cites a consultant's report which concluded mo"ing is an ongoing threat.
Miller and the Center suggest the use of herbicides with the acth·e ingredient Dicamba continue to constitute
the "acti1ities" killing the species, prompting the center's September 2008 press release (which also cited
pumping and mo"ing practices) threatening a lawsuit againstthe city of San Francisco. But Parks and
Recreation golf dil·ision manager Sean Sweeney notes the city last used a newer weed-control formula July 9.
2008, and it contained just 00.70 percent Dicamba. Subsequently, natural products have been used. Miller
says it v.'8s "news• to him that Sharp Park had gone organic.
Former Sharp Park superintendent Dan Briesach, who still plays the course once a week and sits on Pacifica's
Open Sp3.ce Co:nm!~~ee.!: ::ot ~t::-p:-'~. -n:c:;·re ::!c!d~& illc! o! :.ssuu;p:;or..;; Brl~w't says of the Cc!;ntc..
"l understand then~ for habitat restoration; I dou't understanc:l the ntot!d to~ ~lligd'enl about it."
Club president and retired school principal Da,·e Diller says Sharp Park golfers cover the spectrum of age,
race and ability, enjoying the stunning surroundings, mature Monterey Cypress and sea breeres. That
prompts his outrage at the "injustice" of the battle against his home course, ,,·here he has watched in
frustration as neglect of the course's main water feature has heigl1tened drainage problems.

Oce&n&lde Sharp .P ark is In Pacifiea, CaliL, but Is under thejuriadiction of San Francisco's board of
IUpel"\\laors,

The course still logs between so,ooo and 6o,ooo rounds a year. Thanks to month-to-month operator Mark
Duane's efforts. it takes in an impresshoe S1 million in food and bel-eroge gross m ·enue at the chamling
Angus McSv.-cener-designed clubhouse. (McSweeney was a disciple of Bay Area master architect, Willis Pol!..)
Opponents of Sharp Park's existence as a golf course insist it is a huge financial drain on the city, but
according to a Dec. 17,2008, report from city controller Ben Rosenfeld.the course has been profitable ll•ice
since 2004 when course-by-course income and expenses began to be detailed. Sharp Park is annually charged
\\ith "ol'erhead" figures that include "inter-departmental transfers" and "gcne.ral fund support." Such
mysterious figures prompted fonner supervisor Jake McGoldrick to say. 'V.'e have an accounting problem
here; we don't necessarily ha1·e a golfer problem.·
hnp-1/-.golldlgMt.com/golf-toun · •tw>/2009-07/goll.>harpJ>~k_>h><k<lfO<d.0720?prlohl>I<•UUt
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Lorna Prieta Sie!Tll Club member Mike Ferreira says Sharp Park pro1'ides a "hell of an opportunity" to sho'~<'
that golf and endangered species can co-exist and contends the economic argument is unfair in light of the

city's massive deficits and the course's relati\'ely minor losses. "Some of the folk.~ are tl')ing to use the
financial side of this to le-.-erage their other agenda." Ferreira says. "' find that hugelr irritating. It's a mating
how many alleg~ 'emiros' are suddenly sounding like Howard Janis."
Reoentl)• retired San Francisco Neighborhood Parks Council head Isabel Wade has also beenlobb~ing for
Sharp Park's closure, telling radio station KQED that golf is "predominantly a white sport" and not "a familyoriented sport that you do with otller folks." She has been lobbring to usc Sharp Park to make up for the city's
shortage of soccer fields, skate parks and hiking trails, e1'en though the pro~rl) is outside of San Francisco
city limits. Miller confirms that city-adoption of the Parks Council solutions- if they imol"e emiron mentally
sensiti\'e areas-could in1ite the same legal threats. Wade did not retum re~ated calls for comment from
Golf World.
Ultimately the debate transcends soccer fields, c.ritters and city limits. Despite Sharp Park's egalitarian
atmosphere, the course appears to be a victim of a long-festering disdain for "''hat golf represents.
As co-founder of the San Francisco Public Golf Alliance, attorney Richard Harris has slo'' ly ollied golfers into
a united front after early friction . In 2000 he th,,·arted his alma mater Stanford Unhersity's plan to co111-ert
holes at its course into faculty housing. A self-described "em·iro" "ho got his start in politics fighting an Army
Corps of Engineer dam project on California's Mad Ril'er, Harris finds himself defending the sport he Jo,·es.

"Golf has historically been attacked by ~ple who ha1·e seen golfers as sub1·ersil·e of sociall} useful actil·ities,
such as church-going and milital)• sen·ice," Harris says. "We face the same kind of opposition toda~ .
Somethi1rg like ~ligious intolerance is at work in the most zealous opposition to golf. Dedicated golfer.:-like
dedicated surfers, or rock-climbers or lly·flSbermen-are nature worshi~rs. And our most tea.lous
opponents are those who think they ha1·e the 011c true religion.•

K~a:

GOI.f WORLD. GOI.I. COURSES. SHARP PARK, •usTER loiACKEHZIE

Pdnt
E·Mail
Feeds
Share
Get more Coif World - the game's t l ne\\'sweekly. Subscribe no".
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Carr@l;nofo.com
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Attorneys for Defendant-Intervenor
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC GOLF ALLIANCE

8
9

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

10

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

11

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION

12

13
14
15
16
17

Wll.D EQUITY INSTITUTE, a non-profit
corporation, CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL
DIVERSITY, a non-profit corporation.
NATIONAL PARKS CONSERVATION
ASSOCIATION, a non-profit corporation,
SURFRIDER FOUNDATION, a non-profit
corporation, SEQUOIA AUDUBON, a non-profit
corporation, and SIERRA CLUB, a non-profit
corporation,

20
21
22

23

DECLARATION OF ROBERT
TRENT JONES, JR. IN SUPPORT
OF MOTION TO INTERVENE BY
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC GOLF

ALLIANCE ("SFPGA")

Plaintiffs,

18
19

Case No. 3:11-cv-00958 Sl

v.

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
ED'LEE, Mayor of the City and County of San
Francisco, PIDL GINSBURG, Director, City and
County ·of San Francisco Recreation and Park
Department,

Date:
Time;
Courtroom:
Judge:

June 24, 2011
9:00 a.m.
10, 19th Floor
Hon. Susan illston

Defendants.

24
25
26
27
28
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I, Robert Trent Jones, Jr., declare as follows:
2

3

4

1.

I am a golf course architect. I have personal knowledge of all facts stated in this

dec.laration, and if called as a witness I could and would testify competently to them.

2.

I have been designing golf courses for over four decades. I have designed over

5

270 golf courses in 40 countries on six different continents. I also am a lifetime member and

6

furmer President of the American Society of Golf Course Architects.

7

3.

I am a former member and Chairman of the California Park & Recreation

8

Commission. 1 am·currently and have been for the past six years, Emeritus Director of Refugees

9

International. I serve on the Town of Woodside Open Space Committee. I am also a member of

10
11

the California Golf Hall of Fame.
4.

12 U land" vvt.et1 designiug a couzse and ensure my design fits with the natural landscape. My work
13

and philosophy regarding golf course design has led to several of my couises being recognized by

14

Audubon International, the highest ecological and environmental protection standard in golf.

15

5.

My golf course designs have received numerous rec:ognitions and accolades and

16

they have consistently ranked among the best layouts throughout the world. A few ofthese

17

recognitions and awards are:

18

a.

GolfDigest ranked the Prince Course in Kauai, Hawaii, designed by my fum., in

19

the Top 10 of America's Greatest Public Courses and bas been rated Hawaii's No.

2.0

1 golf course.

21

b.

readers ofAsia GolfMonthly.

22

23

c.

26

The Osprey Meadows course in Idaho designed by my firm was awarded Golf

Digest's Best New Public Course for greens fees $75 and over.

24
25

I was recently voted #1 Golf Architect in Asia for the third year in a row by the

d.

Chambers Bay in Pierce County, Washington, one of the more recent courses, has
been awarded:

27

Best New Course for 2007 by Travel & Leisure Golfcapturing the course

28

as "A Brand New Bay" (emphasis added).
DECLARATION OF ROBERT TRENT JONES, JR. TN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO INTERVENE BY
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC OOLF ALLIANCE
sf-2990441
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Number 2 spot in Golfweek's Best New Courses Awarded Signature Status

2

by Audubon International for reclamation of an abandoned rock quarry that

3

became a trail system, a 20-a.cre park. an amphitheater and a water

4

treatment facility on the property that will allow the course to use gray

5

water exclusively.

6

e.

7
8

finn) hosted the Ryder Cup (the first time that Wales bas ever hosted this event).
f.

g.

h.

i.

j.

k.

Professional and amateur golf championships for men and women have been
played on over 100 of my courses.

19

20

Harbour Plaza Golf Club, Donnguan City, Guangdong, China was ranked in the
Top 10 Golf Courses in China by Golf Digest China.

17
18

Spring City Golf & Lake Resort, Yunnan Province, China was rated #1 of Top 10
Courses in China by GolfDigest China.

15
16

Woodlands Golf Course at Slmriver Resort, OR was rated "One of the I00 Best
Women-Friendly Courses" by GolfFor Women.

13
14

Rancho San Marcos Golf Course, Santa Barbara, CA was rated among the Top 10
Public Golf Courses by GolfMagazine.

11
12

Crystal Springs Golf Course in Burlingame, CA was awarded Golf Digest's
Envirorunental Leader Award.

9
10

In 2010, Celtic Manor's Wentwood Hills Championship Course (designed by my

6.

As part of my dedication to excellence and aiding golfers to achieve their best, I

21

authored the nationally distributed book Golfby Design published by Little, Brown & Company.

22

The book instructs golfers how to lower their score by reading the features of a golf course.

23

24

25

7.

A complete profile of my work can be found at my company Robert Trent Jones

n, LLC•s website, www.rtj2.com.
8.

1 am quite fiuniliar with the work of Dr. Alister MacKenzie and with the course be

26

created at Sharp Park in Pacifica, California. 1 will explain Dr. MacKenzie's design philosophy

27

and the work he did at Sharp Park in the following paragraphs. The main point, however, is that

28

Sharp Park is a very historic golf course that is worth preserving for the next generation. By any
DECLARATION OF ROBERT TRENT JONES, JR. IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO INTERVENE DY
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC GOLF ALL1ANCE

2
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standard, Sharp Park is ap incredible design achievement, for out of a brackish salt marsh, Dr.
2

MacKenzie (with the help of the legendary John McLaren, who Dr. MacKenzie acknowledged in

3

his book The Spirit ofSt. Andrews) he created a spectacular course that mimics the features of

4

traditional Scottish links land.

9.

5

Dr. Alister MacKenzie lived between 1879 and 1934 and was trained as a

6

physician. He served in the Boer War and became fascinated with camouflage and when he later

7

tmned to golf course architecture, be incorporated many camouflage concepts into his design

8

work. One of the reasons Dr. MacKenzie made the transition from doctor to golf course architect

9

was because he could see firsthand the health effects the game of golf had on his patients. He

lO

also knew that good golf course design was something that could engage the player and

11

invigorate the human spirit-thus, he sought to create courses that had a true spirit of adventure

12

built into them, designed to make goifers feei as if they were playing a course that iooked fiercer

13

than it really was, all for the benefit of making a player's blood rush.

14

l 0.

Dr. MacKenzie was a most complete golf architect of his time. His courses can be

15

fmmd all over the world and include many courses considered by the most knowledgeable

16

authorities to be among the fmest ever constructed, including Augusta National Golf Club (site of

17

the annual Masters Tournament) and the Cypress Point Club at Pebble Beach (one of the most

18

scenic and delightful courses ever conceived). Dr. MacKenzie's courses are in Australia, New

19

Zealand, England, Scotland, Ireland, Canada, South America, and many are here in the United

20

States. He was so highly thought of that he was named the Consulting Architect at St Andrews,

21

the home of golf.

22

11.

Dr. MacKenzie laid out his design principles in a book titled "Golf Architecture,"

23

first published in 1920. It is one of the first books ever written about the subject He also wrote a

24

manuscript titled, "The Spirit of St Andrews," which had lain dormant for many years, but was

25

finally published in 1995 over 60 years after Dr. MacKenzie passed away. Dr. MacKenzie's

26

design philosophy is captured in these two books, and can be summarized by several key

27

principles:

28

I II
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(a) The course, where possible, should be arranged in two loops of nine holes;
2

(b) There should be a large proportion of two shot boles (par 4' s), two or three

drive and pitch holes, and at least four one-shot holes (par 3's);

3

4

(c) There should be little walking between the greens and tees and the holes

5

should be sufficiently "elastic" so they can be lengthened in the future if

6

necessary;

7

(d) The greens and fairways should be suffi.cieJ!tlY undulating, but there should be

8

no hill climbing;
(e) Every hole should have a different character;

9
10

(f) There should be a minimum of blindness for the approach shots;

11

(g) The course should have beautiful surroundings and all artificial features should

12

have so natural an appearance that a stranger is unable to distinguish them

13

from nature itself;
(b) There should be a sufficient number of"beroic carries" from the tee, but the

14

15

course should be arranged so that tbe weaker player with the loss of a stroke or

16

portion of a stroke shall always have an alternate route open to play;
(i) There should be infinite variety in the strokes required to play the various

17

holes;

18

G) There should be complete absence of the annoyance and irritation caused by

19

20

the necessity of searching for lost balls; and

21

(k) The course should be so interesting that even a beginner or weak player is

22

constantly stimulated to improve in an attempt to get better at scoring, and

23

such players should be able to enjoy the courSe in spite of piling up a big score.

24

12.

Among these principles, perhaps the best known is that Dr. MacKenzie tended to

25

build holes where there was more than one route from tee to green. He created holes like these so

26

different players, of varying abilities, could play the same bole in different ways and always enjoy

27

the journey and give each other a spirited game in the process. In many cases, a ''MacKenzie

28

hole" offers an advantage to a player who was willing to take an increased risk (such as carrying
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over a hazard) and who successfully pulled off the gamble. In addition, he believed in rolling
2

putting greens, so players of every age would find endless challenges when they got close to the

3

flagstick. He also favored wide fairways. so even beginners could enjoy the game despite hitting

4

an occasional wild shot In MacKenzie's view, the ''penalty" for wildness was not a lost ball, but

5

rather, a strategic disadvantage when playing the next shot. He rewarded players who had

6

control, but especially rewarded players who plan their line of attack. On a MacKenzje course, it

7

is the intelligent player who enjoyed the most success; brute strength may prove helpful on

8

occasion, but on a comse designed by Dr. MacKenzie, it is never a total solution.

9

13.

But control, too, is not everything. MacKenrie also knew that undulation and odd

10

bounces must be a part of the game, for they provide not only chann but mystery to a round of

11

golf. Indeed, on a great comse, the same shot will not play the same way twice in a row-it will

12

bounce differently, for one thing. and it will also be susceptible io weather, particuiarly wind.

13

14.

An unfortunate aspect of Dr. MacKenzie's work is thatmostofit was for private

14

parties. Thus, most of his courses axe privately owned and not readily accessible to the public.

15

That is the key aspect of Sharp Park that makes it a rare gem-it is a "public course designed by a

16

master architect." In addition, it is the only MacKenzie public course that is located next to the

17

ocean, a circumstance that in many respects takes golf back to its roots, for the game was born on

18

links land-land located near an open sea or bay that happens also to be connected directly to the

19

sea through natural drainage patterns. Traditional links land is low lying land which has been

20

formed by centuries of drainage, tidal changes and the brisk weather along the sea. It generally

21

possesses the characteristics of naturally rolling sand dunes and natural features which have been

22

formed by the wind, the ocean, and the action of receding tides in ancient times.

23

15.

The golf course Dr. MacKenzie laid out at Sharp Park illustrates many of his noted

24

design concepts. His original layout, depicted in the hereto attached Exhibit A, includes holes

25

where there are multiple tees, multiple fairways. cross bunkering (sand bunkers crossing the

26

fairway, not merely running alongside the fairway),.water carries, creatively shaped greens and,

27

in short, shots for every level of player. And Dr. MacKenzie used his famous camouflage

28

techniques at Sharp Park; prime examples of this are in the approaches to the first hole (which
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was the original 16th hole); the third hole (original 13th) and the 14th (original lOth)- in each

2

case, the green is further away than it looks, and this is due to the contours and bunkering that Dr.

3

MacKenzie designed into these holes.

4

16.

I have walked the course at Sh.a.tp Park many times and to my eye the features Dr.

5

MacKenzie conceived 80 years ago are still there, and the ones that time has wom down are also

6

there, waiting patiently for loving hands to restore them. Indeed, the restoration and renovation

7

of storied golf courses with proper consideration for the environment is a significant part of the

8

work I do. Every course in the world needs restoration work as the years roll by, especially

9

courses near the sea that are subject to wind and erosion. In fact, the bunlc:ers at St Andrews are

10

rebuilt every few years; and virtually every great venue in the world, includin~ the sites of the

11

great championships of the gam.e, are regular! y restored and preserved for a new generation of

12

golfers. The course is so beautiful it is hard to conceive of it as a barren sand dune; and indeed,

13

that to me is the genius of Dr. MacKenzie: that he could transfonn the land into such a wonderful

14

golf course that has been so well loved over the last 80 years. It is reaJiy reminiscent of the links

15

at North Berwick, or St Andrews itself, which sits in the middle of a Scottish town. One gets the

16

same feeling walking and playing Sharp Park.

17

17.

Restoration work is especially important for public golf courses, as the vast

18

majority of the game is played on public facilities. There are countless examples of this

19

restoration work. but one of the most poignant is the work that was done to discover and restore a

20

"lost" course created originally by Old Tom Morris. The course is Askernish, located on South

21

Uist (pronounced "yew-ist") in the Outer Hebrides off the coast of Scotland. That work was

22

chronicled in an article titled "The Ghost Course," by David Owen, which appeared in the April

23

20, 2009 edition of The New Yorker magazine, and a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit

24

B. This is precisely the type of work caiied for at Sharp Park-work on a low budget so the

25

course can be restored in a minimalist fashion, preserving the features Dr. MacKenzie created, but

26

at the same time making certain that this magnificent gem of a golf course will be there for many

27

generations of golfers, just as Dr. MacKenzie dreamed it would be.

28
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There is no question that Sharp Park is an historic property well worth preserving.

2

I can tell the Court. first hand, that often when I gather with colleagues at the American Society

3

of Golf Course Architects (of which I am a past President), I get a question or two about "that

4

MacKenzie course at Sharp Park" and what is being done to save it

5

19.

It should also be noted that the~e are any number of competent strategies for the

6

environmental issues at Sharp Park. I have given the course a considerable amount of study, as

7

have my colleagues at Robert Trent Jones 11, namely accomplished golf course architects Bruce

8

Charlton and Jay Blasi. We have no doubt that Dr. MacKenzie's historically significant original

9

design-or at least major portions of it-can be saved while at the same time expanding the

10
11
12

amount of available habitat for the California red-legged frog and the San Francisco garter snake.
20.

I make this declaration based on information personally known to me, except as to

those n-...atters based on info~lio.u received, and as io those matters, I believe them to be true.

13

14
15

16
17
18

19

20
21

22

23
24
25

26
27

28
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I declare under penalty ofpeljury that the foregoing is true and correct and that this
2

declaration was executed at

&tJ~Jg_

on May

~20 II .

3

4

5
6
7

8

9
10
II
12

13
14

IS
16

17

18
19
20

21
22
23

24
25

26
27

28
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DAN II: L WtXLER
1100 EAST 1MrE RIAL A VI! ~UI (I! II
EL S I!CU ti DO, t: AI ,I FO it NI A 90 J' ~

TEL: liO Hl·Hl4

E-MA IL: 114 1 0 02l~i\Ot.. COM

July 19, 2009
To Whom It May Concern:
l am writing this letter as the author of The Missing Lin/cs: America 's Greatest Los1 Golf Courses & Holes
(Siecpi11g Bear Pres&. 2000), a volume which. I understand, is being invoked In the C\llTCJlt public debate
over the future of Sbazp Parle by persons who advocate closi.ag the golf coune.
MiSJing Links was designed to profile great p~-World Warn American courses which either no longer
exist, or have been substantially altcted from their original configurations. 1h.at Dr. Alister MacKenzie's
original Sbarp Park de.sign was included in such a volume was not meMlt to imply that the cowse is
entirely gone; indeed, milny profiled facilities retain signitic.ant portions of their initial layouts. in<:ludjng
the first course in its sister volume Lost Linlcs, Augusta Natioual. However, it appears that some
confusion has arisen from a closing section of lhe Shazp Park text, which~ : " ... and no appreciable
trace of (MacKcnzie'sJ strategy remains in play"- so let me Wee a moment to clarify two important
points.
First, in retrospect, this choice of words was not ideal, as the word "strategy" was intended to refer to teeto-green strategy. whic:h is today somewhat changed, particularly with a handful of lagoon· and seaside
hole.s no longer being in play. It was absolutely not intended to refer to the corridors of play or the green
complexes, a great number of which remain very much in their vintage MacKenzie forms. And Lhis is a
highly noteworthy point as original greens on a municipal course this old are a relative rarity- and
MacKenzie's green complexes were perhaps the single most significant aspect of his renowned design
style.
Second, more than a decade has passed since MlsJing Linb was rese-.trched, and much new information
on Sharp Park ha.s since come to light. In re-assessing the golf course today, we know, for example, thal
most changes have been made by man, quite deliberately, and not by some massive early stonn, as was
the accepted wisdom baclc in 1999. We. also lcnow thal as many as 12 boles remain substantially in their
origiru1l fonns - nnd nearly all of these c:ouJd be made virtually original with a relatively modest degree of
restoration.
1 relate aJl of this bcc3Use in using MISSing Links to bolster any assertion that Sharp Park should be
closed, those pushmc such an agenda are. unfortunately, mischar¥teriting the pwposc and spirit of my
words. lndc:cd, as one of only two municipal golf courses ever b\Jilt by Macl<enzie in the Uruted States,
Sharp Parle is an historic facility which virtually any city would be thrilled to boast of, offerin& enough
vintage playing characteristics to provided all classes of golfer with a real taste of a Hall-of-Fame
designer's work. Further, with a bit ofrcstotation and marketing. it is the sort of classically imponant
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facility which can easily become a drawing card for the City of San Francisco, resulting in economic
benefits well in c:xcess of simple greens fee revenue.
It is difficult for me to imagine that a city as public-spirited as San Francisco could possibly be doing its
thousands of golfers a service by closing Shatp Park, and from an historical perspective, shuttering so

venerable a facility would represent one of the sadder moments in the 3Mals of American public golf.
But to do so based in auy way upon either a misunder5tanding or misrepresentation of what was written in
The Missing LinJcs would be especially unfortunate. and I would urge the relevant parties not to fall victim
to any such mischaracteritations.
Sincerely,

Dilniel Wexler
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Joe Faulkner
247945111 St.
San Francisco, CA. 94117

July 31 , 2009

To Whom It May Concern
Alister MacKenzie and the Sham Park Golf Course
I write this letter to correct false information about me and my work
1hat has been spread by advocates of closing the Sharp Pari< Golf Course,
including Mr. Brent Plater and the Center for Biological Diversity and related
entities. They have been misusing my name and misrepresenting my work and
my opinion about the history and design of the golf course. And I want it to stop.
Sp~cift=HY~ t hava s~n a :ettei, datad Ju;y 20. 2009 frOm ivir.
Plater to Pacifica Piannrng Director Michael Crabtree, which identified me as "a
San Francisco golf program employee and author of a history on San Francisco
golf wrote in 1978," and attached a copy of a web page from the "Restore Sharp
Park" project of the Center for 9 iologlcal Diversity and Nature in the City, that
Identified me as the author of one of • ... the only two pubfished histories about
Sharp Park Golf Course, both of which conclude that there Is no MacKenzie
legacy at the course today: (I enclose a copy of that letter with Its attachment.}

1 have learned also that Mr. Plater in a July 7, 2009 power point
and oral presentation to the San Francisco Park and Recreation Open Space
Advisory Committee, made a similar claim that I have published a golf history
that concludes that "wha1 exists at Sharp Park today has nothing to do with
Alister MacKenzie's design;" which •really doesn't exist any more," and was
"washed away into oblivion".
Mr. Plater's and his organizations' statements about me and my
conclusions about Sharp Park are false and misleading. He did not contact or
speak with me before making his July 7 presenta~lon or writing his July 20 letter.
I am not, and have never been a published golf historian. I am a
g reens keeper at a San Francisco golf course. In 1979, when I was an
undergraduate at San Francisco State University, I wrote a class paper on the
subject of San Francisco's public golf courses. In 2007, I provided a copy of that
paper to the San Francisco Golf Task Force, of which Mr. Plater was a member.
(I enclose copies of the two pages of my class paper tha1 deal with Sharp Park.)
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Nowhere in my college class paper do I say or "conclude" that the
Alister MacKenzie-designed goff course at Sharp Park was destroyed or · washed
away: or that there "is no MacKenzie legacy at the course today: These are Mr.
Plater's arguments, not my statements or my conclusions-or my opinions.
To clear the record, I will here state my opinions and conclusions
about the history and architecture of Sharp Park, based upon a lifetime of being a
San Francisco resident and a golfer on the city's courses. including Sharp Park,
and a greens keeper on golf courses in the city.
As it exists and as golfers play It today, Sharp Park has 12 holesall lying west of Highway One-that are original holes designed by MacKenzie.
Two other holes near the ocean (current holes 12 and 16} are played in original
MacKenzie fairways, but do not have original greens. The course today lacks
five of its original holes (being original holes numbers 3, 4 , 6, 7, and 8} that were
taken out of play when a seawall was built some time after MacKenzie's death,
and were replaced by four new holes east of Highway One, which I believe were
designed by his assistant Jack Fleming. Bo Unks, a San Francisco golf writer,
historian, and amateur golf architect, has obtained copies of old news reports.
including hole descriptions, and course maps from the time of Sharp Park's
opening in 1932. as well as old and recent aerial photographs, which clearly
show the continuing existence of the original MacKenzie holes west of Highway
One. Mr. Links' source materials are more extensive and more reliable than
what I used years ago as the basis for my undergraduate class paper.
Today's Sharp Park Golf Course is nearly 80 years old, so naturally
there have been some changes in its remaining original holes, but these have
been relatively minor, such as trees growing, the shapes of sand traps changing,
and some traps filling-in with grass. This sort of change happens over the years
at historic golf courses, as at all historic landscapes. It does not mean that Sharp
Park's essential character or worth have been lost or destroyed. They have not
been. And it certainly does not mean that MacKenzie ceased being the architect.
Alister MacKenzie was one of history's greatest golf architects,
renowned for his beautiful, functional landscapes. San Francisco and Pacifica
are lucky to have at Sharp Park such a beautiful public golf course created by
such an artist. And I hope that the environmentalists, golfers, politicians. and
other good people of these cities will work together to preserve the artwork of this
master, whHe preserving as well the creatures-including the golfers-that now
inhabit and use and enjoy that masterwork.

cc: Mr. Brent Plater
Center for Biological Diversity

J~eFa~_d
"rw/tf----

?

...

2
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~rom:

Bltnt Plater (mailto:bl)later~nrabigy..a<.org)

Sent: MOIIdl'(, )Illy 20, 2009 11:53 AM
Tol Ctabuee, Mldlal!l
Subject: <no subject>
HI Michael,

My name is 8rent Plater. and I'm one of the advocates working 10 Restore SNrp Park.
1'1111 reviewed thll short summ.1ry available on·line about the proPOsal to landmark the links at Sharp
Park Golf Course. I think that this summary Is short on facts that would help the Commission make t
betterd~dslon, and therefore! would llke equal time to So Unks to make presentation tonl&ht to the
Commission.

rve noted that Paclf'oca's historic lane! mark ordinance permits •any lritetested party" to present
testimony or documentary evidence at hearings on applk:ations, and rm hopln~you wUI vant me the
~me

opportunity afforded Mr. Unks.

nell'

In lhe munUmt, rve pasted below an a.r1lde iibo<Jt the historic al'{ll.fiUinll ebout the proparty below, a
provide you two links tg txCIWllts from the only two publlshl!d histories abolt Sharp Petk gall couru, bolh
or which eonc:lude that there IS no Mad<enz:le legacy at the course lzlday. In Mr. IZ!lcl' pre\Oious
slltemenu about lhe maUtr, he has ignonld or rris..Qted !!lese hiS1ories. end I'd llko an opportunity to
enSUte that the Commission receives oople$ of lhese doalments.
_
Thank )'OU.
8nontPUI(N

415-672·8989
bnp:flwww.restort5haroark.ora/ShirpP~r1</GolfCou'JeHis!ory JFfull<¥opdf
bno;Mttww.rcstoresharoptf!t,o<Bl'Sh~pf!Jrk/Missjnglln!ssShatpPatk.pd(

Tht prop011enu or retainl"'J Sharp Park as a golf course cannot basa thtir ase on the
popularity of golf, as the sport is declining rapidly across the nation. Nor can thy tout the

flnlftc.IJI benefit or golf, as Sharp Pal'k loses money every year. So thty have lnste;ad
turned to sophistry, clllmlng the site should be landm;arkQd because Alister MacKenzie
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M•dtt>tle ~~lptd ttvclut-oniu 401f vcht•ctuf~ "' :he 1~11 centuty by onsbllna rn.r courses "•rnltue the btautyof n~rure." nth~
11w1 be on t"Onfloer•.o~rn iL lkJt M~nZ>t ianOttd lws own muom when he Clusned Sharp Par\ The proJtQ reQUired drqi,.
and ftAona this delle are cou~llandsupr lor a sraufflnr lour run monttu In otdcr ro ettltt e nouah dty land for~ 18·hole aoll
courw And In perhaps his ~teatesr «oloaoal mise••~. t.bcJCtndt lrvtled a cou131 b"rler tha t prolll~d Sharp PJtll woth nawral
protection lrom lite surJina Paetroe Ocun. reptacngit with stvtt> Dnlt.s so tltat aollt rs could vitw "'' su.

The R.ws In this deslJt> be<:~me evldl!l'lt almost immediately. Open Ina dly of theaolf c0\tr11 was dti.Jyed lwke due to excess
wltet on the course. Then on 1938, a m.Juive cou~ siO<m surp, no lonl tr held at bay by thtn<lluril barritr Mac~entit
destroyed, lnund.Jttd the course a nd s~rely d~ma,ed all s.ven ol MnKtnde's slanarure buch-sldt holes. The subsequent
routons of Hlahway 1 throuah Slwp Park destroyed another Macl<enzle llnk. ptrmanently blluttatlna M.cKenzlt's oriJinal desfin.
San Franclsco eventually decided to radically alter what remained of M3CKenzle's layout. The dty conllrutttd a levu alonl tile
coastal edse of Sharp P.Jrk, In places 30 feet hl&h. demoyin&the ocean views that were a dtRnlna tltmtnr of MacKenzie's d4Hign.
And In 1972 Robert Muir Graves redesigned Sharp Park, mavins severalllnkllnto ~n upland canyon.
But rather thln solvlna me Aoodlna problem, the levee and rtdulcn ••acer1lattd 11. Tht new deslan blocked the naturil water
seeps lind oulftows throush Shiirp Park to the ocean, and the couru now noods •nnually durlna norm.JI wlnttr rains: with
freshwater

"--dwl-ralr'e 11ooc1 m..., orouofSI>IrP ,.,..., -

m. Golfe-on

- to

lltoWoot, -<lt f&ltlowo W Morlt -·~Julnl*lvFIOgtiC...... ~·

llrolft tbo_.,fllll, Collier_,.,....._.. ~ . . llltHifloglll

Cllrre~~tty San francisco a ttempts to pre¥eJ~t the freSIIWJtet floodlnt of the toll course by pumplna water tltrouah the levee. but
INs b kl"l'll the CdfO<nllt rt<Htlll!d troz-<~ lhrUtMtd sptdts "so mown u Tw•.,'s froa. benuse it Is the central c:haraatr l'l
M.Jr1c Twlln's shO<t Slaty "The CtlebrJted Jumpinc Froc of Olawras County. In ~'tlotl. the Opetlltlon of till aotf caurse thalteru
1M Sit> Francbco aMUr snab ...an et>C!ac&~red iJ'ecieS ect~sldered to be the mon btwttfulserplllt In Hontl AmerSca-u .-;na
opetJrlons lei# lite snaltts while they ba~in the sun on the count's faorw.JVS Staust !hue two specltS Itt pro~d by tilt
W~rcered Spteou Act the United Statts FISh anll Wildlife Set-olce w.tmed San fnnciJco In 200S to stop 1\;annlt'CihfM ~or

b ee potentl.ll avll and cnrnin<~lliabilllies. Theaolfcourse man~~t~s responded by lellllt\a stlt'dinc w1ttron the course for~ of
the yur, CIUJ~na fu<ther damaae to the CI!Urse.
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Calll'otnl> ttd-1<199t<l trog II S,.,p P.nt.

Consequently, there Is simply no MacKenzie legacy at Sharp Parle today. Joe FauUtner, a San Frandsco go II program employee and
l97e th;t ~:.~Xciirli'i dii\ii'• " w (lui-U n~n.r t~ the iame.. aii:er (he cour.ai
stoiiifi decim•ted the course, end d;Imcd the Robert Muli Gr.nu fiD"silfl wii Mke ,.taking a hous~ with a beach vitw ~d turning
it 180 desrees to face a mount.lin slope.• Daniel Wexler. writing in his book "Missing Unks." noted that MicKenzie's Sharp Park
was "shortly lived'" and •washed into oblivion by a coasul storm." He conduded !bat -no appreciable trace of (MilcKenzie'sl
strateev remains in play• at Sharp Park today.
~th~: o~: h!:t~r; ~~ S:~ F:r:~d~c a:~~~·:::::,~:~

-,

J

But mere are cultural and hislxltic artifacts on the land that can and shoud be preservecl: Sharp Park was the home of a temporary
internment camp during WotiCI War II, and Native American artifacts have been found throuehout the ilrea. Currently thase
legacies go unlnterpreted and nem.Jin init(essible except to individuals with the ability and desire to pay around $40 for a round of
golf: all other users are escorted from the course.
Moreover, In 2004 ~ recreational survey of San Franciscans conducted by PROS Consultlna found that the number one recreational
demand is for more hiking 1nd bikingtraDs: golf linished 16th 0111 of 19 options In the same swvey. Yet the City is currently forced
to cut services at recreationa.l centers and open spa eel while it subsidltes the underused golf course at Sharp Park, ex;lcerba6ng
the exlstlng inequity In the distribution of tecreatlonal services In the Bay Area.
This is why residents of both PaciRca and San Francisco, hislxlrians, landscape anchitects, various recreation proponents, as well as
conser~ationlsts, environmentalists. and p1rk advocates have come tcgethet to urge lhe testoration of Sharp Park. 1\estorina
Sharp Park will preserve an important ecological landscape, Rnk us lxl the history of the land. provide inc.reased neaeatlonal
opportunities rh~t Bay A.rea residents currendy demand, suard our coastline from Roodln11 events exacerbated by cfimate change,
and t'lelp recover two endangered sptcles. Nothing could be more prudent or cost-effective for t!le public than restxlclna Sh¥p
Park and ((Uilng a protective habit.lt and reaeational sitz th;~tmany can enjoy for &anerations to come.
tsab~ Wade. Board Member. S.n Francisco Neighborhood Paries Council
Chris ~rlsson, Oirectct, FoundSF.org. a Uvinc archive of San Francisco histxlry
uwrence cuevas,t.andscape Architect
Brent Plater, Ditector, Restore Sharp Park, www.restoresharppark.org

Derek Hoye, Golfer Ag;~inst Sharp Park
Checlleel by AVG- --.v.a~~g.com
Version: 8.5.3751 VIrus Database: 270.13.2012249- Release Date: 07120109:16:16:00
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DeVries Des~ IDe.
San fr'ancisto Parks and Recreation Commjssion
Mr. Jim Lazarus, Chainnan
McLaren Lodge
501 Stanyan St.
San Francisco, CA. 94 t l7

NQvember 18, 2009
T'O San Francisco Parks and Recreation Commission:
I am a golf course architect and am writing to urge you to preserve the historic 18-hole
Sharp Park Golf Course. I am an expert on Alister Mae<Kenzie' s designs and was
responsible for the restoration o(his first design in America, the Meadow Club, which is
located in Fairfax. in Marin County. I grew up working at Crystal Downs Country Club,
which was designed by Mister MacKenzie in Frankfort, MI, in 1929 and JS one of the top
20 courses in the world. I have studied and been involved with many MacKenzie courses
throughout the wotld.

To say that Sharp Park is an important part of the history and legacy of golf course
architecture is an understatemenl Golf courses are the environmental and artistic
composition of the land by design for a purposeiul pastime and represent an excellent
way fot people to bond with a place. Sharp Park is the world's greatest golf course
architect's most significant pu.blicgolfcourse and needs your support to conLinue
providing your constituents a place to experience MacKenzie's brilliance.

The San Francisco g_atter snake and red·legged frog have fQund a refuge on the golf
course since its incep.tion 80 ye~ ago. The golf course is managed in an
environmeQtally friendly manner and with high enviroome·ntal'ldeaJs; iflt wasn't, the San
Franci~co garter snake and red-l~gged frog wouldn't be there.
I ask you to support the preservaQQp ofthis unique golf course for everyone's enjoyment.

Respectfully ~it~ed~

~~~
Mike DeVries

Mike DeVries
Pflonc:: (2J I) 933-9169

Golf Course An:hitecture
421 West Ninth Stred • Traverse City, Mlehlpn 49684
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Ken Venturi
Rnncho Mirage, CA.

October 12, 2009
Denr Fa·iends of San Francisco G<>lf,
A~:~ 11 nntive San Franciscan, I was both thrilled and very proud this week as the
grentest golfers from America and around the World met at Harding Park to contest
the Pret~ident 's Cup. As I watched the competition unfold, I reflected back through
my own seven decades playing golf in the grent golfing town of San Francisco.

With rny thoughts returning to my youth in Sun Frnuciaco, however, I have been
alarmed by news that t he city's other wonderfull8-hole munacipal courses, Sharp
Pnrk and Lincoln Park. are iu jeopardy. The news of Sharp Park is particularly
flistressing. Tom~: it is unthinkable that San Franca.sco would aerioualy contemplate
the dcstnaetion of that Alister MacKenzie mast~rwork.
Sharp Park is o great course of the old school: a Heru.ad~: course, desa~ned by out' o l
history's greatest architects. where the wind and went her dictate tltt' pia~ uf" rlw
game. Dr. MacKenzie's beautiful design does not punish with raarrn~ flllr~n~' auu l
heavy rough, but rather charms and inspirCJt oncl exhalnr111~ wal h lwnur' Da
MacKentie does not force golfers to hit any particular shot, but instead givu them
options to challenge their imaginations. Sharp is an unpret~ntioua place, where
golfers enjoy a scenic walk in the salt air, then a sandwich and a beer in an oldfnshioned pub. In these ways, Sharp connects golfers to t.he Scottish public course
roots of the game. This is Dr. MacKenzie's great gift to the Amf!rican public golfer.
Without the public courses, golf becomes inaccl!ssible. The game shrivels and dies.
TJac glorious restoration of Harding must not bent the expense of Sharp or Lincoln.
So I write this letter to urge my friends and fellow-San Francisco Bay Area golfers to
preservt~ Or. MacKenzie's legacy, and defend Snn Francisco's golf heritage and public
courses. Defend them with your time, your money, and your passion. Do not let
unybody destroy Sharp or Lincolu.
Sepruund the links.

f.f!f.~·
Honorary Chaarman
Son Francisco Public G<>lf Alliance
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RE<CIEHVfED
SA N

F~ANCISCO

PUBLIC GOLF ALLIANCE

OCT 3 1 2011
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
RECEPTION IJESK

•

235 Montgomery St., #400, San Francisco, CA. 94104 • 415-392·5431, ext. 203 • jnfo@,<fpublicg<!lfcom

October 25, 2011
San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St . , #400
San Francisco, CA . 94103
Re:

Comment Letters on
Significant Natural Resources, etc.
DEIR No. 2005.1912E

Dear Planning Department and Mr. Wycko,
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance has received
copies of several public comment letters, addressing the
Planning Department's Draft Environmental Impact Report on
the San Francisco Natural Areas Management Plan, and in
particular the issue of Sharp Park.
We are unclear whether these letters have been
separately submitted to the Planning Department. So as a
matter of caution, we forward the letters from the
following people to you .
Michael L. Keiser , Bandon , Or.
Sean Tully , San Rafael , CA .
Stephen F. Mona, World Golf Foundation ,
St . Augustine , Fl .
Allen Wronowski and Joseph P. Steranka,
PGA of America, Palm Beach Gardens, Fl.
J. Rhett Evans, GCSAA, Lawrence, KS.
We ask that you file these letters with the
public comment letters in this file.
ruly yours,

~/'.I~<~.~-;..-. -}
c ard farris
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance
encls.
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September 22. 2011

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, 11400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Sharp Park Golf Course
To Whom It May Concern:

01

[

1am writing to express my complete and enthusiastic support for designating the incomparable Sharp
Park Golf Course a "historical resource." Its architect, Alister MacKenzie, is one of the great masters of
the 700 year old craft and Sharp Park is one of his masterpieces. It is truly a work of living art. As the
owner of two golf resorts, Bandon Dunes in Bandon, Oregon and Cabot Links in Nova Scotia, 1 have a
very strong opinion that Sharp Park should not only be preserved but maintained to the very highest

standard .
Sincerely,

Michaell. Keiser
MLK/ml
cc: Richard Harris
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RECIEQV~D

Sean Tully
10Golf Ave.
San Rafael, CA
stully@meadowclub.com

OCT 3 l 2011
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
RECEPTION OESK

October 1, 2011

San Francisco Plaruting Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St., #4.{)()
San Francisco, CA. 94103
Re: Supporting "Historical Resource"
Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areas, etc.
DEIR No. 2005.1912E

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,
My name is Sean Tully and I have been associated with golf in the
Bay area for the last 11 years when I became the Assistant Superintendent at
Meadow Club, another Alister MacKenzie designed golf course that is in Marin
County. From 1999 to 2005, we did a restoration at Meadow Oub to restore as
close to the original design as possible. In doing some research on Meadow Oub,
I rediscovered some of the early history of golf in the Bay area. For the last 10
years, I have been researching golf in the Bay area with the intention of writing a
book. I'm also involved with a small group of researchers from around the world
that are working on a chronology of the life and times of Alister MacKenzie. In
addition, I have assisted a number of golf architects engaged in restoring golf
courses by providing historical documentation of the work done on those
courses.

In 1997, I made my first visit to the Bay area and one of my first stops was to see
Sharp Park I was taken by the seaside setting and what would have been there
originally in 1932 when the course was first opened. Over the years of my
research I have found some interesting things about Sharp Park:
1
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In 1919, John McClaren envisioned the Sharp Park property to one day be
a golf course and was already laying the groundwork to plant trees and
make a fresh water lake on the property.

In 1925, even before Harding Park was open there was still concern that
there were not enough golf courses to satisfy the number of golfers. There
was already talk of adding another golf course to meet the needs of public
golfers and some options were looked at including the property at Sharp
Park and another at McClaren Park.

In 1929, with nothing done to address the still growing numbers of
golfers, additional plans were floated that included turning Harding Park
into a 36 hole facility and plans had already been drawn up for both Sharp
Park and McClaren Park by both Alister Mackenzie and his partner
Robert Hunter!

Sharp Park had at least two benefits that helped to get the golf course built. The
first is that the property was already owned by the city and the only cost was
building the golf course itself. Secondly, the property would have made it one of,
if not the only, municipal seaside links coUISes in the country.
In giving Sharp Park a historical significance one only needs to look at the body
of work that Alister MacKenzie did in his capacity as a Golf Architect. His career
spanned 27 years with his latter years showing a very distinguished list of golf
courses. He had been a consulting architect for the R&A and St. Andrews in
particular. He had only just recently finished the Cypress Point Golf Oub,
Pasatiempo Country Oub, and Union League Golf Oub (now Green Hills
Country Oub)so his work was well known in the Bay area and he was known
around the world as one of the best architects in the business. When the Jockey
Oub in Buenos Aires, Argentina was looking for a world renowned architect,
they contacted Findlay Douglas a top amateur golfer and President of the United
States Golf Association-he gave them the name of Alister MacKenzie.

In looking at the Top 100 courses in the world as compiled by Golf Magazine for
2011, MacKenzie has four courses in the Top 20! The next closest architect is Old
Tom Morris with three, considered one of the greatest golfers in his day as well
as a noted architect-not bad company.
MacKenzie not only designed world class golf courses, he also designed and
built courses with the simple idea that there should be economy in design and
construction. One of his major selling points was the money that he could save
2
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on construction costs compared to other architects of the day. If he could build a
golf course over a shorter period of time and have it grown in and open for play,
the course wou.ld be in a better financial situation from day one.
His designs over the later part of his career in the early 1930's show a shift to a
reduced use of bunkers that relies on a more strategic placement. This work is
exempl.i.6ed at Augusta National, Bayside Golf Unks(no longer existing), and
Sharp Park. The added benefit of fewer bunkers is a reduction in construction
costs and a reduction in the daily maintenance of the bunkers after the course
opens.
Of all the courses MacKenzie built, Sharp Park is the only course where he was
able to use one of the most famous holes in golf, the Udo Hole. The Udo Hole is
named after The Udo Golf Oub that was being built on Long Island in the early
1910's. To draw attention to the project a world-wide competition was formed
with the intent of designing a hole for the golf course with the winners drawing
being implemented into the design of The Lido Golf Oub.
The hole at Sharp Park that follows this design is the original 5th hole, which is
now the 17th hole. Annually there is a Lido competition held by the Alister
MacKenzie Society that celebrates his original design by holding a similar
competition of designing a two-shot hole.

Sharp Park Golf Course was and is a wonderful site for golf and the possibility of
restoring parts of it to its original design would be incredible. Increasing the
playability and sportiness of the course will bring more golfers to the course and
add to the enjoyment of golfers of all age and skill levels.

02

[

In addition to what the San Francisco Public Golf Alliance has already laid out in
making its case for Sharp Park Golf Course, I acknowledge that 1 have read and
strongly agree with the determination that Sharp Park Golf Course be considered
a "historical resource" under the California Environmental Quality Act.

Sean Tully

~~
MeadowOub

3
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WORLD GOLF
FOUNDATION - - ··
BOARD OF
OIRFCTORS

RE<CIEHV~D

September 29,2011

OCT 3 1 2011
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CITY & COUNTY 0F S.F.

San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St., #400
San Francisco, CA. 94103

PLANNING DEPARTMt:Nl
RECEPTION OESK

Supporting "Historical Resource''
Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areas, etc.
DErR. No. 2005.1912E

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,
I am writing to you in support of the preservation of Sharp Park Golf Course as we
know it today. Sharp Park Golf Course, designed by Master Architect, Dr. Alister
MacKenzie. is an historical propeny, an important pan of San Francisco's history.
and should be safeguarded from any significant modifications that will change its
architectural integrity.
The San Francisco Public Golf Alliance, in a letter to you dated September 20, 20 II,
comprehensively outlined all of tbe reasons it supports the determination of the San
Francisco Plaruting Department that the Sharp Park Golf Course is an "historical
resource" under the California Envii"Orunental Quality Act.

JOt STE AA~KA

The World Golf Foundation agrees with and supports the contention and conclusion
of the: San Francisco Public Golf Alliance.
MIY!W"AN
CfiMITI•! .Wilnlf
l'ti~

Please do not allow the proposed alteration projects to occur. To do so would
effectively cause one of America's greatest golf treasures to be irrevocably
negatively impacted.
Sincerely,

<_.(._ r=:~Stephen F. Mona
Chief Executive Officer

Ou Wtrll 6111 Piau • St. ~f~\=.?Jl', Fl lltll • www.worllttlllau• at iu . art • tl 4-t41 - 40ot
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( t)
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CELEBRATING 95 YEARS

CITY & C:JUI'JTY 0F S.~
Allen Wronowskl, PGA

PLANNING DEPARTtJ.ENT
RECEPTION OESI<

September 27, 2011

Prtsldont

T ed Bishop, PGA
Vlc.Prtsldtt'lt

D erek Sprague, PGA
Secretary

San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmenta l Review Officer
1650 Mission St., #400
San Francisco, CA. 94103

J im Remy, PGA
Honor•ry Prtsldent

Re: .Supporting "Historical Resource" Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areas, etc. DEIR No. 2005.1912E
Joseph P. St~tran ka
CPMI Extcut•vt' etnc...
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Dear San Francisco Planning Department,
We are writing to you today to voice The PGA of America's wholehearted
support for the proposed designation of Sharp Park Golf Course as a historical
resource of the City and County of San Francisco. We feel strongly that as one of
renowned architect Alister MacKenzie's final designs prior to his death, it holds
true historic value not only for your region but for the U.S. golf industry as well.
We also feel strongly that as a provider of local jobs and as an attraction that
can bring golfers to your area from outside your region, there are considerable
economic reasons to continue operating Sharp Park Golf Course. The PGA of
America is proud to present golf as an important component of local and
regional economies as well as a healthy and fun recreational activity that can be
enjoyed by young and old, men and women, as a family activity, with friends or
business associates, no matter their economic or ethnic background.
Furthermore, municipal golf facilities such as Sharp Park Golf Course are critical
to keeping golf affordable and accessible to all who want to participate in this
wonderful game. Some of the biggest names in professiona l golf are products of
municipal and military-operated golf courses, as are countless other
professional and amateur players. Take away the municipal course option, and
many of these highly-successful golfers may never have had the chance to
pursue the ir passion for the game.
Finally, golf facilities across the country have proven themselves to be good
stewards of the environment, providing green space and habitat for plants and
animals while using considerably less water per acre than developed tracts of
land.
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September 27, 2011
Page 2

In closing, we hope that this letter, along with the wide-ranging support from both your local
community and golf industry, will convince you of the importance of the historical designation
as well as the benefits of continuing to operate Sharp Park Golf Course.

o;;;;p1if~r P'-A
Allen Wronowski, PGA
President
The PGA of America

cc:

CCY~
Joseph P. Steranka
Chief Executive Officer
The PGA of America

Congresswoman Jackie Speier
Hon. Ed lee, Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
Hon. Mary Ann Nihart, Mayor, City of Pacifica
David Chiu, President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Carole Groom, President, San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Philip Ginsburg. General Manager, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
Charles Edwin Chase, AlA, President, San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance
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San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Rc: Supporting "Historical Resource Designation for
the Sharp Park Golf Course

Chlef Encu tlve. Ofrlu_,.
L 1\keu

Pa~-t
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Dear San Francisco Planning Depattment,
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On behalf of the Golf Course Superintendents Association of
America (GCSAA) I am writing in support of the "historical
resource" designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course.

r h...~,.. TdG.gfl"

Mt!t...nFIItlt:rt,.,_
N<•,..t>tR , tl~

J )ffl'<"SA.~I!
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£~ne 0. 8M~on

R"'r L. Stou....,
Ont\oli\d( He:;o,n,
Joiii\A. Ses,'lll
~""'O. tyM

GCSAA is a leading golf organization and has as its focus golf
course management. Since 1926, GCSAA has been the top
professional association for the men and women who manage golf
courses in the United States and worldwide. From its headquarters
in Lawrence, Kat1., the association provides education, infonnation
and representation to 19,000 members in more than 72 countries.

Gfn.l(j l F•utwl

Stepl>t<> G. C.-I~
V/,JWm R. ~.,tt;.
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TommyO. Witl
Mi!.tucf W"llce
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GCSAA's mission is to serve its members, advance their
profession and enhance the enjoyment, growth and vitality of the
game of golf. The association's philanthropic organization, The
Environmental Institute for Golf, works to strengthen the
compatibility of golf with the natural environment through
research grants, support for education programs and outreach
efforts.

J. Woodw-ard

Tm,oth}• T, O'Nt•

s.c-.1n A. tiooll•han
R•ctcYO. Hetfloe
fRi~C' S Dnwr~~n&
f'\~r-i-.0

Kuh '

I

Sharp Park Golf Course is a historical and cultural resource, and is
recognized as such by local, state and national entities. Not only
was Sharp Park designed by Alister MacKenzie, one of the greatest
golf course architects of all time, but it is also unique because it is
one of the few municipal courses he designed.
Golf is a game that can be played by people of all ages and
abilities, and 80% of the golf rounds played in the United States
Advocacy ""' Professional Development "'- Community
Environmental Stewardship """ Responsiveness
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are played on public golf courses such as Sharp Park. Preserving this historical resource
as a place of recreation and good health for all of the people of the City and County of
San Francisco and the City of Pacifica, and all surrounding areas, is imperative.
Thank you for your time and for allowing GCSAA to express support of the San
Francisco Planning Department's determination that Sharp Park Golf Course, designed
by Alister MacKenzie and opened for play in 1932, is a "historical resource" under the
California Environmental Quality Act.
Sincerely,

J. Rhett Evans
Chief Executive Officer

cc: The Honorable Jackie Speier. U.S. House of Representatives
The Honorable Ed Lee, Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
The Honorable Mary Ann Nihart, Mayor, City of Pacifica
Mr. David Chiu, President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Ms. Carole Groom, President, San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Mr. Philip Ginsburg, General Manager, San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
Mr. Charles Edwin Chase, AlA, President, San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
The San Francisco Public Golf Alliance
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RE<CE3~ED
SAJN~

FJR.A.NC.ISCO

OCT 3 1 2011
& COUNTY OF S.F.

PUBLnC GOLF ALLIANCE
235 Montgomery St., #400, San Francisco, CA. 94104

*

415-392-5431, ext. 203

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
RECEPTION !JESK

*

info@sfpubhcgolf.com

October 31, 2011

San Francisco Planning Department
Attn:
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St., #400
San Francisco, CA. 94103
Re:

Comments of San Francisco
Public Golf Alliance
Significant Natural Resources, etc.
DEIR No. 2005.1912E

Dear Planning Department and Mr. Wycko,
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance represents
public golfers and supporters of public golf in San
Francisco and the Bay Area.
We are interested in San
Francisco's Significant Natural Resource Areas Management
Plan to the extent that it relates to and affects the
historic Sharp Park Golf Course in Pacifica.
This letter is in addition, and supplementary to,
a letter dated September 20, 2011 which we have previously
submitted to you on this subject.

01

1. Potential significant effect on the Sharp
Park Golf Course of logging of approx~ately 15,000
eucalyptus trees at Sharp Park in the canyons to the east
of the Coast Highway. We are concerned with potential
significant adverse effects on drainage and downstream
flooding, specifically flooding at the Sharp Park Golf
Course and its surrounding residential neighborhoods - the
Fairway Park and West Sharp Park neighborhoods of Pacifica
-- arising out of the removal of significant numbers of
mature eucalyptus trees (we understand that the SNRAMP goal
is removal of 15,000 trees), and their replacement by
native vegetation.
The trees are on slopes within the
Sanchez Creek watershed, which drains through the Sharp
Park Golf Course.
The golf course and its ponds and
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surrounding neighborhoods are already subject to winter
flooding.
Storm-relief pumping, to move excess storm water
from Laguna Salada and Horse Stable Pond and their
wetlands, is already constrained by concern for the effects
of pumping on winter seasonal egg-laying by the California
red-legged frog (CRLF) . Therefore, there should be no
logging if there is a possibility that erosion or any other
effects of logging would result in any additional runoff to
the golf course beyond current levels from the areas of
Sharp Park to the east of the Coast Highway.
At page 376, the Draft EIR states-unconvincingly-that flooding will be "less than significant":

01
(Cont.)

"In Sharp Park removing eucalyptus trees in the
upland area would increase incident rainfall that reaches
the ground and could increase the rate of runoff into
Sanchez Creek, the main drainage for this watershed.
However, the increase is not expected to be substantial in
comparison to the size of the drainage area and considering
the normal range of runoff volume; additionally, the area
would be revegetated following tree removal. Over t~e,
the proposed project would reduce surface runoff by
dispersing water more widely over the ground surface and
slowing runoff velocities, thereby increasing infiltration.
Therefore, the flooding ~pacts of the programmatic [tree
removal] projects would be less than significant."
(Emphasis added)
But this is a non-answer. And it is not
comforting.
The assertion that "the increase [in rate of
runoff into Sanchez Creek] is not expected to be
substantial" is not supported by any analysis.
What does
"over time" mean? When will the revegetation take place?
And what will be the relative water
absorption/transpiration ability of the replacement
vegetation, as compared to the existing eucalyptus (which
are known to have high water absorption capacity)? These
questions are not answered.
Since it takes only one heavy
rainfall year--or week, for that matter--for the seriously
damaging effects of flooding to occur, it is inappropriate
to call the flooding effects "insubstantial," when the
duration and the extent of the acknowledged increased
runoff vulnerability is unknown and unanalyzed by the DEIR.
In addition, the logging project will likely
result in a substantial increase in erosion of surface
soils, which will then be transported by Sanchez Creek
downstream where they will settle in Laguna Salada, Horse
2
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Stable Pond, and the channel which connects the two.
The
ecological values and water capacity of these features is
already seriously compromised due to siltation, which in
fact is a principal reason for the ecological restoration
proposed within the golf course. Without a detailed
analysis of the erosion and siltation effects of the
logging project, and detailed mitigation measures to
prevent additional erosion and siltation, the logging
project will both compromise the proposed ecological
restoration project centered around Laguna Salada, and will
increase flooding risk to the golf course and adjacent
residential neighborhoods.
Therefore, rather than "insubstantial," it would
be more accurate to characterize the erosion, siltation and
flooding risks as "substantial," and then to analyze
measures that might mitigate or eliminate these risks, such
as:
(1) helicopter logging to reduce the risk of erosion;
(2) erosion-prevention measures; (3) timing of the logging
and the native plant replanting so as to minimize the
amount of time in which the ground is unprotected; and (4)
interim measures to absorb water from the logging site,
pending grow-in of the replacement native plants. Without
these and other analyses, it is better to leave the
existing eucalyptus groves in place than it would be to log
the land and risk uncertain flooding risk to the historic
golf course and its surrounding neighborhoods.

02

03

02
(Cont.)

2.
Implication of Pacifica, San Mateo County,
and Local Coastal plans on the loqqinq questions.
For the
reasons described in paragraph 1, it is incorrect to say
that the Pacifica Logging Ordinance and the San Mateo
County Significant Tree Ordinance are not applicable.
Likely one or both plans are made applicable to that part
of Sharp Park lying east of the Coast Highway by the Local
Coastal Plan.
But rather than cavil over the applicability
of the local governmental ordinances, the issue is a
substantive one of preventing activity (logging) on land
outside the Coastal Zone from having potentially damaging
results (flooding) on properties (historic golf course and
residential neighborhoods) and natural resources (habitat
of frogs and snakes) lying within the Coastal Zone.
The
DEIR acknowledges that logging presents the risk of
additional runoff into Sanchez Creek (and hence to Sharp
Park Golf Course) . Even if this were only a one-time
event, this would have potentially significant consequences
for the historic golf course, the neighborhoods, and the
endangered species habitat. Accordingly, this must be

3
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analyzed as a significant risk, and mitigation and
avoidance options must be discussed and analyzed.
3. Closure of Hole 12 would constitute
"significant impact" upon the historical resource of the
Sharp Park Golf Course.
Public Golf Alliance understands
that the city's biological consultants want to close this
hole entirely, and convert the area to the west of the
connective channel to a native plantings area that would
serve as upland habitat for the California red-legged frog
(CRLF) and San Francisco garter snake (SFGS). Although the
existing hole is not a 100 percent original hole, it does
have its original tee and most of the original fairway, so
it is significant to the original MacKenzie golf course.
(a)
Our first preference is that Hole 12 be kept
in play; move the green 20-30 yards to the northwest of the
current green, at the foot of the sea wall, and replace the
first 75 yards west of the connective channel (nearly to
the current green location)
with native plantings, and
convert the newly native-planted area to upland habitat for
the frog and snake; the new natural area would be
completely off-limits to golfers; the current cart path
would be replaced by a wooden bridge similar to the newlyconstructed wooden walkways at Mori Point.
The bridge
would access the green area and the current 13th tee, which
in turn would be connected to the 13th fairway by another
long wooden bridge over the expanded connective channel.
This plan has the environmental advantage of maintaining a
golf presence at the southwestern corner of the golf course
- a constant presence of golfers and occasional presence of
maintenance workers, that would discourage trespassers from
coming down onto the natural area with their pets, to
harass the native species.
Both Karen Swaim and Mark
Jennings say that the golfers have a beneficial effect of
patrolling the property to keep trespassers and their
domestic animals away from the endangered species.
(b)
If the determination is made to close Hole
12, this would constitute a significant negative impact on
the historical golf course.
To best mitigate this effect,
we believe the hole should be replaced by resurrecting and
restoring an original MacKenzie-designed hole on the west
side of Laguna Salada.
There are two candidates for this:
(i) Original Hole No. 4, a south-to-north 3-par hole of
about 150 yards, whose green was located where the back tee
on current Hole 17 is today located; and (ii) original Hole
No. 6, an east-to-west 3-par hole of about 170 yards
located at the northern end of the golf course, whose tee

4
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was located to the north of the current 17th green, and
whose green was located to the southwest of the current 16th
tee.
Original holes ## 4 and 6 were abandoned in or about
1941, when the Coast Highway was built through the golf
course and four new "canyon holes" were built in a canyon
to the east of the then-new highway.
Both Original Holes
## 4 and 6 appear on the as-built routing map of Sharp Park
Golf Course, published in the San Francisco Chronicle in or
about April, 1932.
(A copy is attached as Exhibit "A";
Original Holes## 4 and 6 are marked in yellow.)
Because
restoration of Hole 6 would be problematic due to crowding
problems with the current 17th green and 16th tee (which
crowding can be plainly seen by comparing the as-built
routing map, Exhibit "A", with an aerial photo of the
current golf course (see Exhibit "B" hereto), it is our
belief that restoration of original Hole No. 4 would be the
preferred mitigation for the loss of Hole 12.
4.
Hole 13 Should be Retained as a S-par hole,
with its tee to the west of the connecting
channel.

07

(a)
Regardless the decision as to whether or not
to retain Hole 12, it is our position that the existing
Hole 13 tee should be retained on the western side of the
connecting channel, so that the hole will continue to play
as a 5-par hole.
This can be accomplished by means of a
wooden footbridge from the vicinity of the current 11th
green/12th tee across the connecting channel to the location
of the existing 13th tee.
Hole 13 is one of the original
MacKenzie-designed holes; it appears on MacKenzie's 1930
routing map as the 9th hole of the original course, a 580yard 5-par hole; on the 1932 as-built map, the hole is
described as a 538-yard 5-par hole.
To shorten this hole
to a 4-par hole would constitute significant alteration of
the original historic design of both this particular hole,
and the golf course as a whole.
(b)
An additional reason to maintain the 13th tee
in its existing location is that this tee constitutes a
continuing presence of golfers and golf maintenance
personnel at the southwestern corner of the golf course.
The golfers and golf maintenance personnel serve a policing
function to defend the wetlands and sensitive habitats from
trespassers, vagrants, and dogs.

5
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(5) Raising Holes 9, 14, 15, and 16 poses the
threat of significant adverse change to the historical
resource of the Sharp Park Golf Course.
(a)
We disagree with the DEIR's characterization
of Impact CP-6 (at page 13 of the DEIR Summary), which says
that "raising holes 10, 14, 15, and 18 would not result in
a substantial adverse change" to the historic Sharp Park
Golf Course.

(b)
As a preliminary matter, we believe that the
DEIR's reference to "Hole 10" is a mistaken reference. We
believe that the Department intends to refer to existing
Hole #9, which is the 5-par hole that extends for
approximately 480 yards along the golf course's southern
fence line; this hole's tee is just south of the green of
Hole #1; its green is just to the south of the Hole #12
tee.
The Department's confusion, we believe, arises from
Figure 14 (following page 39) of the Recreation and Park
Department's Sharp Park Conceptual Restoration Plan
(http://www.sfrecpark.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/wcm recpark/SharpParkGC/Tetratechfinalrpt
110609.pdf), which identifies this 5-par hole as number 10 on

08

the city's plan to restore the golf course. However, it is
Hole 10 on the Figure 14 map (copy attached as Exhibit "B")
because the city's golf consultant inserted between current
holes ## 6 and 7 on his conceptual map of the remodeled
course a new-to-be-constructed hole to the east of the
Coast Highway; the insertion of the new, not-yetconstructed hole would result in renumbering of all holes
thereafter.
Because that proposed new hole between current
##6 and 7 is not yet part of the golf course, and in fact
may never be built, we believe it makes sense to refer to
the golf holes by their current number, as they are being
played as of October, 2011.
Therefore, we prefer to refer
to the southern boundary 5-par hole by its current hole
number, which is Hole 9.
(c) Because it is an historic golf course,
designed by a great master architect, Alister MacKenzie,
any remodeling of Sharp Park must be handled extremely
carefully.
This property is a master's work.
Restoration
work must be done by contemporary master architects and
craftsmen who can give appropriate respect to the master's
work.
If Holes 9, 13, 14, 15, and 18 are to be raised,
then this work must be done very carefully, by a master can
do this work in a manner that will properly respect
MacKenzie's original work.
If done in this careful way,
using a contemporary master architect, San Francisco Public
Golf Alliance believes that the holes can be raised in such

6
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a way that the impact on the historic quality of the golf
course would be less-than-significant.
However, without
this high degree of care, it is equally possible that
significant damage could be done to the historical
resource.
Hole 15, a one-shot 3-par hole is particularly
vulnerable to being damaged by less-than-highest-quality
architectural restoration in the event the ground level is
raised, precisely because it is a one-shot hole.
(6)
Installation of per.manent fencing along the
seawall and along the wetland border on the golf course has
potential to cause significant adverse change to the
historic Sharp Park Golf Course.
(a)
We disagree with the DEIR comment Impact CPS (DEIR, Chapter 1, at page 14) that construction of a
fence alongside the seawall would not cause significant
change to the historic golf course.

09

(b)
This is a matter similar to the issue of
raising the height of certain fairways, discussed in
Paragraph (5), above.
To begin with, it is clear from maps
of the proposed restoration project that fencing is
proposed not only for the seawall, but also along the
boundary between the golf playing area and the wildlife
habitat area.
The locations of both fences has the
potential to interfere with the design of the reconfigured
golf course at Current Holes Nos. 9, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16,
and 17, and at the site of original Hole #4 (which is a
potential site for reconstruction of an original MacKenziedesigned hole to replace Current hole #12, as discussed
above in Paragraph 4 of this letter) .
(c) Accordingly, the location and design of the
fencing must be done in conjunction with, and as a function
of, the golf architect's work in designing the restored
golf course. As discussed above in Paragraph 4, we
strongly recommend that this work be done by a preeminent
golf architect, credentialed to work on restoration of an
historic golf course designed by master architect Alister
MacKenzie.
(d)
Yet an additional consideration in the
location of the fence is the issue of the California
Coastal Trail, which currently occupies the top of the sea
wall which forms the western boundary of the Sharp Park
Golf Course. We want to eliminate potential conflict
between the recreational use of the California Coastal
Trail and the historical resource of the Sharp Park Golf

7
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Course. The location of the fence alongside the sea wall
will need to take these two uses into consideration.
This
needs to be under the supervision of the restoration golf
architect.
Issues of public trails along the tops of
seawalls adjacent to golf courses is a commonly-occurring
issue at the seaside links golf courses of Scotland, such
as North Berwick, Lundin Links, and others. These public
uses can be reconciled.
(7) Modifications to Holes Nos. 9, 11, 13, 14,
15, 17, and 18, including but not l~ited to raising the
ground level, and shortening, narrowing, or expanding the
sizes of the golf playing areas, has potential to adversely
affect the historic golf course. Accordingly, this
restoration and remodeling work must be done only by the
most highly qualified and experienced golf restoration
architects.

(a)
For the reasons discussed above in
Paragraphs 5 and 6, a top restoration architect, familiar
with and experienced in historic golf architectural
restoration work, must be involved in the renovation work.
The work must be done under his/her direction and
supervision.
10

(b)
Specifically in the areas where the Sharp
Park Restoration Plan will have habitat areas suitable for
the frog and snake adjacent to golf playing areas
(including but not limited to current Holes 9, 11, 13, 14,
15, and 17) there will be a need to have a neutral or
sterile buffer area between the habitat and golf areas, so
as to physically separate the golf playing areas from the
habitat areas. Wide expanses of open sand would constitute
such a neutral/sterile area.
We recommend that strong
consideration be given to a ribbon of sand stretching the
entire length of the golf/habitat border.
In fact, this
fits the exact description of Current Hole 13 - original
Hole No. 9- as provided by MacKenzie's assistant Jack
Fleming, published in the San Francisco Call-Bulletin
shortly before the golf course opened on April 1, 1932.
Hole 9 was described by Fleming as follows:
"A lakeside
hole with wide, sandy beach on water side."
(Copy attached
as Exhibit "C".)
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(8) The EIR should contain a detailed description
of the process which led to the design and selection of the
proposed Sharp Park Restoration project.

11

(a)
Over the last several years, the City has
performed extensive analyses (including the Sharp Park
Conceptual Restoration Alternatives Report included as
Appendix I) of the endangered species and associated issues
at Sharp Park, and engaged in a comprehensive and public
effort to analyze numerous alternatives to address those
issues.
That process resulted in the decision by the City
to implement the Restoration project which is now addressed
in the Draft EIR.
However, the Draft EIR is largely silent
regarding how the Restoration project came to be.
The
Final EIR should rectify this oversight by incorporating
into the Project Description section a detailed description
of the City studies and decision-making processes that
resulted in the City's decision to implement the
Restoration project now being analyzed.
(9)
Description of restoration project preconstruction mitigation measures is incomplete.

12

(a) On page 102, first complete paragraph, the
DEIR states that water levels in Laguna Salada, Horse
Stable Pond, and the connecting channel between them, would
be temporarily lowered to allow equipment to access the
shoreline, and surveys would then be performed and any
observed CRLF or SFGS would be relocated.
This discussion
should be expanded to (1) note that the capture and
relocation of CRLF or SFGS may only be performed by a
qualified biologist who possesses appropriate permits from
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California
Department of Fish and Game, and (2) require that as part
of this pre-construction process a silt fence will be
installed and maintained in a manner that would prevent
CRLF or SFGS from re-entering the construction zones.
(10)
must be added.

13

A description of project timing and phasing

(a)
Page 103 infers that the Restoration project
would be implemented over multiple seasons (which would run
from May 1 to October 15). However, the DEIR does not
state how many such seasons will be required to complete
the project, or what construction activities will occur in
each phase, or how such construction will affect golf
operations during those phases.
May 1 to October 15 is the
prime season for golf operations, so the City must develop

9
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13
(Cont.) [

and include in the DEIR a detailed plan for how to minimize
impacts to golf operations during each phase of the
Restoration project implementation.

{11) The description of the per.mittinq process
for ~plementation of the Sharp Park Restoration project
needs to be corrected.
(a)
Page 293 seeks to describe the state and
federal permitting processes which would have to be
completed prior to implementing the Restoration project.
That description is inaccurate, and needs to be corrected
as follows: (1) the City would not itself "consult" with
the USFWS to obtain a Biological Opinion and associated
Incidental Take Statement, rather such formal consultation
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act would be
performed by another federal agency, in this case the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (although the City, as the
applicant for the Corps permit, may participate in that
consultation between the two federal agencies); (2) a
"consistency determination" under the Fish and Game Code
would not be required by the CRLF since that species is not
listed as threatened or endangered under the California
Endangered Species Act, and hence no take authorization
from DFG is required; (3) a consistency determination for
the SFGS is not available, as the SFGS is a "fully
protected" species under the Fish and Game Code and DFG
does not have the authority to authorize the incidental
take of fully protected species; and (4) a state take
permit for the western pond turtle is not required because
this species is not listed as threatened or endangered
under CESA.

14

15

[

{12) The DEIR should note that the Restoration
project "recovery action" is a voluntary and discretionary
action.
The DEIR correctly notes on pages 98, 293, 326,
and elsewhere that the Sharp Park Restoration plan is a
"recovery action", the purpose of which is to provide
higher quality habitat for the SFGS and the CRLF.
The FEIR
should supplement this description by noting that the
Restoration project is a completely voluntary and
discretionary action by the City, and one that is
consistent with the species recovery objectives of both the
federal Endangered Species Act and the California
Endangered Species Act but is not required by either the
FESA or CESA.

10
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We look forward to continuing a cooperative and
laborative relationship with the Planning Department and
Recreation & Park Department as this project moves
ward.

~~~

Richard Harris
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance

ls.
City of Pacifica, Mary Ann Nihart, Mayor
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors,
Carole Groom, President
David Holland, Assistant County Manager,
San Mateo County
Stephen Rhodes, Pacifica City Manager
Phil Ginsburg,General Manager,
San Francisco Recreation & Park Department
Mark Buell, President, Recreation & Park Commission
Dawn Kamalanathan
Lisa Wayne
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Sharp Park Conceptual Restoration Plan
Pacifica, CA

F ure 14
- - - Fairways

Raise to 10' Contour

~

Coastal Shrub/Grassland

~

OpenWater

~ Fence

Upland Mounds for SFGS Habitat

:6-

New Wetlands

CJ

Convert to Golf Holes
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SAN FRANCISCO

SPCA
OFFICERS

RECEIVED
OCT 2 52011
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNIH'tJ'tf~AATM!::HT

October 24, 2011

JENNIFER CHUNG
Board Chatr

DEREKL DEAN
Co·Vice Chmr

BELINDA LEVENSOI-IN
Co·Vice Chmr

DANIEL LEVJ'IT, M.D., Ph.D.

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Treasurer

JENNIFER SCARLETI, D.V.M.

Dear Mr. Wycko:

Co-Prestdent

JASON WALTJJALL
Co-PrC!'Itdent

DIRECrORS
CATIIERINE B. BRO\VN
DONALD BROWN, M.D.
KEN FULK
CJ-JARLAINE MOORE
JILL NASI-I
RUSS NELSON
CRAIG A. PINEDO

J. PETER READ
JEANE1TE ROACJ I
ERIC B. ROBERTS
JAKE STEINMAN
DAVID TATEOSJAN

I am writing on behalf of the San Francisco SPCA, in response to the San
Francisco Planning Department's intent to decrease and possibly eliminate offleash dog areas in San Francisco. The SF SPCA strongly supports sharing
park lands for off-leash play areas throughout the city, including those in city
parks.
There are over 150,000 dogs in San Francisco, and many of them utilize the
off-leash play areas in city parks to get both the socialization and exercise
they need to be happy and healthy. Providing areas for San Francisco dogs to
socialize makes the city safer for both canines and humans alike. The
confidence and social experience dogs gain from off-leash play allows them to
be more comfortable interacting with unknown people and animals-important
qualities for living in a crowded urban environment.

EMERITUS D IRECTORS
KA11-IF.RINE 1-1. BLACK
RANSOMS. COOK
RICHARD E. DIRICKSON
AUSTIN HILLS
JAMES J. LUD\vlG
FILLMORE MARKS
JACQUELINE L YOUNG

01

There are more dogs than children in San Francisco but this isn't about
animals versus people. Many residents consider their dogs to be a part of their
family-this is about recognizing the importance of dogs in our well being.
City parks are intended for the entire community to enjoy, and as such it is
vital that we share these public spaces. While we respect the need to balance
the maintenance and ecological needs of the parks, decreasing or eliminating
off-leash play areas is not fair to the responsible residents who choose to bring
their dogs with them to public parks, and doing so would greatly decrease
their quality of life.

[

Other park visitors also benefit from the presence of dogs and their guardians.
Increasing the number of visitors makes parks safer in general by
discouraging the illegal and seedy behavior that sometimes occurs in desolate
areas. Dog owners are typically the first to visit the parks in the morning and
often report health hazards or problems to local authorities, which results in
safer parks for those who visit later in the day.

2500- 16th St., San Francisco, CA 94103-4213

• (415) 554-3000
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Off-leash play areas also benefit the health of San Franciscans by encouraging
them to spend their free time in parks, being physically active and socializing
with other dog guardians. This, in turn, promotes public health and increases
the quality of life in our city, in addition to strengthening communities by
providing a space where neighbors can meet and interact.
San Francisco prides itself on being one of the most humane cities in the
nation. The significant negative impact that eliminating off-leash play areas
would have on the wellbeing of dogs is in direct contrast to the animalfiiendly reputation that San Francisco has built. These actions would also fail
to acknowledge the value of animal comp!lnionship, which has been proven to
decrease anxiety, stress, and provide numerous physical and psychological
health benefits. We need to sustain a community that attends to the wellbeing
of its animals and insists on humane conditions.
Dogs are not the enemy, nor are their guardians. Dog owners and their
150,000 companions are a part of our diverse city, and as such we need to
respect and acknowledge their interests. Maintaining the current off-leash
areas in city parks not only benefits San Francisco's dogs and their guardians,
but also promotes community, public health, safety, the human-animal bond,
and San Francisco's reputation for being an open, welcoming, animal-friendly
city.
Sincerely,

Scarlett, DV
Co- esident
San Francisco SPCA
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San Francisco Tontorrow
Since 1970, Working to Protect the Urban Environm ent

October 31, 2011

Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
165 0 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Sent via electronic mail
RE: SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS MANAGEMENT PLAN CSNRAMP)
DEIR
Dear Mr. Wycko:
On behalf of San Francisco Tomorrow, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the abovereferenced and long-delayed document. In general, we find the goals and objectives to be
appropriate and the analysis of the environmental impact adequate, with one grave exception.
The document could be improved as noted:

[

) The Preferred Project should full y address the long-term sustainable management and
control of invasive plants due to the retention of weed-nurturing eucalyptus groves in the
MA-3 areas.

[

) Community Stewardship should be included as a recreational use. The hundreds of
volunteers who regularly tend the City's significant natural areas not only provide a
significant resource to the Recreation and Parks Department, they are receiving a recreational
benefit that should be recognized and quantified in this document, which designation
perpetuates a fragmented approach to natural resources management.

03

[

) The identification of th e recreation and maintenance alternatives as the "environmentally
superior alternatives" rather than either the proposed project or the recreation project, is
inappropriate, as it discounts the value of biodiversity as an environmental benefit.

04

[

) The maximum restoration alternative is inadequately described, and so cannot be
properly evaluated as a potential environmentally superior alternative.

05

[

We have a r eal concern that the inclusion of Sharp Park, which is located in San Mateo

01

02

Will you want to live in San Francisco - tomorrow?
41 Sutter Street. Suite 1579 . San Francisco CA 94104-4903. (415) 566-7050
Recycled Paper
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Since 1970. Working to Protect the Urban Environment

05

County is inappropriate and should be excluded from the project description and analysis. It
is not one of San Francisco 's Significant Natural Resource Areas. Further, it is embroiled in
a number of issues that could delay the certification of this document and the implementation
of the program
I urge you to sever Sharp Park from the DEIR document so that the program may move
for"vard in a timely and appropriate fashion.
Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

#~

Jennifer Clary
President

Will you want to live in San Francisco - tomorrow?
4 1 Sutter Street. Suite 1579. San Fran cisco CA 94104-4903. (4 15) 566-7050
Recycled Paper
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Oct 03 11 12:45p

SF Pedicabs

41 5 982 8793

p.1

October 3, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
san Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas Program

RE:

Dear Mr. Wycko :

As the former Executive Director of the san Francisco Tree Council and founding member of the San Francisco Urban
Forest Cound, I learned a great deal about the trees of San Francisco. Based on that di1 ect observation and experience
with the urban forest, I am writing to make the following observations about the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(OEIR) for the Natural Areas Program.
L

01

2.

02

The DEIR daims that every non-native tree that will be destroyed by the Natural Areas Program will be replaced
"one-for-one" by a native tree somewhere within the natural areas. This is quite simply not true because:
•
There were few native trees in san Francisco prior to its settlement because native trees are not adapted to
San Francisco's dimate and soil conditions.
•
Native trees will not grow in most of the natural areas because of the microclimate in those locations.
•
The Natural Areas Program has already destroyed hundreds of trees few of which were replaced by native
trees. In the few instances in which native trees were planted by the Natural Areas Program, they rarely
survived.
The stated goal of the Natural Areas Program is to return san Francisco to grassland and scrub, which is the
native habitat, with the exception of a few small patches of oak woodland in protected areas with sufficient
water drainage to keep them alive.
The DEIR daims that only dead, dying, hazardous trees will be removed. This claim is also not true because:
•
None of the hundreds of trees that have already been destroyed by the Natural Areas Program were dead,
dying. hazardous trees.
Most of the trees that will be destroyed by the Natural Areas Program are Blue Gum eucalyptus. The Blue
Gum eucalypts of san Francisco are young and healthy. Based on their lifespan in Australia, they should
continue to be healthy in San Francisco for about 200 more years.

Please revise the Oraft: Environmental Impact Report to reflect these facts. If thousands of t rees will be destroyed in san
Francisco, at the very least the people of San Francisco should not be led to believe that it is either necessary or that it
will be mitigated by *replacement" trees.
Thank you for your consideration .
Sincerely yours,

~~
Past Founder, San Francisco Tree Council
Founding Member SF Urban Forest Council
2310 Powell Street, #305
san Franclsco, CA 94133

415 982 8793
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SIERRA

CLUB
FOUNDED 1892

San Francisco Bay Chapter
Scrving AJameda, Contra Costa Marin and San Francisco Counties

October 31 , 200 I
Bill Wycko,
Environmental Review Officer,
SF Planning Department
I 650 Mission St. Suite #400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Email Bill. Wycko@sfgov.org
RE: SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS MANAGEMENT PLAN
(SNRAMP) DEIR
Dear Mr. Wycko:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SNRAMP DEIR. With respect to the
document's treatment of the plan on the programmatic level for the 22 natural areas in
San Francisco proper, we find the DEIR to be, in general, adequate, accurate, and
complete. Some comments on the report's treatment of alternatives are included in the
attached.

01

02

Our main objection to the DETR, as it is currently structured, is its treatment of
restoration proposals for Laguna Salada in Sharp Park. We are submitting (under
separate cover) as part of our comments the report, CONCEPTUAL ECOSYSTEM
RESTORATION PLA N AN D FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT LAGUNA SALADA,
PACIFICA , CALIFORNiA, Prepared by: ESA PWA with Peter Baye, Ph.D. and Dawn
Reis Ecological Studies, which contains a substantive critique of the Sharp Park Laguna
Salada project as presented in the SNRAMP. We believe the DEIR analysis and
alternatives presented for the Laguna Salada project are flawed and inadequate.
Our main request at this juncture is procedural: we ask that as the planning and
environmental review process moves forward, that the portions of the Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan and the envi ronmental review documents that pertain
to Sharp Park and Laguna Salada be severed from the rest of SNRAMP planning process
and the SNRAMP DEIR. Instead, the Sharp Park and Laguna Salada project should
placed on a separate planning and environmental review track. The reasons for this are
numerous and are discussed in the following comments.
Thank you for your consideration of this matter,
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Sierra Club comments
SNRAMP DEIR, Oct. 31.2011

page 2

Arthur Feinstein, Conservation Chair
San Francisco Group, Sierra Club
590 Texas Street
San Francisco, CA 94107
415-6S0-0643
Cc: (via email)
Recreation & Parks Commission recpark.commission@J.(gov.org
PROSAC prosac@sfgov.org, Margaret.McArthur@stkov.org
Phil Ginsburg phil.ginsburg@sfgov.org
John Rahaim iohn.rahaim@s(Rov.org

Sierra Club Comments on the SNRAMP DEIR
A. General Comments Relating to the San Francisco portions of the
Report.
1. The San Francisco portion of the •·eport is thorough, accurate, and adequate.

03

In its treatment of the 22 natural areas located in San Francisco, the report does an
admirable job analyzing the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, as well as
alternatives. In general, the portions ofDEIR analyzing the programmatic portions of the
plan and routine maintenance are thorough, accurate, and adequate.

2. Alternative analysis needs to be cm-rected and refined.

04

In the analysis of alternatives-as has already been pointed out by RPD staff-there is a
discrepancy between the introductory summary and the analysis at the end of the report.
While this will need to be corrected, the instrumental matrix used to analyze and quantify
environmental impacts is methodologically flawed because it accords all impacts to be
equal. Thus recreational resources and historical resources are treated the same as
biological resources in terms of impacts and mitigations. This is contrary to the
legislative intent of CEQA, which places emphasis not so much on incidental impacts but
on the preservation of a healthy environment. Especially as the DEIR has already
generated much confusion in its analysis of alternatives, it would be useful to include
some language explicating the methodology used to determine what constitutes an
" environmentally superior" alternative. In addition, some analysis of the alternatives
according to which would better accomplish the project's goals and objectives , in this
case biological resource protection, would give decision-makers a more accurate
assessment of which alternative is preferable from a certification standpoint. In
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Sierra Club comments
SNRAMPDEIR, Oct. 31.2011

page 3

particular, it is clear from the analysis that the maximum restoration alternative is, with
respect to the project's major goals and purpose, at least the "ecologically superior"
alternative. It is also clear that, with the exception of Sharp Park, the over-all impacts of
the maximum restoration alternative are only slightly greater than those ofthe proposed
project, while in many instances significantly furthering the plan ' s overall objectives.
However, this is not all clear in the accompanying analysis, which presents a rather
confusing quantification of impacts and mitigations across a broad spectrum of
categories. We ask therefore that the final EIR contain language clarifying the purpose
and methodology of the alternatives analysis, lest the conclusions be misunderstood, as
well as straight-forward language assessing which alternative is superior in terms of
natural resource protection.

04
(Cont.)

3. Adaptive Management

05
[

We applaud the Report's endorsement of Adaptive Management as representing current
best practice in natural resource management.

4. Specific Recommendations

06

In general, with the exception of Sharp Park, we find the specific recommendations
offered for each of the 22 1\"atural Areas in San Francisco to be very sound and consistent
with best management practices and science, and recommend that they be adopted as part
of the plan.

5. Monitoring

07

We endorse the Report's recommendations to establish a robust monitoring program for
each of the City's natural areas.

B. Comments on the project-level analysis for Sharp Park
1. Insufficient Scope of proposed Project

01
(Cont.)

A major flaw of the Report's project-level analysis for the proposed Laguna Salada
restoration is the insufficient scope of the project, which renders the project incapable of
achieving its stated obj ectives, particularly with regard to provision of adequate habitat
for the San Francisco Garter Snake (SFGS). In scoping comments and in the ad hoc
alternative analysis performed by consultants earlier, the Sierra Club and other
environmental organizations have consistently argued that a full range of alternatives,
including a maximum restoration alternative (no golf), needs to be considered to give
decision-makers the information necessary to determine which alternative best meets the
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project's objectives. By restricting the scope of the project exclusively to options which
include an 18-link golf course, the analysis greatly compromises the pr~ject's ability to
meet its goals. Indeed, the Report tacitly admits as much, as the proposed ma'<imum
restoration altemative goes beyond the original plan by including more acreage for
upland habitat, in addition to re-constructed golf links.

2. Confusion of Pt·oject goals and ob,jectives.

08

The primary objective of the Management Plan, for the Sharp Park natural area, as for the
other areas, is the protection of biological resources. However, in its analysis, the DEffi.
defmes the pr~ject as that of protecting biological resources while maintaining an 18 link
golf course. The Report goes beyond its purview when it proposes to reconstruct the golf
course outside of the designated natural area as the appropriate mitigation for impacts on
existing course. There is considerable confusion within the document as to whether the
plan is really a plan for the restoration of the Laguna Salada or a plan to reconstmct the
18 link golf course. Moreover, while the Plan envisions reconstmcting the affected link
elsewhere, there are no details as to exact location or environmental analysis ofthe
impacts of such reconstruction in the Report. Our concem is that what started oil' as a
project related to natural resource protection in the mid~t of a golf course has motphed
into a plan to reconstruct the golf course in the midst of sensitive habitat. The goals and
o~jectives of the pr~ject need to be clarified, and the portions of the project related to
reconstruuting the golf course should either be removed from the DEIR, or the scope of
the project need~ to be broadened to include both clements.

3. lnappt•opriate desigt1ation of golf com·se as a Significant Historical Resource.

09

We recognize that while the Shatp Park golf course is not represented in either the
Federal Register or the State Historic Resources Inventory, CEQA gives discretionary
authority to the Lead Agency to treat locally significant historical structures or landscapes
as an historical resource for CEQA purposes. However, the key term here is
"discretion." In general, only those resources which are eligible for listing under the
State Historic Register are pennitted to be treated as such for CEQA puq,oses (California
Public Resources Code; Sections 5020 - 5029.5). Here is the relevant section of the
Code pertaining to eligibility requirements for listing on the State Inventory:
<: hapter· 11.5. Califomia .Register· of Histol'ical Resources

Section 4852. Types of Historical Resources and Criteria for Listin~
The criteria for listing historical resources in the California Register are consistent
with those developed by the National Park Service for listing historical resources
in the National Register, but have been modified for state use in order to include a
range of historical resources which better reflect the history of Califomia. Only
resources which meet the criteria as set out below may be listed in or formally
detetmincd eligible for listing in the California Register.
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Among the criteria which are used to determine whether a resource can be deemed
historically significant is "integrity," defined in subsection (c):

09
(Cont.)

(c) Integrity. Integrity is the authenticity of an historical resource 's physical
identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed during the
resource' s period of significance. Historical resources eligible for listing in the
California Register must meet one of the criteria of significance described in
Section 4852(b) of this chapter and retain enough of their historic character or
appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the reasons
for their significance. Historical resources that have been rehabilitated or restored
may be evaluated for listing. Integrity is evaluated with regard to the retention of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
Extrapolating from these criteria and general CEQA practice regarding historical
resources, it is hard to see how the golf course can be considered an historical resource
because it lacks integrity, having been altered many times in the past through both natural
and human interventions. Indeed, the proposed project will alter the course even more by
relocating and shortening additional holes. What the report is saying, in effect, is that the
general concept of an 18 link golf course is a significant historical resource, a designation
which in our view is improper.

4. "Piecemeal" Planning Process for Sharp Park.

10

It can reasonably be inferred from the DEIR that the project, as currently envisioned,
involves, in addition to the Laguna Salada restoration, both the reconstruction ofthe golf
course and reconstruction/fortification of the seawall. However, these elements of the
project, as well as the analysis ofthe recycled water component to provide irrigation for
the golf course, are all treated as independent "projects" for CEQA purposes. Especially
as the proposed project in this DEIR will result in the radical transformation of the
hydrology of Laguna Salada into a below sea-level frog pond, it is improper to treat these
items separately, as is currently the case.

5. Furthe•· analysis is necessm·y to ensure that the Laguna Salada restoration
proposals are aligned with the ongoing efforts of the San Francisco Garter Snake
Recovery Plan.

11

A major objective of the project is to provide habitat for the San Francisco Garter Snake,
a federally listed species. In addition to ESA concerns, protection of endangered species
is a priority per CEQA law as well. For instance, CEQA § 21001 (c), Additional
Legislative Intent, states: "The Legislature further finds and declares that it is the policy
of the state to: ( ... ) Prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due to man's
activities, insure that fish and wildlife populations do not drop below self-perpetuating
levels, and preserve for future generations representations of all plant and animal
communities ( . .. ). " Thus a key elem ent in any analysis is showing how these proposals
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tie in with the larger goals of the SFGS Recovery Plan. We also note that the Recovery
Plan is currently undergoing revision. As stated in a recent report, there has been
significant evolution in biological opinion since the Recovery Plan was first issued:

11
(Cont.)

Since the initial recovery plan was published, wildlife managers have learned that
the snake's upland habitat may be essential to its survival. On-going urbanization,
combined with an increase in intens ive agricultural operations, has contributed to
the rapid loss and fragmentation of the snake's habitat and their primary prey
species. The acquisition, restoration, and preservation of suitable habitat will be
essential to this species' survival. (Source: National Park Service San Francisco
Bay Area Network Resource Briefing, July 2010; Paul Johnson, biologist.)
Effmts should be made to analyze how the plan aligns with the most up-to-date recovery
efforts, including recent research on population trends, demography, and genetics. Given
the latest science on the importance of gene flow, and given the extremely vulnerable
status of the species (some estimates place the total population at less than 2000
individuals), it is not enough to show that the plan provides the conditions of possibility
for the survival of a subpopulation of 200 snakes. Rather, recent science shows that what
is necessary is not only the provision of habitat but "ecological corridors" allowing
connectivity between the isolated subpopulations. While the proposal to create an island
of snake habitat in the middle of Laguna Salada may have merit, the approach may not be
sufficient to satisfy the overall ecological requirements for a viable and self-sustaining
snake population.

6. Dredging p•·oposals need further study.

12

A major component ofthe proposed project is to dredge Laguna Salada and Horse Stable
Pond to create open water habitat for the red-legged frogs (RLF' s). We are concerned
that dredging the may actually harm existing frog and snake habitat. We are also
concerned about possible contamination in the sediments, especially given the presence
of the Rifle Range upstream. Further analysis, as well as characterization of core
samples, is needed to determine whether the proposed approach is the right one.

7. Climate Change and Sea-Level Rise need to be taken into consideration.

13

Especially as the project is proposing major alternations to the hydrology of Laguna
Salada, we believe more analysis is required to take into account the cumulative effects
of global warming and sea-level rise. The proposed proj ect seems to presume indefinite
perpetuation of existing and past conditions. More precisely, the project seeks to
maintain, through stabilization of the pumping regime, an artificial and below sea-level
elevation of the Laguna Salada, corresponding approximately to what was the sea-level at
the time of the original golf course construction in 1932. Further analysis of such an
approach is needed in light of recent data on climate change and projected sea-level rise.
At the very least, the Report should study the probable effects of overtopping in 10, 20,
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and 50 year storm events. Our main concern, in light of the reality of climate change, is
that the current restoration plan will lack any resiliency in the face of increased climate
stress and inevitable sea-level rise. As indicated in the ESA report, a restoration plan
which would allow the Laguna Salada wetland complex a buffer zone to retreat upland in
the face of sea level rise has a better chance of succeeding in the long term than the
cunent proposal, which will render the site extremely vulnerable to salt-water intrusion
and overtopping, with potentially catastrophic consequences for the species.

C. Planning Rationale for Severing Sharp Park from the rest of the
DEIR.
I. CEQA Process

As the portions of the Report relating to the programmatic analysis of the Plan and
routine maintenance are thorough and complete, and unrelated in any underlying
environmental way to the flawed project-level analysis for Sharp Park, we request that
the SNRAMP DEIR be recirculated with the Sharp Park component of the DEIR deleted
from that document for the reasons listed above. The San Francisco portion of the
recirculated SNRAMP could then move expeditiously to the certification of a final EIR.

02
(Cont.)

We do not believe this would constitute "piecemealing" as it can be reasonably
demonstrated that these are already two separate projects . Indeed, a major reason for
separating these projects, approving the programmatic elements, and enlarging the scope
of the Sharp Park project to include the whole park rather than the designated 5- acre
natural area is precisely to avoid "piecemealing" with respect to the various elements
proposed for the Sharp Park golf course reconstruction.

2. Background
It is understood that the planning work for restoration of Laguna Salada began as an

integral part of the City's Significant Natural R esource Areas Management Plan, and has
thus far been treated as part of that plan for environmental review purposes. However,
now that an initial phase of analysis has been done, we believe they reveal compelling
planning reasons to separate the Sharp Park/Laguna Salada restoration proposals from the
rest of the SNRAMP DEIR. Reasons for severing these two tracks includes the fact that
Sharp Park is only included in the SF SNRAMP EIR due to historical contingencies, that
there is little intrinsic relation between the portions of the SNRAMP dealing with Sharp
and the rest of the plan, that Sharp Park is located in a separate geographical area and
political jurisdiction, and that these two parts of the overall "proj ect" are already
separated within the existing DEIR as a division between programmatic and project
levels of analysis.
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RECEIVED
October 18, 2011

OCT 3 1 2011

BiiiWycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE:

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
MEA

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Areas Resoura Manapment Plan

Dear Mr. Wycko:
We are neighbors of two "natural areas" at either end of our street (Belgrave): Tank Hill and the Interior
Greenbelt. Our opinion of the Natural Areas Program and the associated Environmental Impact Report is
based on our personal experience and direct observation ofthose two natural areas.
About 25 trees on Tank Hill were destroyed over a period of 6 to 10 years by staff of the Natural Areas
Program (NAP) and/or volunteer supporters of NAP. Those trees were young and healthy, with trunks varying
In diameter of 6" to 24".
We weren't happy about the destruction of those trees and we appealed to the Recreation and Park
Department to stop cutting the trees down. In a meeting with the General Manager at that time, Elizabeth
Goldstein, an agreement was reached that would save the roughly 30 to 40 trees that remain until an equal
number of native trees reached maturity to replace them.
The Recreation and Park Department supplied about two dozen oak trees that were approximately 1r to 30"
tall with trunks of about 1" in diameter. The neighbors planted those trees. Five of those trees have survived
so far. Only one seems to have achieved any real security and growth since It was planted.
The trees that remain have been severely pruned to reduce the shade they cast on the ground. Occasionally
they are further mutilated. We have complained to the Executive Director of the Natural Areas Program about
the damage being done to the trees that remain. She has assured us that the staff of the Natural Areas
Program no longer works on Tank Hill. Therefore, we assume that this damage Is inflicted by a volunteer who
continues to work on Tank Hill, apparently unsupervised.
We have also recently {2010) witnessed the destruction of many healthy, young trees in the Interior Greenbelt
when a trail was developed there under the auspices of the Natural Areas Program.
Based on these experiences, we are submittlna the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR):

01

02

[

1. The DEIR claims that only dead, dying, diseased, trees will be destroyed by the implementation of the
management plan (SNRAMP). This claim is not consistent with our experience with the actions of NAP
or with the written management plan.

[

2. The DEiR claims that every tree that Is destroyed will be replaced with a native tree. We do not
believe, based on our experience, that it will be physically possible to replace every tree with a native
tree because native trees will not grow in most places In San Francisco. Our experience with
"replacement trees," makes us question that NAP has the resources to implement such a
commitment, even if the native trees would grow.

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-445

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Tank Hill Neighbors-1
Page2

10..18-11

03

3. We are opposed to the Maximum Restoration Alternative. The Natural Areas Program does not seem
to have sufficient staff to take care of the existing natural areas. Furthermore, they are not supervising
the volunteers who are sometimes engaging in what amounts to vandalism in the natural areas. It is
not realistic to expect the Natural Areas Program to expand their active restoration efforts into the
MA-3 areas. Given the severe economic constraints on public funding, It Is not feasible, nor would it
be beneficial, to expand the staff of the Natural Areas Program.

04

4. We support the Maintenance Alternative because it will do the least damage to the environment.
Fewer trees will be destroyed and less pestidde will be needed to destroy more non-native plants and
trees. The native wild flowers on Tank Hill are thriving in the company of non-native trees. We would
be happy to have more native plants on Tank Hill, but we do not believe that It is necessary to destroy
trees for that purpose.
Thank you for your consideration.
The neighbors of Tank Hill, San Francisco
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WilD Equity

INSTITUTE

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

October 31, 2011
Bill Wycko
jessica Range
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
jessica.range@sfgov.org

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
RE: COMMENTS ON THE SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS MANAGEMENT PLAN
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (Case Number 2005.1912E)

Dear Mr. Wycko & Ms. Range:
On behalf of the Wild Equity Institute, its members, Board of Directors, and staff, I submit these
comments on the Significant Natural Resources Areas Management Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report, Case Number 2005.1912E. These comments focus on the DEIR's treatment of
Sharp Park natural areas and Sharp Park Golf Course.
The preferred alternative for Sharp Park proposed in the DEIR is substantially different from the
proposal approved by the Recreation and Parks Commission for environmental review a nd the
version announced d uring scoping of this project. These d ifferences have affected the proposed
a lternative's ability to meet the project's stated goals and purposes; they impact the proper
definition of the project setting; they affect the range of alternatives that the City must assess; and
they affect the scope of environmental analysis that the City must complete before finalizing the
EIR.
Because of these changes, the DEIR provisions addressing Sharp Park are deficient in many
respects, and if fina lized will be challenged in court-and make it highly probable that the
challenge will succeed, resulting in an unnecessary delay in implementing the many other
elements of the SNRAMP. These changes cannot be r emedied at this time without at least
recirculating the DEIR fo r further environmental review after additional analysis, and likely
require a new DEIR for Sharp Park altogether. Therefore, as drafted by the City, the DEIR puts the
original elements of the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan in the City's other natural areas
in needless jeopardy.

Brent Plater, Executive Director ,._P.O. Box 191695 ,._San Francisco, Cl\ ,-.-94119
0: 415-349-5787 .-.-C: 415-572-6989 .•._ bp/ater@wildequity.org .-.- http:/jwildequity.org
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Therefore, the Wild Equity Institute recommends that the City segregate out all Sharp Park
elements in the DEIR, conduct additional, legally required environmental review, on these Sharp
Park elements, and finalize the remaining portions of the DEIR which have had adequate
environmental review. Because of the peculiar mix of program and project elements in the
remaining elements of the DEIR-and the project-specit1c nature of the Sharp Park component of
the analysis-this can and should be done by the City without requiring additional processing on
the non-Sharp Park portions of the DEIR. If the City proceeds in this manner the remaining
elements of the DEIR can move forward while the requisite environmental review is conducted at
Sharp Park, all without running afoul of CEQA, ensuring that the remaining elements of the plan
can be adopted and implemented by the City as quickly as possible.
These comments rely upon comments previously submitted by my as individual during the
scoping period, including all attachments to those comments, and all previous comments are
incorporated into these comments by reference.
I.

LARGE-SCALE CHANGES IN THE PROPOSED PROJECT FOR SHARP PARK REQUIRE
FURTHER CEQAANALYSIS.

The proposal for Sharp Park has been radically changed as identified in Appendix J. These
changes are not consistent with the project goals and purposes of the Natural Areas Program, nor
are they blur the essential distinction in the CEQA process between the defined project areas and
the environmental/background setting. For both of these reasons, the Sharp Park section should
be segregated out from the EIR process and undergo further environmental review.

01

As stated in the DEIR, The SNRAMP is intended to "guide activities on properties owned or
maintained by the SFRPD through its Natural Areas Program. Figure 1 is an overview map of the
Natural Areas." DEIR p. 82. At Sharp Park, the Natural Areas Program "owns or operates" only
certain portions of Sharp Parle Laguna Salada, Horse Stable Pond, the connecting channel between
these two aquatic features, portions of Sanchez Creek, and the eastern hillside forests. These
areas are clearly labeled in Figure 1 of the DEIR, and exclude all areas that are "owned or
operated" by SFRPD through its Golf Program. Indeed, as explained in several communications by
the SFRPD since 2006, this distinction between Golf Program and Natural Areas Program lands
has been an essential element of how the environmental assessment would be conducted-and
has been repeatedly used by the Department to oppose considering alternatives for the Sharp
Park Natural Area that would provide additional environmental, recreation, and other SNRAMP
Project benefits on the site.
Yet every alternative proposed by SFRPD for Sharp Park beside the no-action and maintenance
alternatives incorporate golflands into the project proposal. This is particularly true in the
preferred alternative, which defines the "restoration footprint" of the SNRAMP for Sharp Park to
include about 1/3 of the golf course links. This creates an inherent, confusing flaw in the DEIR,
because it is no longer possible to distinguish between the project proposal and the environmental
setting within which the project is proposed to be conducted. SFRPD cannot create a cohesive
environmental review document if it is changing the environmental setting and baseline project
area along with the project itself. This alone requires further explication and environmental
review before the Sharp Park portion of the DEIR is approved.
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The importance of this distinction is highlighted by the purpose and goals of the project, as stated
in the DEIR. The DEIR states that the SNRAMP will "provide the framework for the long-term
management of the Natural Areas." DEIR p. 84. Section IIJ.E.2 of the DEIR further describes the
specific management categories within the Natural Areas Program jurisdictional areas, defining
categories of natural areas that will have different management regimes ( MA-1, MA· 2, and MA-3 ).
/d. But at Sharp Park, the golf course lands that are included within the "restoration footprint" are
not considered to be any of these three categories of management units. This is consistent with
the original project proposal for Sharp Park, as well as the maps produced during the scoping
period, which clearly indicated that no golf links would be part of any management area within the
plan.

01
(Cont.)

These flaws create an incoherent DEIR at the critical first steps at Sharp Park. Without a clearly
defined project proposal and environmental setting, none of the procedural elements of a CEQA
assessment can be properly conducted. As a consequence, flawed environmental decisionmaking
is likely to occur-the opposite of what CEQA is design ed to do.
This is apparent in the DElR's complete failure to consider full environmental restoration
alternatives at Sharp Park for the area's aquatic lands and features. While on th e one hand the
DEIR selects as the preferred alternative for Sharp Park a plan that would redesign Sharp Park's
golf links to reduce flooding on the course, the DEIR refused to consider full environmental
restoration alternatives at Sharp Park Th e problem with the alternatives assessment will be
discussed more fully below, but these problems have at their root the City's failure to create a
consistent project area and environmenta l baseline condition. Therefore, this portion of the EIR
cannot simply be remedied by reviewing and adopting or rejecting another alternative during the
period between the draft and final EIR: the City must also redefine its project and environmental
setting to remedy this problem.

II. NEITHER THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR SHARP PARK, NOR ANY OF THE
ALTERNATIVES ASSESSED IN THE DEIR, MEET THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE
PROPOSED PROJECT.
The SNRAMP has precise goals and objectives. These include recreation goals such as providing
"opportunities for passive recreation, such as hiking and nature observation, that are compatible
with conservation and restoration goals; and [t]o improve and develop a recreation trail system
that provides the greatest amount of accessibility while protecting natural resources." Moreover,
the SNRAMP conservation and restoration goals include:

02

•
•
•
•
•

To mai ntain and enhance native pl.ant and animal communities;
To maintain and en}Jance local biodiversity;
To reestablish native community diversrty, structure, and ecosystem function where degraded;
To improve Natural Area connectivity; and
To decrease the extent of invasive exotic species.

Yet the preferred alternative for Sharp Park fails to meet these goals and objectives, nor does it
squarely fit in any other project goal or purpose. Instead, as defined it will maximize active
recreation that threatens the natural areas at the expensive of feasible alternatives that would
meet the conservation and recovery goals. This is not consistent with the requirements of CEQA,

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-449

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

WEI-1

and therefore the preferred alternative is not feasible-because it cannot meet the goals and
objectives of the project.

02
(Cont.)

On the other hand, a full restoration alternative as proposed in the ESA/PWA report attached to
this comment would meet all of these project goals and objectives-and yet it was rejected as
infeasible by the Department because it may have impacts on an historic resource. But the City
has failed to apply the proper standard to this question (and as described below, its assertion of
historical significance at Sharp Pari< is absolutely in error). Financially feasible alternatives that
meet the goals and objectives of the project cannot be eliminated from environmental review and
consideration-i.e., excluded from the alternatives assessment process-simply because th ey may
have some unavoidable significant impacts. This is particularly true when those impacts can be
mitigated.
Here, it is abundantly clear that the full restoration alternative proposed in the ESA/PWA report
and provided to the City many months ago meets the criteria for consideration as an alternative in
the DEIR Moreover, the preferred alternative, also has unmitigatable impacts-and yet these
very impacts were used to exclude the full restoration alternative for review. This is inconsistent
and not supportable by any standard or substantial evidence. For this reason, the CEQA document
is flawed.
III. THE HISTORIC RESOURCE ASSESSMENT FOR SHARP PARK GOLF COURSE IS ERRONEOUS.

As explained in the attachment, the Sharp Park historic resource assessment is fundamentally
flawed. The golf course clearly no longer retains integrity-review of the comments submitted by
PGA Design (also attached here), by the comments of the Historic Preservation Commission, and
by independent analysis, the golf course lacks historic integrity today. Se the attached Wild Equity
Institute assessment for a link-by-link assessment of the course's integtity.

03

The assessment relies almost entirely for its argument on the position of uncredentialed
individuals associated with the San Francisco Public Golf Alliance to support its view. But this
view has never been adopted by any public body-including the City of Pacifica, despite the DEIR's
assertion to the contrary. In particular, the City of Pacifica has never moved Sharp Park Golf
Course onto a list of protected historic sites-only the golf course Club House has been so
protected. Indeed, the golf course receives the same protection under Pacifica's general plan
historic element as Laguna Salada itself and the surrounding habitat areas. Yet these areas are
excluded entirely from the historic r esource assessment.
Moreover, the City's assertion that the era in which the golf course was created was somehow
signitlcant is unsubstantiated and not adequately documented. There is simply no evidence that
there was a "golden era of golf" in San Francisco when the golf course was constructed-indeed,
the evidence indicates that golf course demand was on the wane when Sharp Park was
constructed. Without additional documentation that the era was significant, there is simply no
basis under any criterion to declare Sharp Park Golf Course an historic resource under CEQA, as
explained in the attached comments by PGA Design. Absent more information about this era and
its relationship to the time period around this period of significance, the City has no basis for
declaring Sharp Park Golf Course historic.
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Indeed, the scoping document makes this readily apparent. The scoping document states
expressly that "Sharp Park has had nine overviews and surveys within and adjacent to it" to
discover historic and archeological resources. None of these surveys have ever considered Sharp
Park Golf Course an historic resource. In addition the scoping document states that "[n)o
historical a rchitectural resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of th e San Francisco Planning
Code are within the architectural [CEQA Area of Potential Effects]." This includes the area at Sharp
Park that has a C-APE.
At the same time, the golf course as currently laid out impedes telling the story of truly historic
events on the land. Native Americans historic use of the land goes uninterpreted and is made
inaccessible by the golf course, and the story of an internment camp at Sharp Park during WWII is
completely untold, obscured by the existing land use at Sharp Parle These stories can be told with
vibrancy if full restoration is selected by the City-but because of its unlawfully constrained
alternatives assessment, this option is not even placed before decision makers for review.
V. THE DEIR PIECEMEALS THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF SHARP PARK BY
DELAYING ASSESSMENT OF THE FUTURE OF SHARP PARK'S SEA WALLAND IGNORING
THE EXISTING ALTERNATIVES' RELATIONSHIP TO A LONG-TERM GOLF COURSE
REDESIGN.

The DEIR recognizes that the future Sharp Park's sea wall is subject to considerable uncertainty.
As explained in the ESA/PWA report, sea level rise induced by climate change, along with storm
surges and er osion, all make it infeasible to r etain a sea wall at Sharp Park as it is currently
designed. Only two options are available to the City: armoring the sea wall at Sharp Park, or
allowing the sea wall to revert over time to a naturally managed coastal system.

04

Yet while these alternatives are acknowledged in the DEIR, the DEIR expressly delays
consideration of these impacts to some unknown point in the future. Specifically, the DEIR states
that while these alternatives have been considered by SFRPD, "those options are not proposed as
part of the SNRAMP. Thus, they are not addressed in this EIR." DEIR p. 103. But the DEIR is
intended to guide management at Sharp Park for the next 20 years-a timeframe in which
meaningful impacts to the sea wall may occur according to the ESA/PWA report, and which if the
City fails to address could irreversibly harm the endangered species at Sharp Park, the existing
infrastructure at Sharp Park Golf Course, a nd the surrounding communities. By failing to consider
this impact presently, the City is piecemealing the environmental review for its plan at Sharp Park
to retain an 18-hole golf course at Sharp Park on a permanent (relevant to the SNRAMP timeline)
basis.
The DEIR makes this problem express on p. 527, where it states that full natural restoration
alternatives at Sharp Park "have been rejected because they are not compatible with the existing
and planned 18-hole layout of the historic golf course." (emphasis added) Yet the planned golf
course is not part of the DEIR environmental assessment-this is classic piecemealing of project
to avoid cumulative, long-term, or complete environmental analysis of a project proposal. This
can only be remedied by segregating out the Sharp Park section of the DEIR and subjecting it to a
full and thorough environmental review as required by CEQA.
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VI. THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AT SHARP PARK IS INFEASIBLE BECAUSE PERMITS
CANNOT BE OBTAINED TO IMPLEMENT IT WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING THE FINANCIAL
FEASIBILITY OF THE PROJECT.

05

As explained in the attached meeting notes and proposed letter from SFRPD staff, the Fish and
Wildlife Service has already reviewed substantially the same plan that is proposed in the
preferred alternative for Sharp Park Golf Course. And they have informed San Francisco that in
order to implement this plan, it cannot de deemed a "recovery" effort, and so stringent permitting
requirements will apply. These will include, among other things, the creation of a capital
endowment that will fund the long-term management of Sharp Park's natural areas. Such an
endowment or trust would likely require investments of millions of dollars-making the entire
proposal infeasible, or certainly less financiaiiy feasible than other alternatives available to the
City.
The reason this is so is because the proposed project, particularly in light of reasonable
alternatives that were nonetheless rejected by the City, has little to do with the long term
restoration of Sharp Park's special status species or the underlying environmental conditions that
were destroyed by Sharp Park Golf Course. Rather, the preferred alternative reduces the
probability that those objectives of the SNRAMP will be achieved, sacrificing these goals and
objectives for golf course water management objectives. The proposed plan is designed to reduce
flooding of Sharp Park Golf Course by dredging areas of Laguna Salada and dumping the spoils on
the holes which most regularly are flooded during normal winter rains. Given the overwhelming
concerns raised about this proposal by the only peer-reviewed assessment of the dredging plan
(i.e., the ESA/PWA report),l and its incompatibility with the goals and objectives of the SNRAMP, it
is simply a violation of CEQA for the city to continue implementing a proposed project that
ultimately meets objectives of other projects not within the environmental assessment presented
in the DEIR.
For all of these reasons, the City should segregate out Sharp Park from the DEIR. send it back for
further CEQA review, and allow the rest of the SNRAMP DEIR move forward without delay.

Sincerely,

Brent Plater

1

The SNRAMP DETR relies on a report fi·om L992 by PW A to support its dredging plan, and even this
1992 report is based on earlier documents which made assumptions about the historic condition of Sharp
Park. But the same finn that wrote the 1992- PWA- re-evaluated the 1992 rep011 in 2011 and released
its concems about that plan in the ESAIPWA report in Februruy of20 11. As explained in tite report,
nearly two decades of additional inf01mation about Sharp Park has led to a reassessment oftbe historic
condition ofShrup Park, and the approptiate mechrutism to restore the land while providing for the
recovety of the special status species. But ti1e DEIR completely ignores this additional data- despite
having it available since Februruy of20 11. Moreover, this information was provided by the repot1
authors to the Sharp Pru-k Working Group even eru·Jier thru1 that. There is simply no excuse for the City
to ignore tlus infonnation.
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Building a healthy and sustainable global community far people
and the plants and animals that accompany us on Earth

july 23, 2012
jessica Range
City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE:

California Environmental Quality Act Proceedings for the Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan, Case Number 2005.0912E; Request for CEQA
Notices (Public Resources Code, §21092.2)

Dear Ms. Range,

01

[

The Wild Equity Institute and the undersigned San Francisco-based organizations (collectively
"Conservation Organizations") request that the San Francisco Planning Department reopen the
public comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") of the Significant
Natural Resource Areas Management Plan ("SNRAMP"), Case Number 2005.0912E.
As you know, the Conservation Organizations have a substantial interest in San Francisco's natural
areas, and have regularly used public comment periods in the past as a means of improving the
CEQA process and protecting San Francisco's environment Most have previously requested that
they be notified of all CEQA proceedings pertaining to the City's Natural Areas Program. And most
ofthese organizations had specifically requested an extension of the public comment period on
the SNRAMP DEIR-which the Planning Department largely denied.
Yet we recently discovered that the City re-opened the public comment period for the SNRAMP
DEIR on or about April30, 2012, and through june 11, 2012. Astonishingly, none of the

Conservation Organizations were notified of San Francisco's decision to reopen the public comment
period.

01
(Cont.)

"Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process" Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15201. The
City of San Francisco has recognized this, stating that Public participation, both formal and
informal, shall be encouraged at all stages of review, and written comments shall be accepted at
any time up to the conclusion of the public comment period. The undersigned believe public
notice of the reopened comment period was insufficient to properly inform all stakeholders.
Perhaps the City's intent was to only give specific interest groups notice that had not commented
during the previous comment period, and therefore the Conservation Organizations were not
notified. But any opening of a CEQA comment period should be broadly publicized, and at bare
minimum, should be publicized to those organizations and individuals who previously commented
and requested notice pursuant to§ 21092(b )(3) of the California Public Resources Code.

Brent Plater. Executive Director ~A-P.O. Box 191695 ~A- San Francisco. CA ,._ 94119
0: 415·34 9·5787 M-C: 415-572-6989 M-bplater@wildequity.arg M-http:jjwildequity.org
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Therefore we respectfully request the Planning Department reopen the comment period for the
Draft EIR for another 4-6 weeks. Please inform us of the dates during which the comment period
will be reopened as soon as possible.

01
(Cont.)

§ 21092(b)(3) of the California Public Resources Code requires that "notice [of the public
comment period] . . . shall be given to the last known name and address of all organizations and
individuals who have previously requested notice." We reiterate our request that the Planning
Department provide the Conservation Organizations with notice of all future CEQA proceedings
involving Sharp Park and/or Sharp Park Golf Course, and all future CEQA proceedings involving
the SNRAMP, the City's Natural Areas, andjor the Natural Areas Program. The requested notices
should be mailed to the following address:

Brent Plater
Executive Director
Wild Equity Institute
P.O. Box 191695
San Francisco, CA 94119

Arthur Feinstein
Chair
San Francisco Bay Chapter, Sierra Club
2530 San Pablo Ave. Suite I
Berkeley, CA 94702-2000

Neal Desai
Associate Director
Pacific Region, NPCA
150 Post Street, Suite 310
San Francisco, CA 94108

Sincereiy,

Brent Plater
Executive Director
Wild Equity Institute

Arthur Feinstein
Chair
San Francisco Bay Chapter, Sierra Club

Neal Desai
Associate Director, Pacific Region
National Parks Conservation Association
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WORLD GOLF
RECEIVED
September 29, 2011

OCi G3 tutl

CITYPV.NNING
& COUNTY OF S.f.
DEPARTMENT
ME•

San Francisco Planni ng Department
Attn: Bill Wy..:ko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St. , #400
San Francisco, CA. 941 03
Rc:

Supporting "'Historical Resource"
Designation for the Sharp Park GolfCoutse
Significant Natural Resource Areas, etc.
DEIR No. 2005.1912E

Dear San Franc1sco Planning Department,

01
[

lam writing to you in support of the preservation of Sharp Park Golf Course as we
know it today. Sharp Park Golf Course. designed by Master Architect, Dr. Alister
MacKenztt:, is an historical prope11y. an important pm1 of San Francisco's history.
and ~hould be ~afeguarded fi·om any significant modifications that will change its
architectural integrity.
The San Francisco Public Golf Alliance, in a letter to you dated ~eptember 20, 2011 ,
comprehensively outlined allot the reasons it suppot1s the determination of the San
Francisco Planning Depru1ment that the Shatp Park Gol1Tourse is an "historical
resource·· under the Califomia Environmental Quality Act.
The World Golf Foundation agrees with and supports the contention and conclusion
of the S&n Francisco Public Golf Alliance.

01
(Cont.)

[

l'lea5e oo not allow the proposed aiteration projects to occut . To do so would
effectively cause one of America ' s greatest golf treasures to be itTevocably
negatively impacted.
Sincerel y,

~~~~Stephen F Mona
Ch1d Executive Otlicer
~ FM : dlk

0 ne Wor ld GoIf PI ace • St.'Aagust 10 e. Fl 32092 • www . warldiallfoundat ian.arg • 904 - 940 - 4000

ThU

Sh elf Oil Com paay •

Foun ding Partner

G C'LF
2C'I2C'

First Tee·
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San Francisco Planning Department
September 29, 2011
Page 2

cc: Congri!SS'\\-oman Jackie Spcie1
Hem. Ed Lee, Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
Hon. Mary Ann Niha11. Mayor. City of Pacifica
David Chiu. President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Carole Groom, President, San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Philip Ginsburg. General Manager, San Francisco Recreation and Park Dept.
Charles Edwm Chase, AlA. President, San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance
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RECEIVED
JUN 1 2 2012
To:

Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept

CiTY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING OEPARTME.NT

MEA

From: West of Twin Peaks Central Council

June II, 2012
Mr. Wycko,
We submitted a public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Natural Areas Management Plan (Planning Dept Case No. 2005.19 12E) on Friday, June
8, 2012. We would like to replace that public comment with the one attached to this
letter, which includes the previous submission plus an addendum written by a WTPCC
Board Member. The attached comment, addressed to the Recreation and Park
Commission, including the addendum, constitutes the WTPCC Public Comment on the
Draft Environmental Impact Review for the Natural Areas Management Plan.
Thank you.
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e.

~ West of Twin Peaks Central Council
WIt I • • A Resource for Neighborhood Organizations West of Twin Peaks in Son Frondsco since 1936

WTPCC

POBox27112
San Francisco, CA 94127

http:l/www.westoftwinpeaks.org/

June 4, 2012
West of Twin Peaks Central Council
PO Box 27112
San Francisco, CA 94127
To: San Franci sco Recreation and Park Commission
Mclaren lodge

501 Stanyan St
San Francisco, CA 94117
Dear Commissioners,
At its May 21, 2012 meeting, The West of Twin Peaks Central Council (WTPCC) voted to write a letter
opposing RPD's Natural Areas Program (NAP) and to submit a comment opposing NAP as part of the
NAP DEIR public comment process. WTPCC, formed in 1937, is an umbrella group of 20 neighborhood
associations that share the common geographic designation "west of twin peaks." WTPCC member
associations share common demographics as well- primarily owner-occupied, single-family homes. Our
members choose to live here because it is a medium-density area that provides space for yards and
children, as well as local commercial shopping districts, recreation options, and parks. Cumulatively, we
have a shared history of protecting and improving the common characteristics and character of our
neighborhoods.
WTPCC member organizations had expressed concerns about NAP at previous meetings, especially
concerns about NAP's plans to cut 1,600 trees on Mt. Davidson. Prior to its May 2012 meeting, WTPCC
member delegates were given "homework," links to the NAP General Management Plan (SNRAMP)
section on Mt. Davidson along with the SNRAMP Executive Summary, information on NAP from the NAP
website, and information from critics of NAP. At the May meeting, WTPCC heard a presentation in
support of NAP from RPD Chief of Operations Dennis Kern and NAP Director lisa Wayne, and a
presentation in opposition to NAP by Eric Miller and Jacquie Procter from the SF Forest Alliance. Judging
by the quality of the questions, our delegates had indeed studied the suggested material "assigned"
beforehand. After the presentations and questions, WTPCC voted immediately to send this letter and
comment.
WTPCC concerns w1th the Natural Areas Program (NAP) are as follows :

01

[

•

NAP's plans to cut 18,500 trees in parks controlled by SF RPD, including plans to cut 1,600 trees
on Mt. Davidson

Page 1
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•

NAP's use of herbicides, including repeated applications at the same site, poor signage,
improper applications, and concerns about children and pets playing in areas where toxic
herbicides have been applied
NAP's plans to close access to areas under its management, including closing 9.2 miles of tra ils,
and turning the park experience into one full of "Stay on the Trails" and "Keep Out" signs

•

NAP's plans to remove existing habitat (especially bushes and trees) and replace it with
grassland will destroy habitat needed by wildlife and birds cu rrently living in our parks

•

01
(Cont.)

NAP has done an extremely poor job of informing people, including park neighbors, of its plans;
those plans were created without seeking input from park neighbors and park users

•

NAP has expanded far beyond its original mandate to protect and preserve remnants of San
Francisco's natural heritage, into large-scale conversion of existing habitat into something
completely different, conversions that will change the character and uses of the park for
decades to come

Because of these concerns, WTPCC opposes the proposed NAP Management Plan (SNRAMP) currently
undergoing environmental review. We ask the Planning Department to address our issues and concerns
with the Draft NAP DEIR (details below). We urge the Recreation and Park Commission to rethink its
support of NAP's plans. The parks belong to the citizens of San Francisco, not to Natural Areas Program
staff.

TREE REMOVALS
WTPCC opposes NAP plans to remove healthy trees simply because they are non-native or simply to
allow more sunlight to reach newly planted, sun-loving natives on the forest floor. We fully support the
removal of hazardous trees in our parks, but NAP's plans go far beyond that.
We are concerned that the actual number of trees removed will be much higher than the 18,500 listed.
NAP does not include any trees or saplings less than 15 feet tall in its count of trees to be removed, yet
the SNRAMP makes clear that these "smaller" trees or saplings will be cut down along with the taller
ones. A 2007 US Forest Service report noted that just over half (51.4%) of the trees in San Francisco are
less than six inches in diameter at breast height. This diameter corresponds to a tree less than 15 feet in

02

height. The removal of these smaller trees will significantly amplify the impact of the removal of the
taller trees on aesthetics, erosion, and windthrow in natural areas, yet the Draft NAP DEIR did not
consider these additional impacts.
WTPCC is concerned that claims in the Draft DEIR that trees cut down will be replaced on a one-to-one
basis by native trees are misleading. The SNRAMP makes no promise to replace trees. In particular, the
SNRAMP specifically states that the 15,000+ trees removed at Sharp Park will not be replaced since the
natural area will be converted to coastal scrub. In addition, there were few native trees in San Francisco
before the Europeans settled the area; the climate was too harsh. Native trees do not grow well in the
windy, foggy, sandy or rocky soils present in most natural areas. For example, about a decade ago, NAP
planted 25 oak trees at Tank Hill to replace 25 trees cut down by NAP. Only 5 of the replacement oak are
still alive, and only one of those has grown.
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Our concerns about the 1,600 tree removals planned for Mt. Davidson in particular include:

02
(Cont.)

•

Increased erosion from t he loss of the trees
Increased water runoff during storms and the potential for damage to park neighbors' property
from the water or mudslides
These concerns were not adequately addressed in the DEIR.

WTPCC is also concerned that the DEIR does not adequately address impacts on carbon sequestration
and global warming from NAP's plans to cut down 18,500 trees. A 2007 US Forest Service survey of San
Francisco's urban forest notes that our trees store 196,000 tons of carbon, adding 5,200 tons of carbon
to the storage each year. When a tree is cut down, it releases its stored carbon into the atmosphere (as

03

carbon dioxide) as it decays. California State Law requires the state to reduce greenhouse gas emissions;
NAP's plans seem to be at odds with this goal. In addition, grassland does not store as much carbon as
forests of trees, and the DEIR does not adequately address the impacts on this of NAP's plans to replace
non-native trees with native grasses.
HERBICIDES
WTPCC opposes repeated applications of herbicides in natural areas to remove non-native plants.
Applications of herbicides in NAP-managed areas have increased by 330% over the last four years (from

04

a total of 26 applications in 2008 to 86 applications in 2011). Applications will continue to rise, since
NAP plans to use repeated herbicide applications to kill the roots of the thousands of trees it plans to cut
down. The Draft DEIR does not consider impacts from this increase in usage.
We are also concerned about inadequate and incorrect signage by NAP when it applies herbicides in
natural areas. For example, a recent sign warned that herbicides would be applied "throughout"

05

Mclaren Park, with no more specific information on where other than "throughout." People walking in
the park had two options- continue to walk in the park and risk exposure to herbicides (since you can't
know from the sign exactly where in the park they were applied) or leave the park. This inadequate
signage essentially closed access to large areas of Mclaren Park for a period of time as people tried to
avoid exposure.
WTPCC is also concerned that NAP applies herbicides incorrectly, causing needless exposure and risk to

06

people, pets, and wildlife from 111nnecessary spraying. For example, in December 2011, NAP posted a
sign that it planned to spray a mixture of glyphosate and imazapyr to eradicate cape ivy in Glen Canyon.
However, the California Invasive Plant Council website says spraying to destroy cape ivy must be done in
the late spring, when the plant is "photosynthesizing actively but is past flowering, so the active
ingredients [in the herbicide) move down with the sugars that are transported to underground storage
organs." The spraying should never have been done in December when it would not be effective. NAP
essentially put people, pets, and wildlife at risk of exposure to the herbicide for no reason, and ensured
they would have to reapply the same herbicides a second time in the late spring if they want to kill the
cape ivy.
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It is not enough to say that NAP herbicide applications are approved as part of the SF Integrated Pest
Management Ordinance that governs herbicide use by city agencies and are therefore okay, as the Draft

06
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DEIR does. The DEIR should study the application records more closely. There are many cases where
NAP usage violated IPM rules. For example, NAP applied imazapyr in 2008 and 2009, two years prior to
its approval for use by SF IPM in 2011. NAP "sprayed" Garlon in years prior to 2011, even though SF IPM
had approved its use only by "dabbing and injection." NAP sprayed herbicides containing glyphosate
near t he water at Lake Merced, even though US Fish and Wildlife regulations ban the use of that
herbicide (and many others) where there is red-legged frog habitat; lake Merced is red-legged frog
habitat.

PARK ACCESS
WTPCC opposes NAP plans to restrict access to parks. NAP plans to close 9.2 miles of trails that thread
through its natural areas. At our May meeting, Dennis Kern noted that a citywide survey of what San
Franciscans want in their parks identified trails and hiking as the number one need. Yet NAP plans to
close nearly a quarter of the total length of trails in natural areas (about 40 miles). This would seem to
fly directly in the face of what the public said they want in their parks.
In most natural areas, the only t hing you can do is walk on a trail. You cannot leave the trail to explore
the area, or follow a butterfly, o r try to see the bird you hear tweeting. To control access, NAP builds
fences . Indeed, in parks where trails in natural areas have been restored recently, fences have been built
on either side of the trail to ensure people cannot leave the trail. Natural areas become places where

07

you can "look but not touch." How can children explore the wonders of nature if they are told
repeatedly they must "Stay on the Trail"? This is not what we want for our parks.
When people are restricted to walking only on trails, they lose access to the entire non-trail part of the
park. In over half of the parks with a natural area (17 of 31), NAP controls the entire park. That means
people have lost access to all but the trails in those parks. In an additional tO parks, NAP controls over

SO% of the land. Put another way, only four of the 31 parks with natural areas have less than SO% of
their land controlled by NAP. Access restrictions planned by NAP ("stay on the trail", fences, and closure
of trails) mean that entire neighborhoods will lose access to the vast majority of the parkland in their
neighborhood parks. The Draft DEIR does not consider the impacts on neighbors and park users of this
level of access restriction in the 27 parks where NAP controls more than half the land.

HABITAT AND WILDLIFE
WTPCC opposes the destruction of existing habitat needed by the wildlife and birds currently living in

08

the parks. For example, NAP has removed underbrush in Glen Canyon that is used by coyotes to hide
[

from people and dogs, and replaced it with grasslands. Unlike the underbrush, the grasslands provide
little "cover" for the coyotes or other wildlife living in the natural area.
We are also concerned that some habitat conversion is being done during breeding and nesting season.

09

For example, NAP applied for a "streambed alteration" permit from the California Fish and Game Dept
[

for habitat conversion work to be done near Isla is Creek in Glen Canyon. In the application, NAP clearly
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stated: "It is the policy of RPD's Natural Areas Program that no new projects will begin during the
breeding season (December to May)." Similar commitments were made in the SNRAMP. However, NAP

09
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contractors used chainsaws and herbicides to destroy underbrush habitat in Glen Canyon in March and
April, continuing work done sporadically since November 2011. This work took place throughout the
breeding/nesting season, despite NAP's legal commitment to CA Fish and Game and in the SNRAMP to
not do habitat work during breeding season. When people informed RPD management about this,
during a meeting at Mclaren Lodge, lisa Wayne, the head of NAP, said the work was being done during
the breeding/nesting season because the grant for the project was set to expire. In other words, NAP's
decision on habitat conversion in Glen Canyon appeared to be motivated by financial considerations, not
by any concerns about the wildlife and birds living there.

POOR PUBLIC PROCESS
WTPCC opposes NAP in part because of the poor job NAP has done to inform park neighbors and
neighborhood associations about its plans. Neighbors who live immediately adjacent to Mt. Davidson,

10

for example, have said they were never given any official notice of NAP's plans for the park, especially its
plans to cut down 1,600 trees. Established neighborhood associations, including many WTPCC members,
have not been contacted by NAP. Many have said they never heard anything about the DEIR. Indeed, the
Planning Department offered a tacit acknowledgement of this lack of public outreach when it re-opened
public comment on the Draft DEIR last month.
NAP did not contact park neighbors and users or neighborhood associations to find out what they
wanted in the natural areas in their neighborhood parks when NAP staff were developing their plans.
During the plan development process, citywide NAP advocacy groups were contacted for input on what
NAP should do in the parks, yet the people who live adjacent to or who regularly use the parks (that is,
those who will be most impacted by any NAP restrictions) were ignored. The only input most people had
was whatever they could say during a one-minute public comment at a Recreation and Park Commission
meeting after the plans were already developed. The parks belong to the people of San Francisco, not to
NAP staff. All park neighbors and users (not just those known to support NAP) must be involved in
discussions about what to do in natural areas. Without this level of public outreach and engagement,
NAP's plans lose support and credibility.

11
Even when people have explained their concerns to NAP staff, it seems to fall on deaf ears. At a 2002
meeting of the Golden Gate Heights Neighborhood Association (GGHNA), members complained about
NAP's removal of iceplant at the neighborhood's Grandview Park. Grandview is the only remaining sand
dune in San Francisco (other than at the beaches), but it is completely surrounded by homes, some of
which have backyards that abut the park. Over the years, neighbors and park staff had planted iceplant
at Grandview because it was the only plant that seemed able to hold the sand in place. When NAP took
control of the park, it began to remove the iceplant because it was non-native. At the GGHNA meeting,
several park neighbors complained that the iceplant removal had caused sand to drift into and cover
their backyards, damaging their property. lisa Wayne, the head of NAP who had been invited to respond
to the neighbors' concerns, responded that NAP had no responsibility for property damage outside park
boundaries caused by its removal of erosion-controlling plants. When the SNRAMP was released several
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years later, it called for "scattered, open sand" at Grandview Park. Over th e years, GGHNA has

11
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repeatedly submitted public comments asking NAP to remove the goal of "scattered, open sand" at
[

Grandview, yet it remains in NAP's plans.

NAP'S EXPANDED MANDATE
WTPCC opposes the expansion of NAP's mandate beyond the protection and preservation of existing
remnants of San Francisco's natural heritage. The original Management Plan for NAP, written in 1995,
was 12 pages long.

01
(Cont.)

Over the years, however, NAP has claimed more and more city parkland, to the point that most of the
land under NAP control does not have existing remnant habitat. Rather NAP has claimed land that it
wants to change from the existing habitat that currently has few native plants to one that more closely
resembles the habitat before Europeans settled in the area. Because of this expansion, the final
SNRAMP is 711 pages long.

CONCLUSION
WTPCC supports the idea of preserving existing remnants of the historical habitat. We do not support

01
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the idea of wholesale habitat conversion that requires cutting dow n thousands of healthy t rees,
extensive and repeated applications of herbicides, closure of access to large areas of our parks, and
[

destruction of existing habitat needed by the animals and birds living there now. As a result, WTPCC
opposes NAP and its current plans for our parks.
The fu ndamental goals of NAP are misaligned with what San Franciscans want in their parks. To date,
NAP has focused on restoring open space in San Francisco to "native" status. The SNRAMP was written
to interpret "Natural" to mean "Native." That's not what San Franciscans want their natural areas to be.
We want Natural Areas to be:

12

•

Accessible to the public

•

Safe

•

Well-Maintained

•

Green and filled with growing things (trees and plants)

Nowhere on that list does it say "native only."
People love Golden Gate Park (which is filled with non-native species), but it's not always easy to get to so they want miniature versions of Golden Gate Park in their neighborhoods. They want a variety of
plants that look nice, and space that gives them a chance to escape where they can walk, run & play
with their family, friends and pets. Purely native areas do not provide the same visual and recreational
opportunities that our non-native areas do. That's why people living in San Francisco more than 100
years ago introduced non-native species in the first place. lush and green is what we want, and we're
not picky about whether it's native or not.
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The Natural Areas Plan should reflect that desire, and work to accommodate it. NAP can certainly
preserve a small portion of the total parks space for native plants (much like the botanical gardens
include sections that are native only), but only if these native areas can meet the requirements above

12
(Cont.)

(i.e. accessible, walkable, safe, well maintained and green and lush). In a densely populated urban area
like San Francisco, native-only should be a "nice to have" that takes a back seat to priorities like
accessible, safe and lush.
WTPCC asks the Planning Department to address the issues we identified with the Draft DEIR. We ask
the Recreation and Park Commission to rethink its support for NAP.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Matt Chamberlain, President WTPCC
cc: Mayor Ed lee
Board of Supervisors
Planning Commission
RPD General Manager Phil Ginsburg
Natural Areas Program Director lisa Wayne
RPD Chief of Operations Dennis Kern
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Dept.

ADDENDUM:
WTPCC Board Member Carolyn Squeri, who has a lot of expertise handling tree issues in St. Francis
Wood over the years, wanted to add the following additional comments, specifically about trees:
The two justifications given by Dennis Kern at the May 2012 WTPCC meeting for the removal of the
t rees were: 1) all t rees eventually die anyway; and 2) ivy is already killing the trees. Rather than
proactively going in and removing trees, RPD should be removing ivy- cutting it at the base will kill it or you can pull the ivy down out of the trees.
Another point made regarding the removal of eucalyptus was that oaks were to be planted in their place
so that understory plants could grow better. You can ask anyone who knows anything about trees and
they will tell you that it is oaks under which nothing else can grow. Just look out in nature. Eucalyptus
grow in stands with many other plants. Oaks are the trees whose leaves and acorn droppings form an
inhospitable area (usually the size of the entire canopy of the tree) w here nothing can grow,
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The removal of trees from Mt Davidson and elsewhere in the city is not what the city needs or wants.
Already, San Francisco has far fewer trees than other beautiful major cities. Gavin Newsom realized this

13

when he visited Chicago and came back with ideas to plant trees on many meridians in the city. San
Francisco was not planned with beautiful tree-lined streets- street trees for the most part have been an
afterthought. Our parks and open areas are the only places where we can enjoy the beauty and
atmosphere that trees bring.
There are many tree maintenance issues around the City that need attention. The NAP funds would be
put to much better use:
1) getting the ivy out of all trees, as it will eventually strangle and kill all growth on the tree.
2) removing the fusarium from our remaining pine trees between November and February so that the

14

pitch pine canker and the bark beetle do not spread. If the pines are fed with deep root fertilizer and
the yellowing needles are removed, the pines will be much healthier and have longer lives.
3) planting many more big beautiful trees that do well in our microclimate.
Although oaks are native to California, I would be surprised if they were native to San Francisco. We
don't get the kind of sun that oaks need to thrive. It's too moist here, especially west of Twin Peaks.
You can literally count all the oaks currently in the city. We have one in St. Francis Wood. I know of one
on Russian Hill. The arboretum probably has the most- and that's not many. Eucalyptus, on the other
hand, thrive here. We have the kind of microclimate in which they do well with all our other plants.

15

The natural habitat west of twin peaks was sand dunes. The earliest settlers in the Presidio called it a
god-forsaken wasteland wind-swept with sand- it was practically uninhabitable. The soldiers dreaded
being there. So trees were planted as windscreens and to hold the sandy soil. Sutro Forest helped the
surrounding homes by breaking the wind. Why would anyone want to go back to those sandy windswept days?
NAP's plan is extremely ill advised. It flies in the face of common sense. At its most benign, it is taking

01
(Cont.)

something beloved and beautiful and making it less beautiful. At its worst, it is exposing the residents of
[

San Francisco to herbicides, the ravages of wind, erosion, run-off, and mudslides and it is exposing the
city to liability for damaged and down-graded property.
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From:

To:
Subject:
Date:

Bjll Vl/ycko
Jessjca Rapqe

Fw: comment on Natural Resource Areas plan
10/04/2011 05:38 PM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 05:38 PM -----

Adam
<sunshine.rider@gmail.com>
Sent by: abk132@gmail.com

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
Subject

comment on Natural Resource Areas plan

10/04/2011 04:37PM

01

I am strongly in favor of the implementation of the Maximum Restoration Alternative
[ proposed in the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan.
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LIL11~ ADAl\1~

310 Jersey St.
San Francisco, CA. 94 114
415 285-5295

RECEIVE C.,
:.JCl l.l i 2011

October 4, 2011

CITY & COUNTY OF S F
Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department
1650 Mission St, San Francisco CA 94103

PLANNIN~.PEE~ARTMENT

' '

To Whom It May Concern:

01

I am completely against the elimination or reduction of city dog parks by San Francisco
Department of Parks and Recreation. Dogs and their owners need MORE space for offleash recreation, not less. Returning parks to their natural, original state should NOT be
the goal of a parks and recreation department of a major metropolis. Many needs must be
balanced and it is unfair of you to ignore the needs of 150,000 dogs and their owners who
reside in San Francisco, especially since a major federal agency (GGNRA) is trying to
eliminate off leash recreation from a major part of their land. I urge you to abandon your
Natural Areas Program and let people go to nearby natural areas like Big Basin, Yosemite,
or Muir Woods, for example, if they are looking for an experience in nature that they can't
find in a city. But please, don't try to make San Francisco into Yosemite.
Sincerely,
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SUSAN ADAMS
310 Jersey St
San Francisco, CA 94114
415 285-5295
Suca4 7@sbcglobal.net

RECEIVE[)
~Cl i1

October 4, 2011

i 2011

C!TV & COUNTY OF S r
PLANNING DEPARTMEN
MEA.

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department
1650 Mission St.
San Francisco. CA. 94103

r

.

To Whom It May Concern:

01

This is regarding San Francisco's Park and Recreation Department's plan to reduce dog
parks throughout the city in favor of implementing a Natural Area Program. My comment
is: What are you thinking? Have you no sense of history or geology? You think you can
restore environment of a major metropolis to its original state? Over time, things change.
I get that we don't want a non-native species to consume and take over everything in our
parks, but to kill perfectly healthy trees, to pull up all that ice plant along the coast simply
because it is non-native is simply nuts. First, we can't support this program financially, and
second, what about the dogs?
As you know, GGNRA is proposing to drastically cut back the areas in which we can have
off leash recreation. All through the comment period with GGNRA, I took great
consolation in the fact we still have McLaren Park. That beautiful hill with trails that go up
to the lake, where a dog can be a dog, and people can hike and take in the views ofthe
city. And it feels like being miles out in the country, and I'm only 10 minutes from home.
And you want to take that away? Not to mention Bernal Hill, Buena Vista, and Golden
Gate Park Southeast? I feel there are always going to be irresponsible dog owners who
will take their dog off-leash anywhere they please, rules or no rules. But many of us try to
stay where we are welcomed, so people who are not dog enthusiasts can safely go to nondog parks without fear of close encounters. But mark my words, if you reduce the number
of dog parks in this city, more people will go off-leash wherever they want, and it will be
chaos.
You people may not understand the improvement in quality of life a dog can bring to a
citizen who likes dogs. Old people, lonely people, children, childless couples just to name
a few are some who treasure their relationship with a dog. When I was diagnosed with
breast cancer in 2009, my dog was my main source of comfort. That may be why there are
more dogs than children living in San Francisco. It behooves you to honor that.
Sincerely,

~
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Ahlberg-1

From:

To:

lessifit Range

Subject:
Date:

Fw: R09ardins~ the Draft lloQ Mana9"ment Plan
10/05/2011 09:06 Ar~

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/crYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:06 AM - --- -

Todd Ahlberg < toddahlberg@gmail.com>
To
10/05/2011 07:49AM

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
Subject

Regarding the Draft Dog Managment Plan

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01
[

I am writing to express my deep concern over the above-referenced plan, which threatens to reduce and even eliminate many of the city's
dog-play areas. As a person who struggles with severe depression and bipolar disorder, being able to s pend time with my dog outdoors
and seeing her nm free contributes to my regime of mental health. TI1is may sound trite, and I realize that it's difficult to undeJstand
menta l disorders, but finding ANY way to smile is a big chaUenge for people like us. My dog is my 100% true companion, and she is
sensitive to my moods and patterns. By keeping a "smile" on her face, she keeps a smile on mine.
Please consider people like us, as we ll as aU folk who li ve with dogs and rely on their companionship, as tbis plan proceeds.
Respectfully,
Todd Ahlberg
415-999-9791
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HPC meeting on

f-).1 ~II

.2.; -

ttJ~>. If/
{J. tfrJ,v~0

Sharp Park today bears no resemblance to Alister MacKenzie's original design. The water features
on five MacKenzie holes east of Laguna Salada, original holes 1, 9, 15, 16, &17, have been culverted,
eliminating crucial water hazards essential to his design. Five holes west of Laguna Salada, including
original holes 3, 4, 6, 7, &8 were destroyed completely by massive coastal storm surges and the
subsequent construction of the berm, and two others, original holes 2 &5, were severely damaged
and modified to eliminate additional water features and other elements of their design. Now the
site of hole 12, the original hole 2 was shortened by 60 yards and astroke while the strategic
features-including its proximity to amuch larger Horse Stable Pond than exists currently-are
almost completely irrelevant to the hole's play today. Hole number 5, which was considered by Jack
Fleming to be /lone of the most interesting holes on the course, similar to Dr. MacKenzie's 'ideal golf

01

hole,"' is now the curre~t site of hole 17, but other than occupying the same space the hole bears
absolutely no resemblance to the original hole 5: atee shot over Laguna Salada has been removed,
and dual fairways have been combined into one, eliminating strategy alternatives integral to
MacKenzie's design. Original holes 10 and 11, now the location of holes 14 and 15, have likewise
been modified with changed greens and fairways that bear no resemblance to MacKenzie's layout.
Indeed, Daniel Wexler argued that the original hole 10 was perhaps the course's best link, but its
essential feature-a double fairway-no longer exists. Original hole 12, now the location of hole 18,
has had sand traps removed from the design. In addition, original hole 13 (now 3), and original
holes 14 and 15 (now the location of holes 8 and 2) described by Wexler as "not among the layout's
finest" to begin with, have likewise had hazards reconfigured, as has the final original hole, 18 (now
the location of hole 10). In addition, the theory of the course-the creation of a links-type, seaside
course-was entirely upended when the berm was built separating the course from the ocean. In
short, every link has been changed at Sharp Park-in many cases radically, and many holes have
been lost completely. It is misleading to claim that any historical integrity exists at the course, let
alone that 12 of these radically altered holes are "original" MacKenzie links.
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Located just 10 miles south of downtown San Francisco, the site given to MacKenzie was
uncommonly fine for a public facility, including a nearly 1,000-yard oceanfront stretch
along Salada Beach. For a county whose public course facilities at Harding and Lincoln
Parks were among the busiest in the nation, the development of Sharp Park was a godsend.
but this wonderful property was not without its drawbacks.
For one thing, a fair amount of the land required shoring up with massive quantities of
dredged sand in an expensive, Lido-like operation. Second, the site was partially divided by
a small county road, a circumstance dictating that three of MacKenzie's back-nine holes be
separated from their 15 brethen. Years later this road would be rerouted, though by that time
the storm-driven reconfiguration of the golf course would still leave four newer holes separated, about the only commonality between MacKenzie's work and the course in play today.
The 1931 layout began with a dogleg-right par-4 of 400 yards, a strong but not especially
memorable opener. But things changed quickly at the second, a 274-yard par-4 with alternate tees situated on either side of the first green. In what today might be referred to as
"risk/reward" style, this nearly-driveable hole featured a large bunker front-right of the putting surface and a lake to the left of the fairway, creating the wonderful question of just how
near the water orie dared to venture in pursuit of an easier angle for his second.
The third was a long two-shorter of 423 yards, playing direcrly north along the beachfront.
Again the risk/reward question was laid before us: play safely down the middle and deal
with a front-right greenside bunker or aggressively skirt the beach in pursuit of an open second? Seaside winds generally affected play at Sharp Park greatly, bringing those most
unlinkish of obstacles-trees-into play along the right side as well.
Following the short fourth, a precise pitch played along the lake's westward shoreline, one
reached the first of the dual-fairway holes, the 338-yard fifth. Here the player's options
were numerous with a "safe" left-side route leaving the most difficult second-shot, a dangerous lakefronr fairway opening up a more direct line, or the all-out blast over everything
leaving a mere pitch from a wide-open angle. As at the second hole, a second tee positioned
left of the previous green served to create additional angles and variety.
The 385-yard seventh was the course's second and last seaside hole, playing directly south
to a long, narrow green flanked on either side by sand. The slight angling of the putting surface again tempted one to drive close to the beach (particularly if the pin was cut back-left),
but the lesser presence of trees at least made this tee shot a bit more forgiving.
The 398-yard eighth, though built with only one fairway, offered two very distinct lines of
play. A drive aimed safely left was simple enough bur set up a nearly all-carry approach
across two front-left greenside bunkers. For the man capable of controlling a long fade,
however, there was the option of skirting the treeline, a shot which, if brought off successfully, again yielded a more favorable approach.
Though one hesitates to name a best hole among so many good ones, the 392-yard lOth did
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a fine job of nominating itself. Here was the double fairway concept played out to the
fullest, the right side providing ample safety but a bunker-obscured second, the left requiring
a gutsy tee shot to a water-guarded fairway but yielding a straight-on approach. Yet again,
dual tee boxes varied the challenge from day to day, making the lOth a truly great holebur an intimidating prospect for anyone hoping to slip past the starter and begin play on
the back nine.
Following the 142-yard 11th came the long 12th, a 493-yarder distinctly reachable in two,
provided one avoided several prominent trees and the out-of-bounds which ran down the
entire left side.
Perhaps not surprisingly, the three holes exiled across the county road were not among the
layout's finest, the 345-yard 13th being the best of the bunch with our-of-bounds also
threatening irs more-favored left side.
With the routing having returned to the clubhouse for a third rime, one set out again at the
363-yard 16th, a par-4 following much the same path as today's first hole. Here a large mound
punctuated the fairway some 175 yards off the tee, offering several different angles of play.
The more difficult drive was the one aimed down the right side, close to a clump of trees.
Naturally this choice also provided the better approach angle to a deep, narrow putting surface.
MacKenzie closed out Sharp Park with a pair of long finishers beginning with the 471-yard
17th. Though not a particularly difficult hole, this short par-5 often faced a strong sea
breeze and featured out-of-bounds left, two bunkers, a meandering brook and a green laid
precariously close to a rough, marshy depression. The 18th, by contrast, was a bit of a monster, its 443 yards requiring more brute strength than finesse, though the ability to draw
one's tee shot would obviously have come in handy.
It was indeed unfortunate for Sharp Park that so many of its best holes fell along the property's ocean side, for it was this flank which took the brunt of any incoming storms.
Following the early 1930s deluge that washed several of these gems our to sea, a massive
berm was constructed (largely upon land once occupied by holes three and seven) to prevent history from repeating itself. The subsequent rerouting of the county road and reconfiguring of the lakeside holes has further muddled things so that today only a handful of
holes run consistent with MacKenzie's originals, and no appreciable trace of his strategy
remains in play.

How Sharp Park Would Measure Up Today
Oceanfront holes, double fairways, MacKenzie bunkering, marvelous scenery ...
Any way you look at it, even at only 6,154 yards, Sharp Park would have to stand well out
in front as America's finest municipal golf course.
·
Restoration anyone?
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SHARP PARK GOL.F COURSE
PACIFICA, CA
Opened in1931 I 6,154 yards Par-71

A

s today, some 65 years after his death, Dr. Alister MacKenzie remains perhaps the most
celebrated golf architect in history, it is truly remarkable that two public courses he laid
out in major American metropolises could have been so short-lived and poorly documented. Yet Bayside, as we have seen, labored in (and vanished into) almost complete obscurity-and it cannot even begin to compare with the briefly-lived legacy of San Francisco's
Sharp Park.
MacKenzie's Sharp Park layout is surely one of golf architecture's most enduring mysteries.
Owing to the fact that it was built in 1931, then washed into oblivion by a coastal storm
shortly thereafter, its original design was seen firsthand by very few. Nor was this initial version in any way adequately recorded, with few photographs of any kind known to remain in
existence. Further, a visit to today's 6,299-yard facility offers little; this vastly-altered layout
serving mostly to make one wonder if a vintage MacKenzie design ever could have existed
upon this site.
But the Doctor's original, located very much upon this same land, was all that its tantalizing
prospects have suggested, a marvelous golf course featuring seaside holes, two double fairways,
a large lake, and a cypress-dotted setting fairly reminiscent of Monterey. It was, in short, a municipal masterpiece.
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10-5-2011
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1 2011

Ci rv & COUNTY OF S.F
• '1.1\N~tNG OEPARfMJ:I'Jl
;. lr: {\

To Whom It May Concern,

01

Many, many people LOVE Sharp Park Golf Course. We love golf,
and we love that we are able to play this excellent public course. We
don't think that there must be golf or animals, rather a partnership that
makes everyone and every creature happy. It is possible to maintain
and care for the wonderful Sharp Park Golf Course without doing away
with the animals who also reside there. As I understand it, the animals
did not come to live at Sharp Park until there was Sharp Park.
This golf course is one of the most beloved around the area for
lovers of golf. It is an artwork from the palette of the great golf course
architect, Alistair McKenzie, and one does not destroy great works of
art. One uses all resources to appreciate and value and preserve such
entitles. One must compromise with Intelligence, not emotion. There
must be developed, among rivals, a common ground, leading to
compromise, on Ideas about which there is disagreement, but the end
must not be destruction about which we would all rue at leisure.

02

Please let's dialogue with a larger vision, with an eye and ear
toward to opposing view, and come to understanding that such an
historic golf course must remain so that generations of adults and
children can play golf, the best of all sports, for a reasonable cost, on
this remarkable, historic and beautiful golf course. Your attention to
this issue is greatly appreciated.

~:;;u~~
Donna Archer
Widow of 1969 Masters winner, George Archer
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Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 558-6378
Fax: (415) 558-6409
bill.wycko@sfgov.org

RECEIVED

Oct 282011

OCT 3 1 2011
CITYPLANNING
& COUNTY
OF S• F.•
DEPARTMENT
MEA

Dear Mr. Wycko:

01

Having lived and worked in the Bay Area my entire life, I am strongly opposed to the recent Environmental Impact
Review and Natural Areas Program (NAP) Recommendations released by the SF Planning Department which
threatens to confiscate parklands in San Francisco and Pacifica that I have enjoyed with my dogs for so many
decades.
The draconian NAP recommendations call for closure of Dog Play Areas at Lake Merced, and substantial reduction in
size of these areas in several parklands including Mclaren Park, Bernal Hill, and Sharp Park. In addition,
recommended "restoration" actions also call for the use of toxic chemicals and the cutting down of thousands of
healthy, beautiful trees which would destroy the enjoyment of these parks for everyone.

02

I find the proposed "restoration" actions particularly offensive, as they are founded largely on subjective ideology
that arbitrarily values theoretical vegetation and fauna from long ago in favor of current terrain and wildlife that has
established itself there. I am in complete agreement with Dr. Arthur Shapiro's statements and am appalled by the
fanatical ideology and proposal for current parkland and habitat destruction, especially in these difficult economic
times (http:l/milliontrees.wordpress.com/2011/10(10/orofessor-arthur-shapiros-comment·on-the-environmentalimpact-report-for-the-natural-areas-proqram!).
I am a longtime resident of Pacifica, and find the restrictions on the responsible citizenry and their dog companions
in Sharp Park to be oppressive, depriving the local population the use of areas which we had enjoyed all our lives.
More distressing is the NAP "restoration" proposals for Sharp Park, which threatens to destroy these areas for
everyone.

As with the GGNRA Environmental Impact Statement of 2011, rational for the Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan {NAP; http://sfmea.stolanning.org/2005.1912E DEIR.pdD is based largely on allegations, with no

03

substantive scientific studies or third party peer review provided as evidence. Without any demonstrated evidence
of impacts from dogs, there is no justification for excluding people with off-leash dogs from natural areas. There is,
therefore, no justification for the closure of the DPA at Lake Merced, nor for the reductions in the DPAs at Mclaren
Park or Bernal Hill. Also, the NAP EIR does not take into account scientific studies that show off-leash dogs have little
impact on plants and wildlife, including nesting birds when declaring that dogs have negative impacts
(http://www.sfdoq.org/content/do-dogs-bother-birds). These studies were provided to the Planning Department by
SFDOG in its comments on the Initial Study for the NAP EIR. Ignoring them shows that the NAP EIR is inadequate and
inaccurate when it comes to dogs and "impacts."
Mr. Wycko, please do not support extreme and unsubstantiated environmental allegations and proposals being
made by the NAP at the expense of local communities and citizens. In addition, please prevent the "restoration
programs" that threaten to destroy existing parklands altogether.

\

s~~~
Mark Armanini
55 San Jose Ave
Pacifica, CA 94044
marmanini@takedasf.com
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Art-1

Bock, John
From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

Jessica.Range@sfgov.o rg
Monday, November 07, 201 1 9 29 AM
Bock, John
Fw: Natural Areas Program sho uld be limited

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
-----Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/07/201109:29 AM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V
To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/07/2011 09:23
cc
AM
Subject
Fw: Natural Areas Program should be
limited

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 11/07/201109:24 AM----Cat herine Art
<cart1997@yahoo.c
om>
To
"bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
11/04/2011 06:06
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
PM
cc
Subject
Please respond to
Natural Areas Program should be
Catherine Art
limited
<cart1997@yahoo.c
om>
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Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

[

I support the MINIMUM of NAP activity in our parks and open space. NAP jurisdiction should not be expanded beyond
their already invasive areas of activity.
The Natural Areas Program defines "natural areas" as areas planted only with plants that grew here when San Francisco
was all sand and sand dunes.
Before our city was built. Before our lush parks were created.
This narrow definition of what is "natural" is absurd. A natural area should be defined by the amount of wildlife it
supports. By this definition, our parks are natural areas.

02

Why on earth would we want to return our parks to sand with tiny sand dune plants and coastal scrub when our parks
have such incredible natural beauty and support such an incredible diversity of wildlife?

03

[

04

[

San Francisco is a bird watcher's paradise. The hawks and owls that nest in monterey cypress and pine trees cannot nest
in any of the four (tediously slow growing) San Francisco "native" trees.
Pines and Cypress are the backbone trees or our parks. They're not only beautirul, but provide habitat for countless
species of wildlife. Removing these trees because they're "not native" would be criminal.
Removing the plants that generations of gardeners have planted and tended to return these areas to sand, planted only
with "native" coastal dune plants would decrease wildlife biodiversity. NOT increase wildlife biodiversity.

We should not remove any existing vegetation (never mind 1100 acres, 1/3 of our parklands) to return these acres back
into sand, with only coastal scrub plants.

05

06

[

I love the lush vegetation in our parks and do not want ANY of it removed for any reason- but particularly for the
ridiculous reason that a radical group (funded with my tax dollars) defines "natural" as only what was here before the
city of San Francisco was built, and before our beautiful parks were created.
As SF's population continues to grow and more large housing developments are planned, demand for recreation and
relaxing in our parks increases.
The Natural Areas Program fences off the areas that they first denude then plant with insignificant I tiny dune plants to
create their plant museums.
Spending tax dollars to take away recreation areas from residents is outrageous.
I want more Rec and Park gardeners hired and less staff positions paid to the Natural Areas Program, who are intent on
removing the lush vegetation that I enjoy in our parks.

Thank You
Sincerely,

2
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/3112011 09:18AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: Natural Areas

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/3112011 09:18AM--Poe Asher
"Vizluv@yahoo.com,.

10/30/2011 09:45 PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc Poe Asher <vizluv@yahoo.com>
Subject Natural Areas

01

02

I am opposed to the creation of yet more 'natural' areas in San Francisco. What was
appropriate a few hundred years ago is no longer the case. John Mclaren would likely
be on my side here. Change is a natural process. The environment, climate, populations
(and needs of same) are different now. To restore planted areas to that of a historical
period of time deemed appropriate isn't practical. If you want to get technical, lets go
back to the time when earth was covered by oceans (which may turn out to be the case
in due time anyway).
To create these 'natural' areas at this time requires the use of pesticides and herbicides
as well as man-hours of maintenance. To lose San Francisco's forested areas would be
[ shameful. Much of the city's beauty is due to the great number and diversity of trees
that we have.
Think of the maintenance issues if that 'pesky non-native iceplant' were to be removed
from Great Highway.
I, as well as many San Francisco residents with garden spaces plant many varieties of
plants that foster butterflies, bees and other beneficial insects and birds in the city that
would otherwise have a hard time surviving in an urban environment. Many city
gardeners are also using organic methods in order to keep herbicides and pesticides out
of the food chain. Many of the non-natives, while supporting beneficial insects and
birds, are not as efficient in doing so and do require chemicals for their survival in the
present day.
San Francisco is so fortunate to have our forested areas that support wildlife as well as
(unfortunately) our private gardens. From the beach, to look back at the city and see
the neighborhoods broken up by wide swaths of green is indeed beautiful. Dune
grasses and sand ... not so much. I am old enough to remember playing in large
areas of the Sunset that was still dunes and grasses.
Pleas don't give more public spaces to the 'nativeists'. Let them continue to plant
natives in their own private gardens.
Poe Asher
44 Ord Court
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S.F. 94114
(A neighborhood rife with non-natives, composted gardens, no chemicals, and lots of
birds, bugs and animals. Egrets and blue herons have caught fish in my yard.)
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
06111/2012 01:06PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 06/11/2012 01 :06 PM-

EUII&M Bad'ftlanw

<bticleeon@yehoo.com>

To .. bill. \A6'Cko@ sfgov.org.. <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org>

06107/2012 08:47AM
Please respond to

cc ..\ ..John Avalos\ .... <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>. YSean
Elsberndl.... <Sean.Eisbernd@sfgov.org>••, ..David Chiul....
<David.Chiu@sfgov.org>•., ..Carmen Chul....
<Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>•., ..Malia Cohen\....

Eugene Bachmanov
<bsidecon@yahoo.com>

<malia.cohen@sfgov .org>, '\"Eric Mar\""

<Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>•., ..Jane Kim\....
<jane.kim@sfgov.org>•., ..Christina Olague\....
<Christina.Oiague@sfgov.org>•., .. David Campos\....
<David.Campos@sfgov.org>••, .. Mark Farrell\....
<mark.f arrell@ sfgov. org>...\ ..Ed Lee\..
<mayoredwinlee@\..John Avalos\....
<John.Avalo s@sfgov. org>••, ..Sean Elsberndl....
<Sean.Eisbernd@sfgov.org>••, .. David Chiul ....
<David.Chiu@sfgov.org>••, ..Carmen Chul....
<Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>•., ..Malia Cohen\....
<malia.cohen@sfgov .org>, '\"Eric Mar\"''

<Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>•., ..Jane Kim\....
<jane.kim@sfgov.org>•., ..Christina Olague\....
<Christina.Oiague@sfgov.org>•., .. David Campos\....
<David.Campos@sfgov.org>••, .. Mark Farrell\....
<mark.f arrell@ sfgov. org>...\ ..Ed Lee\....
<mayoredwinlee@sfgov .org>

Subject

01

[

The right plan to plant the trees first, wait 15-20 years and after you can cut same
amount the trees as you planted
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523 Norvell Street
El Cerrito, CA 94530
October 29, 2011

RECEIVED

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
I 650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

OCT 3 1 2011
CITY & COUNTY OF SF
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
•
MEA

Dear Mr. Wycko:
I am commenting on San Francisco's Natural Areas Program EIR.

01

San Franciscans should be warned that the movement to create so-called
"natural areas" has not been successful in many places. It is based on a rather
rigid view of what is "natural" and requires, ironically, intensive weeding,
irrigation, and the use of pesticides. At the same time, it typically removes the
areas in question from public use. None of this is appropriate for public parks. It
will not serve San Franciscans well.
Here in the East Bay we have witnessed similar campaigns. One is the 72acre Berkeley Meadow. This area was landfill, so "restoring'' it back to its natural
condition was a leap of imagination. The Berkeley Meadow requires constant
weeding, irrigation, the use of pesticides, and the entire area is behind chain link
fence save for a short, fenced walk through part of it. It has become a kind of
diorama for plant that does not meet the public need for open space and
recreation.
By contrast, the City ofBerkeley' s nearby Cesar Chavez Park, which is of
similar size, is in constant use by a multitude of users - including people walking,
jogging, flying kites, walking dogs, taking photographs, picnicking, and bird
watching. Cesar Chavez even has a thriving burrowing owl colony.
I urge you to resist the most restrictive options proposed in the NAP EIR.
They will be expensive and may, ironically, actually cause damage to the
environment while not providing much-needed outdoor options for San
Franciscans.
Sincerely,

Mary Barnsdale
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 09:16AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: SNRAMP Comments

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:16AM--"Eddie Bartley"
<eddie@naturetrip.com>
10/30/2011 10:23 PM

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject SNRAMP Comments

October 31, 2011

E-mail: bill.wycko@sfgov.org
Mr. Bill Wycko

Environmental Review Officer
SNRAMPEIR
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Re: Final Environmental Impact Repo rt for th e Significant Natu ral
Resource Areas Management P la n Project (2005.1912E)

Dear Mr. Wycko;

01

[

I am writing in support of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Significant Natural Resource
Areas Management Plan Project 2005.1912E.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Significant Natural Areas Management Plan
(SNRAMP) Project.
As a San Francisco natural history educator and wildlife guide I often visit these areas leading groups bird
watching and performing scientific research such as nest monitoring. The incredible biologic diversity in
San Francisco has inspired me on a career path that has allowed me to witness rare and wonderful
creatures practically outside my door. However, as I know you are aware, I also see many significant
challenges to these plants and animals living amongst a thriving urban populace despite an exceptional
awareness of our citizens.
I applaud the Planning department for understanding that long term planning for the SNRAMP is
imperative to get positive results . Indeed, I will only encourage the Department to take an even longer
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view when it comes to planting decisions and maintenance oflong lived species such as trees .
Obviously, an incredible amount of energy, debate and discussion as well as public comment has
already taken place well before this document was produced. Many of the agencies that have
been involved including CNPS, Nature in the City, California Academy of Sciences and Golden
Gate Audubon have been performing scientific research, performing and managing ecological
restorations for many decades. Add on top of that experience which has come from the local
National Parks restorations and we have some significant local and regional results , positive and
negative to draw from.

02

03

04

05

06

Specific recommendations:
1. I wholeheartedly support the tree removal proposed in this plan, naturally taking into
consideration its impact on nesting bird species. I strongly feel that certain tree species,
specifically Blue Gum Eucalyptus, are not only hazardous to humans but also a nearly useless
plant for native birds. Sure some four species have managed to adapt but this is primarily due to
a lack of choice. These trees monoculture and muscle out our native understory and the associated
plant and animal system that our native wildlife has evolved with. A tree plan even longer term
than fifty years should consider native and near native trees such as Monterey Cypress and pines,
Coast Redwood and Live Oak as gradual but steady replacements for all Blue Gum. San
Francisco could and should set the standard for the elimination of this dangerous pest tree .
2. With the exception of public safety issues tree removal and maintenance should always occur
between nesting seasons. Native birds begin nesting as early as January and extend through July
for the many species that breed in San Francisco. A moratorium on significant arborist work
should begin by mid-February and extend through mid-July. Through our studies we have found
that trained biologist nest monitors will miss bird nests on their surveys . City arborists should
work with local avian biologists, many who are already performing nest monitoring, to ensure the
highest levels of safety for citizens and wildlife .
3. Considering long term costs and the current budget : Today San Francisco, like all U.S.
municipalities, is suffering from the effects of a national recession. This will not likely be
the case in five or t en years but maximizing the efficiency of available staff should
alw ays be a goal of long term planning. One way to maximize that efficiency is through a
reduction of long term maintenance burden. Trees in a city require professional arborists
for safety reasons and are much more expensive to maintain than grasslands or coastal
chaparral in the long t erm. Most local native plants, once well established, require less or
no irrigation and little or at least less maintenance. As has been demonstrated motivated
volunteers can make a huge, cost-effective, difference on small scale restorations using
simple tools.
4. Sharp Park should be considered separately from the rest of the plan. While we have
many unique ecosystems in San Francisco Sharp Park is perhaps the most unique of all
San Francisco properties. The city is already in violation of the Endangered Species Act
and with the acknowledged sea level rise the only reasonable course is to return this
property as a wetland. Continuing to wasting resources maintaining this property as a
golf course is a grave mistake. Spending millions and perhaps tens of millions of dollars
on a park that very few San Franciscan' s even know about instead of focusing on
improvements of city parks is an egregious waste. If the proposed policy continues we
guarantee that it will be looked back on as folly .
5. Thank you for including feral cat considerations in several parts of the SNRAMP. Feral
cats and their feeding stat ions should not be permitted in any of the natural areas parks
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06
(Cont.)

[

07

08

09

10

[

11

[

and open spaces. It is a biological fact that the allowance of feral cats has been a primary
cause for steep declines in avian diversity in San Francisco including the near extirpation
of the California Quail.
6. Dog impacts on the more environmentally sensitive areas such as wetlands and
waterways need to be more fully addressed. I am a strong advocate for official dog play
areas but these play areas should be situated well away from the most significant natural
areas. A clear delineation of all dog play areas needs to be maintained in any case.
7. ll is tim<: forth<: city to t:nforc<: <:xisting dog own<:r laws induding th<: r<:quir<:m<:nt of
licenses. These license fees pay for our understaffed and overwhelmed Animal Care and
Control Department. Lack of enforcement is seen as a dereliction of duty from this
citizen 's point of view.
8. Trash containers at all parks need to be wildlife resistant. Population levels of meso-level
predators such as Common Raven have grown exponentially in the last twenty years in
part due to access to human food waste. These animals in tum have a negative impact on
other native species such as raptors who are primary natural pest control agents . Also
Norway rat populations have increased due to access to garbage and until rodenticides
are outlawed for use by citizens use of them on rats will continue which has a double
whammy effect on Owls and Raptors when they catch a poisoned rat that in tum kills
them (in an excruciating manner). Increased education and enforcement of wildlife
feeding laws will also help in this regard.
9. Dumping green waste along the sides of the lake causes algal blooms due to the increased
nitrogen. Same goes for fertilizers on the golf courses - both practices should end.
10. Replacing natural play field areas with artificial turf is neither good for nature or humans .
It has been clearly demonstrated that the long tem1 impacts are overwhelmingly negative
economically and environmentally. I don't at all understand why the city is still
considering this.
11. Thanks to the Freedom of Information Act I have been able to read some of the other
comments that have been forwarded to your department about the Plan but one from
Professor Arthur Shapiro stuck out. I offer the following comments as a response to Mr.
Shapiro's October 6 critique :
Arthur Shapiro's philosophical critique fails to educate the process or the decision makers at the
SF Planning Department on any specific aspects of the plan. True, he isn't being paid for
consultation work (although that might be a great idea) but he certainly put some energy into his
critique of the plan. Maybe he will offer more substantial advice in the future with a little
encouragement.
Despite his annoyed tone however a few good points for debate (and perhaps some reasons for
his derisive attitude) may be read into his letter:

12

1. Wasting time and money on certain invasives that can't be overcome: A popular trend amongst
evolutionary biology scientists and ecologists is that we need to accept that many of the species
that have been human introduced are impossible to remove so we might as well get used to it.
European grasses and some shrubs (i.e. Broom) are a prime example of that locally. The fertile
SF Bay itself may be the most dramatic regional example of introduced species gone wild. Still,
some particularly disadvantageous species can be controlled relatively easily or wiped out
altogether.
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2. Carbon Sequester models- Trees vs . grasslands, etc.: If you completely buy into theories that
our current climate change is primarily being driven by human impacts then methods of
maximizing carbon sequestering by our planting (or un-planting) choices should be considered.
Shapiro mentions trees vs. "artificial" grasslands (presume he means artificial turf) - well, that's a
no-brainer but what about comparisons of natural grasslands (both non-native and native) vs. tree
forests or even marshlands ? There is disagreement amongst researchers on what habitat types
sequester the most carbon and trees are not a clear front runner.
As far as the SNRAMP goes Mr. Shapiro is over-thinking the situation. For one, we are only
talking about 500 acres out of the 30,000 acres in the city itself. These properties will need to be
maintained to some degree regardless of whether they are maintained with the goal of
maximizing native diversity or not. After two decades of not-too-aggressive restorations here in
SF the results are becoming clear and the folks who have been working on these restorations
have seen results mostly positive, some negative, plus a few unintended consequences. This is
going to happen and it is the process from which to learn by.
Consider these examples of small restorations increasing bio-diversity:
Heron's Head Park - only four acres of marsh and 10 acres ofupland restoration beginning in the
early 1990s - Clapper Rails (out of a population of <1500), Black-necked Stilts breed there for
the first time in modem history, White-crowned Sparrows and Black Oystercatchers have
increased number significantly.
Pier 94 - Thought extinct, California Suaeda is now self propagating at this tiny site .
Lobos Dunes - one year after the restoration of this habitat was complete Western Bluebirds
nested in SF for the first time since the 1920's.
Through very modem methods, Franciscan Manzanita is now being re-introduced in earnest
from a single surviving plant.
These are but a few of t he many examples of restoration successes here in SF that have added
greatly to our knowledge and quality of life here.
As for Shapiro's unfortunate "Guilt-driven, self-hatred" comment .. .uh, that would be no . None
of us living today voted for slavery, dropped the A-bomb or wittingly introduced invasive
non-native species. Most of us live in high density housing in a city that has been a leader in
many things environmentally green. No, we were born into our individual situations , gradually
found out about these things as we grew and simply realized we can do better than those that
came before us .
"Vast Evolutionary Opportunity"? Nice one coming from a "distinguished" British plant
ecologist. Anyone who has visited England or knows the sad tale of British ecological history
where their entire forest system was destroyed in order to make glass will shake their heads on
that one. Recognizing denial as a legitimate defense mechanism is OK but asking us to give up
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and accept defeat of our own biological heritage is too much.
We should not simply accept the mistakes of poor planting decisions any more than we should
be OK with the radiation and toxic pollutions that have been left for us to deal with by our
predecessors at places like Hunter's Point or allow poisons to be introduced into our homes,
watersheds and parklands by chemical companies. Those folks didn't fully realize what
consequences would come from their actions or perhaps even care but now we know and when it
can feasibly be fixed or, at least made better, it should be. The SNRAMP project is a very good
beginning for addressing some of this neglect.
Budgetary limitations will always be a factor but native animals and plants are real "precious
resources" that should be encouraged and never wasted. Money comes and money goes; not
necessarily so plant and animal species. We've lost some forever and brought others back from
the brink so it is not like we don 't know . If we can improve the chances for marginalized local
species or help save one from extinction that will be caused by humans the value of that is
simply "priceless" and generations to follow will be grateful for these efforts.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on these plans . Please feel free to contact me to discuss any of
these recommendations further.
All the best,
Eddie Bartley
President of Nature Trip
San Francisco, CA
www.naturetrip.com
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 11 :47 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee

Subject Fw: Rec and Park Dept's Natura l Areas Program (NAP).

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 11 :48 AM--

Vidor Bartolotta
<Vbartolotta@yahoo.com>
10/31/2011 10:13 AM
Please respond to
Vidor Bartolotta
<vbartolotta@yahoo.oom>

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org• <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject Rec and Park Dept's Natural Areas Program (NAP).

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am shocked at the overreach of the Natural Areas Program proponents. The enactment of
Lhis program would deprive San Franciscans of rare and valuable recreation space. The
cultivation and preservation of pleasant parklands witbin the confines of San F'rancisco's 49
square miles has a negligible impact on California's 163,000 square mile area.
F'urlherrnore, the EIR includes misstatemen t of facts, speculation and opinions represented
as observations:

01

02

03

1) The NAP E!R provides no evidence to prove claims that. dogs have an impact on plants
and wildlife in natural areas. An EIR should be based on scien tific evidence, and there is
litlle presented here. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs is not based on
any evidence, the analysis is inadequate. Without any demonstrated evidence of impacts
from dogs, there is no justificalion for excluding people with off- leash dogs from natural
areas. There is. therefore. no justification for the closure of the DPAat Lake Merced. nor
for the reductions in the DPAs at McLaren Park and Bernal Hill.
2) The NAP EIR does noLLake into account scientific studies that show off - leash dogs
have little impact on plants and wildlife, including nesting birds when declaring that dogs
have negalive impacts. These studies were provided to the Planning Department by SFDOG
[ in its comments on the Initial Study for the NAP EIR. Ignoring them shows Lhat the NAP EIR
is inadequate and inaccurate when it comes to dogs and .impacts..
3) The NAP EIR repeatedly says: Dogs MAY be impacting protected plant species or
wildlife (pp. 297, 298, 305, 306, 472, 473, 502, 517}, yet offers no evidence these impacts
are actually occurring or ever have occurred. Unsubstantiated claims cannot be made in
[ an EIR After each of Lhese exam ples. the ElR lhen goes on t.o say Dogs MAY con.tinu(-. to
impact plants or wildlife. lf there's no proof of an impact, then that impact cannot
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.continue .. EJRs must be based on observed impacts, not things that .may. happen. 'l'he
[ analysis in the EIR based on this speculation is incorreel and inadequate.

03

04

05

06

4) In several places, Lhe NAP EIR says: Observations Lndicale dogs are impacting erosion,
or plant damage, or damage to natural communities (pp. 471. 500, 505, 516. 519), yet
offers no inrormaUon on Lhese .observations .. Who made lhem? Were Lhey done in a
scientifically rigorous way'? Were they made by people biased against dogs'' We have seen
wiLh Lhe GGNRA's aLLempLs Lo gel rid of dogs and wiLh Poinl Reyes alLempls lo get rid of
an oyster farm that reports by .observers. biased against dogs or oyster farmers do not
stand up to independent scientific scrutiny. Is this the case here as well? We do not know,
since the NAP EIR provides no information about them. Again, E!Rs should be based on
solid. scientific data. and definitely not on anecdotal .observations.. If not. their analyses
cannot be trusted and are inadequate.

5) The NAP E:!R does not differentiate between impacts caused by people with dogs and
impacLs caused by people wiLboul dogs. Do people in the natural areas with dogs cause
sign ificanLly rnore impacls Lhan people in Lhe natural areas withouL dogs? Clearly a
200-pound person will have a much more significanLimpacl on planLs than a 20- pound
dog. Because this was not evaluaLed in the EIR. lhe analy~es presented in the NAP ~IR are
inadequate. U there is lillie difference in impacLs, then lhe EIR cannot justify banning dogs
rrom the natural areas.
6) 'l'he NAP EIR considers only the NAP plans to close 15% of the legal off-leash space in
SF ciLy parks when considering impacts on Lhe remaining DPAs and on recreation. However,
the NAP plan also calls for expanding the most sensitive areas within natural areas. and
this potentially could result in the closure of significanlly more DPAs (up to 80% of the
total off- leash space currently available in city parks, off- leash space that is located
either within or adjacent to a natural area). These added closures (up to 80%) will
sign ificantly increase the impacts on recreation, on people with dogs, and on the remaining
DPAs. These increased impacts were not considered in the EIR when it evaluated the Project
Alternative, and without them, the analysis of the Project Alternative is incomplete and
inadequaLe.

7)

07

The NAP EIR acknowledges that the NAP plans to close 15% of the DPAs in city parks
immediately, when added to the GCNRA's plans to cut off- leash access by 90%, will have a
significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on remaining off- leash areas in city parks
and on recreation. However, l.he EIR says lhal. because l.hey don't know the rinal CGNRA
plan. they cannot analyze what lhal cumulative impact will be. We do know what the GCNHA
originally proposed (culling off-leash access on ils lands by 90%) and the curnulalive
impact of that plan. when combined with the NAP closures can and should be analyzed. We
saw on Tsunami Friday whaL Lhe impacls could be The GGNRA closed both Fort Funston
and Ocean Beach to all visitors on the morning of Friday, March 11. 2011 because of
eoncerns thaL a tsunami triggered by a major earthquake in Japan would strike lhe coasl.
The busiest weekend days normally find about 60 dogs at the Pine Lake DPA at any one
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lime. Weekday mornings normally ha~e far fewer, closer to 20. On Tsunami Friday. a Rec
and Park Dept staffer counted over 200 dogs at the Pine Lake DPA at 10 am, almost 10
times more dogs lhan on a normal weekday and more than 3 times the maximum numbers
of dogs seen on weekends. This example can be used Lo quantify the eumttlaUve impads of
lhe GGNRA and NAP closures of ofHeash space. The analysis presented in th e EIR. which
does not contain this, is inadequate.

08

8) The number of DPAs in cit.y parks listed jn the !\lAP ElR is wrong. Page 155 says there
are 19 DPAs, when the actual number is 29. To gel such a basic {acl wrong is shocking and
[ calls into question other iniormation about dogs, such as their alleged .impacts' on plants
and wildlife.

09

10

9) The NAP EIR incorrectly summarizes RPD's so-called moratorium on creating new
DPAs until a systemwide survey of DPAs is conducted. The NAP EIR says that this
moratorium was a directive from the Rec and Park Commission that was announced at the
October 10, 2006 meeting of the RPD Dog Advisory Committee (DAC). '!'his is not lrue. The
idea of a systemwide su rvey of where dogs and DPAs are in San Prancisco came nol from
the Commjssion. but from RPD staff. [t was not discussed at the October 2006 DAC meeting.
It was not fully discussed in the DAC until 2007 when RPD made the decision to .sunset. the
DAC and conduct the citywide survey. While the survey was being conducted, the DAC was
told, there would be a hold on new DPAs. The DAC was told the survey would take maybe a
year or a year and a half al lhe most. The idea ol lhe cilywi.de survey was not presented
to the Rec and Park Commission until mid- 2007. This was no .direction [rom the
Com mission .. This hold was never meant to be permanent. Yet the NAP ElR implies it wi.Jl
last for decades (the length of time covered by the NAP ErR) and therefore the Em does
not have to consider new DPAs. In the four years since the DAC was sunset, however, HPD
has done nothing on the citywide survey. And now this inaction by RPD is being used to
prevent the EIR from considering whether or nol creating new DPAs Lo replace ones closed
by NAP could decrease the impacts of the closures. The NAP plan will lasl for decades. and
for the NAP EIR not to consider a major mitigation like opening new DPAs to replace closed
ones because of a temporary halt on new designations is absurd. Any analysis of
alternatives lhal does not include this possible mitigation is incorrecl and inadequate.
10) The NAP EIR assumes that, because the DPAs at McLaren Park and Bernal Hill are not
being closed completely, the 15% closures will not cause a significant number of people to
drive to other parks lo walk their dogs. People will just walk in different parLs of the parks
lhaLare still off- leash. the EIR assumes. However, the NAP EIR does nollake into account
the topography of the remaining land in the two DPAs. If what is left is mostly sleep hills,
people will not be able to walk there with their dogs. Thus, even though the acres of
off- leash space may remain relatively high in these two parks. the amount of space Lhat is
practically available for off - leash access may be much less. This will increase Lhe impacts
on recreation and also will make it more likely that people will be forced to drive to other
parks to walk their dogs off- leash. '!'his must be included in the analysjs of any and all
alternatives. Since it is not. the analysis in the NAP EIR is inadequate.
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11

12

13

14

11) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider lhe impacts of the use of herbicides.
especiaUy Garton. on dogs who walk either within or adjacent to natural areas (this applies
whether the dog is on- or off- leash). In a paper on the effects of Garton, the Marin
Municipal Waler Dislricl (
hLLp://www marinwaler org/ documen l.s/ Chap4J riclop.yr_82LOB.pd() noles lhal Carlon can
cause kidney problems in dogs because of their limited physiological ability to excrete weak
acids such as those in Garlon in their urine (they are somewhat unique among mammals in
lhis}. 1'he NAP's reliance on herbicides to speed the removal of non-native plants in
natural areas will have a negative impact on lhe heallh of dogs walked where il llas been
applied. This is especially true in Glen Canyon, where Garlon was applied over 30 separate
limes lasl year. 'l'his impact was not considered in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials
section of the NAP ~IR and a discussion of the health impacts on dogs of repeated
exposure to Garton should be included.
12) The NAP EIR says Lhal the impact of people driving Lo olher parks lo walk their dogs
because of the closures of 15% of off- leash space at Lake Merced, Bernal Nill. and McLaren
Park will be Jess t.han significant because there will remain sufficient off- leash space in
Lhose parks (except for Lake Merced}. However, Lhe EIR does nol consider Lhe impacl o(
people driving lo olher parks if 80%of lhe legal off- leash space in city parks is eventually
closed because NAP claims impacts from dogs. This must be included in the analysis of the
Project Alternative. and will likely show a much more significant impact than what the EIH
now shows.
13} The NAP EIR refers to dogs as .nuisances .. The EIR does not consider any positive
aspects of dog walking, including the physical and mental health benefits to people who
walk with their dogs. This lack is especially noticeable in sections dealing with iJ.npacls on
recreation of the various alleroalives considered. The reason so many people walk lheir
dogs off- leash in Bernal Hill and McLaren Park is that those areas are large enough that
people can hike long distances with their dogs off- leash. The majority of DPAs in city parks
are too small for similar hikes. You can play fetch with a dog in these smaller DPAs. but
not lake a long walk. You cannot have the same recreational experience in a small DPA
Lhal you can have in a larger one; DPAs are nol interchangeable. This difference in DPAs
creates a significant impact on Lhe recreational experience for dog walkers if lhe DPAs in
Bernal Kill or McLaren Park are closed. In addition, there would be a significant negative
impact on the physical and mental health of dog walkers if 80% of off- leash space were
closed because NAP claims impacts from dogs. This is not considered in lhe NAP EIR, which
is inadequate without il. These negative impacts on the physical and menlal heallh of dog
walkers of the 80% closure will be ampli fied considerably when combined wilh closures of
off- leash in the GGNRA. This must be considered in the cumulative impacts sections.
14) The NAP EIR does nol adequately analyze mRigalions should any impacts from dogs
be lJroven other than closing the DPA. Fences are mentioned briefly. while DPA closures are
[ featured prominently in the EIR. Other mitigations . education, signage, more extensive
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14

15

16

17

fenc ing. etc. . are nol discussed. NAP seems lo go straight from a single impact to closing
[ the DPA.
15) The NAP EIR slates that impacts lo land use planning can be considered significant if
they have a .substantial impact on. the existing character of the vicinity.. (p . .176) In all or
ils antilysis of impacts on the exisLing characleJ' of the vicinity, the NAP EIR never
considers the impact on the social community of people who walk with their dogs in the
DPAs and portions of DPAs that NAP wants lo close. This community, in many cases, defines
the .existing character. of the park. Dog walkers are perhaps the most diverse group of
park users. [f you watch dog walkers in SF city parks. you will see kids and seniors. people
with disabilities, gay and straight, every ethnic and religious group, and every
socioeconomic class walking. talking and laughing Logelher, all uniled by Lheir common
love of dogs. There are few places in San Francisco where you will see so many different
types of people interacting without rancor. People who walk in the same park at the same
lime every day know their fellow dog walkers. These friendships extend outside the park
into Lhe neighborhoods, helping create Lhe sense of belonging to a community LhaLis so
important in today's impersonal urban society. Closures and reductions in DPAs (especiaJly
if 80% of the total off- leash space in city parks are closed) will have a significant negative
impacL on these social cornrn unilies. DPA closures will destroy these communities. Because
the NAP EIR did not consider these impacts on community of those who live near and walk
in parks. it is inadequate.

16) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the impacts on the social fab ric of San
Francisco if one- quarter of its city parklands are closed to residents. Natural areas are
not generally accessible Lo people, whether they have a dog or nol. 'fhe NAP plan calls for
lhe closure of many trails and reduction of recreational access. You cannoLplay catch with
your child. have a picnic lunch, or play with a dog in a natural area. It can only be a plant
museum. The EIR does not adequately consider the significant impact on families and the
sense of shared community that access to parks fos ters in our urban setting.
17) The NAP EIR does not adequately analyze the impacts on recreation of NAP plans to
plant sensitive plant species (those that are listed as either endangered or threatened)
throughout its natural areas. These plants. by virtue of their special status. trigger
automatic federal and state protections, the primary one of which is severe restrictions on
access lo people and dogs. The NAP goal lo preserve existing remnants of historical habilat
does noL require Lhe planLing of Lhrealencd and endangered species. There are plenly of
native species that are not threatened or endangered that can be planted in San Francisco'
s urban parks. Ecologists have noted that planting a few sensitive species plants does littl.e
lo preserve Lhe species. ll is noL an ecological decision; il is a landscaping decision. So why
noes NAP feel it. shou lil plant. so many sensil.ive speeies when it. knows l.heir mere presenr.e
will .require. NAP Lo restrict access lo ils lands? The NAP ElRshould consider lhe major
negalive impact on recreation lhal planting threatened and endangered species causes in
its analysis of the Project Alternative and other alternatives.
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19

20

21

22

18) The NAP EIR does nol consider impacts on recreation and land use from the faclthat
NAP controls the entire park in over half of the parks {18 oi 32) where there is a natural
area. No other recreational use is possible in those parks. ln an additional 10 parks, NAP
controls over 50% or the land. On ly four of lhe 32 parks wi th natural areas have less than
50%of Lheir land controlled by Lbe NAP. A rnajorily o( land under NAP conlrol citywide
{57%) will have significant restrictions to access by all people {not just people with dogs);
that is the amount of land designated as MA-l and MA-2. ln 8 parks, all of the land in the
natural area are designated as MA- l and MA- 2, with resulting significant restrictions on
access to everyone. In some cases. this denial of access \\~ II be in the only park within easy
walking distarrce in the neighborhood. The NAP EIR must consider this large-scale denial or
access when analyzing lhe Projecl Alternative.
19) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the negative impacts on aesthetics and
land use of poor maintenance in natural areas. In most parks, the NAP plan allocates fewer
than 20 days/year for planting/maintenance of the natural areas. In 16 of the 32 natural
areas, the total mainLenance planned is I0 or £ewer days each year. There are countless
stories of volunteers who have spent long hou rs planling naUve plants in NAP areas. only to
see absolutely no maintenance performed once the plants are there. Without maintenance,
the plants die, creating unsightly vistas of dead and dying plants. The NAP ElR should have
considered the impacts of scaling back the program to a few areas that can be well
maintained, as opposed to the current plans to take over one - quarter of San Francisco's
city parkland. The NAP plan is mon~ ambitious in the amount of work to be done annually
than NAP has demonstrated it has the capacity to actually DO on a consisten t basis.

20) The NAP EIR does not consider the negative impact on aesthetics or NAP management
decisions. For many people, brush piles used in natural areas look like accumulations of
trash and are aesthetically unpleasing. For many people. shaded areas with tall, non- native
trees are aesthetically pleasing, while areas without taU trees are less so. People like lo see
their parks green not brown half the year. Because these impacts were not considered, the
NAP EIR is inadequate.

21) The NAP plans call for cutting down over 18,000 healthy trees simply because they
are not native. The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the long- term impacts on
climate charrge and global warming of the conversion of land covered by trees with
grasslands. Tree are rnuch better at carbon sequestration than grasslands. and the
long- term consequences of this difference are not adequately considered. For more on NAP
impacts on trees, see: http-j/miHiontrees wordpress.com
22) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the fact that the climate in San Francisco
has changed (and conlinues to change) from the Lime several hundred years ago that lhe
NAP plan is trying to re-create. Native plants suited to the earlier climate may no longer
be suited lo loday's (and tomorrow's) climate. The NAP EIR does nol consider the lack or
suslainabilily of trying lo re-create what lhe habitat was at one snapshot in lime when
the climate has changed since that time. The environmental consequences {for example,
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l more herbicides, elc.) of trying Lo force Lhe old habilat into today's climate should be
~nalyzed more Lhoroughly.
Best regards,

Victor
415 564 5225 (h)
415 420 7627 (m)
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Peter R. Baye, Ph.D.
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist
33660 Annapolis Road
Annapolis, California 95412

San Francisco Planning Department
Bill Wycko, E nvironm en tal Review Officer
1650 Missio n Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
October 31,2011
SUBJECT: Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP) - Draft
E nvironmental Impact Report, A ugust 2011, State Clearinghouse N o . 2009042102
To the San Francisco P lanning D epartment:
Please consider my comments on the Significant Natural Resource Areas Managem ent P lan
(SNRAMP) programmatic draft EIR (DEIR), w hich focus o n o ne o f the stand-alo ne
projects covered m the programmatic DEIR, Sharp P ark Laguna Salada wetland
" restoration" project. T hese comments represent m y independen t profess1onal opinion, and
were not prep ared o n behalf of any organization.
My qualifications to provide expert comments o n conceptual resto ratio n alternatives for
coastal wetlands are based o n over 30 years o f professio nal work in coastal wetland and
ter restrial ecology, with emphasis o n planning, m anagement, and restoration of d egrad ed
coastal wetlands. Following my Ph.D. research m coastal ecology, I spent nearly twen ty years
as a professional technical p lanne r and advisor on California coastal wetland restoratio n and
management, w ith emphasis on recovery of rare and endangered species. I have worked for
the U.S. Fish and W ildlife Service and U .S. Army Corps of Engineers in this capacity, and I
have provided con sulting services and peer review for California State Parks and N atio nal
Park Service, and CAL TRANS o n coastal lagoon enhancem ent and restoration p rojects
along the Central Coast during the last 5 years (Rod eo Lagoon, Cnssy F ield (Presidio)
Lagoon, Big Lagoon, Lagu na Creek Lagoon, P ilarcitos Creek m outh, Scott C reek Lagoon,
Waddell Creek Lagoon). I am a co-author o f a 2011 technical report o n Laguna Salada
wetland restoratio n alternatives (PWA 2011), and I was an mvited speaker to the Sharp Park
advisory working group convened by San Francisco Recreatio n and Parks Department m
November 2010, w here I p resented an introduc tion to California coastal lagoo n wetlands,
with an emphasis on Laguna Salada and similar lagoons.

Peter R. Baye Ph.D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist

San Francisco Natural Areas Plan
DEIR comments

baye@earthlink.n et
(415) 3 10-5 109
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My comments generally concern the level of analysis provided in the programmatic DEIR
for the stand-alone project at Sharp P ark, defic1ent analys1s o f 1mpacts and mitigation, and
the lack o f meaningful evaluation of less environmentally damaging alternatives p rop o sed to
achieve the same basic purpose as the proposed project. The rigor o f im pact and alte rnatives
analyses m CEQA should be commensurate with the sensitivity o f the environmental setting,
and the potential for significant impacts. As explained below, the DEIR presents a sen o usly
flawed and inadequate CEQA assessment of imp acts, mitigation, and alternatives for the
stand-alone Sharp Park "restoration" project.

1. The D EIR fails to identify the extent of wetlands filled for the purpose of
conversion of marsh to g olf fairways rather than enhanced upland habitat for
endangered spe cies, and fails to identify mitigation for wetland fille d to enhance
upland golf g reens.

01

The DEIR fails to disclose that a s1gnificant area o f existing wetland s b o rdenng the
northeastern end o f the lagoon would b e filled and converted to upland golf greens rather
than filled to provide enhanced habitat for endangered w ildlife. T his fill is shown in F igure
14 of Appendix I (Tetra T ech 2009) and described in a text box in a m isleading and
inaccurate way as " rmse fa1rways to reduce flooding" alo ng the inland side of the " habitat
boundary" mapped near hole 14. Neither the restoration plan nor the D EIR identify the
fa1rway areas to b e filled and raised above floo d elevatio n s as including ex1sting wetlands
cons1sting of freshwater marsh m own d own to a low turf to function as part o f a fairway.
The mown marsh is in fact composed of dominant marsh vegetatio n identical to the m arsh
that isn't mown on the other side of the artificial habitat boundary. T he "habitat boundacy"
in fact is the line of m owmg that encroaches mto the marsh, not the boundary b etween
upland and wetland soils and vegetation. It is entirely artificial, nominal bound ary. The
mown marsh was identified as one of the existing degraded conditions of the Laguna Salada
wetland com p lex in the J anuary 2011 report on Laguna Salad a restoration alternatives (PWA
2011), which was prov ided to the City of San Francisco. It was also shown and explained to
representatives of t h e Recreation anrl Parks Department in a slirle presentation at the

N ovember 2010 Sharp Park "working grou p" meeting at McLaren Hall.
The mown marsh area lying w ithin the proposed fill area falls entirely w ithin the criteria for
wetlands protected by policies of the California Coastal Commission, and it meets all criteria
for wetlands under the current U .S. Army Corps ofEngmeers wetland delineatio n m anual.
The id entification of the marsh as wetland 1s obscured by regular mowmg that makes it
resemble golf turf, but the mowing d oes not alter the basic junsdictional critena of the
wetland determined by dominant obligate and facultative-wet wetland species, hydric soils,
and winter flooding and saturation for multiple weeks. The fill of this mown marsh and its
convers1on to up land golf greens is n either identified as an impact, no r evaluated for impact
significance nor mitigated in any way.

Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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Mowing of freshwater marsh with saturated soils at the surface mown to height of golf turf, annexing marsh to
golf links at N Sharp Park ; fresh-brackish marsh species composition of the mown marsh turf at marsh edge is
identical with adjacent marsh: silverweed,threesquare bulrush. Mown marsh grades into facultative wetland
grasses (creeping bentgrass) and brass -buttons. Mown marsh zone extended approximately 3 to 5 m (variable)
from the unrnown emergent marsh edge in 2010.

01
(Cont.)

The golf turf mowing encroaching the northeast end of Laguna Salada, extending directly into the marsh and
riparian woodland zones. The apparent golf turf is mown marsh with vegetation comp osed of the same fresh brackish obligate and facultative-wet marsh plant species on the lagoon side of the ph otos: coast bulrush
(Schoenoplectus pungens ) silverweed (Potentzlla anserina ssp . paczjica), creeping bentgrass (A.grostzs stolonifera) and
b rass -buttons, Cotula coronopifolza. The seasonally flooded outer marsh and its terrestrial ecoton e are replaced b y
turf even Wlth pumped drawdown of the lagoon. Photos: June-August 2010.

Peter R. Baye Ph.D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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2. The DEIR fails to analyze and mitigate sig nificant predictable impacts of pre construction lagoon drainage, and dredging sulfidic, anoxic coastal lagoon
sediments.

T he DEIR's level o f CEQA analysis o f the proposed 60,000 cubic yard maxtmum dredging
project at Laguna Salada is inadequate for a highly sensitive coastal wetland complex
inhabited by two federally listed wetland-depend ent endangered spectes (Califo rnia redlegged frog, San Francisco garter snake), regardless of intended " habitat restoration" o r
enhancement aims. Outstanding aspects of this deficiency are evident in the lack of DEIR
analysis of the following proposed "restoration" actions and 1mpacts, as well as the omts sion
o f reasonable and feasible alternative " resto ration" m ethods:
•

draining (dewatering) Laguna Salada prior to construction and dredging, proposed in
the Sharp P ark Conceptual Res toratio n Alternatives Report cited b y the DEIR (fetra
Tech 2009, Appendix I o f the DEIR)

•

if the lagoon is not drained prior to construction activities, sediment and water
quality impacts of dredging in a closed fresh-brackish lagoon system where redlegged frog tadpoles are present;
omtssion of any feasible alternative m ethods o f wetland habitat enhancem ent o ther
than dredging, such as modification of lagoon water level and flooding management.
omission of wetland fill at the northeast end o f the lagoon, where marsh is currently
mown to function as golf turf, to convert them to elevated upland golf fairways
(failure to identifY wetlands regulated under current policy criteria of the California
Coastal Commission, as well as erroneous omiss10ns from the past Clean Water Act
Sectio n 404 wetland delineation)

•

02
•

The p rop osed d raining of Laguna Salada to prepare for "restoration" construction is clearly
articulated m Appendix I of the DEIR (fetra Tech 2009; DEIR Appendix I, p . 48), but the
impacts of draining the lagoon are not assessed in the DEIR. This is an incredibly oversized
omission; dewatering the lagoon alone would be sufficient as a significant impact to trigger
an EIR. Dewatenng the lagoon would kill any late-maturing California red-legged frog
tadpoles present in any part of the lagoon pno r to dewatenng and would b e exp ected to
result in "take". This would be a highly significant impact requiring mitigation, and the only
feasible mitigation m easure would be to avoid drammg the lagoon, 1.e., an alternative
m ethod. Incredib ly, the restoratio n p lan on which the DEIR relies suggests as the o nly
mitigation for draining the lagoon an absurd "capture and relocation" (to where?) of
endangered species stranded by lagoon dewatering, with vague, unspecified actions arising
dunng future endangered species consultatio n to address the uncertain feasibility of
mitigation :
.. ..although every effort would be made to capture and relocate sensitive wildlife resources
prior to construction, the possibility of harm to listed species remains although every effort
would be made to capture and relocate sensitive wildlife resources prior to construction, the
possibility of harm to listed species remains. Impacts to listed species would be addressed
Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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extensively during the Section 7 consultation process with USFWS and during similar
consultation with CDFG, and standard and specific practices to minimize the potential for
take w ill b e developed at that time. [fetra T ech 2009, p . 48]

The DEIR simply mcludes no impact analysis or mitigation for the immensely significant
impact o f dewatering the lagoon prior to project construction.
If the lagoon is dramed, the exposure of sulfidic anoxic lagoon bottom sediments to oxygen
on the dramed lagoon would release hydrogen sulfide (also not addressed in air quality
impacts), and cause rapid oxidation o f ferrous and other reactive reduced sulfide
compounds, releasmg abundant sulfunc acid, ferne oxides, phosphates, and ammonia- all
of which would be potentially toxic to aquatic or amphibious wildlife. T he DEIR fails to
disclose obvious strong indicators of highly sulfidic, anoxic sediments exposed during
summer drawdown Qow water levels) in the lagoon, as shown below.

02
(Cont.)

Iron oxide surface films a nd iron sulfide accumulation of muds exposed by artificial lagoon
drawdown. Iron oxide (orange-brown mineral fihns indicative of oxidation of iron sulfide and acid sulfates in
brackish coastal sediments subject to alternating strong hypoxia and oxidation) are apparent in drawdownemergent muds at the northeast end of Laguna Salada ~eft). Organic rich sediment inunediately below the iron
oxide-stained surface sediment film is deep black (right), indicative of toxic iron sulfide, formed under strong
anoxic bottom conditions, exposed at the marsh surface by artificial drawdown of the lagoon.

If the lagoon is not dramed for dredgmg, dredgmg would cau se suspens1on of anox1c,
sulfidic bottom sediments in the water column of the lagoon, which would p o tentially cau se
h,;:poxia (severe oxygen deficiency associated w ith high mortality of fish, amphibians, and
invertebrates in the water column) and mobilization of toxic sulfides and ammonia. The
DEIR severely underestimates the p otential severity complexity and p ersistence of wetland
impacts due to dredging anoxic sulfidic organic lagoon bottom and marsh sedime nts
(DEIR, p. 370). The DEIR treats potentialunpacts of sulfidic anox1c sediment dredging only
qualitatively, without any explicit assessm ent of the severity or level of significance of
sediment and water quality impacts in the body of the DEIR.
The DEIR p rovides no sediment testing data or analysis of potential impacts of dredgmg
anoxic, sulfidic organic brackish to fresh (past seawater-influenced, sulfur-enriched) lagoon
Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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bed sediments. Suspension of highly reduced organic "black ooze" organic sediments of the
lagoon b ed has high potential for causmg potentially lethal impacts to California red-legged
frog tadpoles due to mobilization o f toxic sulfides (hydrogen sulfide, ferrous sulfide),
ammonia, and subsequent short-term water column hypoxia, and persistent aerobic
formatio n of toxic acid sulfates and nitrates. The DEIR similarly prov ides no assessment of
potential eutrophication 1mpacts (excess1ve nutrient loading) of the lagoon due to liberation
of ammonia/nitrate and phosphates from suspended anoxic dredged bed sediments. The
DEIR impermissibly defers dredge sediment testing analysis and m itigation to future permit
processes as part of a programmatic rather than project-specific mitigation m easure
(Mitigation HY-3).
T he DEIR also misinterprets its own h ydrologic analysis report (App endix A) m arguing that
the project will not cause a change in salinity or salinity stratification w ithin the lagoon after
dredging. The D E IR correctly reports that the existing condition of the lagoon's continuous
op en-water area 1s relatively well-m ixed salinity, with little stratification. The scop e of the
KHE hydrology report did not include any analysis or discussiOn of the effects o f either
localized dredging (dredge-deepened pockets, heterogeneous bed depths) or widespread
dredging (deeper homogeneous depths) on salinity stratification or salinity intru sion
cumulative nnpacts w ith sea level rise, and do not support the argum ents of"no s1gnificant
cumulative impact" (p. 380) in the D E IR. T he hydrology report explicitly states that the
purpose of the salinity assessm ent was limited to assess salinity and groundwater
interactions, specifically for the potential for salinity mtrusion under ex1sting conditions,
using a mass balance approach:

03

... developed to test the hypothesis that the seasonal change in salinity was affected by
shallow groundwater conditions. Given its location along the coastline, there is
the potential for seawater intrusion to increase salinity and alter the habitat conditions of
the system.( Appendix A, p. 18)
The hydrology report's scope did not include analysis o f did not analyze interactions or
cumulative impacts of dredge-modified lagoon bathymetey and sea level rise, but it did
advise - contracy to the DEIR's conclus1on of "no significant cumulative impact" of the
project water quality (p. 381-382) - that rising sea level m ay mcrease long-term salinity
intrusion into the lagoon under its existing regime of artificially low water surface levels
mamtained by pumping:

Sea level rise and climate change may also alter seasonal and long-term ocean levels and
wave energy, potentially reversing shallow groundwater gradients between the lagoon
and ocean and allowing more salts to migrate into the Laguna. The existing salinity and
water budget models will prove to be useful tools in evaluating and quantifying potential
benefits and impacts to wetlands under proposed enhancement plan alternatives.
(Appendix A, p. 23; emphasis added in underline)
Unfortunately, The DEIR subsequently failed to apply the useful salin ity and water budget
model tools in subs equent analysis of benefits and impacts of the proJect on water quality. It
provided absolutely no analysis or assessment of how dredging up to 60,000 cubic yards of
Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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sed iment from t he lagoon, d eepening it up to several feet, would affect the stratification and
trapping o f high salinity p ulses dunng salinity intrus10n or storm overwash events . Salinity
stratification should be predicted to increase with increased bottom relief and depth in the
lagoon, since h ig her salinity water is denser than fres h or slightly brackish water, and local
depressions would be less subject to m ix mg due to w ind-stress current circulatio n in the
lagoon than the existing nearly flat bed. Lo cal dredge-deep ened depressio n s in the lagoon
would also b e expected to trap fine organic sediments and have elevated water temperature
due to the higher specific heat o f more saline stratified water. E levated temperatures, salinity,
and organic m atter m deeper depress1o ns would be expected to increase anoxia (and
hydrogen sulfide and methane gas p roduction) . T he DEIR cannot cite Appendix A to
address these 1ssues becau se they were not wit hin the scope of the report. These are
potentially significant cum ulative water quality 1mpacts and impacts o n wetland-dependent
endangered species that are no t assessed in the DEIR.
The DEIR also cannot rely on the find ings of the o riginal Laguna Salada conceptual
restoration p lan (Tetra Tech 2009) fo r analysis o f sediment and water quality impacts of
lagoo n dredging because that report also failed to prov ide sediment testing data or impact
analysis of dredgm g anoxic sulfidic sediments m the closed lagoon. In fact, it failed even to
identify the potentially huge biogeochem ical and water qu ality lffipacts of dredging and
draining the lagoon. This study considered sediment qualicy impacts and suitabilicy only from
the p erspective of re-us mg dredge spoils for placem ent on the golf course green s (Tetra
T ech 2009, p . 39). Moreover, the City failed to provide sedim en t o r water quality monitoring
data from recent " m aintenance" dredging episodes of small-scale H orse Stable Pond to
elucidate these potential dredging-induced water quality impacts at a larger scale,
commensurate w ith the proposed 60,000 cubic yard dredging proposal.

03
(Cont.)

These o missio ns of sediment quality assessment for primary res toratio n m etho ds that rely
exclus1vely on dredging are unreaso nable, b ecause:
•

the aquatic habitat impacts of disturbing sulfidic anoxic coastal wetland sediments
(including acid sulfate soil development) have been studied worldwid e for d ecad es,
and are well-know n m wetland ecology (e.g., P o rtnoy 1991, and references within)

•

Pre-dredging sedim ent testing is routinely required by state and federal regulatory
agencies, particularly in aqu atic habitats that support end angered species, so it
should have b een presumed to b e necessary for a m eaning ful CEQA analysis of
impacts and alternatives in an EIR;
The San Francisco Recreation and Parks D epartment was notified in 2009 of this
deficiency in analysis of anox1c sulfidic sediments proposed for dredgmg (see
attached comment letter o n the Sharp Park Conceptual Restoratio n A lternatives
Report (Tetra T ech et al. 2009).

•

04

[

The DEIR specifically fails to id entifY assess avoid or m itigate potential significant acute
impacts of dredging to California red-legged frog larvae (tadp oles the aquatic life-histozy
phase) due to hypoxia and sulfide toxic icy due to dredging-induced suspended sulfidic
sediments and orgamc m atter m the water column. T he DEIR also fails to address
Peter R. Baye Ph.D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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overwhelming potential impacts of draining and dewatering the lagoon, a d estructive method
of facilitating lagoo n excavation proposed m the Sharp Park Conceptual Restoration
Alternatives Report (p. 45).
Because the DEIR 1s intended to b e project-specific for Sharp Park, and 1s the lead CEQA
document fo r the project, the d e ferral of p o tentially significant dredge sediment 1mpacts and
mitigation to future (CEQA responsible and trustee) regulatory agency review is
inappropriate, and I believe it 1s also impermissible under CEQA.
In fact, the DEIR misrepresents the factual condition of Laguna Salada's lo ng-term sediment
and vegetatio n changes, and the JUstification for dredging it to " restore" it. There 1s no
evidence presented to support the DEIR assertion that Laguna Salada suffers from "excess
sediments" rather than excessive pumping and drainage to maintain golf greens -- lowering
oflagoon levels to the point at w hich the bottom is so shallowly flooded that tules and
cattails can mv ade most of it. Neither the DEIR nor its supporting documen ts (Appendix I)
identify any source of watershed sediment, field evidence of sediment d eposition, sedimen t
deposition rates, or mode of transpo rt to deliver terrestrial sediments into the lagoon. T he
DEIR s1mply ~that if cattails and tules are "excessive", it must be due to
sedimentation. T his is a fallacy. T he pumps are set to maintain the lagoon water surface level
at less than + 7.5 ft NAVD (fetra Tech 2009), w hich results in prevalence of shallow water
(3 fi: or less d eep) across the lagoon b ed. This ch ronic stable d rawdown conditio n makes
most of the lagoon bed suitable for progressive long-term spread by tules and cattails even
in the complete absence of any sediment deposition.

05

T he shallowness of the lagoon controlled by the artific1al water surface elevation range
maintained by pump op erations is sufficient to explain the multi-d ecade encroachment of
tules and cattails. There is no direct evidence (sediment cores, bed elevation change,
suspended sediment concentration m easurements) presented for the hypothes1s of that
shallowness of the lagoon is driven by increased b ed elevations cause by " excess
secl.imentation" in the lagoon cl.ming the periocl. of h1ie ~.ncl. catt~.il growth.
The proposed dredging is not really compensating for excessive sedimentatio n: it 1s merely a
way of compensating for artificially stable low lagoon water levels by lowering the bed
instead of raising the lagoon to drown out or inhibit growth of tules and cattails (species
with submergence tolerance up to about 4 feet) . It 1s this fallac tous, b iased analys1s of the
lagoon' s alleged "excessive sedimentation" and "excessive vegetation" problems. This fallacy
is at the heart of the flaws of the alternatives analysis as well.
3. T he DEIR fails to assess environmentally superior and feasible non-dredging
alternatives for Sharp Park wetland and endangered species habitat enhancement
and m an agem e nt.

The DEIR uncritically presumes that dredging is the most appropriate Qeast environmentally
damaging) m ethod of providing adequate depth and area of shallow open water marsh-edged
wetland habitat suitable for California red-legged frog breeding. It fails to con sider feasible
Peter R. Baye Ph.D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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environmentally superior alternatives that could achieve the same objectives. The most
obv1ous env 1ronmentally superior feasible alternative that was 1gnored was m o dification of
water level manags;ment of the lagoon, which 1s controlled by artificial dramage of the
lagoo n by pumps operated by the City. Increased water surface elevations and seasonal
fluctuation of lagoon levels combined with p enpheral flo od control b erms that double as
buffers upland refuge and basking habitat 1s a we tland habitat managem ent/ enhancem ent
alternative that would eliminate the need fo r high-cost, high-impact risk engineered dredging
alte rnatives, and would have superior env 1ronmental benefits for salinity mtrus1on and
endangered spec1es habitat enhancem ent. Artificmlly managing water level fluctuations in the
lagoon emulating natural lagoon hydrology would maintain a favorable seasonal dynamic
balance of shallow o pen water habita t (subme rged aquatic vegetation, p rincipally sago
pondweed) and emerg_fnt m arsh (tule, bulrush, cattail, spikerush) that is evident m the
constructed GGNRA ponds at the toe o fMori Point slopes, where California red-legged
frogs and tree frogs are now breeding.

05
(Cont.)

Unde r existing conditions, there is an unnecessary conflict between lagoon we tland
hydrology and upland golf drainage because the re is no hydrologic sep aration between them.
Golf fairways extend (by m owing marsh mto turf) into the lagoon. Flooding of the lagoon
in wmter to elevations above the se t upper limit of + 7.5 ft N A VD that triggers pumping
rapidly forms flooded seasonal we tla nd conditions consisting of shallow open water edged
with em ergent marsh vegetation - conditions that are evidently attractive for California red legged frog egg mass d eposition. (DEIR, p . 377 d escribes the lon g-te rm w mter floo ding
history) The only reason these flooded wetland margins are not allowed to remain flood ed
for months in winter (enabling red-legged frog eggs may develop in situ with persistent
floo d ed conditio n s) 1s b ecause low-lying golf greens are n ot hydrologically separated from
seasonal lagoon-edge we tlands. Consequently, the entire lagoon is pumped down to drain
togethe r bo th we tland s and topographically con tinuous golf greens, mstead of draining the
golf greens alo ne.
C:onstmction o f~. low berm or levee b o rde rin g the nphnd side of the h goon's wetlandupland transitio n zone would be a feasible alternative way of separating the flood control of
golf greens and seasonally flooded lagpon wetlands that support red -legged frog breed ing
habitat. This would require less fill than raising all flood-prone low-lying fairways that are
above the elevation of mown marsh, but would require some pumping on the landward side
o f the berm . A low flood contro l b erm or levee wou ld allow season al flooding alo ng the
lagoon edge to b e tole rated witho u t rapid pumping to lower the lagoon to drain golf greens .
A low flood control levee with dimensions commensurate w ith the 2-3 ft d epth increase
proposed in the dredging alternatives would allow tolerance of h igher ch ronic winter
flooding levels at the lagoon margins and consequently would allow a significant reduction
in the freQue ncy of pump o peration. Reduction in th e frequency and amplitude of rapid
water level fluc tuatio n s cau sed by frequent pumping wou ld therefore reduce th e risk o f egg
mass d esiccatio n and stranding. This alternative wou ld require reversing the curren t
encroachment of go lf greens into seasonal we tla nds: some golf greens bordering the lagoon
that are subject to flooding are in fact routinely mown marsh vegetation, not turg rass (PWA
2011, and sectio n 1 of this letter).
Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist. Coastal Ecologist
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A low flood control b erm placed along the truly upland edge of the golf greens would reduce
or eliminate the acute flooding conflicts between winter golf management and lagoon
management for red-legged frog breeding. A berm would not need to encroach into
wetlands at all (as the marsh m owmg to expand fairways currently d oes), and would
additionally provide burrowmg mammal (ground squirrel, vole, gopher) habitats (estivation
and foraging habitat) and emergent thermal refuges (basking sites) for San Francisco G arter
Snakes. This may offset "need" for artificial upland fill in wetlands to provide upland refuge
habitat. The soils in this infrequently flooded seasonal wetland zone are also relatively lower
in sulfide content Qess anoxic) and so would be more suited to excavation of shallow ponds
(further hydrologically 1solating them from lagoon drawdown, allowing more stable pond
water levels to further enhance frog breeding habitat quality).
The DEIR failed to consider even at a screening level this environmentally superior
alternative based on raised winter lagoon levels and low floo d control betms bo rdenng go lf
~which 1s a reconfigured (downs1zed) golf-adapted verswn of the comprehensive
eco system restoration alternative proposed by PWA and others (PWA eta!. 2011).

05
(Cont.)

Instead, all DEIR alternatives for Sharp Park that mclude restoration are exclus1vely and
arbitrarily limited to ones based on dredging potentially toxic sulfidic organic lagoon bed and
marsh sediments (and minimize encroachment of golf greens) -- even m alternatives that are
not " max1mum recreation" . There is no valid reason giVen in the DEIR to exclude review of
alternatives that allow for flood management to separate well-drained upland golf greens
from wetlands w ithin areas of increased lagoo n water levels in the range at least + 9 to + 10 ft
NAVD . It appears that (tacit) recreational pnorities for the status quo of go lf fairway
boundaries are an overriding arbitrary consideration in the range of feasible alternatives.
In effect from a p erspective o f wetland enhancem ent metho ds the DEIR examines only
one " restoration" alternative, o ne that maximizes potential water quality and sediment
imp~.r.t risks for fteo<emlly listen c:~ liforni~ r<eo-l<eggteo frogs, ~.no minimi7<e or telimimt<es
wetland managem ent (or recapture) of golf greens. The DEIR provides no rational basis for
excluding water level managem ent alternatives for lagpon enhancem ent (no screening-level
CEQA explanation of alternatives considered but rejected), and m erely adopts the golfbiased tec hnically flawed proposal of the C ity's Shar;p Park restoration plan (Tetra Tech
2009), which entirely neglected the 1ssue of sediment and water quality impacts as socmted
with sulfidic anoxic lagoon bed sediments, and also provided no sediment testing data or
water quality impact analysis of dredging in endangered speCies habitat.
The omissio n of water-level m anagem ent alternativ es in the DEIR, and the cursory,
superficial assessment o f sediment and water quality impacts of dredging Laguna Salada, are
particularly problem atic because the San Francisco Recreation and P arks D epartment
(SFRPD) hosted a "Sharp P ark working group" comp osed of stakeho lder advisors from
G o ld en Gate N atio nal Recreatio n Area (GGNRA, National P arks Service) and San Mateo
County, and other park advisors, m which the issues of sulfidic anoxic sediment =pac ts and
water level m anagem ent alternatives were exp licitly discu ssed in November, 2010.
Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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Furthermore, both these issues were assessed (along w ith field indicators of existing high
sulfide lago on sed iments) in a widely circulated technical report on Laguna Salada resto ration
alternative s provided to the City, prepared by P hilip Williams and A ssoCiates (PWA et a!.
2011). T he D EIR's failure to ad equately address water level management that avoids
potentially significant impacts of d redgmg sulfidic sedim ents is arbitrary, !Pven its knowledge
of the poten tial significance of the = pacts and feasib ility o f alternativ es.

05
(Cont.)

T he m itigatio n m easures for Laguna Salada dredging w ater quality impacts in the DEIR
(HY-3) were as cursory and mad equate as the =pact analysis: they relied o n generalized
programmatic, generic best m anagement p ractices that d o not address specific issues o f
dredging sulfidic lagoon bo ttom sediments (HY- 1, BI- 12). The DEIR canno t d efer
sub stantive mitigatio n to future m andato ry permits from o ther agencies (B I-1 2a mitigation)
to address the impacts caused by projects of the CEQA lead agency. T he few sub stan tie
physical m itigatio n measures identified for sulfidic sediment dredging (such as additio n o f
lime to d redge spoil sed iment) d o no t address potentially significan t water column and w ater
quality impacts in the lagoon itself which may include acute anoxia o r hypoxia acute sho rtterm concentration of hyd rogen sulfide ferrou s su lfide and ammonia and lo ng-term
liberatio n of m etals (including heavy m etals) and acid sulfates. T he few programmatic
m itigation m easures for dredging are based o n future dredge sedimen t testing w ithout any
corresponding physical ac tions to actually min im ize impacts: they contain no co ntingency
m easures to avoid o r m 1mmize Impacts if anoxic sulfidic sedim ents are w idespread and
problematic fo r d redging -- as should be exp ected from strong field indicators of widesp read
intensive formatio n o f ferrous sulfide in bed sediment belo w surface, and rust-colo red ferric
oxid e films at the surface of the emergent no rtheastern lagoon flats in summer. The rigor of
m itig ation feasib ility assessment, like the correspo nding 1mpact analys1s fo r water quality
impacts of d redging, were grossly d eficient even for an Initial Study, let alo ne a fu ll p rojectlevel DEIR.

06

4. Summary of CE QA d eficiencies and recommend atio ns for re medies.

In summary, the D E IR:

05
(Cont.)

[
[

02
(Cont.)

[

04
(Cont.)

[

01
(Cont.)

•

fails to disclose fill and conversio n of we tlands to uplands used not for purposes of
upland habitat enhancem ent, but for golf recreational enhancement, and fails to
assess 1m pacts or m itigate for net fill and conversio n o f wetland to golf u p lands.

•

fails to screen or analyze less environm entally dam aging alternatives to dredgi ng,
such as com bined water level m anagement and perimeter flood managemen t, to
provide equivalent or environmentally su p en or wetland b enefits;

•

fails to d isclose the d ewatering (drammg) of the lagoon as a restoration construction
m easure proposed in Appendix I of the DEIR;

•

fails to analyze impacts or m itigate impacts of lagoon drainage and d ewatering;

Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist

11

San Francisco Natural Areas Plan
DEIR comments

baye@earthlink.n et
(415) 3 10-5 109

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-509

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Baye-1

06
(Cont.)
02
(Cont.)
03
(Cont.)

[
[
[

•

fails to present essential dredge sediment testing data specific to anoxic sulfidic lagon
bed sediments, and analyze sediment (and contaminant) fates and impacts in the
context of the sensitive wetland and endangered species habitat, and impermissibly
defers dredge sediment testing data analySIS and mitigation to post-EIR permitting;

•

fails to analyze sediment and water quality impacts of mobilizing sulfidic, anoxic
lagoon bed sediment, and subsequent acid sulfate soil formation;

•

fails to address stgnificant potential cumulative impacts between dredging, salinity
stratification, seawater intrusion, and sea level rise within the 20 year planning period.

T he DEIR consequently fails to provide adequate project-level CEQA analysts for the highly
significant potential Sharp Park Restoration proJect impacts, and provides inadequate even
for programmatic CEQA of this proJect.
In my independen t opinion as a professional coastal ecologist with extensiv e experience in
management of coastal lagoon wetland ecosystems in this region, the proposed Sharp Park
"restoration" project, as currently proposed, ts likely to cause n sks of more long-term
significant environmental harm than good. Risks of long-term harm to the lagoon ecosystem
and its resident endangered species would be due to inadequate planning, inadequate
scientific understanding and analysis of the lagoon's degradation, inadequate sctentific peer
review of project destgn, inadequate CEQA analysis o f the unpacts of the proposed
"restoration" project, and inadequate CEQA analysis of feasible alternatives.

04
(Cont.)

07

[

The City should either recirculate the D EIR to address these issues, or it should prepare a
subsequent p roject-specific D E IR for Sham Park. I recommend as the most expedient and
efficient CEQA process the separation of the stand-alone Sharp Park project DEIR from an
otherw tse conststent programm atic DEIR.
Sincerely,

Peter Baye
baye@ earthlink.net
cc:

California Coastal CommissiOn, San Francisco
Regional Water Q uality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Oakland
U.S. Army Corps ofEngmeers, San Fmnctsco
Interes ted Parties

Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist

12

San Francisco Natural Areas Plan
DEIR comments

baye@earthlink.n et
(415) 3 10-5 109

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-510

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Baye-1

References

Portnoy,J.W. 1991. Summer oxygen depletion in a diked New E ngland estuary. Estuaries
14: 122-129
PWA (ESA- Philip Williams and Associates), P. Baye, and D . Reis. 201 1. Conceptual
Ecosystem Restoration and Feasibility Assessment, Laguna Salada, Pacifica, California.
Report prepared for Wild E quity Institute. 211 pp.
T etra T ech, Inc., Swmm Biological, and Nickels Golf Group. 2009. Sharp Park Restoration
Alternatives Report. Prepared for San Franctsco Recreation and Parks Department. 64 pp.
plus appendices.

ATTACHMENT
2009 comment letter on Sharp Park Conceptual Restoration Alternatives Report
(highlighting added)

Peter R. Baye, Ph.D.
Coastal Ecologist, Botanist
P.O. Box65
Annapolis, California 95412

San Francisco Recreation and Park Commtsston
501 Stanyan Street
San Francisco, CA 94117

N ovember 18, 2009

Philip G insburg
G eneral Manager
San Francisco Recreation and Park D epartment
McLaren Lodge & Annex
501 Stanyan Street
San Francisco, CA 94117
SUBJECT: Sharp Park Con ceptual Restoration Alternatives Report (Tetra Tech et al.
N ovember 2009) technical review and comments

To the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission and Philip G insburg:

Peter R. Baye Ph.D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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I would like to submit the following technical rev iew comments on the Sharp Park
Conceptual Restoration A lternatives Report, prepared by T etra T ech, Karen Swa1m, and
Nickels Golf G roup. I have reviewed the plan and its technical appendices in the very
limited time Qess than 2 weeks) between its public release and the Commission's pending
vote on its findings . M y comments reflect my mdependent professiOnal Judgment, and are
not submitted on behalf o f any orgamzation.
My qualifications to provide expert comments on conceptual restoratio n alternatives for
coastal wetlands are based on over 30 years of professiOnal work m coastal wetland and
terrestrial ecology, with emphasis on planning, management, and restoration of degraded
coastal wetlands. Following m y Ph.D. research m coastal ecology, I spent n early twenty years
as a p rofessional technical plan ner and advisor o n California coastal wetland restoratio n and
management, with emphasis on recovery of rare and endangered species. I have worked for
the U.S. Fish and W ildlife Service and U .S. Army Corps of Engineers in this capacity, and I
have provided consulting services for California State Parks and National Park Service on
coastal lagoon e nhancement and restoration projects alo ng the Central Coast dunng the last
5 years (Rodeo Lagoon, Crissy F ield (Presidio) Lagoon, Big Lagoon, Laguna Creek Lagoon,
and Pilarcitos Creek mouth).
My comments focus on what I have found to be "fatal flaw" assumptions, conclusions, and
recommendations of the Sharp P ark alternatives report, and equally profound errors of
omiss1on. The reports flaws, m my profess1onal opin ion, are severe en ough to make the
wetland conclusions and recommendations of the report unreliable and misleading for any
coastal land use planning or environmental restoration planning decisions by either the City
of San Francisco, o r adjacent lan downers (National Park Service), particularly for lo ng-term
planning.
My comments h ere are summarized for p lannmg consideration, and do not represent the full
extent of my critical analysis of the report.
1. Artificial pumping of Laguna Salada to achieve low water levels is hig hly
likely to cause salini ty intrusion and adverse wetland habitat conversion under
a regime of accelerated sea level rise in the foreseeable future. Long-term
enhancements options proposed by the report would likely fail in the long
term because they ignore foreseeable lo n g -term shifts in h ydrologic baseline
conditions.

08

The report fails to identify the s1gnificant long- term constramts of"enhancing" non-tidal
seepage lagoon wetlands that are artificially pumped to low water levels relative to sea level
behind a permeable sand barrier. The inevitable physical consequences of pumping the
lagoon levels near or below sea level are 1gnored m the report, despite the, clear, explicit, and
professionally resp o nsible warnings in its own lydrology report that salinity intrusio n due to
pumping may be occurring in summer even now, and m ay increase as sea level rises
(Appendi.x A, pp. 22-23). The report's discuss1on of salinity mtrus1on (p. 23) does not
represent the full scope of the hydrology report's findings, and is m isleading.
Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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08
(Cont.)

The fundamental lo ng-term p roblem o flagoo n p um pmg reversmg grou ndwater gradients
behind the sand barrier, inducing seawater intrusio n (Appendix A, p . 23), cannot b e
overestimated. The alternative repo rt, however, essentially dis regards it. N o ne o f the
intended "enhancemen t'' b enefits to wildlife spectes are phystcally possible if the lo ng-term
effects of pumpmg, sea level rise, and evaporative concentration of lagoon water interact to
convert the wetlands from fresh -brac kish to brackish-saline or even hyp ersaline marsh.
Fo llowing this first, fundamental misstep , the report's other long-term conclusio ns and
recommendatio ns ab o ut wetland enhancem ent are utterly unrealistic. T he target speCies fo r
" habitat en hancem ent'' p roposed are into lerant o f p ersistently hig h salinity wetland
conditions that would inevitably result from continued p umpmg of the lagoon to low levels
as sea level rises.
The lagoon's long-term dynamic stability will require that freshwater lagoon levels rise and
equilibrate with nsing sea level, to maintain positive, seaward groundwater seepage gradients
that maintain freshwater m arsh. T his fundamental phystcal constramt is nowhere considered
in the mam text of t he conceptual enhancement p lan.
It ts distressmg that the lead authors o f the rep ort either igno red or failed to comprehend
fundamental wetland hydrology in "conceptual" habitat enhancement alternatives.
2. Reliance on maintenance and upgrading the "sea wall" is incompatible
with long-term wetland management.

09

All habitat enhancem ent alternatives assume perpetual m am tenance and upgrading o f the
"sea wall" (rip -rap armored earthen berm cap p ing the sand barrier beach), yet exclude highly
significant environmental and economic impacts of this assumption. T he report fails to
add ress the mherently unstable long-te rm conditio n of the beach and "seawall" , and the
extreme coastal eros ion hazard identified for Sharp Park by the U .S. Geological Survey
(http: I /w~.l m s.wr.m~s. gov / elnino / SMC:O-cm st-erosion / 04mori e.h tml) ~.nd descrihed
with em phasts by Prof. Gary G n ggs o f U .C. San ta Cruz in his book, Liv m g with the
Changing Califo rnia Coast (2003) . T he report fails to assess the lo ng-term significance of the
1983 storm dam age to the golf course and lagoon impacts as a constraint o n long-term
wetland management.
Again, basic coastal processes controlling lagoon wetland ecology are ignored in the
conceptual alternatives report, w hich treats Laguna Salada as though it were a golf course
pond at an inland location. As sea lev el nses, the beach shoreline necessarily retreats
landward. If the beach is armo red with bou lders, shoreline retreat will steepen the shore
profile and cause passive b each erosion, and eventual failure of the beach and collapse of the
seawall, causing catastrophic flooding and sed imentatio n of the wetlands. Beach stabilizatio n
is infeasible and futile in the long term. Thus, the golf course that d ep ends o n artificial
stabilization of the b each is also infeasib le in the long- term . The report ignores enhancement
alternatives that realign more efficient and cost-effective flood protection destgns along
bo rders of resid en tial development, and eliminate costly and futile investme nt in the
Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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"emergency'' -constructed (post-1983) seawall. Opportunities to utilize lagoon and riparian
wetlands as beneficial flood and coastal storm buffers were 1gnored.

09
(Cont.)

All coastal lagoons originate and are maintained by landward migration during sea level rise.
The Laguna Salada wetland complex's long-term survival depends on planningjor gradual landward
migration ofthe barrier beach and its wetlands with rising sea !eve~ which requires geomorphic
accommodation space. That space is currently displaced by the golf course, built on filled
ripanan wetlands of the past - the histo ne freshwater end of the Laguna Salada wetland
complex. Rising level and a static golf course together will mevitably squeeze the ex1sting
(reduced area of) fresh-brackish wetlands out of existence, regardless of ephemeral "habitat
enhancement' plan actions.
It is not feasib le to stabilize the lagoon wetlands in the reduced "footprint'' of the 20th
centu r:y lagoon as sea level rises over three to four feet in coming decades of the 21"
centur:y. Oceanic overwash processes dunng extreme storms must dnve the beach and its
lagoon wetland complex landward as sea level nses. Any long-term wetland managem ent
plan for a backbarrier lagoon must presume upward and landward displacement of existing
lagoon wetlands over multiple decades. This lagoon accommodation space Qocation of
histone freshwater ripanan wetlands) 1s occupied b y golf links that will b e subject to adverse
increases in flooding and coastal storm risks.
3. The report's design and estimated costs of the ''full re storation" alternative
are unrealistic, grossly inflated, and inconsistent with professional wetland
restoration precedents of lagoon restoration.

10

The conceptual alternatives repo rt arbitrarily assumes that excavated soils for " full
restoration" of wetlands would reqU!re off-site d isposal (p. 53). Off-site fill disposal is a
pnncipal cost factor for the full restoratio n alternative. The off-site disposal assumption 1s
invalid. I have designed wetlands and provided p eer review services for innumerable coastal
wethno restomtion phns on ring the hst 20 ye~rs, ~.noT know of n o ~oast~.l wetland
restoration p lan that has made this assumption.
Only p lans for the most constrained coastal wetland restoration sites consider off-site fill
disposal as a last resort. Balancing cut/fill to the greatest extent possible, minimizing fill
import or export to the extent feasib le, is a standard planning objective for restoration
feasibility. The report failed to consider b ene ficial re-use applications of locally excavated
sediments, mcluding obviously needed ones like flood control berms or p latforms,
upland/wetland and riparian transition zones, and up land refuge mounds peripheral to
wetlands.

11

In addition, the report utterly neglects o ne of the p nnC!pal constraints o n dredgmg or
excavating anoxic, organic wetland soils - excessive release of toxic sulfides, and their
subsequent acid sulfate oxidation products. Failure to address sulfide and sulfate toxicity in
we tland excavatio n can result in extrem e mortality of wildlife, and mhibition of wetland
revegetation. This o missio n adds to the strained technical credibility of th~ort.
Peter R. Baye Ph .D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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13

[

Furthermore, the report ignores the obvious role of golf course and residential fertilizer
contamination oflagoon wetlands as a factor in overgrowth of tule marsh (reduction m open
water edge).
Most astonishing of all1s the report's assumption (p. 48) that the lagoon should o r must be
drained m order to implement "enhancem ent'' work. This not only techmcally m error, it 1s
absurd. Amphibious excavation equipment (floating or low ground-pressure tracked
vehicles) is routinely used in wetland engineenng, and is the profe ssional standard for
mimmizmg 1mpacts during wetland construction. Draming wetlands at Laguna Salada would
cause intolerable impacts Qikely including increased salinity intrusion) and is unwarranted for
any reasonable enhancement alternative.
The number of significant errors of omission and invalid assumptions about wetland ecology
in the report suggest that the authors lack adequate experience and expertise for coastal
wetland planning, and failed to solicit adequate technical peer review or supplemental
consulting setv!Ces to remedy techmcal d efiCienCies.

14

Conclusion. The Sharp Park conceptual alternatives report 1s fundamentally flawed as a
coastal habitat planning document for both short-term and long-term conservation or land
uses . The report either omits or misinterprets fundamental geomorphic and hydrologic
controls of coastal lagoon wetland ecology that are essential to long-term conservation
planning. The habitat enhancement recommendations in the report utilize unrealistic
ecological and wetland engineering assumptions, and are likely to be infeasible in the long
term. Many of the report's basic assumptions conflict with or are unsupported b y the
scientific literature on coastal processes, wetlands and lagoons. In my professional opinion,
the report should be either set aside or subJect to ngorous interdisciplinary scientific peer
review, mcluding expertise m coastal geomorphology and engineering, wetland hydrology,
and ecology.

Respectfully submitted,

Peter R . Baye, Ph.D.

Peter R. Baye Ph.D.
Botanist, Coastal Ecologist
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From:

To:
Subject:

Bill Wycko
Jessica Range
Fw: Please don't reduce off leash dog areas

Date:

10/05/2011 09:07AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:07 AM ----Gary Beberman
<gbeberman@mindspring.com>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/04/2011 09:26 PM

Subject

Please don't reduce off leash dog areas

Dear Mr . Wycko :
I recently learned o f the dra f t environmental report and appreciate i t s
objectives in protecting native plant spec i es and endangered anima l s .
At the same time, I have a strong interest in retaining large DPAs.
Exercising our active dog has s igni f icantly increased the amo unt of phys ical
activity in our f a mily a nd h as h elped us to appreciate the beauty of parks
like McLaren and Bernal.
01

If you are forced to restrict dogs from certain areas , I request that you
a dd an equa l or greater amount o f acreage adjacent to the DPA.
I also ask
that dogs be permitted to play in the reservoir at Mc Laren .
Dogs play a vital rcle in the li f e o f the city and ours does in our f amily.
The exercise and j oy she brings would be challenged if we l ost access to
those areas , especially McLaren .
Thank you for your attention to this and your help keeping ou r c ity
b eautiful .
Best wishes ,
Gary Beberman
697 Douglass St .
San Francisco , CA

94114
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Bill Wycko/CTYPL.N/SFGOV
10/31/201 1 09:25AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: Public Comment

··-Forwarded by Bill WyckoiCTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:26AM - -

Jonl Beemsterboer
<Jibandgabl@sbcglobal.net>
10/2912011 03:49PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject Public Comment

01

Please support the maintenance alternative-the environmentally superior
option in planning for rec and park. Dog play areas, ah·eady limited will be
more limited with other approaches.
Joni Beemsterboer
SF Resident and Home Owner

[
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
05116/2012 09:41AM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Don' tear do\Ml the trees@ Mt Davidson

~ This message has been forwarded.

-

01

[

F oowarded tri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 05/1 6/201 2 09:41 AM-

•

k•nbauer
<bnbNter@-ot.neP

To

05115/2012 06:57 PM

cc
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

1()131/2011 04:10PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw. NAP EIR

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:10PM-

PotorAndnM
<pmrandreMI@abqlobal.ne

To

t>
1()131/2011 03:36 PM

bill.~cko@sfgov.org

cc
Subject NAP El R

Dear Mr. 1Jycko,

01

I am particularly concerned that present off-leash areas available for
people with dogs in San Francisco will be even more limited than they
are already. For better or worse, the animal species that can continue
to co-habit our planet with people
are increasingly limited. For the vast majority of people who live in
our urban areas, shared living experiences with dogs or cats are the
only contact we have left with our fellow creatures. Dogs need to have
at least some time every day when they can
run free, and people need to accompany them. There's of course a down
side to everything, including children playing in parks and playgrounds,
disturbing others and sometimes damaging the environment a little, but
we know that such activities are essential to
the health, happiness and well-being of our children. We have to
consider that, in the case of dogs and dog-owners, urban dwellers really
have no alternatives to the parks and beaches. It is unfair and unkind
to take that away. Please leave the off-leash dog areas intact.
Thank you for your consideration.
Peter Betcher
San Francisco resident, former dog-owner, lover of dogs and of our green
planet
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•Andr- BJ.y"

<lljb~@mildaprina.com>

0611112012 03:37PM

To <Biii.IA()'eko@sfgov.org>. <Jessiea.range@sfgov.org>
ee
bee
Subject Comment regarding Natural Areas Program DEIR

Dear Mr. Wycko and Ms. Rarge,
Thank you for tal ki rg with me abo utthe SF Recreation and Parks Department's Natural Areas Program
DEl R. Please add my comments (bel ow) to the document. Do you need my contact information or is
"Andrew Bley, San Francisco resident" sufficient?
All the best,
Andrew

01

In regard to cutting down healthy trees, please do not proceed with the San Francisco Recreation and
Parks Department's Natural Areas Program. According to the SF RPD's own outreach material, this will
involve the felling of thousands of healthy trees to make way for pi ots of as-yet-unplanted native
vegetation that will require increased use of pe~icides and herbicides. The native plants have a poor
chance of survival (many of SF RPD' s previously planted native trees and shrubs have died before being
able to take hoI d), the program blocks off trails and other areas of public use, and the existing trees,
though non-native, are healthy, thrivi rg, and contribute all of the benefits that large, I iving trees offer
(urban coo ling, po II uti on mitigation, verdant views, and more). It will take immense amounts of energy,
money, effort, time, and increased pollution to move forward with the tree removal and native
planting!> instead, please leave the trees standing and use just a fraction of the proposed NAP resources
to maintain them. Thank you very much, Andrew Bley, San Francisco resident.
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Ms. Jan Blum
2160 Leavenworth Street #201
San Francisco, CA 94133

By Electronic Delivery:

RECEIVED
QC I

J II ( ; ~

CIT~t~EN~~E~A~YM~~
S.F.
MEA
October 12, 2011

Mr. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, SF Planning Department

Cc: Recreation & Parks Commission:
PROSAC:
Phil Ginsburg (Rec-Park General Manager):
John Rahaim (Planning Director):
RE: SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS MANAGEMENT PLAN (SNRAMP) DEIR
Dear Mr. Wycko:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the SNRAMP DEIR. This document, so vital to the
continued success of the Natural Areas of San Francisco has been anticipated for many years.
It was, therefore, very disturbing to find that Sharp Park, located in in San Mateo County had been
included in this long awaited document. By including Sharp Park in this document. the integrity and
approval of the DEIR has been seriously compromised.
As you well know, the issues around Sharp Park's natural resources and their management are
inextricably linked with multiple other issues which, to date, remain unresolved. Therefore, by
including Sharp Park in the SNRAMP, the SNRAMP approval may be delayed unnecessarily, putting
in jeopardy the entire management of San Francisco lands. Because the issues surrounding Sharp
Park are multiple, complicated, and unresolved, the DEIR is, therefore, fatally compromised.

01

02

[

03

04

[

Some of the unresolved conflicts surrounding Sharp Park include:
finding a legally acceptable, long term, solution to the crime of "taking" endangered species
byRPD
failure of RPD to deal with the financial losses of Sharp Park Golf Course which are being
underwritten by San Francisco taxpayers even as San Mateo County has offered to help
manage the Golf Course and take on certain responsibilities to alleviate the situation.
improper redirection of limited RPD financial resources from San Francisco located RPD
parks to shore up the losses of Sharp Park, in San Mateo County.
Failure by RPD to implement sound financial restraint and management practices at Sharp
Park in a way that makes it financially self-sustainable.
Potential mis-management of taxpayer funds by taking funds from one RPD account,
redirecting it to the Sharp Park Golf Course, and not reimbursing the original RPD account.
Failure to deal adequately with the science of climate change and sea rise, how such events
will continue to further negatively affect the Sharp Park property, and what those costs will

1
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Ms. Jan Blum
2160 Leavenworth Street #201
San Francisco, CA 94133

04
[
(Cont.)

be

05

Failure to consider the increased maintenance costs it will take to stave off sea rise which
will further damage the park and the endangered species and who will pay for the increased
maintenance cost
Failure to ascertain if the citizens and taxpayers of San Francisco are willing to allow RPD to
continue to redirect limited funds to continue to underwrite a failed San Mateo golf
experience at the cost of shortchanging San Francisco City parks even further than they are
today.

06

I urge you to withdraw this DEIR, sever the Sharp Park areas from the document and reissue the San
[ Francisco portion for public comment so we can move forward in an ethical and forthright manner.
Thank you.
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Tom Borden
2353 Third St.
San Francisco, CA 94107
Tel:
415-252-5902
Fax:
415 252 1624
email tom@intrinsicdevices.com
November 2, 2010
;.

Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 941 03

RECEIVED
IJ.. c1· I

2G ~ i

CITY & COUNTY OF S.f
PLANNING DEPARTMFN I

MEA

Subject: NAP EIR
Dear Mr. Wycko
I was unable to attend the October 6 meeting regarding the SFRPD Natural Areas Plan
environmental impact report. I do have some comments I would like to share with you .

01

02

01
(Cont.)

03

I believe the NAP has severe implications for the people of San Francisco. We live in a
compact city with little access to nature. Landscaped parks are nice, but we also need
access to natural areas (not capitalized). The existing NAP and the possible expansion
of the Program to the Maximum Restoration Alternative would be harmful for the vast
majority of San Franciscans. We need better access to the outdoors, not less. Under
those alternatives, we would see more trail closures, roped off areas and herbicide
praying , reducing the access to wild areas we enjoy today.
The Maintenance Alternative is the best choice. It has the least environmental impact
[ and minimizes resources spent on the Sisyphean battle against invasive species. It is
better that we be able to hike, run and bike in natural areas composed largely of invasive
species than to create expanded Natural Areas where native plants are defended from
people and invasive species at great cost. The Proposed Project and Maximum
Restoration alternatives go too far.
Those plans focus too much on trying to keep people out of the Natural Areas by
removing the attractions that draw them there. There are three manifestations to this,
closing popular social trails, trying to prohibit bicyclists from using the trails , and making
the areas off limits to people walking dogs off-leash. I strongly disagree with the first
two. As for dogs, they are destructive when walkers allow them to dig up the ground and
it is all too common to find plastic bags of dog poop left trailside .
Natural Areas desire to close narrow social trails is misguided . (page 256 DEIR) The
narrow foot tread social trails are generally sustainable from an erosion viewpoint and
those that exist are the result of a long evolutionary process. Granted, they are unsafe
when compared to a smooth paved trail in Golden Gate Park, but tame compared to any
trail in the Sierra Nevada. The web of social trails offers up a much more engaging
outdoor experience than the "channelized" trails the NAP has in store for us. For the
same square footage of disturbed surface, the narrow social trails can accommodate
many more users having their own nature experience than the broad bland trails
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envisioned. The closure of these social trails will have much more than a "less than
[ significant impact".

03
(Cont.)

It is interesting to note the nicest sections of the Philosophers Walk route in Mclaren
Park were chosen to run on social trails. SFRPD Natural Areas has already closed
several key social trails in Mclaren Park, two of these were heavily used and at
sustainable grades. Both were subsequently reopened by social traffic.
In Glen Canyon, Natural Areas closed the only trail that enters the park from
O'Shaughnessy Blvd., cutting off access for all of the neighborhoods west of the park.
That trail started near the end of Del Vale Ave. and dropped down to the Silver Tree day
camp facility. The closest entry points to the park are now at Turquoise Way or at
Bosworth Street. This is a clear example of how implementation of the NAP has
physically divided an existing community. See lU-1 on page 177 of the DEIR.

04

Natural Areas singles out bicycle riders as a problem. However, the insistence that
people not be allowed to ride bicycles on trails in Natural Areas is not based on any
sound logic. Cyclists are much more likely to stay on trail than pedestrians. When
people stay on trail , no damage is done to the sensitive habitat the trail runs through.
(There are trails in Glen Canyon where bicycle use is inappropriate due to heavy use by
hikers and dog walkers, combined with trails that are marginally sustainable .)

05

I question a couple of conclusions of the EIR.
06

I question the EIR's statement the impact of tree cutting on wind will be less than
significant for all project alternatives. It will come down to which specific trees Natural
[
Areas decides to cut.

07

[

I question the EIR's statement the impact of herbicide use will be less than significant for
all project alternatives. If people and animals pass through areas that have recently been
sprayed with herbicides, is it safe? Natural Areas already does a Jot of herbicide
application . I frequently pass through such areas.

I think we should try to preserve the vestiges of the City's natural heritage, but we should
not set aside large portions of our park land as nature preserves where only limited
"passive" human use is allowed.
I serve on the board of SF Urban Riders and am an active participant in the Mclaren
Park Collaborative.

Sincerely,

~~a~
Tom Borden
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785 Carolina Street
San Francisco, CA 941 07
September 26, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer,
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 941 03
re: SNRAMP- DEIR
Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am writing to comment on the DEIR for the San Francisco Natural Resource Areas Management
Plan, SNRAMP. Please do not send me paper copies or COs of any material. The Planning
Department's website is comprehensive. I am a long time resident of San Francisco and have
volunteered with the Natural Areas Program since its inception, particularly at Bayview Park.

01

02

03

Overall I feel the SNRAMP has been well prepared for the 31 natural areas within San Francisco.
The Bayview Park section of the Plan, with which I am most familiar, is very well done and
thoroughly covers all aspects involved in managing the natural resources of the area. I am
pleased with the progress that has already been made there following SNRAMP guidelines. One
personal thought, a short natural wildlife corridor and trail between Bayview Hill and Candlestick
Point SRA might be mentioned as a future possibility. For both parks it would benefit wildlife and
offer additional recreational opportunities.
I feel that Sharp Park's location and unique problems make it quite different from the natural areas
in San Francisco. It is very controversial with too many unanswered questions. I am concerned
that approving the DEIR as is could lock Sharp Park into an unfortunate uncertain future. On the
other hand, I do not want to delay approval of the SNRAMP for the 31 natural areas within San
Francisco where I feel the SNRAMP does a very good job. I feel that Sharp Park should be
separated from the SNRAMP and the SNRAMP DEIR should be approved for the 31 natural areas
within San Francisco without further delay.

Sincerely,

Aa;~ lh-u-Margo Bors
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Bill Wyd(DIC1YPI.N/8FOOV

To Jesslce RangeiCTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

10/24/2011 01:12 PM

oc
boc
Subject Fw: Comments on Draft EIR on the SNRAMP

-

FoiWarded by Bill WyckoiCTYPLNISFGOV on 1012412011 01:12 PM RkBoea

cftdl4131 @yiiMo.cam..

To "biii.W)1:ko@sfQOv.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

10/24120 11 01· 12 PM
Please respond .to
Rk Bose
<fk94 131@yehoo.oom>

oc
Subject Comments on Draft El Ron the SNRAMP

Dear Mr lfycko.
I am writing with my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the SNRAMP.
The report has some significant errors of fact that should be corrected.
01
02

03

1. Page 2, Section lB: It's the .Maintenance Alternative. that was determined to be the
[

Environmentally Superior Alternative on Page 526.

[

2. Pg 319: Mission Blue Butterfly .occurs at Twin Peaks and Sharp Park.. The species is not
recorded to occur at Sharp Park within tb.e last decade. However, reintroduction is being
attempted at Twin Peaks. (See also point #9 below.)
3. Pg 365: Garlon .degrades quickly in the environment and has low toxicity to aquatic
Species.. This is not true of Garlon 4 Ultra, which is what the NAP has been using in the
Natural Areas. What the Dow MSDS actually says is, .Material is expected to degrade only
m y slowly (in the environment). Fails tDpass OECD/EEC tests for ready biodegradeability..
It also says it is ..highly toxic to aquatic organisms..
4. Pg 457: The DEIR cites an irrelevant study showing that grasslands reflect more sunlight

04

in northern latitudes above 50 degrees north. Since tlrls does not apply to any part of the

US but Alaska. it is misleading.

05

5. Pg 457: Grasslands as .a significant carbon sink.. Compared with what? The cited study
compares badly managed agricultural land to better- managed pasture (with the single
most important factor being fertilizer addition). Since the comparison here is with land
covered with trees, the study is again irrelevant to this E!R. Cutting down trees and
substituting grassland and scrub will inevitably reduce carbon sequestration. There has
been no attempt to quantify the loss of sequestered carbon from the Proposed Project or
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(Cont.)

[

any of the alternatives, though clearly with thousands of trees scheduled for destruction
the impact would be considerable.

06

[

6. Pg. 192- 193: Pictures purporting to show the .before. and .after. effects of tree removal
are the same pictures with superimposed red ovals. This cannot be considered a good- faith
effort to show the impact of tree removal.

07

[

7. Pg 466: .Feral geese.. The geese in San Francisco, including the ubiquitous Canada
Geese, are not feral (meaning domesticated animals living in the wild). They are authentic
wild geese and as such are protected species.
8. Throughout the DEIR, the term .invasive. is used repeatedly as a pejorative, without any
definition, and without any parameters for establishing whether a particular species is
actually invasive at that location. In particular, there is no evidence that the eucalyptus
and Monterey pine/ cypress scheduled for removal have in any way invaded the landscapes
they are in. They were planted there.

08

09

10

In fact, the research elsewhere in the Bay Area actually shows that these forests are
declining, not invading. In .Vegetation Change and Fire Hazard in the San Francisco Bay
Area Open Spaces,. William Russell (USGS) and Joe McBride (UC Berkeley) used aerial
photos of Bay Area parks taken over a 60 year period from 1939 to 1997, to study changes
in vegetation types. They studied photos of 3 parks in the East Bay (Chabot, Tilden,
Redwood), 2 parks in the North Bay (Pt Reyes, Bolinas Ridge), and one on the Peninsula
(Skyline). These photos revealed that grasslands are succeeding to shrubland, dominated by
native coyote brush and manzanita. Eucalyptus and Monterey pine forests actually
decreased during the period of study, and thus cannot be considered .invasive..
9. pg 115, Pg 294: Bayview Park is described as Mission Blue Butterfly habitat, without any
evidence. Within the last decade, the butterfly has only been recorded at Twin Peaks. In
very recent times, this is the result of importing dozens of them from San Bruno, where
they do occur naturally. (The butterfly is also said to occur at Sharp Park, but again no
evidence is provided.) Since this species depends on unstable .disclimax. habitat, only
recent sightings would be relevant as the vegetation would change through natural
succession. Attempts to create a habitat for this species would mean constant intervention
to plant and then maintain disclimax habitats.
10. Pg 92: The DEIR notes that the trees removed would be replaced one- for- one. This is
impossible on several counts:
(a) The SNRAMP does not have any plan for tree- planting, only for conversion to grass and
shrubland.
(b) Given that a .tree. is defined as greater than 15 feet in height, the .trees. that will be
planted would actually be .seedlings. or .saplings. by the definitions used in this report.
Since the SNRAMP plans to remove an uncounted number of seedlings and saplings in
addition to the 18,500 .trees. over 15 feet in height . replacement is clearly not feasible.
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(c ) The majority of the trees would be removed in Sharp Park, where wind throw is
acknowledged to be a factor. This implies that the actual trees lost would exceed the
18,500 number, and replacing them is essentially impossible.
11. Pg. 195: .. all removed vegetation would be replaced with native vegetation that is more
appropriate for the area's precipitation pattern, water availability, animal populations, and
local ecosystems, thereby allowing the new vegetation to thrive more successfully than the
invasive vegetation ..

11

This statement is self- contradictory. If the .invasive vegetation. is not thriving more
successfully than other vegetation, it is not invasive. Moreover, there is practical evidence
that .native vegetation. does not in fact .thrive more successfully. but instead requires
irrigation to get established, followed by continuing maintenance in the form of herbicides
and replanting. The rising use of herbicides by the NAP attests to this, as do the thousands
of volunteer-hours it uses for maintenance.
12. Pg 365: .Pesticides would be used as infrequently as possible in the 'Jatural Areas to
achieve the desired results ..

12

The DEIR is vague about the amounts of pesticide to be used, and in what situations .
.Desired results. being an undefined object, this statement may be used to justify
anything. Given the NAP's record of sharply increasing pesticide use, we think it should
specify the expected amounts to be used under each of the options . both the Proposed
Project and the Alternatives. (NAP's Garlon application increased from 16 times in 2009 to
36 times in 2010; Glyphosate was used 7 times in 2009 but 42 times in 2010.) Quite aside
from any herbicides associated with Native Plant introductions, we would expect a sharp
increase in toxic pesticide use owing to tree-felling. It is important to quantify these to
assess Environmental Impact.
3. p 365: .Pesticide use would be carefully monitored, would involve the use of least toxic
methods and materials that are appropriate to the environment in which they are applied,
and would adhere to the !PMProgram ..

13

A large number of violations of the !PM by NAP have been brought to ot.r attention in the
last two years: applications of Garlon by spraying instead of daubing; no respirators worn
when working with chemicals requiring them; no dates on application notices; use of
unauthorized pesticides; pesticides used at unauthorized locations (e.g. glyphosate used
near red- legged frog habitat).
(Some of these are shown on our website at
http:,//sutroforest.com,/2011/10/ 02/san- francisco- natural- areas - pesticide- violations/) In
addition, the NAP has been routinely using pesticides classified by San Francisco's
Department of the Environment as Tier I or Tier II, so .least toxic. is a meaningless
descriptor in the context. They are using chemicals that are as toxic as they are permitted
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(Cont.)

14

In view of this use and these incidents . and these are only the ones we ran across or were
shown . the DEIR's assertion of .careful monitoring. and compliance seems excessively
saJguine. Violations seem to be unnoticed, ignored or .regularized. post facto. We wouldlike
to see concrete measures of oversight from a neutral person or board.
14. The .Maintenance Alternative. appears to be the most rational option:
• the Environmentally Superior alternative;
• lower investment of time and money required;
• lowered requirement for pesticides compared to the Proposed Project;
• and in terms of potential outcomes that are aesthetically pleasing and ecologically
viable.
Other than an Irrational preference for .Native. species without reference to ecological
function, the Proposed Project has no apparent advantage over the Maintenance Alternative.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this EIR draft.
Sincerely,
Rupa Bose, (fk94131@yahoo.com)
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
06111/201212:41 PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Comment on SNRAMP DEIR: Use of "basal area"

~

-

This message has been forwarded.

F oowarded tri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 06/11/2012 12:41 PM-

•

PkBote
<lk94131 li1•hoo.eon9
06111/2012 11:06 AM

Please respond to
Rk Bose
<fk94131 @yahoo.com>

To "bill. \A6'Cko@ sfgov.org" <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org>
cc
Subject Comment on SNRAMP DEl R: Use of "basal area"

Dear Mr Wyco,
This is a further comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the SNRMIP.
The language around the issue of tree removal is extremely confusing to the lay-person.
I. Two separate measures are used: The height o:f the tree, and "basal area."

Tree height is intuitive and easily understood. For the purposes of the SNRAMP (and the
DElR) a "tree" is defined as a plant with a single stem exceeding 15 feet in height.
However, the determination of extent of tree removal in the DEIR is worded in terms of
"basal area."
01

This term is never properly explained, either in the SNRAMP or in the DEIR. nor is the
public given the formula in summary. This forces the public to make their own calculations
and estimates. and impairs their ability to properly assess impacts.
2. "Basal area" also appears to be a poor choice as a measure.
(a) There is no easy equivalence between basal area and the measures the public finds
more familiar: number of trees per acre. tree height. canopy cover.

{b) Ace tmling to US Forest Service, this is the definition of Ba~al Area;
"Basal area {BA) is the area of the cross section of a tree stem, including the bark,
measured at breast height (4.5 feet above the ground)."
[http://www.fs.fed. us/postfirevegcondition/glossary.shbnl]
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"Basal area per acre" is therefore the number of square feet of basal area of all the trees
m one acre.
Using a fixed basal area per acre target suggests that as trees grow larger, more will be
felled. This is the opposite of what good management would suggest when San Francisco is
seeking to increase its urban forest cover.

01
(Cont.)

02

(c) "Basal Area" does not consider the size or spread of branches or canopy. The canopy is
an important determinant in a tree's pollution- fighting ability by trapping pollutants on its
leaves. It also is critical to its ability to slow water impacts and run- offs by mediating
rain- falL The canopy is important from a wildlife standpoint. Finally, a tree's canopy also
affects its aesthetics.

[

The final EIR should explicitly discuss the impact of tree felling in each specific area.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Rupa Bose
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Ra nge/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:06AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: SNRAMP comment

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31 /2011 09:06AM -----

Alane Bowling
<abowlinglane@gmail.com>

To Bill Wycko <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

10/31/2011 08:52AM

cc
Subject SNRAMP comment

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko:

I have been a volunteer with the Natural Areas Program since 2004, doing habitat restoration on
Bayview Hill and in the Oak Woodlands of Golden Gate Park. I am also a street park steward
through Nature in the City and the San Francisco Parks ' Trust. I've stewarded two small gardens
on Department of Public Works ' land, helping to establish a natural habitat corridor between two
Green Hairstreak butterfly populations in my neighborhood. I own a home in the Inner Sunset
and neighbors have been supportive of this effort because it is beautifying the area as well as
providing butterfly habitat.

01

I support the Significant Natural Resource Area Management Plan because so much thought,
research, and preparation has gone into it. I believe that the Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Natural Areas Management Plan is an adequate, accurate, and complete review of the
plan based on detailed studies by scientific experts. It proposes mitigation measures to address
any possible adverse effects, and it is consistent with several directives, including the Recreation
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and Open Space Element, the Public Utilities Commission's water-saving mandates, and the
City's Sustainability Plan. It looks at alternatives and discusses the potential effects for both the
natural and recreational amenities of the City's Natural Areas as well as potential effects on the
City's resources.

01
(Cont.)

I believe that implementation of the Plan will help prevent the local extinction of plants and
animals, improve habitat for wildlife, increase safety, and improve access and recreational use in
Natural Areas. The Plan is the most cost-effective method for managing our resources and
protecting these areas for future generations. It provides clear direction to the City on how to
prioritize management and restoration of our Natural Areas, and it presents an innovative way to
safeguard our City's Natural Areas. This is very important to me, all San Franciscans, and for
future generations of San Franciscans.

As you know, the mission of the plan is to provide guidelines and amenities for passive
recreational uses compatible with natural resources, to identify the causes of adverse effects on
habitats, to enhance biological diversity, and to maintain populations of sensitive species. It also
aims to inventory the biological resources in our Natural Areas to provide background
information for planning, restoration, and management activities; to develop a Geographic
Information System database, containing baseline information for each of the Natural Areas; and
finally, to provide guidelines for educational, research, and stewardship programs. These are all
commendable goals and attainable with the Significant Natural Resource Area Management Plan
to guide us.

02

If we have to separate Sharp Park from the rest of the Natural Areas Plan in order to move
forward, although not my preferred approach, please, let's do that and make some progress for
[
our City.

Thank you for your support,

Ms. Alane Bowling
2227 15'h Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
abowlinglane@gmail.com
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31 /2011 04:37PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR Public Comment

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 04:38PM----Amita Bowman
<amltabowman@hotmall.com
>

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc

10/31/2011 04:38PM
Subject NAP EIR Public Comment

I am a frequent visitor with my family and dog to Sharp Park, M claren, Lake Merced, Golden
Gate, and Glen Canyon. In addition, my step daughter lives in San Francisco and my elderly
in-laws have lived in the Richmond District for over 40 years. While I live in San Bruno, almost
everything I do is in San Francisco so I very feel a part ofthe San Francisco commun ity. I

01

support the Maintenance Alternative or the Recreation Alternative. San Francisco
city-managed parks are landmarks and part of our communities' identities and health and
well-being. Preserving existing native plant communities should be supported but that should
not include restoring 1/3 of our small parklands to native plants and displacing recreation and
our existing landscape and nature.

02
03

Only in extreme cases should the Parks & Rec Dept defer from Mclaren' s policy of NO " Keep off
the grass" signs. These are city parks and are not major environmental conservation areas; plus
non-native trees are part of our planted landscape and should be celebrated not demonized. I
am also quite concerned about cutting 25% of park trails and the increased use of toxic
pesticides that has an impact on almost every potential user of the parks.

E

Sharp Park Aesthetics/Land Use:

04

The EIR does not account for the significant impact on the aesthetics and land use at Sharp
Park. I often talk to people that have been going there for 30 some years, and the berm is
definitely as much of the historic value of the Sharp Park as the golf course. The fence is ugly
and creates a psychological barrier between the people on the berm and the golf course that
completely changes the aesthetics for the hundreds of people that walk along the berm each
day. This change is not even recognized as such in the EIR.
As a frequent walker and runner with my dog and family at Sharp Park, I am quite
concerned about the ugly fence that was installed, the potential of a permanent barrier,
and prohibiting people and dogs from the lagoon. Before the addition of the ugly
fencing along the berm, the lagoon was a favorite end to our runs and a lovely quiet
magical place. As I heard the commissioner talking about keeping the 18" hole for the
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golfers, I realized that the lagoon was the equivalent ofthe 18th hole for the hundreds of
people including children, the disabled, senior, minorities, every income group, etc. that
share and walk the berm each day. It's the stop along the way where one typically
meets one or two other people and stops for a chat, which really makes me feel like part
ofthe community.

05

In addition, I've lived in the Bay Area for about 15 years, and I've never been on a golf
course here. However, I fully support that Sharp Park is an historic course that is lovely
[ for even those of us that don't golf. Before the addition ofthe ugly fencing along the
berm, the golf course always felt like it was for everyone to enjoy. I don't golf but I love
looking at the ocean for a while, looking at the lagoon for a while, and then the green,
green ofthe golf course and the happy people playing. For me, it is a wonderful
combination; the ugly fence and any future barrier destroys the aesthetics of the golf
course. John Mclaren had the philosophy that there should be NO "Keep Off the Grass"
signs, which is a brilliant philosophy that makes our parks inviting and us part of the
parks and the nature in the parks.
Unfortunately, the people on the berm, which represents the largest group of users for
Sharp Park, doesn't have any organization to represent their interest and are thus being
ignored; plus they are trusting that government official are considering their interests
instead of just small special interest groups such as the native plant extremists.
For Sharp Park and all the other parks, I don't see any attempt to survey users of the
parks to understand their perspective on the value of the changes or how those changes
impact the historic, aesthetic or recreational value of the area. Real people that use
these parks need to have input into the process.

Dogs are Not Invasive and are not Merely a Nuisance

06

The EIR does not address the significant precedence of the NAP labeling dogs as an "invasive"
nuisance and how that impacts the likelihood of daily recreation being reduced for at least
30% of the San Francisco population and visitors with dogs. If the NAP allows for reducing
usage by people with dogs then the maximum reduction should be evaluated and presented
in the plan. Reducing the usage by such a large population is certainly a significant impact on
recreation as well as on the health and safety of people and dogs. A well-exercised and
socialized dog is a safe dog, and these dog play areas are critical for providing the space
needed for exercising and socializing dogs. In addition, these areas are important for people
to socialize and exercise as well.
The EIR and the NAP treat dogs as an "invasive" nuisance with no value. Dogs were the
only domestic animal in pre-Columbian times, and the dogs we have today are the same
species as in pre-Columbian times. Based on the way that " invasive" is used in the
EIR/NAP, dogs should not be referred to as an invasive. In pre-Columbian times, free
roaming dogs would have been as integral a part ofthe nature in these parks as ravens,
bobcats, mountain lions, black bears, grizzlies, hawks, etc. Granted there are more dogs
today because ofthe larger human population but those dogs aren't out scavenging and
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hunting for their daily meals, so theoretically, it is unlikely the dogs today have a greater
impact on local nature than 250 years ago. In addition, the dogs are under the
supervision of owners which significant changes the impact of a single dog on the
environment in comparison to self-reliant, free-roaming dog.

07

This plan seems to give NAP free-will to exclude people with dogs based on
"observations" and "mays" than can be used arbitrarily. For example, the claim is that
dogs are causing erosion at Lake Merced and thus dog play areas should be closed. In
truth, dog have almost no impact on Lake Merced because few dogs use the area. The
fact that a dog play area is there is almost hidden, and the dog play area signage is
non-existent in the park; in fact, all the signs I see around the park indicate dogs
on-leash only. While the area isn't currently being used, the NAP will assure that it can
never become a dog play area.

08

As another example, the city has attempted to exclude people and dogs from the lagoon
at Sharp Park, where people have gone for generations. In Issue SP-8, NAP claims dogs
"may" have an impact on the SF Garter Snake and the California Red Legged Frog and
that is sufficient to exclude people with dogs. However, there is no concrete evidence
that dogs are having any impact on either species or their populations, even at these
sites. Collectors seem to be the biggest known impact at the site.
The extremists in the environmental community are coming up with these "mays" and
acting as they are proven facts and aren't actually scientifically studying the issue.
People with dogs are being treated as ifthey are a member ofthe community that is
merely a nuisance and does not matter. It only takes accusations, on par with those
used during the Salem witch hunts, for all dogs and their people to be convicted and
expelled. The city and NAP are not even questioning whether the SF Garter Snake
(SFGS) is indeed a unique sub-species. In looking at the information on the SFGS, I find it
questionable that DNA analyze has not been performed and the population of SFGS isn't
even known or estimated. If recreation was a priority, NAP would ensure that valuable
resources are truly being dedicated to the preservation of an endangered species and
not just being used to high-jack recreational areas.
Personally, I'm suspicious that the SFGS is being used as a decoy to camouflage those
that want the lagoon to be a bird sanctuary like all the other bird sanctuaries around the
Bay Area. For the zealots that theorize that dogs have a significant impact on the
shorebird populations, they should be supporting dogs in and around the lagoon since
the shorebirds are real predators of both the snakes and the frogs and their young. If
the city truly wants to encourage the snakes and frogs then there should be programs to
deter the shorebirds. Note I'm not proposing that approach but believe the current
stance is hypocritical and shows extreme bias and sets an unhealthy precedence.

Prioritization Precedence

09

[ The EIR does not address the precedence of prioritizing native plant restoration over
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recreation and increasing green space. The opportunity cost of these plans is not evaluated.
This plan prioritizes unsustainable native plant restoration over humans. While native
plants do provide recreation for people that enjoy gardening in the parks and has value
in preserving special status plants and wildlife, the scale ofthis program is
overwhelming for the benefits. More than 1/3 ofthe little parklands in SF cannot
become like a museum, not to be touched by anyone but a select few. Fortunately or
unfortunately, SF has little open space and dense housing, and there is little likelihood
of changing that. In some ways, it is good that people stack into a small housing area
and then share open space instead of spreading out and taking up more open space in
suburbs.
In addition, the plan does not address areas such as Bernal Hill that has little green year
around, and this plan is unlikely to result in the addition of aesthetically pleasing trees
that would add to the character and charm of the park. Predominately brown native
grass and even attempts to establish native trees are unlikely to significantly improve

09

the aesthetic beauty of the park as non-native trees would. This plans prevents
beutifying these parks for the community.
The plan also does not account for the expansion of endangered species and that can
permanently remove land from ever being available for other purposes in the future.
From what I understand, endangered status is not just related to the actual population
of a species but also the number of sites. SF has no control on expanding sites so even if
a species flourishes in these SF sites; the species are unlikely to be removed from the
endangered species list. For example, the California Red Legged is common on the
coast; it is the populations in the Sierras that are an issue. No matter how well the frogs
do in SF city parks, the frog is unlikely to be taken off the endangered list.
In addition, the NAP is not free. Just removing and replanting some 15,000 trees in
Sharp Park has to be a significant cost and yet no financial information is provided. I am

10

personally quite appalled that large amounts oftime and money are spent on removing
healthy trees and vegetation when toilets are non-existent (e.g. Stern Grove) or badly
maintained (e.g. Lake Merced), and the city is cutting other critical services. No plan
should be complete without a financial analysis to evaluate the opportunity costs.

Toxic Pesticides/Herbicides
The amount of toxic chemicals being used on existing natural area restorations needs to be
11 comprehensively evaluated, and this should be done for as many years as information is
[ available.
The use oftoxic pesticides and herbicides is increasing with the native plant projects,
and I cannot find recent information on the amount of these that are actually being
used for the current projects. The use oftoxic chemicals to control invasive plants not
only impacts wildlife and people's health but is also a major aesthetic impact for me. I
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always love finding blackberries in season and having a snack. Now I'm looking at the
park quite differently and wondering about what I, my family, or my dog is walking on
and touching that may be sprayed with poisons. I particularly worry about the toddlers
and other small animals and beings in our parks.

Air Quality
Air quality needs to be quantitatively reviewed for the removal of trees and limbs and for the
uppression of replacement growth and underbrush instead of just presenting abstract
information.
I cannot find a comprehensive analysis on carbon dioxide absorption from converting
large areas of land from forest to grasslands/scrub. Cutting 18,500 trees is only a small

12

part of the conversion since the actual goal is to slowly convert these areas to
grassland/scrub. Just because the conversion is slow does not negate the fact that large
areas, particularly in Sharp Park, will soon be almost devoid of trees and all the under
canopy/ vegetation that exists today. From what I can see, it appears that more 50% of
the forest area is planned to be converted slowly to scrub and grassland just like what
predominates most of San Mateo county and the nearby area.

Wildlife/Nature/Visitor Experience

13

The success ofthe NAP existing restorations should be evaluated and incorporated into the EIR.
In additions to studying the actual changes in vegetation and wildlife, the studies should include
evaluating how the public perceives the changes. As an example, I loved Pine Lake the way it
was before the fences and the de-vegetation of the area, and I would express that in a survey.
personally feel the Glen Canyon and Sharp Park forests could do with some trimming but find
them magical oasis and expect others find them equally unique and special. I equally
appreciate the more manicured parks or the vast open spaces up and down the coast that are
pre-dominated by coastal scrub like that being promoted. However, I believe the current
balance ofthese areas is appropriate and does not warrant major changes.
I cannot find a comprehensive analysis showing that actual monitoring of wildlife in the
Sharp Park forested/eucalyptus areas versus the scrub/grassland areas. The analysis
seems to be completely speculative. One would expect to see the actual monitoring
that has occurred that actually demonstrates that more wildlife is supported by native
vegetation than by the non-native plants.
Based on my extensive experience in hiking in the Bay Areas, I do not perceive a
significant difference. The places I see the least nature is places like Pine Lake with the
restoration areas. The slopes at Pine Lake feel barren with the attempted replant and
the harshly trimmed trees. My impression is there is far less vegetation mass, insects,
and birds in the restoration areas than in the areas that have not been restored. By
attempting to convert slowly so the public doesn't realize what is happenings, means
the shade prevents the scrub from taking hold, and it is a no win situation. My feeling is
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there should be museum like areas that are dedicated to native plants, and not just
trying to take a 1/3 of the park without people realizing and attempting this change in
the balance of native to non-native plants.
Removing these planted urban forests cannot be quickly reversed, particularly with the
trees that are over 50 years old and should not be done without the full understanding
and commitment from the community. I was quite surprised to learn that these trees
and underbrush were not being removed for safety or for aesthetic reasons and that the
real justification is a costly attempt to restore native plants in areas that prior
generations deliberately and successfully planted beautiful trees. I don't believe most
people in SF would support turning large areas into savanna like the often brown San
Bruno Mountain; particularly without a compelling safety justification or improvement
in quality of life. Instead 25% of trails and 15% dog play areas are being closed , reducing
the quality of life for most residents.

Native Nuisances

14

NAP does not address monitoring of native species and maintaining the balance of these
species. Any species whether it be native (e.g., sea gulls, ravens, shorebirds, scrub, etc.) or
non-native can become a problem for other species survival. I cannot find where the plan
addresses monitoring and addressing native species, other than non-natives, that
over-populate and threaten other species. This over-focus on "native" could be damaging to
our current ecosystems and species.
Sincerely,
Arnita Bowman
2130 Crestmoor Dr
San Bruno, CA 94066
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
06111/2012 05:15PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Public Comment Regarding SNRAMP DEIR 2005. 0912E
-Part 1

-

Fo!Warded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 06/11/2012 05:15PM-

AmitaBO"MMn

<amit.bft1'1W1(!lhoti'Mil.com

>

0611112012 04:46PM

To

<bill.~cko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject Public Comment Regarding SNRAMP DEl R 2005.0912EPart 1

Dear Mr. Wycko:
This is an additional public comment from me regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan (SNRAMP) and a request
for additional revisions to the DEIR. I have also read the Public Comments on the DEIR
submitted by the San Francisco Forest Alliance (SFFA) and request that RPD address the
revisions requested by SFFA.
This is summarized list of the revisions requested in the detailed justification document
attached:
Section 1. Table 5- Summary of Natural Areas Management Plan

01
02

[

06

[

07 [

1.
Correct the distances for Existing Trails and To Oose/Relocate Trails
2.
Add a summary of urban forest acres to be converted long term to coastal scrub
and grassland
3.
Correct the "existing" trees and clarify impact of trees removed since initiation of
SNRAMP
Clarify plans for reforestation and types of trees used for reforestation
4.
Section 2.

08

Table I - Summary of Environmental Effects - Recreation

1.
Change all recreation environmental impact statements to Significant for
Proposed Project, Maximum Restoration and No Project to reflect the significance of the
proposed plan and the current Natural Areas Program management on park visitors.
Consider Conducting an unbiased survey of Natural Areas visitors to determine the
significance of decommissioning trails, removing park greenery (aka Trees, ivy, etc.),
restricting visitors to trails, removing park benches, dosing dog play areas, spraying
herbicides, etc. on visitor experience and use of the parks.
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[

2.
Evaluate the environmental impacts on public health related to discouraging daily
exercise and recreation and on the changes to air quality for those exercising in the
parks.

Section 3.

III.A.l Background

Clarify in the DEIR that most of the "Natural Areas" are predominately non-native plants
and trees and not remnant or sensitive habitat. Most of the Natural Areas are planted
forests and old livestock pastures that SNRAMP plans to convert to native coastal dunes,
scrub, and grassland to treat as conservation areas instead of recreational areas. The
statement "The Natural Areas Program mission is to preserve, restore, and enhance the
remnant Natural Areas and to promote environmental stewardship of these areas" is
incomplete without incorporating the current land use and type of land.

14

Because of the size of the files, I will be sending additional emails with the attachments noted
in the above sections.
In general, I found the DEIR to be biased towards promoting the SNRAMP proposals instead of
impartially and scientifically presenting the environmental impacts of the program. It is
troubling that RPD spent more than $1 million for the development of such a flawed SNRAMP
and DEIR and that this was done with limited input from the general public who are unlikely to
support the costly implementation or the significant changes to the use of 25% of park land in
SF. RPD continually misuses words like "invasive" and "noxious" instead of the more clearly
understood "non-native plants" which misleads the public about the types of plants and trees
to be removed. RPD also uses "nature" and "natural" and "habitat" which would be more
correctly stated as "native plants". Using these marketing words or codes represents a

15

deceptive tactic that undermines the value of the entire DIER public comment and review
process, since the general public is not being made aware of the significance of what is actually
planned.
In addition, RPD continues to marginalize the extent of the plans in the media, on their website,
and in presentations and even propagates myths particularly about eucalyptus being different
from other trees (e.g., nothing growing under eucalyptus, fire hazards, hazardous from
tree/limbs falling, killing birds, etc.). They also talk about the myth that non-native plants and
trees are not used by wildlife in the parks or that nothing grows in a eucalyptus forest, one visit
to a Bay Area forest that isn't intensely managed shows the falseness of this claim. RPD has
also made almost no effort to proactively inform the general public of this significant project
that changes the land use of highly valued parks from neighborhood parks to "s ensitive
habitat". This change of the land use to conservation will significantly change th e visitors'
experience. As indentified by SFFA, few r esidents are aware of the proposed plan even though
the plan with impact the more than 60"/o of people that say they use trails in SF parks.

16

17

[

It is also disturbing that RPD has proceeded with implementing much of the SNRAMP plans
prior to the completion of the DEIR, which doesn't seem to comply with CEQA. For example, 1)
signs are already posted at the Natural Area entrances calling the entire Natural Area " sensitive
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habitat'' and requirirg visitors to "stay on the designated trails" and 2) the 2008 Park Bond Trail
Restoration Program- $4 million bucget with about $900,000 already spent- has already been
used to start the SNRAMP proposed plans to decommission trails, erect permanent fencirg,
remove existing landscaping, and install new native plants. In addition in the Glen Canyon
Creekside Trail Habitat Conservation Fund (9/13/10) (See Attachment A ), RPD claims that the
proposed project is "not related to any larger project. series of projects, or program", when in
fact the project is directly implementing the SNRAMP proposed plans and altering the park land
use.
Sincerely,

-m

Arnita Bowman Justifications for Revising the SNRAMP DEfR.pdf
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Justifications for Revising the SNRAMP DEIR
Prepared by Arnita Bowman, 6/11/2012

Section 1: Table 5 -Summary of Natural Areas Management Plan
1.1 Need to correct Existing and Resulting Trail Distances in Table 5: Summary of Natural Areas Management Plan
The following inaccuracies were observed in the trail distances in Table 5:

01
(Cont.)

1.

The 2008 Park Bond Trail Restoration Program (Bond Trail Restoration) for Billy Goat Hill and Twin Peaks
demonstrates RPD's intentions for decommissioning trails based on the SNRAMP and this intent far exceeds the
feet of trails designated in Table 5. Attachment B includes some of the project documents illustrating the
decommissioning of trails.

2.

It is likely that the street roads and sidewalks were included in the trails distances designated in Table 5 since the
existing and remaining trails distances are much greater than the trails depicted on the DEIR trail maps for Twin
Peaks and Billy Goat Hill DEIR maps. Including city streets and sidewalks is not appropriate because they are not
maintained by RPD and/or are not Natural Area's trails.

3.

The Mclaren proposed plan also includes creating habitat for the endangered Mission Blue Butterfly, which
based on the Final Bond Trail Restoration Twin Peaks conceptual trail design (http://sfrpd.org/wp-dev/wpcontent/uploads/Twin-PeaksTrai l-concept-plan.pdf ), results in closing even primary trails. Also, the Interior
Greenbelt trail is missing from the SNRAMP map of existing trails and should be added to the map and the
existing trail feet in Table 5.

These inaccuracies indicate that Rec & Park must reevaluate and restate the trail distances for all sites represented in
the Table 5 for the revised DEIR to ensure that :
1)

2)

The distances reflect the most likely SNRAMP plans for decommissioning existing secondary trails (aka social
trails) and primary trails based on the actual trail projects already completed or designed for the Natura l
Areas. For example, Billy Goat Hill, Twin Peaks, Glen Canyon, and Mclaren all contain(ed) significant
secondary trails (aka social trails) than are represented in Table 5 and Twin Peaks and Mclaren contain
primary trails crossing planned endangered species restoration zones.
Trail distances are only for actual Natural Areas' foot trails and not city streets and sidewalks, particularly
those not maintained by the Natural Areas or even RPD.

Additional Notes:
The Bond Trail Restoration projects represent the most concl usive evidence of RPD's intentions regarding decomm ission
trails and erecting fencing based on the SNRAMP. While I do not have the professional tools necessary to measure the
trail distances on the Bond Trail Program or the DEIR maps with complete accuracy, the rough measurements
demonstrate that the numbers represented in the DEIR Table 5 are significa ntly different both in percentage and overall
distance for both Billy Goat Hill and Twin Peaks and represent a far greater impact on recreation than currently is
re presented in Table 5. Below is a rough analysis based on using string and a ruler to measure the trail distances that is
purely to illustrate the need for RPD t o reevaluate and correct the va lues presented in Table 5.

1
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2008 Bond
Trail
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• The estimated feet of authorized trails after the trail restoration is per the mop in the Billy Goat Hill Trail Enhancement And Restoration ProjectSCOPE OF WORK for Yerba Buena Construction. The estimate of the original trails is based on the trail depictions on the Scope of Work map and
the trails depicted on the Draft DEIR FIGURE 5.9-4 MANAGEMENT AREAS AND TRAIL PLAN BILLY GOAT HILL. Note there is a significant difference
in the trail feet between the estimate and the DEIR draft which may be represented by the city street that runs beside the park and that isn't
to include as a Natural Areas' trails.
•• The estimated feet of authorized trails after the trail restoration is per the map in the Grand View Trail Enhancement And Restoration ProjectSCOPE OF WORK for Yerba Buena Construction. The estimate of the original trails is based on the trail depictions on the Scope of Work map and
the trails depicted on the Draft DEIR FIGURE 5.5-17 MANAGEMENT AREAS AND TRAIL PLAN GRAND VIEW.
••• The estimated feet of authorized trails after the trail restoration is the Final Twin Peaks Conceptual Project Plan. The estimate of the original
trails is based on the trail depictions on the conceptual plan and the trails depicted on the Draft DEIR FIGURE 5.8-5 MANAGEMENT AREAS AND
TRAIL PLAN TWIN PEAKS. Note that DEIR draft likely included the non-RPD road as a trail, which was not included in the rough estimates as it is
not a NAP trail.
•••• These estimates are rough estimates based on the use a string and ruler technique to measure the distances and calculate using the scales
provided on the map. These only provide a general assessment of the trail distances.

Table 5 also likely understates the trails to be decommissioned for other Natural Areas based on the actual history of the
Natural Areas Programs and the Bond Trail Program, which is the best evidence of RPD's intentions. Based on the Bond
Trail Program projects, one must project that NAP intends to decommission almost all secondary trails (aka social trails)
plus some primary trails that cross the MA-l zones or proposed endangered species reintroduction areas. For example,
the primary trails at Mclaren are approximately 3 miles, which is far less than the more than 8 miles stated in Table 5 for
trails to remain. Even though much of MA-le doesn't even contain the lupine host plants for the Mission Blue, the
proposed plan is to "augment the Mission Blue Butterfly Habitat" and "monitor" and "install fencing" in the extensive
MA-le zone, which is predominated by non-native oat grassland. Based the strategy for decommissioning primary trails
illustrated by the final Twin Peaks design, the distances for several of the Mclaren MA-le primary trails must be
included in the trails designated to be decommissioned in Table 5.
1.2 Add a summary of urban forest acres to be converted long term to coastal dunes, scrub, and grassland in Table 5:
Summary of Natural Areas Management Plan

02

Rec & Park and city officials have routinely attempted to marginalize the publics' opposition to the SNRAMP by stating in
the media and at public presentations that only 5% of trees will be removed and that trees will be replaced one-for-one.
This deceptive information regarding the SNRAMP undermines the public and official's understanding of the proposed
plans and current management practices and their ability to comment fully on this significant issues related to the plan;
therefore, the DEIR needs to clarify this controversial issue in the executive summary to ensure reviewers of the DEIR
are not mislead by the omission of significant information.
Specially, the revised DEIR needs to provide the public with an additional summarized analysis of the total acres of urban
forest that the SNRAMP states will be eliminated long-term and replaced with coastal scrub, dunes, and grassland. The
public needs to be aware that the direct cutting of trees will only cause part of the significant environmental impact with
equally significant impacts from:

2
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[

03

04

05 [

1) Thinning the remaining MA-3 forest,
2) Removing all small trees in MA-1 and MA-2, thus stopping the natural regeneration of self-sustaining trees,
until the conversion is complete,
3) Accelerating the windthrow and erosion attrition for the remaining trees, due to removing trees

The 2006 Pine Lake project is the best representation of the SNRAMP proposed plan for tree removal and fencing in the
Natural Areas. Pine Lake demonstrates how the removal of trees impacts the park by opening up the forest curtain to
expose houses and how removal of trees results in wind throw which along with the understory removal results in
erosion as demonstrated in the pictures in Attachment C. Real depictions should be used to demonstrate the results of
the deforestation on the Natural Areas instead of the unrealistic and misleading pictures used for Impact AE-4 in the
DEIR, which don't show the removal of any trees particularly for visitors within the park. Because the aesthetics of a
park are so significant to visitors and has been highlighted by speakers at many public meetings, the aesthetics
environmental impact section should also include realistic pictures, such as those from Pine Lake, that demonstrate
realistic changes that will result from the adoption of the SNRAMP.
These long term plans for eliminating forest acres should also be incorporated into the significance analysis of
aesthetics, hydraulics, air quality, biological resources, wind and shadow, and recreation environmental impacts.

1.3 Correctthe "existing" trees and clarify impact of trees removed since initiation of SNRAMP
The DEIR existing trees must be reevaluated to correctly state the actual trees existing at each site. Rec & Park
presentations to the public, media, and decision makers about the DEIR almost always refer to the percentage of trees
to be removed, which indicates the importance of correctly stating the existing number of trees so that thi s percentage
is fairly stated.

06
(Cont.)

As an example, Pine Lake indicates systemic problems with the tree numbers presented in the DEIR. HORT Science
conducted a tree survey at Pine Lake in March 2011 for Rec & Park and identified only 229 trees at Pine Lake, which
includes the 82% of Pine Lake acres that is not in the Natural Areas. This indicates that it is impossible for 1000 trees, as
stated in Table 5, to exi st on the 8.4 NAP acres, which is largely open water and Riparian vegetation with small shrubs
and a highly thinned MA-3 and MA-2 forest. It also indica tes that the methodology for determining existing trees is
flawed and needs to be corrected to more accurately reflect the number of existing trees summarized in Table 5 and
also contained in the Forestry Appendix F. Otherwise, the percentage of tree removal will be significantly misstated for
those reviewing the final EIR and in presentations to the public. Also, existing tree counts represented for Glen Canyon
and Mt Davidson are of particular concern because the numbers do not seem reasonable based on the actual density of
trees and the existing open spaces with few trees in the zones included in the tree acreage. Because the number and
percentage of trees is such a significant measure used in all presentations regarding the DEIR, the DEIR should reflect the
actual trees at the sites not some highly inaccurate estimate which overstates the existing trees and thus significantly
understates the percentage of trees to be removed.
It is also not stated in the DEIR as to whether trees removed since the crea tion of SNRAMP are included in the "existing"
or "to remove" trees or neither, which is important information for decision making and for understanding the impact of
the proposed plan. As examples of trees that have already been removed since the creation of NAP, according to the
SNRAMP Forestry Appendix F, Pine Lake had 132 trees removed in 2006 and the DEIR Table 5 shows no additional trees
to be cut. Note that extensive numbers of trees have also already been removed by various trail projects (e.g., Corona
Heights, Interior Greenbelt, Grand View), by vandals (e.g., Glen Canyon), by construction projects (e.g., Mt Davidson), by
tree assessment projects (e.g., Pine Lake, Interior Greenbelt), etc.
The on-going deforestation at Grand View and Pine Lake in the MA-3 forests is also a concern since even in areas that
SNRAMP proposes to maintain forests; the areas are being converted to native plants instead of retaining the forest.
See Attachment C for pictures of trees removed and the new native plant ga rdens in areas zoned as MA-3 forests at Pine

3
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Lake. Also, below is the Google Map street picture from April 2011 for Grand View that shows young cypress t rees that
are not at Grand View after the 2008 Bond Trail Restoration. Note these young trees are in a zone designated as MA-3
where SNRAMP proposes to retain the Cypress trees.

As shown in the picture the MA-3 zone has numerous t ree

stumps instead of Cypress trees. This illustrates how the "no project" status is also significantly detrimental to t he
aesthetic and scenic value of the Natural Areas and pictures showing these changes in the DEIR should be shown in the
DEIR.

06
(Cont.)

"'
Picture 1: Screenshot from Go ogle Maps street view of Grand View. Google Maps shows that the picture was taken in
April 2011. I added the circle to show several young cypress trees that are no longer at Grand View. One of the young
cypresses is still there but it appears to be outside the RPD park boundary.

Picture 2: A large section of trees were remove at the Stanyan entrance of the Interior Greenbelt, which is also a MA-3

zone.

4
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1.4 Clarify plans for reforestation and types of trees used for reforestation

07
(Cont.)

Any reforestation plans or the lack of a reforestation plans should also be stated with an analysis of the likelihood of
success, since the NAP has had limited success with establishing native trees with past projects (e.g., Tank Hill, Mt
Davidson). I have observed successful oak plantings at Golden Gate Heights and two Mclaren locations but all three
sites have been in areas sheltered from wind by surrounding urban forests and are park areas outside the Natural Areas.
Difficulties with establishing oaks is likely indicative of the environmental changes relating to global climate change,
pollution related to densely populated city, the limited locations in the Natural Areas where native trees thrive in a
windy and foggy environment, and that the Westside Natural Areas are naturally sand dunes.
The public should also be made aware in the summary about the type of trees expected to be planted, since shrubs that
may grow into small trees do not have the same aesthetic quality as the majestic, large trees currently in the urban
forests nor do shrubs that may grow into small trees have the same environmental impacts (e.g., air pollution
absorption, carbon sequestration, etc.) as large trees. Note that per Rec & Park records provided from a Sunshine
request, the only trees planted in the Natural Areas during the past three years except for 74 oaks where really shrubs.
Below in Table A is a summary of the trees planted by location and Table B is the actual list of NAP Tree Planting 2009 to
2012 that was provided by RPD based on a Sunshine Act Request.

5
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Table A: FY 2009 to 2012 Natural Areas Program Tree Pia nting- Almost all Shrubs that May Grow into Small Trees
Summarized from NAP Tree Planting List Provided by an Rec & Park Sunshine Request (Shown in Table B)
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Table B: NAP Tree Planting 2009 to 2012
AnnuaiTotal
61
2011112
124

Four Year Total

676

2010/11

273

200gJ10

218

2008/0g

2011112

Species

Number

AESCAL

10

Mclaren

AESCAL

ALNRUB

10

Mclaren

AESCAL

Mclaren

HETARB

Mclaren

AESCAL

Pine Lake

MYRCAL

Mclaren

Park

2010111

Number

Park
Billy Goat

ALNRUB

PRUILI

HETARB

QUEAGR

Buena Vista

HETARB

QUEAGR

Corona

MYRCAL

SALSPP

2009110

Species

Buena Vista
25

Oak Woodlands
Lake Merced

MYRCAL

10

Mclaren

SAMMEX

17

Mcl aren

PRUILI

10

Glen Canyon

SAMRAC

10

Mcl aren

QUEAGR

Buena Vi5ta

Subtotal

61

QUEAGR

Edgehill

QUEAGR

Pine Lake

Park

SALSPP

AESCAL

Billy Goat

SAMMEX

AESCAL

Lake Merced

SAMMEX

Mclaren

Mcl aren

SAMRAC

Edgehill

AESCAL

Pine Lake

SAMRAC

ALNRUB

Glen Canyon

SAMRAC

Species

AESCAL

Number

17

Edgehill

Glen Canyon
10

Mclaren
Pine Lake

ALNRUB

10

Lake Merced

SAMRAC

10

ALNRUB

23

Pine Lake

Subtotal

124

HETARB

Buena Vista

HETARB
HETARB

Corona Heights
10

2008109

Species

Lake Merced

AESCAL

Number

Park
Lake Merced

HETARB

20

Oak Woodland

ALNRUB

MYRCAL

10

Lake Merced

ALNRUB

MYRCAL

15

Mclaren

HETARB

Corona Heights

MYRCAL

23

Pine Lake

HETARB

Lake Merced

PRUILI

Bayview

HETARB

12

Oak Woodlands

PRUILI

Billy Goat

MYRCAL

10

Lake Merced

10

PRUILI

17

Edgehill

MYRCAL

PRUILI

10

Mclaren

MYRCAL

10

Glen Canyon
Lake Merced

Mcl aren
Pine Lake

QUEAGR

Billy Goat

PRUILI

20

Bayview

QUEAGR

Buena Vista

PRUILI

15

Glen Canyon

QUEAGR

Corona Heights

QUEAGR
10

Lake Merced

Corona Heights

QUEAGR

10

Edgehill

QUEAGR

QUEAGR

10

Lake Merced

QUEAGR

SALLUC

10

Glen Canyon

SALSPP

SAMRAC

15

Lake Merced

SAMRAC

10

Buena Vista

SAMRAC

25

Pine Lake

SAMRAC

10

Edgehill

Subtotal

273

SAMRAC

40

Lake Merced

SAMMEX

Pine Lake

SAMMEX

Edgehill
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SAMRAC

Mclaren

SAMRAC

28

Subtotal

218

Pine Lake
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Section 2: Table I- Summary ofEnvironmental Effects- Recreation
Change all recreation environmental impact statements to Significant for Proposed Project, Maximum Restoration
and No Project to reflect the significance of the proposed plan and the current Natural Areas Program management
on park visitors. Consider conducting an unbiased survey of Natural Areas visitors to determine the significance of
decommissioning trails, removing park greenery (aka Trees, ivy, etc.), restricting visitors to trails, removing park
benches, closing dog play areas, spraying herbicides, etc. on visitor experience and use of the parks.
Proposed Plan, Maximum Restoration, and the No Project alternatives impact ratings for Recreation need to be changed
to "Significant" to reflect the high value that residents place on trails and visiting nature and the significant change in
people's recreational access to the land that is proposed. By decommissioning existing trails, installing fences, removing
benches, and requiring visitors to stay on the trail, SNRAMP does the opposite of improving these highly valued facilities
and encouraging visitation to parks and represents a significant negative environmental impact to recreational activities
in the park and this is not fully recognized or analyzed in the DEIR.

08
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According to the 2004 Rec & Park Assessment Survey, 67% of households run or walk in parks and 61% visit nature plus
55% of residents consider walking and biking trails to be one of the most important recreational facilities. Trails were by
a wide margin the most important recreation facility according to the survey. Running, walking, and enjoying nature are
also low cost options for all residents to combat public health issues such as obesity, diabetes, heart disease, mental
health issues, etc., and restricting access discourages residents from fully using parks to promote health and well-being.
Any analysis that assumes the SNRAMP plan does not have a significant impact of recreation needs to be supported by
unbiased evidence such as an independent survey. Note that public hearing are not sufficient as RPD has a reputation
for filtering public input to only present the information that supports RPD's current position.

Excerpt from 2004 Rec & Park Assessment Survey
OJ. Recreation Fac ilities that Are Most
Important to Respondent Households

04. Percentage of Respondent Households that
Currently Partic ipate in Various Programs and Activities
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Figure 6 - Most lmpon ant Recreation Facilities
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Figure 7 - Current Participation of Various Programs and
Activities
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In addition, freedom to play in parks promote children engaging with the
outdoors and also provides health benefits as summarized by the National
Wild Iife Federation: http://www.nwf.org/News-and-Maqazines/MediaCente r/News-by-Topic/Get-Du tside/20 12/04-12-12-Getting-the-Dirt-on -Dirt-forHealthier-Happier-Children.aspx. See Appendix D.

08
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In addition to decommissioning trails, the Natural Areas' Sensitive and Important
Habitat signs requiring people to "Stay on the Designated Trail" have already been
posted at the entrances of Natural Areas which indicates that these rules apply to
even the highly resilient forest and grassland areas and significantly alters the
recreation land use of all Natural Area zones.
In addition, rows offencing have already been installed in the Natural Areas which
restrain people from usingparkareasand also marthe park aesthetics. See
Appendix E with pictures of unattractive fencing that mars the beauty and views
of the Natura I Areas. The fencing that runs the length of the Sharp Park berm has
a large number of holes in the fence which illustrate that the public wants to use
these areas and trails for recreation where the Natural Areas Program is
attempting to bar access. My understanding is also that the transfer of the property to the City of San Francisco
stipulates that these areas are for recreation and converting these park areas to habitat conservation zoning does not
comply with that stipulation.

10

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-552

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Bowman-2

Picture 3: One of the many holes in the ugly wire fencing along the Sharp Park berm, which is a high use

recreational area with walkers, runners, bicyclists, dog walkers, fishermen, and golfers. Also note the
dead trees which also diminish the aesthetics ofthe area.

Picture 4: The Natural Areas have a significant number of mysteriously dead trees that have not been
addressed, such as at Sharp Park. These trees once represented a beautiful forest that once improved
the aesthetics of the area for visitors.
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Examples of significant SNRAMP conservation focused recommendations that will have a significant
degrade the recreational land use of the Natural Areas include:

GR-lla: plan recommends re-routing or closing 10.3 miles of trail (approximately 26 percent of
total existing trails).

GR-llc: Public use in all Natural Areas, unless otherwise specified, should encourage on-trail
use. To reduce the deleterious effects of trampling in unstable areas, formal use areas, including
designated trails, shall be created at locations that are sufficiently stable to withstand the
pressure of public use (see GR-lla). Additionally, interpretive and park signs should be installed
or modified as appropriate to include "Please Stay on Trails" with information about why ontrail use is required.

08
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GR-lld: Natural Areas shall be monitored on a routine basis for the development of new social
trails. Those that impact sensitive species or sensitive habitats or that contribute to erosion
problems shall be closed or re-routed (see GR-llb) with signs and brush barriers. Temporary
fencing will be used as a last resort in these areas if less obtrusive measure (signs, brush
barriers) are not effective.

What I' m struck by when I visit Natural Areas is that while the Natural Areas Program deems it a
sensitive habitat, most of the area is really quite resilient. Instead of being an "important habitat" it is
far more important to me as place for families with small children to gain confidence, explore and enjoy
nature and the outdoors. There are thousands and thousands of acres of coastal scrub and grassland
and oak woodlands that are nearby on the San Francisco Peninsula at places like San Bruno Mountain
and the San Francisco Peninsula Watershed but families have few places within walking distance of their
homes to enjoy the outdoors. When I visit expensive native plant restoration areas like Milagra Ridge
that confine people to the designated trails, there are few people and even fewer young children. I
recently went to Indian Basin Shoreline Park for the first time. A group of local school children were
visiting the park and the most gleeful moment was when they got to leave the trail and turn over rocks
to try to find crabs. At Glen Canyon, the big thrills for children are climbing over a tree, forging a creek,
taking the social path far from the adults (aka 10 feet away), showing off the "Tiger Claw" trees, etc.
Glen Canyon is alive with wild critters but watching the wonders of children exploring is by far the most
entertaining activity in the park.
Closing trails and access not only impacts children exploration and enjoyment. I visit Sharp Park often
and the lagoon w as the equivalent of our 18th hole on our hiking trips that I miss deeply. I'm obviously
not the only one as the fence along the berm is riddled with holes made by individuals that obviously
believe as I do visiting the la goon is a significant recreational activity. The ugly fence also diminishes the
aesthetic of the golf course for those w alking on the berm and creates an exclusionary atmosphere
where before it felt as if the golf course was for everyone.

08
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[

Side Note: The Lagoon is not a critical habitat for any species. It is not any more critical to the
frogs than the water bodies in Golden Gate Park that may also support the California Red Legged
Frog. The 22,000 acre San Francisco Peninsula Watershed is the critical habitat for the frogs,
which are actually common along the coast but have declined in the Sierras. Because it was a
salt water lagoon, it is also questionable as to whether the frogs where introduced or naturally
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exist in the lagoon. There is also no substantive evidence that recreation is harming the frogs in
the lagoon.
Equally concerning is the constant pesticide warning signs with little indication of where the spraying is
occurring. This certainly impacts my willingness to go to the parks, particularly Mt Davidson, which
appears to have spraying right next to the trail to kill the blackberries and ivy.
Rec & Park seems to believe that creating "volunteer" stewardship programs in some way replaces or
compensates for the millions of self-guided visits each year that residents make to these parks. While

08
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volunteering is important for many reasons, it does not replace personal, daily interactions with nature
in the parks, plus the Natural Areas Program is alienating large segments of daily park users, thus
reducing these users willingness to participate in volunteer programs or support Rec & Park. With more
than 800,000 residents, the FY 2009-2010 volunteer hours of 129,703 of habitat restoration, gardening
and recreation program support represents a minor element of people's recreational use of the park. In
addition, the volunteer habitat restoration projects are in some cases assisting with decommissioning
recreational access to the parks. It is also concerning that RPD is directing most volunteer hours to
native plant gardening and few hours to other park maintenance needs.
Rec & Park recently used volunteers to create lovely new trails in the Corona Heights forest andreopened a historic trail in the Interior Greenbelt forest and both are popular with residents. However,
these trails do not compensate for the social trails to be closed in other Natural Areas or the intense
"sensitive habitat" controls planned and both trails could easily have been created under the recreation
or maintenance alternative. Both these trails indicate that residents appreciate having trails through
forests and there are few such opportunities in San Francisco and SNRAMP's restoration and
conservation objectives minimize the opportunity for creating more such highly valued trails through
forests to meet the needs of residents.
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exercise and recreation and on the changes to air quality for those exercising in the parks.

11
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Evaluate the environmental impacts on public health related to discouraging daily

[

The DEIR does not specifically address the public health implications of policies that discourage exercise
and diminish mental health benefits of the Natural Areas. In addition, trees benefit air quality and the
plan does not address the impact of the removal of trees on air quality for those exercising or using the
parks. The environmental impact on public health is significantly degraded by the SNRAMP proposed
plan and the policies implemented by the Natural Areas Program since the creation of the SNRAMP.
The following are articles substantiate the need for such analysis:
How Getting Dirty Outdoors Benefits Kids, National Wildlife Federation
http://www.nwf.org/ News-and-Maqazines/Media-Center/ News-by-Topic/Get-Outside/2012/ 04-12-12Getti ng-t he-Dirt-on-Dirt-for-Healthier-Ha ppie r-Chi ld ren .aspx
See Attachment D.

Trees- The Air Pollution Solution, Center for Urban Forest Research
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/ 18648125
See Attachment F.

Parks and recreation settings and active living: a review of associations with physical activity
function and intensity. Kaczynski AT, Henderson KA.
http://www.ncbi .nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/ 18648125

13
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In addition, poison oak is increasing in the parks and herbicide use is escalating. From personal
experience, I know that poison oak outbreaks are debilitating for one to two weeks. When I have a
poison oa k outbreak, I am typically bedridden for 4 to 5 days with a painful reaction. Allowing poison
oak to proliferate near city park trails should never be allowed because of health reasons.
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Section 3. 11/.A.l Background
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Clarify in the DEIR that most of the "Natural Areas" are predominately non-native plants and
trees and not remnant or sensitive habitat. Most of the Natural Areas are planted forests and
old livestock pastures that SNRAMP plans to convert to native coastal dunes, scrub, and
grassland to treat as conservation areas instead of recreational areas. The statement "The
Natural Areas Program mission is to preserve, restore, and enhance the remnant Natural
Areas and to promote environmental stewardship of these areas" is incomplete without
incorporating the current land use and type of land.
Throughout the SNRAMP, it discuss that the Natural Areas are predominated by plants that are not
native to SF, and the urban forests are almost exclusively non-native plants. RPD often makes the claim
in the media and public presentations that the Natural Areas are remnant Natural Areas is misleading
and does not provide the public with a clear understanding of the extend of the SNRAMP plans.
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Attachment A
Excerpts from the Glen Canyon Creekside Trail Habitat Conservation Fund application for the Glen
Canyon Loop Trail Improvement Project Environmental Evaluation Application dated 9/13/10

I

I

Red box designate specific concerns with the Application. These areas indicate that RPD

• - - - - -... did not disclose that this project relates to SNRAMP, which is in the process of an
environmental review and the project contains significant modifications to the Natural
Area that are based on the SNRAMP recommendations.
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Glen Cnnyon Crc:c:k.sidc Loop Trail
lfabitnt Conservation fund - Trails Cntegory
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
Compliance Certification Form

Project Name: .Gl e n Cany o n CrePite I ne 1'ra i 1
Project Address: Dial!'lo n d Height s JHvd . a nd Bnkeh> y St .
When was CEQA analysis completed for this project? Date_9
" "/2
= 9/2
= 0..:..;
10,___ __
What document{s) was filed for this project's CEQA analysis: {check all that apply)
Dlnitlal Study
Declaration

DNotlce ot Exemption

D Negative Declaration DMftigated Negative

0 Envaronmental Impact Report IXIOther Environmental Eyaluatjoo finding project
Categorically Exempt from Environmental Review under the California Environmental Quality
Act guidelines Section 15301, Class I (h) Maintenance and restoration of landscaping and
trails.
Note. If a Master Environmental Impact Report was used to comply with CEQA you are
certifying that the project is covered in adequate detail to allow the project's construction or
acquisition.
Attach the Notlce of Exemption or the Notlco of Determination a s appropriate.If these
forms were not c ompleted please attach a letter from the Lead Agency explaining why.
Lead Agency Contact Information:
Agency Name: San Francisco Planning Department Contact Person: Brett Bollinger
Mailing Address: 1650 Mission Street. Suite 400. San Francisco, CA 94103-2479
Email: bboll!nger@sfgov.org
Phone: (415) 575-9024
Certificabon:
I hereby certify that the lead agency listed above has determined that it has comphed with the
California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) for the project identified above and that the
Project is described in adequate and sufficient detail to allow the project's construction or
acquisition.
I represent and warrant that I have full authority to execute this CEQA Compliance Certification
on behalf of the lead agency. I declare under penalty of pe~ury that the foregoing certifiCation
of CEQA Compliance for the above named project is true a nd correct.

-.. . .
U

. . . r'7)l

Dawn Kamalanathan, Capital & Planning Mgr.
San Francisco Recreation and Pari( Department
Authorized Representative

\~9-30.2010

Signature

Submitted by the San frnncisco
Recreation and Parle Department
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Glen Canyon Creekside Loop Trail
Habitat Conservation Fund
scor•l':JCost Estimate Form
Recreation Feature • Development of 8,500 Squnre Feet of exi~ting twil construcL Construct new
low retaining wll111! os needed, soil ero~ion conlfol mea3un:1! including biott:chnical solutions,nnd
provide new planting., and native plant restoration.
Recreation Feature - Development of I00 linear feet of new trail.
Recreation Feamre • Closure of 1,177 linear feet of social trail aud provide new protective
fencing as needed to protect habitat and for public safety
Recreation Fc.aturc · Restore existing steps and provide new box steps os needed.
Rc::crc:ution Fe~~ture ·Construct turnpikes along trail os ntcdcd.
Recreation Feature- Install foot bridge or boardwalk near creek.
Recreational Feature - Install wayfinding and interpretive sisnage; trail welcome signage.
ORAN1

(oRANTSC:OI' Il

~ HCFGrant

ilemS- PRI!·

Required Match Totnl

CONSTRUCTION costs

Pre-Construction and Planning
Cost funded bv non-grant match.
ORANTSCOPE items ACQlilSITION or CO:>:STROCTIOI\

Subtotal:

so

so

HCFGrant

Required Match 1otal

costs
$

Soil Binder
BioTech Erosion Coruro1
" • ..rt......lt-

880

1--

.

I Trailside Plantin~
l UmplKe
Water Bars
Totnl:

"'100

880
2.600
BOO

1,200

1,200

Total of MATCH Sources

"

I;

9400

$18 800.00
.).tV,IMJ_,_UU

13,302.5
IS 300
250

13 302.5
15.300
250

$26.605.00
$30600.00
$500.00

·~·~"-

'"'·~"'

1450

.
1.450

,. ?'\0

? ' ?<;0

37.462.5

37.462.5

i:i:;>W

.U.lVU

1330
Sl 63,587

1330
Sl63,.587

..

;)J~,.>.t_'!.l!.ll.

·=·VV

.

"'

II

$2.900.00
t d? '\M 01

$74.925.0 II
_.)'+.) ,~

$2.660.00

I
,

J)()(J ()(

liZ,4~

IV,VVV

S321Jli

APPUCANT' s MATCH Sources (by name and da1c committed}
2008 Clean and Safe :-.Jeighborhood }'arks Bond • Julv 1 2009

"'

Sl 760.00
S5.200.00-

9400

"'Z

TOTAL PROJECT COST

-

s

lV,VW

Trail Edl!.ing

.,,.,.,.;,

..

-

2.600

1 creek- cape 1vy removnJ
I Fencinrz · solit mil
I'ICW rat
Retaining Walls (less than 2' tall)
Retaining Walls (g~r than 2' ti!!J)
Sit:tn • Wavlindint:t
I . ~OC!II!_ lUI c OSurt:

·-

so

.......

Total

.

Sl63 SS7

.

~

$163 587
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l 'ARl' 3- ADOm O:-.IAL Pn6]1!<.'Tl NI'OKMA1'10l'l

Yes

No

1. Would the project Involve A mtljor ~ll("t'Jtlon Q( a 6trurture COIIStructed 50 or more years ago
or n structure In 11111\Utorlc: district?
•
·

0

18!

--

If ye~, 6\lbmit ;~. S!lppltnJatfal llljonna/iou Form for HiJton'at! Rcso11m l:.'w/uQ/ion. Insuuctions
on how to flU out tho furm nrc outli:\cd in ti)o Sar. Frand'cv !'nsowlim; lJ11l/Qin No. l6 (5cc:
pageA28-34 h1 Ap~ndix B).

2.

I

Would the pmjec:t lnvolvc demolition of nmuctwc <:on:~tructed'50 or more yw.rs w.go or;~.
stnu:ture located In an historic dimict?
·

0

~

0

~

0

181

l f yCJ~;, n lfutoric Resource Evaluaiion Report (HR.ERy will be required. The scope .oC the
HRER wJU bo determined in con.sultation with the Department's Preservation Coordinator.
3a.. Would the projc:<t rt$\llt in excavation or soil diatwb~odification greater than 10 feet

below grade?

If yes, how many feet bclow grade 'would be cxc:..v01ted?
What type of foundation would be: used (if known)?

3b. Is the project Bite !~ted in an nrca of potmtilli geotechnical hnuvd ns identified in the 5.m ·
Prandsco Gen('rJI Pl~n ur em a steep slopo or would the project be located'on n5ito ,.fith iU\
average &lope of 20')!. OT mon.-1

·

·

If yes to ether Question 3a or 3b, please submit a Geotechnical Repnrt.•
'4.

'

Would the'}lroject Involve cxpiUlSion of on cxl~ting bulld.irtg cnvdopc, or new cons~ction, .
or grading, or new CI,Jrb cuts, or dcmolit:lon?·
·

0

181

0
D

18!
IX!

·o

f81

..P

181

·o

181

o ·

181

lf'ycs, pl~ submit a Trtt Disclotilll'e Statm:mt . .. - • ·
..
Would the project Wlylt In ground dlsturixmcc of 5,()0Q gco,; Sq~art: feet ~r Ulllic?
6. Would the proj",rli'(SU}t in any romtruction o\•er 40' f~t mh_dghii - ' ' . - I
..
~
< •
l"v.
If yes, apply for a Sec:tlnn 295 (Propo.siUon l<) Sh:ulow Shtdy. This :ipplk.ltiOI'Il& :~vrulable

5.

..

~

0

....

• ....:

.•

• • •• • •

Qn the Planning Depamnenl's website and.sh,o.uld be 5ubhlltted ~t the Pl.~nnlng
Information Center, 1660 l'vfl~lon Stteet!.Ftrst Floqr.
• 1_
..
· _
·

7. Would the project ~ut~ In~ rocutruction of :~structure: 8Q ~~or higher?
J£ yes, Ill\ initial review by a wind eJCPeTI, Includlng a rna>tnm!'Jld~tion as 't o whether a
'Nind amflysls* is needed, may be requl~, as determin~ by Oepa"tlm~t stlff.

.

8. Would the project Involve work on a site with on exJstfnt odoimcr g<tS st!tlon, ;mtu I'cp01it,
dry dl!il11m, or hea\'}' manuUt<turing ~1sc, or 3 site wlU\u.nderground sturagc t:mks7
If ye..._, please submit a Pha.se 1 Environmental Site A66ei8Dlenl (ESA)! A J'hase Tl ESA (fo:r
example, .soil ~ may be requlred, 8.9 detennined by Department staff9. Would the project-require' any variances, BJ-=bl outhor~llon..; r:lr ch~riges to thePI~nnlllg
Code or Zoning Maps?
If yes,. please describe.'

10. Is the project rclated to a larger project, gerles nC prnj~, nr pmg(;)m?
l fye.~, pie:~~ descriOO.

[

.

-

J

. Tl yes, and the "project would be over 55 feet taU or 10 feet taller th3n an ndjacent building
· built before 1963, plcMe su\>mlt an elevation or renderinga ~w:lng lhe proJec:Lwith the ·
adjoctllll buildings.

·-

- ----

-

--

-

..

~Report or study to be prep;~fcd b)• n qu;llificd conlmltant who is co:ntractcd dir<:ctly by the project spon:~or.

$•• riUJI:mo

PL.AHI-.o OCPAIII"N.W.HT

1?

-4-
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.2008 Bond Trail Restoration Projects
Decommission· "Natural Areas" Trai~

:

====---

:::~-::.
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(25% ) cut in t rails in
"natural areas" in SF
however 2008 bond trail
restoration projects are
decommissioning more

Billy Goat Hill 2010 Restoration
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Much gr eater than 29% cut planned in
Draft SNRAMP DEIR
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Grand View 2011 Restoration

Decommisioned - 21 % of TraiL<;
Compa rable to 24% cut planne d in
Draft SN RAMP DEIR

Sowce: Grallill'iCH' 7'Nlil Enl uw a m1!1IIA nd Re:rtora1io11 Projut SCOPE OF IVOR K Ourractor: l'e rl>a Buena Cousrnu:tio11

"Natural Areas" Welcome Signs
Twin Peaks
"Important Habitat"
Conceptual / Planned
on Desi~ated Tr ail"
Restoration Pla n
Decommisions
- 66 % of
Foot Trails
Much grea te r than
21 % cut p lanned in
Dra ft SNRAMP DEIR
(d raft se e me d to
co nside r non-RPD
pave d car traffic roads
as trails)
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Not e: %decommissioned based o n ro ugh measur e ments of t he original tra ils in
the SNRAMP ma ps [not shown her e) and the trail r estor ation project majE.
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"Natural Areas" Aesthetics

"Neighborhood Park"
Trees create refuge from
sights and sounds of city
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The Dirt
on Dirt

BE
OUT
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All the Fuss About Mess
"Pon't track mud itt the house!"
"Wash your hands before dinner!"
"You can't play with that you don't know
where it's been!"
Parents wear those phrases out like old blue jeans put
through the spin cycle too many times. Many have come
to see D-1-R-T as a four-letter word. Only two decades
ago, kids made forts with sticks and mud, waded up to
their knees in streams. How many do that now? Fears
about dangers lurking in the muck (microbes, parasites
and amoebas, oh my!) and a societal slant in favor of oversanitization keep families from letting kids do what comes
naturally, which is to go outside and get a little messy.

Jut here's a dirty little secret:
Dirt and germs can actually be good for
kids. The things small children want to do
outside, like building mud castles, splashing
around in puddles and rolling down hills
until their clothes are irreparably
grass-stained-all those
things that make
mothers
reach for
hand sanitizer
and laundry
detergentmay, in fact, be
a grubby little
prescription
fo r health and
happiness.
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Unfortunately, boys and girls today spend the
better part of their time, seven hours per day on average
(Rideout, 2010), indoors, in the sterile company of
technology, rather than following their in-born impulses
to explore the natural world with thei r senses. This
indoor childhood is damaging to kids. In fact, in the last
twenty years as kids spent less and less time outside,
childhood obesity rates more than doubled (CDC, 2008),
the United States became the largest consumer of ADHD
medications in the world (Sax, 2000), 7.6 million U.S.
children are vitamin D deficient (Kumar, 2000), and the
use of antidepressants in pediatric patients rose sharply
(Delate, 2004).
When kids do leave the house, a growing body of research
suggests the exact things we do in the name of protecting
them from dirt and germs, such as not letting them get
too messy and frequently using hand san itizers and antibacterial products, can inhibit their mental and physical
health and resilience.

fhis report reveals how getting down
and dirty in the great outdoors
-far from being a bad thing- helps
children lead healthier, happier lives.

the DIRt on DIRT: How getting dirty outdo on benefits kids
For the Health of It:
How getting messy outside benefits the heart, skin, and immune system

fhe Joy of flirt:
How playing outside in the dirt increases happiness, reduces anx iety and enhances learn ing

G-ood Clean ({lirty) Fun:
Dirty-hands-on t ips for parents and caregivers
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For the Health of It

Getting messy outside benefits
the heart, skin, and immune system.

Children who do nit spend time outside run
the risk of serious health issues, such as obesity (CDC,
2008), myopia (Reuters, 2009), and vitamin D deficiency
(AAP, 2009). The good news is that outdoor activities
kids love, like running, jumping, climbing, playing games
with friends, and taking nature walks are a great strategy
for keeping children healthy.
In addition, experts say, if we dig a little deeper-literallythere are even more benefits to be found. Playing in
the dirt and even ingesting a little along the way, some
researchers say, helps children build stronger immune
systems. The Hygiene Hypothesis, first put forth in the
1980s, holds that when children are too clean and their
exposure to parasites, bacteria, and viruses is limited
early in life, they face a greater chance of having allergies,
asthma, (Yazdanbakhsh, 2002) and other autoimmune
diseases such as multiple sclerosis and type-one diabetes
during adulthood (Piatts-Mills, 2005).
While no one disputes the wisdom of basic, commonsense sanitation measures, such as washing hands and
using hand sanitizer when soap and water aren't available,
experts say some exposure to dirt and germs does not
hurt children, and may very well help.

According to Dr. Joel Weinstock, director of
gastroenterology and hepatology at Tufts Medical Center
in Boston, "Children raised in an ultraclean environment
are not being exposed to organisms that help them develop
appropriate immune regulatory circuits." For their own
benefit, Dr. Weinstock argues,

"Children should go barefoot itt
the dirt play itt the dirt and not
have to wash hands when they
come itt to eat.ii
(Brody, 2009)
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Pr. Mary Ruebush.

immunologist and author of Why Dirt is Good: 5 Ways to Make Germs Your Friends,
counts letting kids play in the dirt as immune-system-building step number one. "Let your child be a child," she
says. "Dirt is good. If your child isn't coming in dirty every day, they're not doing their job. They're not building
their immunological army. So it's terribly important."
(CBS News, 2009).
You know the smile on your child's face
when he's covered in mud? Doesn't it just
warm your heart? Well, it is benefiting
his. Dirt, says a Northwestern University
study, is good for childrens' cardiovascular
health. Analyzing data collected from
thousands of children over two decades,
researchers have concluded that when
children are exposed to germs and
pathogens during infancy their risk of
cardiovascular inflammation in adulthood,
a precursor to heart attacks and strokes,
is reduced. The study found that children
who had early exposure to animal feces
and infectious microbes like those found
outside in soil resulted in lower levels of
CRP, or C-Reactive Protein, a biomarker
for cardiovascular problems, later in life.
(Channick, 2010).
Being too clean also can be a liability for
kids who get a lot of scrapes and cuts,
which is pretty much all kids.

Luckily, dirt's benefits are
skin-deep as well.
Researchers at the University of California
School of Medicine, San Diego, found that
a common bacterial species that I ives on
skin, Staphylococci, triggers a pathway
that helps prevent inflammation, improving
skin's ability to heal (BBC News, 2009).

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-568

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Bowman-2

fhe Joy of Pirt

Playing in the dirt increases
happiness, enhances learning.

Accordit'lg to a four-year study that examined approximately two million
children under the age of 18, antidepressant use is on the rise in kids, with the fastest
growing segment found to be preschool children aged 0·5 years (Delate, 2004).
While not a substitute for medication, an increasing number of experts are
recognizing the role of nature in enhancing kids' mental health. It's easy to see
the effect when you watch children play outside. Kids are different when they're
outdoors; free of school pressures and harried schedules, they relax and simply
become kids. In fact, according to one study, children's stress levels fall within
minutes of seeing green spaces, making outside play a simple, no·cost, and timeefficient antidote for an overstressed child (Kuo, 2004).
Studies now also show that going beyond seeing green spaces to touching them has a
powerful and positive effect. Making direct contact with soil, whether through gardening,
digging for worms, or making mud pies has been shown to improve mood, reduce anxiety, and facilitate learning.
In a study by Bristol University, Mycobacterium vaccae, or M. vaccae, a "friendly" bacteria found in soil, was shown
to activate a group of neurons that produce the brain chemical serotonin, enhancing feelings of well-being, much in
the same manner as antidepressant drugs and exercise. Interest in the study arose when patients treated with
M. vaccae for another health issue reported increases in their quality of life (Lowry, 2007).
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fhe results, "leave us wot1derit1g if we shouldt1't all be spet1dit1g tMore titMe
playit1g it1 the dirt"' says the study"s lead author Ur. Chris Lowry.
Beyond raising mood, time kids spend in
the dirt may be the best preparation for
the classroom, according to researchers
at The Sage Colleges in Troy, New York.
They wondered whether, in addition
to its antidepressant effect, M. vaccae
may also have an effect on schoolwork.
"Since serotonin plays a role in learning,
we wondered if live M. vaccae could
improve learning in mice," says Dr.
Dorothy Matthews who co-authored the
study. What they found was the bacteria
did, in fact, significantly improve
learning, and, in addition, the mice
demonstrated fewer
anxious behaviors.

•

"This research suggests that M. vaccae
may play a role in anxiety and
learning in mammals," says Matthews. "It
is interesting to speculate
that creating learning environments in
schools that include time in the
outdoors where M. vaccae is present
may decrease anxiety and improve the
ability to learn new tasks." (Science
Daily, 2010).
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G-ood Cleat1 (Uirty) Fut1

Dirty hands-on tips for parents and caregivers.

G-etting messy is a win..win for children, because it's also fUN.
Here are some wonderful ways to get started.
Jean Artist
•

•

•

Give your child a stick and a muddy surface to draw on.
Mistakes are no problem; mud is a very forgiving medium.
Just smooth them over and start again!
Mud prints are fun too. Your child's muddy hands and/
or feet can stamp cool patterns onto a sheet of paper.
If you prefer to keep it simple, the sidewalk is another
canvas.
And then there's sculpture. Mud balls can become
out·of·season snowmen or abstract sculptures. If your
child's creation isn't sticking together, just add more
water.

Je a Juilder
•
•

Your children can make buildings of all shapes and sizes if they use sticks to create a frame and pack mud on
to it. Houses or forts perhaps, a castle w
a moat, a stable to put toy horses in.
If they also like the idea of large-scale
ic works, have them make a river by digging a trench in the mud or
dirt. Then, add water as needed. Most
rtantly, build a dam to protect the town!

For tttore wonderful out~oor activities visit:
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Je a Jiologist
•

•

•

Take a walk through your neighborhood or a local park so your children can learn which animals go under cover
during rain and which come out in this type of weather. You might not have pigs nearby, but some dogs will happily
wallow in a mud puddle if they have a chance. You may also see birds swooping down to take a bath.
This is also a fine time to study worms that surface to breathe when their burrows fill with water. Supply a
magnifying glass so your children can get an even closer look. Then, en I ist the kids in a Worm Rescue Squad. Ask
them to move any worms they find on the sidewalk back to the dirt so they don't dry out.
Now, help them build a worm hotel.

Jea Chef
•

•

If you're going to play in the mud, why not make some mud pies? If you have some old cake or pie tins, great.
Otherwise, shallow plastic containers work just fine. Once the pies are "baked," it's time to make them beautiful!
Encourage your children to scour the yard for pebbles, petals, and leaves that will make perfect decorations on top.
Collect dirt, grass, leaves, twigs, and acorns in a large container, and you have a bountiful nature salad. Add some
water, and it's mud stew! (Remind small children to play with their dirt food, not eat it!)

Je a G-ardener
•

Little hands love to garden! Get some kid-size gardening tools and let
kids help mom and dad plant vegetables-it's so exciting to watch them
grow and it just might help kids eat more of them.

•

Read Growing Vegetable Soup, by Lois Ehlert for
inspiration.

•

Let kids choose and plant flower seeds or bulbs. See if they can
remember what colors they planted come spring.

Note: If there are concerns about
toxins in your neighborhood soil, or if
you don't want to dig up the yard, you
can purchase an organic potting soil
from a local gardening or landscaping
shop and let kids play in t hat.
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O.rit\te is O.ood

The last word on dirt.

Who would have thought something we spend so much time wiping, sweeping, and mopping away
could be so good for kids' health? Spending time outside is great for kids, and studies show that getting dirty
while they're out there might be even better. With benefits to immune systems, hearts and skin, as well as kids'
emotional wellbeing and learning skills, doctors may well soon prescribe:
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Joitt the 8e Out There movemettt

National Wildlife Federation's (NWF) Be Out There is a national movement to give back to American children
what they don't even know they've lost- their connection to the natural world.
With a wealth of activities, events, and resources, Be Out There reconnects families with the great outdoors to
raise happy, healthy children with a life-long love of nature.

Joi" us a"d take the pledge to Je Out fhere
www. BeOutThere.org/Piedge

l
© 2012 National W ldlife Federat ion 111100 Wildlife Cente r Dr, Reston VA 20190
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Sharp Park

Rows of NAP Fencing
close access & mar aesthetics
unlike Golden Gate Park which boosts of
"NO Keep Off the Grass Signs"
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THe TRee SOLUTION
OZONE

is not emitted directly, but is
created by chemical reactions between
oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) in sunlight.
The rate of ozone formation is inc11'ased
by higher air temperatures. Emissions
from industrial facilities and electric
utilities, motor vehicle exhaust, gas
vapors, and chemical solvents a11' some
major sources of NOx and VOCs .

PARTICULATES

Particle pollution
consists of microscopic solids or liquid
droplets so small that they can be
inhaled deep into our lungs, causing
serious health problems. Most of them
start as smoke and diesel soot and form
in the air from NOx and sulfur oxides
(SOx), even obscuring our visibility.

C0 2

is a greenhouse gas that traps the
earth's heat and contributes to global
wan ning. Human activities add greenhouse gases to the atmosphere at a rate
of about 3 percent of annual natural
emissions - enough to tip the balance
and overwhelm the environment.
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a PARTl CULATE REDUC110N

C0 2 REDUC110N

OZONE

Cowwunity trees reduce atmospheric
C0 2 by storin g it or by reducing dema nd
for heating and cooling. On the other

Three factors principally affect the
uptake of ozo ne and particulates:
concentrations of poll utants, ca nopy

hand, ve hicles, chain saws, chippers,
and other equipment release C0 2 during

cover, and "surface roughness."
Sacramento County's 6 mi lli on trees

the process of planting and maintaining
trees. And eventually, all trees die and

rewove approximately 1,607 tons of air
pollutants annually. As expected, they
were wost effective at removing ozone
and par ticu late matter (PM 10 ). These

wost of the C0 2 that has accumulated
in their woody biomass is released into

trees removed 665 tons of ozone and 748
tons of PM10 .

the atmosphere through decomposi tion.
A comprehensive st udy of these
"opposing" effects was conducted in
Sacra wen to County, Cali foroia. Its

WHaT IS THIS SeRVICe WORTH?

6 million trees co ntribute to an annual
net reduction of C0 2 by about 335,000

Our findings indicate that the reduct ion
of atmospheric C0 2 by the 6 mil lion trees

tons. Of that total, 262,300 tons of C0 2
remain sequestered in the trees. But, the

in Sacramento County has a current
annua l value of$3.3 million. That weans
that each tree's contribution is worth

encouragin g piece of this annual
reduction is that an additional 83,300
tons - nearly 25% of the reduction - is
attributable to tree shade on howes,

$0.55/yr on average. The total value of the
an nual reduction of ozone and particle
pollution is $28.7 million, or nearly $5

buildings, and other structures. The C0 2

per tree on average. However, it is

released due to tree planting,
maintenance, and other program-related
activities is only about 2 - 8 percent of

important to understand that eve n
though trees are highly efficient at
reducing air pollution, their contributio n
to the overall reduc tion of air pollutants
is fairly swall, amounting to on ly about

annual C0 2 reductions and the release of
C0 2 through decompos ition accounts for
only another l percent. So, the to tal C0 2
released in Sacramento County is less
than 10,600 tons per year.

B-578

2 percent of the total emitted. Nearly
98% of air pollution is currently not
being "treated" by trees.
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THH S~
4. Develop a plan to increase tree canopy

Get trees into your State Implementation Plan:
I. Conduct a resource assessment. Assess

cover based on the modeling. Be sure to
consider the number to plant, where to
plant, species (particularly the high

the current canopy cover in your Air

emitters of BVOCs), growth, ultimate

Quality Management District (AQMD).

size, maintenance requirements, and

Determine how many potential sites could

mortality. For information on tree selec-

be successfully planted or regenerated.

tion go to: http://selectree.calpoly.edu

2. Develop a range of planting scenartos

5. Consider developing a database to

Think extremely long term (40-50 years).

representing business as usual, and

account for new plantings and a change

Once you have reached attainment,

selected future plantings to determine

in tree canopy cover. This program

planting millions of trees to mitigate air

the impact of different species mixes and

evaluation will be required to vertfy

pollution will be part of a long-term plan.

tree densities on air quality 10 to 40 years

that the estimated increase in canopy is

in the future.

attained. One idea being used in

Bad air quality is a regional problem th at
requires a regional solution, especially one

3. Model the effects of planting scenarios
on air quality. Using data in the canopy
cover assessment, conduct a modeling
analysis to account for the following:
• Impacts of air temperature changes

Houston is a web-based system for

requirtng millions of trees. Communities

tracking new plantings.

must work together in public-prtvate

6. Submit measure within your State
Implementation Plan (SIP). Since trees
are new to the SIP process, work with

partnerships to achieve better air quality.

Develop aGreenprint project for your
region or state.

on atmospheric chemistry including

your EPA regional office and local

Greenprint in the Sacramento, California

formation of ozone, other oxidants

AQMD to develop your tree canopy

region is a great example of how to

enhancement program.

establish a regional coalition. Greenprtnt

and particulate matter.

pollutants from the atmosphere)

consider both urban forestry optionsnew tree plantings and preservation of canopy.

changes on air pollutant

I. New tree plantings include all trees

• Impacts of deposition (removal of

concentrations.
• Impacts of increased tree cover on
biogenic volatile organic compounds
(BVOCs) emissions. Emissions of

added to your area, both public and
private. Be sure to count any natural

2. Preservation of canopy is a totally
different approach. The goal here is to

are precursors to ozone and

maintain existing canopy cover and

particulate matter formation.

you must demonstrate that canopy was

changes. Avoided emissions may
occur because of reduced urban
temperatures resulting from increased
tree cover. Examples include reduced
mobile source emissions and reduced

preserved by incorporating various
urban development strategies. In other
words, a predetermined loss of canopy
was avoided because of your intervention.

Increase the traditional tree planting
programs in your state.

emissions related to power generation

Don't stop what you are already doing.

for air contitioning.

Make a good thing better.
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by building the best urban forests.
Adequate tree canopy contrtbutes to a
healthy community. For more on
Greenprtnt go to:

regeneration.

BVOCs are of concern because they

• Impacts of avoided emissions

invites a region's cities and counties to
develop livable and sustainable communities

B-579

http://www.sactree. com/aboutUs/programsS
ervices/greenprint/STF_ GP_broch_v 12.pdf

continue caring for and nurturing your
existing trees.
They already provide the benefits you are
seeking. The air pollution solution is to
add more of them.

Follow the progress we are making
as anation.
Periodically visit our partnership
website at: http://www.treescleanair.org
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Chemi c:al reaction in
presenc-e of sunlight

Geiger, J .K 2002. Green plants or power
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llttp://www.js.jed. us/psw/programs/cu.fr/prodw::ts/ 3/ cufr_l 48.pdf
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Trees sequester C0 2
and reduce pow~plant
emissions by curbing

energy u~
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Station, 201. kttp://www.fs.fed.us/psw/programs/cujr/products/cufr_188_gtr1 86a.pdf
McPherson, E.G. 1998. Atmospheric
carbon dioxide reduction by Sacramento's urban
forest. Journal of Arboricul ture. 24(4): 21<;-223.
http://www.js.jed. us/psw/programs/cu.fr/produc ts/cu.fr_26_EM98_9.pdf
McPherson, E.G. and J.R. Simpson. 2003.
Potentia! energy savings in buildings by an
urban tree planting programme in California.
Urban El Fischer Verlag. Urban Green. 2 (2003)L
073-086.
http://www.js.jed. us/psw/programs/cujr/products/cu.fr_415_energy-savings.pdf
Nowak, D.J. 2005. Strategic tree planting as an
EPA encouraged po!!utant reduction strategy:
How urban trees can obtain credit in State
Implementation Plans. Syracuse, NY:

community trees help to reduce air pollution by:
• abso rbing the gaseous po llutants through leaf

• sequestering C0 2 abov eground in woody
tiss ue and be lowground in the roots.

stomata during the normal exchange o f gases.
• binding or dissolv ing water soluble pollutants

• loweri ng local air and building temperatures

onto moist leaf surfaces.
• intercept ing and storing larger particulates on

through transpira tion, shading, and reducing
win ter wind in fil tration, thus lessening the

outer leaf surfaces, the epidermis, which may

demand for cooling and heating and the

be waxy, resinous, hairy, or scaly.

formation of ozone.

• ca pturing and storing particulates o n the

Northeastern Research Station, USDA Forest
Service. P.7.
http://www. wj!ccenter. org/ts_dynamic/researc h/
22_pdf_ji.!e. pdf

uneven, rough branch and bark surfaces.

Scott, K.l., E.G. McPherson and J.R. Simpson.
1998. A ir po!!utant uptake by Sacramento's
urban f orest. Journal of Arboriculture. 24( 4):
224-234.
http ://www.fs.fed. us/ psw/programs/cu fr/ products/cufr_27 _KS98_ 43.PDF

What an opportunity[
The contribution of trees could be substantially increased if we strategically
plant a large number of trees and provide
long-term stewardship to max imize their
health and longevity. This will maximize
their benefit potential and provide us
with future energy savings and improved air quality. A study we conducted in 2002 ,
and summarized in Green Plants or Power Plants, found that 50 million new trees
in California would eliminate the need for seven new 100-megawatt power plantsand all of the resultant air pollution.

1he United States Department of AgricultUie (USDA)prohibits discrimina.tbninall:il.sprognmsandactivi~ s onthe
ori~ ~nder, religial.

lnsi:sofrac:e, color, na1ian<d

age, disability, p:litic:rd beliefs, sexull orientation ani

marital or family status. (Not all prohibited basesa.pply'loall prograrns.)
Pe:rsonswth disabilities wh:> Il!!quire alterr:ative meansbr commurU:.aticrl.
ofprogram inbm<t.ticn(B.rulli!,hl-g! prht, audid..a.p=,etc.) sho.lld ccn~t
USDA's TARGET Center at:(!J:fl)11f>-UJ:JJ(voice aniTDD).To file acomp.am.t
of discr:imina.Uon, writ@: USDA Director, Office of Civil Righ1s, Rocm 326.

Planting Pollution control

W, Ui'bittenBUlding 14th<Lnilnio!p2ndentAverrue,SW, W<Lilington,DC
202»9410, or call: (lm)120-3J6i(v0Ce or IDD)

USDA is an equal opportunity provider
and employer. January 2006

For Additional Information On:
Controlling air pollution with trees go to:

Center for Urban Forest Research
Pacific Southwest Research Station,
USDA Forest Service, MS-6
1 Shlelds Avenue, Suite 1103
Davis, CA 95616-8587
(530) 752-7636 • Fax (530) 752-6634
http://www.fs .fed.us/psw/programs/cufr/

http://www.Js.jed. us/psw /programsfcufr/prod ucts/ cufr562_Newsletter_Jan05_Special_Ed ition.pdf

Ai r pollution and the law go to:
http:/fwww. epa.govfoar/ oaqps/peg_caa/pegcaain. html

The Clean Air Act go to:
http:/fwww. epa.govfair/caa
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Bock, John
Jessica. Range@sfgov.o rg
Thursday, December OS , 201110:23 AM
Bock, John
Fw: My comments on the NAP EIR

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 12/08/201110:23 AM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V

To

Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV @SFGOV
12/07/201110:13
cc
AM
Subject
Fw: My comments on the NAP EIR

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 12/07/201110:14 AM----zoie nicholas
<zoie_pa28@yahoo.
com>

To

"bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
10/28/201111:01
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
AM

a
Subject

Please respond to
zoie nicholas

My comments on the NAP EIR

<zoie_pa28@yahoo.
com>
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Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am a senior who walks my dog in the dog park areas of Bernal Hill, Mclaren Park and Lake Merced. I walk to maintain
my health, social interaction and as my entertainment. I walk with my dog for safety. I am disappointed in reviewing
the NAP EIR for the reasons cited below. I am an environmentalist, but I also believe in intelligence, reason and
practicality. The issue of off-leash dogs is a significant one for me and I have become politically active around this issue
as are thousands of other dog owners who are subject to the unreasonableness of your and the GGNRA plan.
I wish to to consider the following issues:
1) The NAP EIR provides no evidence to prove claims that dogs have an
impact on plants and wildlife in natural areas. An EIR should be based on scientific evidence, and there is little presented
here. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs is not based on any evidence, the analysis is inadequate.
Without any demonstrated evidence of impacts from dogs, there is no justification for excluding people with off-leash
dogs from natural areas. There is, therefore, no justification for the closure of the DPA at Lake Merced, nor for the
reductions in the DPAs at Mclaren Park and Bernal Hill.
2) The NAP EIR does not take into account scientific studies that show
off-leash dogs have little impact on plants and wildlife, including nesting birds when declaring that dogs have negative
impacts. These studies were provided to the Planning Department by SFDOG in its comments on the Initial Study for the
NAP EIR. Ignoring them shows that the NAP EIR is inadequate and inaccurate when it comes to dogs and "impacts."

01

3) The NAP EIR repeatedly says: Dogs MAY be impacting protected plant
species or wildlife (pp. 297, 298, 305, 306, 472,473, 502, 517), yet offers no evidence these impacts are actually
occurring or ever have occurred. Unsubstantiated claims cannot be made in an EIR. After each of these examples, the
EIR then goes on to say: Dogs MAY continue to impact plants or wildlife. If there's no proof of an impact, then that
impact cannot "continue." EIRs must be based on observed impacts, not things that "may" happen. The analysis in the
EIR based on this speculation is incorrect and inadequate.

01
(Cont.) [

4) In several places, the NAP EIR says: Observations indicate dogs are
impacting erosion, or plant damage, or damage to natural communities (pp.
471,500, 505,516, 519), yet offers no information on these "observations." Who made them? Were they done in a
scientifically rigorous way? Were they made by people biased against dogs? We have seen with the GGNRA's attempts
to get rid of dogs and with Point Reyes attempts to get rid of an oyster farm that reports by "observers" biased against
dogs or oyster farmers do not stand up to independent scientific scrutiny. Is this the case here as well? We do not know,
since the NAP EIR provides no information about them. Again, EIRs should be based on solid, scientific data, and
definitely not on anecdotal"observations." If not, their analyses cannot be trusted and are inadequate.

02

5) The NAP EIR does not differentiate between impacts caused by people
with dogs and impacts caused by people without dogs. Do people in the natural areas with dogs cause significantly more
impacts than people in the natural areas without dogs? Clearly a 200-pound person will have a much more significant
impact on plants than a 20-pound dog. Because this was not evaluated in the EIR, the analyses presented in the NAP EIR
are inadequate.
If there is little difference in impacts, then the EIR cannot justify banning dogs from the natural areas.

03

6) The NAP EIR considers only the NAP plans to close 15% of the legal
off-leash space in SF city parks when considering impacts on the remaining DPAs and on recreation. However, the NAP
plan also calls for expanding the most sensitive areas within natural areas, and this potentially could result in the closure
of significantly more DPAs (up to 80% of the total off-leash space currently available in city parks, off-leash space that is

[

2
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[

7) The NAP EIR acknowledges that the NAP plans to close 15% of the DPAs
in city parks immediately, when added to the GGNRA's plans to cut off-leash access by 90%, will have a significant and
unavoidable cumulative impact on remaining off-leash areas in city parks and on recreation. However, the EIR says that
because they don't know the final GGNRA plan, they cannot analyze what that cumulative impact will be. We do know
what the GGNRA originally proposed (cutting off-leash access on its lands by 90%) and the cumulative impact of that
plan, when combined with the NAP closures can and should be analyzed. We saw on Tsunami Friday what the impacts
could be. The GGNRA closed both Fort Funston and Ocean Beach to all visitors on the morning of Friday, March 11, 2011
because of concerns that a tsunami triggered by a major earthquake in Japan would strike the coast. The busiest
weekend days normally find about 60 dogs at the Pine Lake DPA at any one time. Weekday mornings normally have far
fewer, closer to 20. On Tsunami Friday, a Rec and Park Dept staffer counted over 200 dogs at the Pine Lake DPA at 10
am, almost 10 times more dogs than on a normal weekday and more than 3 times the maximum numbers of dogs seen
on weekends. This example can be used to quantify the cumulative impacts of the GGNRA and NAP closures of off-leash
space. The analysis presented in the EIR, which does not contain this, is inadequate.

04

05

[

8) The number of DPAs in city parks listed in the NAP EIR is wrong. Page
155 says there are 19 DPAs, when the actual number is 29. To get such a basic fact wrong is shocking and calls into
question other information about dogs, such as their alleged "impacts' on plants and wildlife.

[

9) The NAP EIR incorrectly summarizes RPD' s so-called moratorium on
creating new DPAs until a systemwide survey of DPAs is conducted. The NAP EIR says that this moratorium was a
directive from the Rec and Park Commission that was announced at the October 10, 2006 meeting of the RPD Dog
Advisory Committee (DAC). This is not true. The idea of a systemwide survey of where dogs and DPAs are in San
Francisco came not from the Commission, but from RPD staff. It was not discussed at the October 2006 DAC meeting. It
was not fully discussed in the DAC until 2007 when RPD made the decision to "sunset" the DAC and conduct the citywide
survey. While the survey was being conducted, the DAC was told, there would be a hold on new DPAs. The DAC was told
the survey would take maybe a year or a year and a half at the most. The idea of the citywide survey was not presented
to the Rec and Park Commission until mid-2007. This was no " direction from the Commission." This hold was never
meant to be permanent. Vet the NAP EIR implies it will last for decades (the length of time covered by the NAP
EIR) and therefore the EIR does not have to consider new DPAs. In the four years since the DAC was sunset, however,
RPD has done nothing on the citywide survey. And now this inaction by RPD is being used to prevent the EIR from
considering whether or not creating new DPAs to replace ones closed by NAP could decrease the impacts of the
closures. The NAP plan will last for decades, and for the NAP EIR not to consider a major mitigation like opening new
DPAs to replace closed ones because of a temporary halt on new designations is absurd. Any analysis of alternatives that
does not include this possible mitigation is incorrect and inadequate.

06

07

10) The NAP EIR assumes that, because the DPAs at Mclaren Park and Bernal
Hill are not being closed completely, the 15% closures will not cause a significant number of people to drive to other
parks to walk their dogs.
People will just walk in different parts of the parks that are still off-leash, the EIR assumes. However, the NAP EIR does
not take into account the topography of the remaining land in the two DPAs. If what is left is mostly steep hills, people
will not be able to walk there with their dogs.
Thus, even though the acres of off-leash space may remain relatively high in these two parks, the amount of space that
is practically available for off-leash access may be much less. This will increase the impacts on recreation and also will
make it more likely that people will be forced to drive to other parks to walk their dogs off-leash. This must be included
in the analysis of any and all alternatives. Since it is not, the analysis in the NAP EIR is inadequate.

08

09

located either within or adjacent to a natural area). These added closures (up to 80%) will significantly increase the
impacts on recreation, on people with dogs, and on the remaining DPAs. These increased impacts were not considered
in the EIR when it evaluated the Project Alternative, and without them, the analysis of the Project Alternative is
incomplete and inadequate.

[

11) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the impacts of the use of
3
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herbicides, especially Garlon, on dogs who walk either within or adjacent to natural areas (this applies whether the dog
is on- or off-leash). In a paper on the effects of Garlon, the Marin Municipal Water District (
http://www.marinwater.org/documents/Chap4_Triclopyr_8_27_08.pdf) notes that Garlon can cause kidney problems in
dogs because oftheir limited physiological ability to excrete weak acids such as those in Garlon in their urine (they are
somewhat unique among mammals in this). The NAP' s reliance on herbicides to speed the removal of non-native plants
in natural areas will have a negative impact on the health of dogs walked where it has been applied. This is especially
true in Glen Canyon, where Garlon was applied over 30 separate times last year. This impact was not considered in the
Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of the NAP EIR and a discussion of the health impacts on dogs of repeated
exposure to Garlon should be included.

09
(Cont.)

12) The NAP El R says that the impact of people driving to other parks to
walk their dogs because of the closures of 15% of off-leash space at Lake Merced, Bernal Hill, and Mclaren Park will be
less than significant because there will remain sufficient off-leash space in those parks (except for Lake Merced).
However, the EIR does not consider the impact of people driving to other parks if 80% of the legal off-leash space in city
parks is eventually closed because NAP claims impacts from dogs. This must be included in the analysis of the Project
Alternative, and will likely show a much more significant impact than what the EIR now shows.

10

11
[

11
(Cont.)

[

12
[

13
[

13
(Cont.)

[

13) The NAP EIR refers to dogs as "nuisances" . The EIR does not consider
any positive aspects of dog walking, including the physical and mental health benefits to people who walk with their
dogs. This lack is especially noticeable in sections dealing with impacts on recreation of the various alternatives
considered. The reason so many people walk their dogs off-leash in Bernal Hill and Mclaren Park is that those areas are
large enough that people can hike long distances with their dogs off-leash. The majority of DPAs in city parks are too
small for similar hikes. You can play fetch with a dog in these smaller DPAs, but not take a long walk. You cannot have
the same recreational experience in a small DPA that you can have in a larger one; DPAs are not interchangeable. This
difference in DPAs creates a significant impact on the recreational experience for dog walkers if the DPAs in Bernal Hill
or Mclaren Park are closed. In addition, there would be a significant negative impact on the physical and mental health
of dog walkers if 80% of off-leash space were closed because NAP claims impacts from dogs. This is not considered in the
NAP EIR, which is inadequate without it. These negative impacts on the physical and mental health of dog walkers of the
80% closure will be amplified considerably when combined with closures of off-leash in the GG NRA. This must be
considered in the cumulative impacts sections.
14) The NAP EIR does not adequately analyze mitigations should any
impacts from dogs be proven other than closing the DPA. Fences are mentioned briefly, while DPA closures are featured
prominently in the EIR.
Other mitigations - education, signage, more extensive fencing, etc.- are not discussed. NAP seems to go straight from
a single impact to closing the DPA.
15) The NAP EIR states that impacts to land use planning can be
considered significant if they have a "substantial impact on the existing character of the vicinity." (p. 176) In all of its
analysis of impacts on the existing character of the vicinity, the NAP EIR never considers the impact on the social
community of people who walk with their dogs in the DPAs and portions of DPAs that NAP wants to close. This
community, in many cases, defines the " existing character" of the park. Dog walkers are perhaps the most diverse group
of park users. If you watch dog walkers in SF city parks, you will see kids and seniors, people with disabilities, gay and
straight, every ethnic and religious group, and every socioeconomic class walking, talking and laughing together, all
united by their common love of dogs. There are few places in San Francisco where you will see so many different types
of people interacting without rancor. People who walk in the same park at the same time every day know their fellow
dog walkers.
These friendships extend outside the park into the neighborhoods, helping create the sense of belonging to a
community that is so important in today's impersonal urban society. Closures and reductions in DPAs (especially if 80%
of the total off-leash space in city parks are closed) will have a significant negative impact on these social communities.
DPA closures will destroy these communities. Because the NAP EIR did not consider these impacts on community of
those who live near and walk in parks, it is inadequate.
4
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16) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the impacts on the social
fabric of San Francisco if one-quarter of its city parklands are closed to residents. Natural areas are not generally
accessible to people, whether they have a dog or not. The NAP plan calls for the closure of many trails and reduction of

14

[

17) The NAP EIR does not adequately analyze the impacts on recreation of
NAP plans to plant sensitive pia nt species (those that are listed as either endangered or threatened) throughout its
natural areas. These plants, by virtue of their special status, trigger automatic federal and state protections, the primary
one of which is severe restrictions on access to people and dogs. The NAP goal to preserve existing remnants of
historical habitat does not require the planting of threatened and endangered species.

15

15
(Cont.)

recreational access. You cannot play catch with your child, have a picnic lunch, or play with a dog in a natural area . It can
only be a plant museum. The El R does not adequately consider the significant impact on families and the sense of shared
community that access to parks fosters in our urban setting.

[

There are plenty of native species that are not threatened or endangered that can be planted in San Francisco's urban
parks. Ecologists have noted that planting a few sensitive species plants does little to preserve the species. It is not an
ecological decision; it is a landscaping decision. So why does NAP feel it should plant so many sensitive species when it
knows their mere presence will "require" NAP to restrict access to its lands? The NAP EIR should consider the major
negative impact on recreation that planting threatened and endangered species causes in its analysis of the Project
Alternative and other alternatives.
18) The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation and land use from
the fact that NAP controls the entire park in over half of the parks (18 of
32) where there is a natural area. No other recreational use is possible in those parks. In an additionallO parks, NAP
controls over SO% of the land.
Only four of the 32 parks with natural areas have less than SO% of their land controlled by the NAP. A majority of land
under NAP control citywide
(57%) will have significant restrictions to access by all people (not just people with dogs); that is the amount of land
designated as MA-l and MA-2.
In 8 parks, all of the land in the natural area are designated as MA-l and MA-2, with resulting significant restrictions on
access to everyone. In some cases, this denial of access will be in the only park within easy walking distance in the
neighborhood. The NAP EIR must consider this large-scale denial of access when analyzing the Project Alternative.

16

19) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the negative impacts on
aesthetics and land use of poor maintenance in natural areas. In most parks, the NAP plan allocates fewer than 20
days/year for planting/maintenance of the natural areas. In 16 of the 32 natural areas, the total maintenance planned is
10 or fewer days each year. There are countless stories of volunteers who have spent long hours planting native plants
in NAP areas, only to see absolutely no maintenance performed once the plants are there. Without maintenance, the
plants die, creating unsightly vistas of dead and dying plants. The NAP EIR should have considered the impacts of scaling
back the program to a few areas that can be well maintained, as opposed to the current plans to take over one-quarter
of San Francisco's city parkland. The NAP plan is more ambitious in the amount of work to be done annually than NAP
has demonstrated it has the capacity to actually DO on a consistent basis.

17

20) The NAP EIR does not consider the negative impact on aesthetics of
NAP management decisions. For many people, brush piles used in natural areas look like accumulations of trash and are
aesthetically unpleasing.
For many people, shaded areas with tall, non-native trees are aesthetically pleasing, while areas without tall trees are
less so. People like to see their parks green not brown half the year. Because these impacts were not considered, the
NAP EIR is inadequate.

18

19

21) The NAP plans call for cutting down over 18,000 healthy trees simply
because they are not native. The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the long-term impacts on climate change and
[

global warming of the conversion of land covered by trees with grasslands. Tree are much better at carbon
5
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20

[

sequestration than grasslands, and the long-term consequences of this difference are not adequately considered. For
more on NAP impacts on trees,
see: http://milliontrees.wordpress.com
22) The NAP EIR does not adequately consider the fact that the climate in
San Francisco has changed (and continues to change) from the time several hundred years ago that the NAP plan is
trying to re-create. Native plants suited to the earlier climate may no longer be suited to today's (and
tomorrow's) climate. The NAP EIR does not consider the lack of sustainability of trying to re-create what the habitat was
at one snapshot in time when the climate has changed since that time. The environmental consequences (for example,
more herbicides, etc.) of trying to force the old habitat into today's climate should be analyzed more thoroughly.
Sincerely, Judith Brown

The Planning Department will have reduced services available the last week of December 2011. In addition to the
regular observed legal holiday on Monday, December 26, 2011, most Planning Department offices will be closed on
December 27, 28, 29, & 30. On these dates, only the Planning Information Center (PIC), located on the 1st floor of 1660
Mission Street, will be open normal business hours as follows:
Tuesday, December 27, 2011:8:00 AM to 5:00PM Wednesday, December 28, 2011: 8:00AM to 5 00 PM Thursday,
December 29, 2011: 8:00AM to 5 00 PM Friday. December 30, 2011: 8:00AM to 5:00PM Please note that the PIC will
have reduced staffing on these days. The PIC phone number is (415) 558-6377. The Planning Department will resume
full services on January 3, 2012.

6
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 09:13AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:14AM---Luke Browne

<playitagainsam .sfdog@gmail
.com>
10/31/2011 01:01AM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc David.Campos@sfgov.org, mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org
Subject NAP EIR

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

I am a home-owner in Bernal Heights and have lived in this neighborhood since 1995. Bernal
Heights is one of the most beautiful sections of this city and I have never considered any other
place to live.
My family and I have been walking our dogs on Bernal Hill for as long as we've lived here. The
proposals in the NAP EIR would drastically impact our use and enjoyment of this area.
[ I have read the NAP EIR and believe it's assessments and suggestions are faulty, to say the least.

02

For example, I witnessed some ofthe people "studying impacts by people with dogs". I even
spoke with them. They were not conducting studies based on solid, rigorous science. They
weren't even scientists! Having walked up there for the last 15 years, I could have given you
more accurate information, based on long-term observations. For instance, the main culprits to
ground erosion are rainwater, gophers, and certain species of invasive plants. I have watched,
over time, the impact these have had on the hill, and it has been significant. Many of the Bernal
residents spend time every year pulling these damaging plants. I have pulled entire sections and
am happy to have seen no return, even after five years, at no cost to the city!

03

When I first started walking on the hill with my dogs, I'd run into the same neighbors at the same
hours everyday. Now that more people in the city have discovered the hill, it has become a
popular place for many. In fact, many users are refugees from various city parks that only
allowed on-leash recreation for there dogs. They were told they could find off-leash walking on
Bernal Hill. And so they came. And it's a wonderful refuge in this city.
As far as the impact of people walking their dogs, the majority stay on the paved road or the
designated paths . We don't have a problem of dogs digging that I have seen in other parks. Dogs
are having a minimal impact on this area. The new signs that have been placed at the beginning
of the park have been helpful in explaining how to use the park in these sustainable ways . Most
our willing to comply. In other words, this community has been using this hill in a responsible
and sustainable way for many years, with very little intervention.

04

[ This report is another misguided attempt at "improving" or "saving" an area that needs no
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improvement, let alone saving. It may need some management, but not based on this report and
not
by this group of "experts". We are a small SF community that is doing just fine preserving
04
(Cont.) this beautiful hill. I don't appreciate my tax dollars being wasted on this study and it's
recommendations to remove large areas of land from public use. Remember, this is an urban
environment and we need to find sound, balanced solutions that fit.
Sincerely,
Luke Browne
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV
1013112011 11:52AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: please save off-leash dog areas

-

Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOVon 101311201 1 11:53 AM - Nadine Browning
<nbardoi@gmaU.oom>
10131/2011 11:52 AM

To Bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
Subject please save off-leash dog areas

Hi Mr. Wycko
f am writing you today to beg you to recons ider the plan to eliminate or reduce off-leash dog

01

areas in the city. 11tese areas are so important to the mental and physical health of our dogs and
our people. Please don't let this flawed report by the NAP convince you to take s uch drasl'ic
[ measures. Please be the voice of reason. You must listen to the howling of the dogs and t11e
people!
1l1ank you.
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Browning-2

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

10/31/201 1 11:42 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Save Off-leash Dog Areas

--- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 11 :42 AM - -

nadine browning
<nadlnebrownlng@yahoo.com
>

To "Bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <Bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc

10/31/2011 11 :35 AM
Please respond to
nadine browning
<nadinebrowning@yahoo.com
>

01

Subject Save Off-leash Dog Areas

I implore you to reconsider the NAP EIR plan. I have 3 dogs, all of them rescued, and I the
off-leash areas in the bay area are crucial to their well-being . I take them to Ft. Funston,
Bernal Hill, Mclaren Park, Alamo Square Park, Glen Park, Dolores Park, Alta Plaza Park,
Golden Gate Park, Esprit Park, McKinley Park and Stern Grove. I am diligent about picking
up after my dogs, and about making sure the dogs are not destroying the vegetation. I
pick up after other people's dogs when I see it has been left there. Even if you don't care
about dogs, you must recognize that eliminating these areas will have a SIGNIFICANT
negative impact on the people who live with these dogs. Please do not let this happen.
Nadine Browning
Make a Small Loan, Make a Big Difference- Check out Kiva.org to Learn How!
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Browning-3

Bill Wycko/CTYPL.NISFGOV
10/311201111:34AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee

Subject Fw: STOP TH E NAP EIR PLAN

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 11 :35 AM-nadine browning

<nadlnebrownlng@yahoo.co

m>

To "BIII.wycko@stgov.org" <BIII.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc

10/31/2011 11 :26 AM
Please respond to
nadine browning
<nadinebrowning@yahoo.oom

Subject STOP THE NAP EIR PLAN

>

01

PLEASE, PLEASE, PLEASE don't do this! The NAP EIR seems to be biased speculation; how
can you drastically reduce the off-leash dog areas for thousands of dogs based on
speculation? Please consider the impact of t his plan on the citizens and the remaining dog
parks. DO NOT DO THIS! I am begging you!
Nadine Browning
dog lover
Make a Small Loan, Make a Big Difference- Check out Kiva.org to Learn How!
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Buckley-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 04:07PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Rec and Parks NAP EIR is inadequate

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 04:08PM--K Buckley
<buckleyk98@yahoo.com>
10/31/2011 04:01PM
Please respond to
K Buckley
<buckleyk98@yahoo.com>

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc "mayoredwin lee@sfgov .org" <mayoredwin lee@sfgov .org>,
"David.Campos@sfgov.org" <David.Campos@sfgov.org>
Subject Rec and Parks NAP EIR is inadequate

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I live in the Mission and since the Mission is short on green space that is
suitable for hiking, one of my main sources of exercise is walking my dogs at
Bernal Hill and Glen Park. As a past victim of crime, my dogs are crucial to
me getting this exercise since they make me feel safe and give me the
confidence to visit the Hill or Glen Park even when there may not be very
many people around. We walk in these parks pretty much every evening having off leash dog space allows me and t hem the exercise we need to
keep healthy. This is crucial for me because I do not have children, and I
emigrated here far away f rom my family, therefore my dogs are a major
source of personal happiness and comfort to me.
I urge you to oppose any measu res to take away these wonderful off leash
resources from dog owners and their pups. In addition ,
I think the NAP EIR is inadequate and that additional work must be done:
01
[

02
[

03
[

01
(repeated) [

1) The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who wa lk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighbo ring communities
surrounding the parks.
2) The NAP EIR repeatedly says "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence that
any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on so lid scientific
evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is based on
unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.
3) The NAP EIR 's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash
areas) is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on
recreation, and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other
DPAs because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the
amount of off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).
4) The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances" . The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-592

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Buckley-1

01
(repeated) [

with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

[

5) The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

[

6) I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Regards,
Kathy Buckley
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Buffa-1

Andrea Buffa
620 Joost Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94127
andreabuffa2006@gmail. com

Oct. 29, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
bill.wycko@sfgov .org
To MrWycko:

01

02

I'm writing to respond to the Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact
Review. I strongly oppose the expansion of the Natural Areas Program and
support the maintenance alternative described in the EIR.
I am a dog owner, like so many other San Francisco residents. The Natural
Areas Program already plans to eliminate dog play areas in San Francisco city
parks, and if it is expanded , it could eliminate large swaths of off-leash dog
walking areas at Mclaren Park and Bernal Hill. I walk my dogs in these parks
and appreciate the fact that they are large enough that I can get some exercise
while also exercising my dogs. If these large off-leash areas are made smaller or
eliminated , it will negatively impact me and thousands of other dog enthusiasts in
San Francisco.
Meanwhile, there is currently no way for San Francisco residents to propose new
dog play areas in city parks. Thus the NAP could take away our current areas
and leave us with no way to propose new dog play areas.
San Francisco is a city with limited open space. I rely on the open spaces we do
have to get out into the outdoors and get some exercise. We cannot afford to
give up recreational space in San Francisco to make way for more native plants.
Less recreational space wi ll negatively impact the quality of life in our city.

03

I urge you to implement the maintenance alternative and not to implement the
maximum
restoration alternative or any other alternative that will take away
[
recreational space in San Francisco city parks.
Sincerely,
Andrea Buffa
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Burgard-1
4154470619

JUN-13-2012 12:00 From:

To:5586409

,..,...,-r----..

ru::.._c. • "<J c: •· ·
June 10, 2012

JUN

Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Fax: 588 fi499

'! L ~~"

GtTY & COUNTY OF SJ.
PLANNtNQ DEPARTMENT
MEA

55"8 r-6-fcfl

Re: Natural Area Plan, Mount Davidson
As a resident of Miraloma Park since June 2003, we have been able to regularly enjoy the
beauty of the forested hill of Mount Davidson both from accessing the trails for hikes and
explorations with our family and from the windows of our home on Molimo Dr. We fill that the
plan to deforest the hill of mature trees to return the area to native pJants is an ill-conceived
venture as the park has a natural beauty and ecology that is well serving the community that
surrounds it.

01

Further, the native ecology of the hill has been in flux for millions of years. It is true on our
planet that ecological conditions have changed, at times, over thousands of years as well as in
much shorter periods.

02 [

03

04

The claim that the existing flora presents a fire hazard has been reasonably cast into doubt as
the natural ecology is that of a cloud forest with high moisture.

[

The drastic measure of taking down long standing mature trees to replace them with natives
that will take years to establish themselves will undoubtedly have a negative impact on the
aesthetics of the park area. Moreover, it will devastate a thriving ecosystem based on the
microclimate created by the existing forest.

[

We ask that the Planning Department reconsider its plan to remove trees from Mount Davidson
and spend the resources on improving access to the open area with improved trails,
interpretative signage, and benches.
Joe Burgard

1

Suzanne KirraU

31 Molimo Dr.
San Francisco, CA 9412
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Butler-1
Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 09:20AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: PRESERVE OFF-LEASH ACCESS IN CITY PARKS!

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 09:20AM----

"Barbara Butler"
<barbara@barbarabutler.com
>
10/30/2011 05:47PM
Please respond to
<barbara@barbarabutler.com>

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject PRESERVE OFF-LEASH ACCESS IN CITY PARKS!

To:
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re:
public comment on the NAP EIR
Bill,
We are opposed to the elimination of off-leash dog walking as proposed in the NAP EI R.

01

We have walked our dogs off-leash since 1989 without incident or without harming the natu ral habitat
of many of the parks, including Glen Park, Bernal Heights, Mclaren Park, as well as the GG NRA Beach
areas- Fort Funston, Crissy Field & Ocean Beach.
After reviewing the NAP El R, we find that no evidence is offered that dogs do have a negative impact on

02 [ the plants and wildlife in the natural areas. Where is the evidence?

01
(Cont.)

We walk our dogs as our way of enjoying the parklands. As taxpayers, we are opposed to NAP's attempts
to stop us from exercising and enjoying the pa rks, especially since there is no proof tha t dogs off-leash
ca use harm t o plants & wildlife.
Those of us who walk dogs are a community and it is a diverse & fu n community w here we get t o
interact with people from all backgrounds and form bonds & friendshi ps. DPA closu res would severely
impact this and for no clear reason!

03 [ We are also opposed to NAP's plans to cut down perfectly healthy trees and the growing use of
pesticides t o achieve their "native" environment.

Please preserve our off-leash dog access in City parks!
Sincerely,
Barbara But ler & Jeffrey Beal
2703 20'" St.
San Francisco, CA 94110
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Campbell-C-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

10/31/2011 04:12PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: SNRAMP DEIR

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 04:13PM----Christopher Campbell
<christopherpc@mac.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/2011 03:19PM

cc
Subject SNRAMP DEIR

October 31, 2011

Bill Wycko,
Environmental Review Officer,
San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am writing regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Significant
Natural Resources Management Plan (SNRAMP). I am a Graduate Student at SFSU, working
toward a degree in Resource Management and Environmental Planning. I have fourteen years
experience working in San Francisco's Natural Areas. I have found our natural areas to be a
tremendous biological, educational and recreational resource.
I reviewed the DEIR and feel it is an accurate and complete review of the SNRAMP. The plan

01

reflects years of research and community input, incorporating scientific studies and expert
opinions.
The plan provides guidance for prioritizing restoration and management, enhancing
[
biodiversity while maintaining populations of sensitive species.
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02

The DEIR considers a broad range of potential impacts to San Francisco's natural resources
while providing guidelines for passive recreational uses compatible with natural resources. In
addition, it proposes mitigation measures to address impacts where possible.

[

03
[

The City's SNRAMP is truly an innovative plan that will improve wildlife habitat, access, and
recreational uses while increasing safety. This comprehensive plan is the most cost effective
method of managing our resources and protecting lands for future generations.
Thank you for supporting the DEIR in it's entirety.
Christopher Campbell
59 Hazelwood Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94112
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Campbell-N-1

Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
1()131/2011 04:37PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. 2005.1912E

Sign~icant Natural

Resource Areas

Managemen1 Plan

-

Fo!Warded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:37PM-

•norme caii'C'bell"
<tlf'f•clfehatMiil.eoM>

To

1()13112011 04:26 PM

cc

<bill.~cko@sfgov.org>

Subject 2005.1912E Significant Natural Resource Areas
Managemen1 Plan

Mr. Wycko: I no longer live in San Francisco but I was born there as was my Mother and
Grandparents. My Gran dp aren ts used to tell me of the wind and the blowing sand when
the dunes were pia nted with only the small natural dune pI ants. They were always so
gr atefu I when other types of pi anti ng even th aug h non -native were pi an ted. Those
plantings saved the dunes from tragic sand erosion, sand blowing that matched the dust
bowl.

01

Do you really want to be responsible for a repeat of that.
Leave the plantings as they are, same of the planting may not be native species but they
are mature, hold down the soil, feed the bees which are having a very hard time and on
which a great majority of our food pollination depends, provide nectar for the Monarchs and
Hummingbirds not to mention the vast numbers of songbirds and migratory avian species.

We do not need to be part of the hysteria over native vs non-native. The plantings as they
are serve our area well in many many ways.
Norm a Campbell, a native San Franciscian and Californian
37 Decorah Lane
Campbell, California 95008
408-559-7379
"0 nl y
Only
Only
Only
Only

after the I ast tree has been cut down
after the last river has been poisoned
after the last fish has been caught
after the last wolf, buffalo and wild horse has been killed
then will we find that money cannot be eaten."
Cree Nation
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Carrington-1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill Wycko
Jessica Range
Fw: Off leash restriction proposals

10/05/2011 09:06 AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:07 AM ----"Rick Carrington"
<rcarrington@sbcglobal.net>

10/04/2011 11:18 PM

To
cc
Subject

<bill.wycko@sfgov.org >

Off leash restriction proposals

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650
Mission St., Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.

01

02

03

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am a San Francisco resident of many years standing now and for a long time have also
lived with and roamed with a dog. I wish to go on record against the proposed restrictions.
First, if one were to look at old photographs of this City there were sand hills and rather
barren landscape in many of the areas now being proposed for "restoration." This city needs
to respond to the needs of its current residents and not turn its back on us.
Second: restricting and narrowing the areas in which we can take our dogs off leash is in
effect setting up ghettos for us. As the areas remaining become more crowded (as Upper
Douglass Park is already becoming) the turf and quality of existence not just for the plants
but for the people being packed inside diminishes. The wear and tear on the ground cover
cannot withstand such heavy use. Some of that overburden is the result of dog walkers with
limited options for off leash places and dogs needing exercise; but the limitations will also
force more people into these remaining areas.
Suggestions that this added burden can be addressed with added monitoring are ludicrous.
As the dust and dirt swirl up just what is going to be done? Hose us all down?
Rather
than propose closures and restrictions the City should step up and improve its
[
maintenance of these areas. There seems to be a disregard for the condition of many dog
parks, orphans ofthe City. Shame.
Yours truly,
Richard Carrington
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Caskey-1

From:

Bill Wvcko

To:

Jessica Ran~;~e
Fw: Keep our Dog Play Areas!!!

Subject:
Date:

10/05/2011 09:45AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/crYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:45 AM ----Julie Caskey
<julie@juliecaskey.com>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/05/2011 09:35 AM

01

Subject

Keep our Dog Play Areas!!!

Closure or restriction of our dog parks, specifically Bernal Hill, would be devastating to the
Bernal community.
We are responsible dog owners, and want to express our ernest desire to maintain access to
Bernal Hill, and all other existing DPAs with our dogs.
Sincerely,
Julie Caskey
136 Andover Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
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Caughman-1

•Erin Ca~hman"

<erin.cau"'man@att.net>
06110/2012 09:55PM
Please respond to
<erin.caughman@att. net>

To <jessica.range@sfgov .org>

cc
bee
Subject Comment Re: 20050912E

Sign~icant

Natural Resource

Areas Management Plan

Ms. Jessica Range:

01

I am concerned about preservation of both native and non-native resources discussed in
the proposed EIR for Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan. The
alternative I favor is the Maintenance Alternative because the proposed tree removal
carries danger of erosion and loss of habitat, especially for birds and insects. Please
forward my comments to the commissioners voting on the alternatives presented in the
draft EIR.
Thank you,
Ms. Erin Caughman
1938 33rd Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94116
erin.cau ghman@att.net
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Cech-1

From:

Bjll Wvcko

To:
Subject:

Jessjca Range
Fw: EIR closures for dog areas

Date:

10/05/2011 09:07AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:08 AM ----Nancy Cech
<necech@gmail.com >

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/04/2011 07:52PM

Subject

EIR closures for dog areas

Dear Mr Wycko
01

I ' m writing t o voice my concerns over closing and reducing public
access ar eas wher e I can exerci se wi th my dogs . We need more a reas
[ not less , t hat ' s why there ' s pressur e on t he few areas we can go .
We live in a very populated city and need every inch of space . Thats
why communities take over spaces f rom Cal- trans l ike the corner of
Pennsyl vani a and 18th to create areas t o wal k our dogs and commune
with each other in a small taste of nature .
The parks are where I meet my neighbors , where we creat e community
bonds . I ' ve spent time at them with my son , but no where near a s much
time there as I do with my dogs . Dogs are not the enemy . Restricting
them i s n ' t going to solve anything .
I ' ve seen dog people change the fabr i c of areas for the better , not
for the worse . There were years that I was scared to walk the
beautiful trails in McLaren , fearful of undesirabl e peop le . Now that
its well used by people walking dogs , it ' s a safe and vibrant area .
The same is true of parks in my neighborhood . McKinley used to be
just a hang out for teenagers to get drunk and brea k bottles on the
rocks , t he community with MANY dog owners organi zed and crea t ed a
vibrant area that is well trafficked .
What I have noticed are more dogs everywhere . Downtown , 3rd St.
Areas that use d to be l ess residential . Now that every inch of SF has
turned r esi denti a l we need mor e dog a r eas - not less .
Nancy Cech
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Cerf-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 01:19PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31 /2011 01 :19PM-----

Diane Cerf
<dijecerf@gmail.com>
10/31/201112:03PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject NAP

Oct. 31, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
bill .wvcko@sfgov.org
To MrWycko:

01

[

I'm writing to respond to the Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact Review. I strongly oppose the expansion of the Natural
Areas Program and support the maintenance alternative described in the EIR.
I am a dog owner, like so many other San Francisco residents. The Natural Areas Program already plans to eliminate dog play areas
in San Francisco city parks, and if it is expanded, it could eliminate large swaths of off-leash dog walking areas at Mclaren Park and
Bernal Hill. I walk my dogs in these parks and appreciate the fact that they are large enough that I can get some exercise while also
exercising my dogs . If these large off-leash areas are made smaller or eliminated, it will negatively impact me and thousands of
other dog enthusiasts in San Francisco.

02

Meanwhile, there is currently no way for San Francisco residents to propose new dog play areas in city parks. Thus the NAP could
take away our current areas and leave us with no way to propose new dog play areas.
San Francisco is a city with limited open space. I rely on the open spaces we do have to get out into the outdoors and get some
exercise. We cannot afford to give up recreational space in San Francisco to make way for more native plants. Less recreational
space will negatively impact the quality of life in our city.

03

[

I urge you to implement the maintenance alternative and not to implement the maximum restoration alternative or any other
alternative that will take away recreational space in San Francisco city parks.
Sincerely,
Diane Cerf
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Chambers-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 11:47 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: comments on the NAP EIR

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 11:48 AM---

"thompson chambers"
<tpc124@gmail.com>

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

10/31/2011 10:14 AM

cc
Subject comments on the NAP EIR

THOMPSON CHAMBERS , MPH
Environmenta l Planner
124 Geneber n Way
San Francisco , CA 94112
415 - 81 0- 9876
tpc124@gmail . com

October 31 , 2011
Bi ll Wycko , Environmen tal Review Off icer
San Fran c i sco Planning Dept .
1 650 Mission St ., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA
94103
Dear Mr. Wycko :
I am an environmenta l p l anner with over 30 years experience in environmental
p l anning and consulting in the Bay Area .
I a m a San Fr a nc i sco r esident ,
home- owner , dog - owner , sma ll business own er and regular voter.
Further ,
with my dog and family members , I am a regu lar u ser of city parks ,
playgrounds a nd severa l c ity DPAs . I am also very active wi t h l ocal p a r k
issues as an e xecutive office r with our neighborhood association (the St .
Mary ' s Park Improveme nt Club) a nd with o ur loca l RPD rec center (my son and
I are members of the new RPD Commu nity Recreation Council).

01

02

The NAP EIR provides no e vidence to prove c l aims that dogs have an impact on
plants or wildlife in natural areas . EIRs must be based on solid, documented
impact s , and there is n o evide nce c ite d to justify cl osi n g or r educ ing th e
size of any DPA.
The NAP EIR repeatedly says : Dogs MAY impact plants or
wildlif e , y et offer s n o e vidence these i mpact s a re ac tually occurr ing or
have ever occurred . Un s ub stan tiated c l aims cannot be ma de in a n EIR. The NAP
EI R goe s o n to say : If allowed to b e in a natural a rea , d o g s MAY c o ntinue to
i mpact plants or wi ldl ife . If the re ' s no proof of an impact , th e n t h at
impact cannot " continue . " Analysis in th e EI R based on th is spe culation is
incorrect a nd ina d e quate .
[ The EI R doe s n ot d i f f erent i ate b etween i mpacts c aus e d by p eop le with d ogs
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Chambers-1

02
(Cont.)
03

04

05

and i mpacts caused by people withou t dogs. For exampl e, a 2 00 - pound ma n will
have a muc h more significant i mpa ct on plant s that he wa l k s on than a
20- p ound d og wil l ha v e on any that it wal ks on . I f there is litt le
d i fference i n the i mpacts , then the EIR cannot j u s t ify banning off- l eash
dogs f r om natu ral areas . Furth e r, t he NAP EI R considers only the clos ures
of 1 5 % of t ota l off- leash space when determining i mpacts on remai ning DPAs
and recreat i on . Because the NAP p lan puts 80% of off - l eash space at risk o f
c l o s u re in t h e f ut ur e , the NAP EI R must a lso consider t h e i mpa ct s of thi s
muc h larger c l osure on rema i n i ng DPAs and on r e creation .
The NAP EIR as sumes that b ecaus e there wil l stil l b e relatively large
off - l eash areas in Mc Laren Par k a nd on Berna l Hil l, that few p e ople will b e
forced to dr ive t o o ther DPAs t o walk the ir dogs, with fe w res ul ti ng i mpacts
o n a i r pol l ut i on , traffic c o n gesti on , an d global warming from the added car
trips after the 15% c los ur e s take place . Howe v er, the EIR does not
a dequ a t e l y c o ns i der the topogr a ph y of the remai ning off- l eash spaces in
these parks. I f muc h of the remaining area is steep , people will no t be able
to u se the area , an d more people will be forced to drive to other DPAs . Thi s
must be ana lyz ed in t he NAP EIR . The NAP EIR does no t consider t he impact
of peop le d ri ving to other parks if 80% of off- l eash space is c losed . This
analysis mu st b e d one .
I wou l d , howe ver, e ndorse th e Ma i nte nance Alterna t ive in th e EIR . Under this
a l t ernat i ve , Rec an d Park wou l d cont i nue curre nt manageme nt plans at the
n a tur a l ar e a s , but wou l d not convert any more non- native h abitat to native
h ab i tat . The current d i stribution of native a nd non- na tive plants would b e
p reserv ed . Fewer trees wou ld need to be c u t down , an d there would b e no
c l osu res of or reduction s in any off- l eash areas. No tra i ls would b e closed,
but no n ew t ra i l s would be created . The NAP EIR i d e nt ifies th i s alte rnative
as t h e Env i r o nmen tal l y Superior a l ternati ve, b e c ause it has fe wer
u nmi t i ga t ed i mpact s on t he e nvironme nt t h a n the o ther a l terna ti ves
cons i dered i n t h e EIR . Impl e ment i ng the Ma intena nce Al terna t i ve would result
in l ess damag e t o th e exist i ng env ironme nt in natural areas, yet would
p reserv e ex i st i ng nat i v e spe c i es , a nd is the only a l t e rnative that is
s u stai nabl e o ver the long term.
Tha nk you f or t aking my comments in r evi ew of the NAP EIR .
S i nce r ely,

Thompson Chambers , MPH

winmail.dat
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:28AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Please keep a lot of off leash areas for dogs in SF Parks

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31 /201 1 09:28 AM - Greg Chase
<greg@gregchase.com>
Sent by: gchase@gmail.com

10/28/2011 10:08 PM

01

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject Please keep a lot of off leash areas for dogs in SF Parks

Dear Bill,
I'm not a resident of SF, but a frequent visitor. I don't quite understand why SF is looking to
drastically restrict off leash access for dogs in the park lands. SF has some wonderful extremely
open lands that have been preserved. To consider these "natural" areas is a bit over stating the
reality. They are open space, but have long since been transformed from wilderness as a result of
the urbanization around the area. You could consider this to be a shame, but actually its part of
the history ofthe city . I don't believe anyone in New York City is hoping to return natural
habitat back to central park.
I think some restriction to offleash dog access is reasonable. For example, if you have an
athletic field, its annoying to have offieash dogs to start chasing balls when a soccer team is
playing - and of course, nobody wants to step in dog poop in a picnic area.
If SF Parks wants to make ON leash access to dogs a general policy, then please set aside
generous, fenced, off lease areas. People who use dog park areas tend to be frequent users of the
park, and even become a sub community. If you foster this sense of community among the users
of off lease dog areas, you'll find the community will police and pick up after itself. This is my
observation as a participant in a few informal dog play areas.
Best regards,
Greg Chase & Eva and Oban
San Jose, CA
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Chasnoff-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/3112011 09:14AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Do Not Eliminate Off Leash park space in San Fra ncisco

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10131 12011 09:14AM-Debra Chasnoff

<debrachasnoff@gmail .com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

101311201112:31 AM

cc
Subject Do Not Eliminate Off Leash park space in San Francisco

01

I am wr iting to express my u tter d i smay that the city would consider
e limi n ating our ability to b r i n g d ogs to severa l of t he city' s park s . I wal k
my dog many t imes a week a t Bernal Hil l . It is full of p eople wal king thei r
dogs , and o ne of the onl y nearby areas whe r e dogs can r u n off l e a s h. Wi t h a l l
the p r obl ems fac i n g our c ity , I th in k i t is i nsane to make it harder for dogs,
which there a re more of than children in Sa n Fra ncisco, to h ave an opportu nity
to ru n and excercise , not to menti o n the e normous physical and mental heal t h
benefits t o their owners of that excercise as well . Part of why I fe lt okay
about raising a dog in the c ity is that I thought I could count on there being
o f f leash f aci t i l ites near my home where both I and my d og coul d get
excerc i se. Your poten t i a l ac t i ons t h reaten that and I see no good
j us ti f ica t ion for prioritizing some retur n of some plants over the use of the
parks by residents and their pets .
Debra Chasn o f f
863 El i zabe th Street , San Francisco , 941 14
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Child-1

Jeanie
Poling!CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 09:46AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: Sharp Park

----- Forwarded by Jeanie Poling/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:48AM -----

katrina child
<katchild@hotmail.com>

To <jeanie.poling@sfgov.org>

10/31/2011 08:43AM

cc
Subject Sharp Park

Hi Jeanie,

01

[

I'm writing to urge you to separate out Sharp park from the Natural Areas plan. Thank you for taking
our comments into consideration.
Yours,
Katrina Child
1073 Treat
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Chirico-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10131/2011 09:15AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Oppose the NAP takeover

---Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/3112011 09:16AM---

john chlrlco
<jlitnin@sbcglobal.net>
1013012011 10:31 PM

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject Oppose the NAP takeover

Hello,

01

I am writing to oppose the planned takeover of more city park space by the natural area program.
As a San Francisco resident, tax payer, small business owner, and dog owner, I strongly feel that the public park
best served by having public access to people, including the dog owners.
I have volunteered many hours working with the Rec and Park personell for conservation. The NAP already has
that the needed manpower can maintain.
I consider myself to be a conservationist and nature lover.
What the NAP is planning could be very detrimental to the general public, park users, and dog owners in San Fr:
150,000 dogs in the city, we need to protect what few resources and land use that we have. I opposs the NAPs a
precious space, not for the goal of conservation, but to reintroduce extinct plant species, at the expense of trees, 1
users, and dog owners.
Please use common sense and good judgement. The NAP aims to control and destroy all that currently exists (in
replace everything with plants that can not survive without constant maintenance and man power.

02

[! support the Maintenance Alternative as being the "environmentally superior" option (Rec and Parks own word
Please protect precious public park space for the people of San Francisco, instead of some overbearing and very
experiment by the NAP.
Thanks.
John Chirico

Sent from Yahoo! Mail on Android

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-611

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Cook-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 04:14PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP activity

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 04:15PM-Elizabeth Cook
<bllssfullycrazye@gmall.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc

10/31/2011 02:51 PM

01

02

03
04
05
06

07

Subject NAP activity

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I support the MINIMUM of NAP activity in our parks and open space. NAP jurisdiction should not be expande·
[ invasive areas of activity.
The Natural Areas Program defines "natural areas" as areas planted only with plants that
grew here when San Francisco was all sand and sand dunes. Before our city was built.
Before our lush parks were created.
This narrow definition of what is "natural" is absurd. A natural area should be defined by the
amount of wildlife it supports. By this definition, our parks are natural areas .
Why on earth would we want to return our parks to sand with tiny sand dune plants and
coastal scrub when our parks have such incredible natural beauty and support such an
incredible diversity of wildlife?
an Francisco is a bird watcher's paradise. The hawks and owls that nest in monterey
ypress and pine trees cannot nest in any of the four (tediously slow growing) San Francisco
native" trees .
Pines and Cypress are the backbone trees of our parks. They're not only beautiful, but
provide habitat for countless species of wildlife . Removing these trees because they're "not
ative" would be criminal.
Removing the plants that generations of gardeners have planted and tended to return these
areas to sand, planted only with "native" coastal dune plants would decrease wildlife
biodiversity. NOT increase wildlife biodiversity.
We should not remove any existing vegetation (never mind 1100 acres, 1/3 of our parklands)
to return these acres back into sand, with only coastal scrub plants.
I love the lush vegetation in our parks and do not want ANY of it removed for any reason - but
particularly for the ridiculous reason that a radical group (funded with my tax dollars) defines
"natural" as only what was here before the city of San Francisco was built, and before our
beautiful parks were created.

d

As SF's population continues to grow and more large housing developments are planned,
demand for recreation and relaxing in our parks increases.
The Natural Areas Program fences off the areas that they first denude then plant with
[ insignificant I tiny dune plants to create their plant museums .
Spending tax dollars to take away recreation areas from residents is outrageous .
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Cook-1

07 I want more Rec and Park gardeners hired and less staff positions paid to the Natural Areas
(Cont.) [ Program, who are intent on removing the lush vegetation that I enjoy in our parks.
Thank You
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Cook
323.683.0083

Sometimes your only available mode of transportation is a leap of faith.
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Corvan-1

From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Bill Wycko
Jessica Range
Fw: PLEASE DON'T RESTRICT OFF LEASH DOG WALKING AREAS
10/04/2011 09:31 AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 09:31AM--- --

marianna corvan
<mariannacorvan@yahoo.com>

10 03 2011 07:00 PM
Please respond to
marianna corvan <mariannacorvan@yahoo.com >

To

"bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject

PLEASE DON'T RESTRICf OFF LEASH DOG
WALKING AREAS

Dear Mr. Wycko:
01

I am a long time resident of San Francisco. I am writing to express my deep concern
about the proposed cuts to off-leash dog walking areas in the City. If of- leash areas
are restricted it will mean more dogs, squeezed in to less space. This could lead to
increased aggression and will negatively impact the environment.
One of the things I love most about San Francisco is how dog friendly it is. Dogs are
an integral part of many families in the City. They help ensure that families get out
and exercise, and provide much valued company for many elderly residents. Dogs
give us so much, please don't take away their space.
Thank you for your attention to this email.
Sincerely,
Marianna Corvan
Bernal Heights
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Coxon-1

Bock, John
Jessica. Range@sfgov.o rg
Tuesday, November 01, 2011 3 :47 PM
Bock, John
Fw: Maintenance Alternative

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfulanning.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201103:48 PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
To
V
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:22
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: Maintenance Alternative

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:23 PM----Michele Coxon
<michele@stillpoi
ntonthecoast.com >
bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/2011 08:49

To
cc

PM
Subject
Maintenance Alternative

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-615

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Coxon-1

01

I am writing to lend my support to Maintenance Alternative for our city parks and GGNRA open lands for use by all
citizens and also those with canine companions. I live in Pacifica which is surrounded by open land mostly GGNRA land
and the restoration processes by the Park Conservancy,
et al. These urban areas need to be kept available for recreational
use by the people who live in the neighborhoods and in these towns and cities. The wildlife also inhabiting these areas
have coexisted with the human inhabitants for decades and would continue to successfully coexist if not for human
intervention. I have never understood the intent to make these areas like Fort Funsten and Mori Point exclusively native
plant restoration areas to the exclusion of all other recreational activity enjoyed by the citizens of San Francisco and San
Mateo counties and beyond. It would seem that having healthy, available and safe recreation for people and their dogs
should have precedence over plants that are thriving in many other locations around the area that are not used by
people and dogs. Why can't we have a few places to go where dogs can run and be dogs? It makes for a much healthier
community for both the dogs and their handlers.
The GGNRA General Plan also eliminates public usage of vital open space areas enjoyed by people of the community for
many decades. All of a sudden, everything is being "managed" and taken away for no apparently valid reason. We have
lots of National Parks. Are people going to wander around this area left to natural occurrences more than they use it
now? I know they won't. What is there to do out there? No golf course, no lagoon for throwing sticks, no trails to hike
with our dogs, no enjoying this unique and beautiful coastline because everything will now be off limits. It would be
enough to make me move away because alii love about this area would change. It feels like tyranny by the minority.
There is hardly a soul in this community who feels strongly that the GGNRA should change these lands to an urban park
instead of recreational open space for urban dwellers.
Michele Coxon
Pacifica
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 11:50 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: public comments on The Natural Areas plan

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 11:50 AM --elizabeth creely

<elizabethcreely@yahoo.com
>
10/31/2011 09:59AM
Please respond to
elizabeth creely
<elizabethcreely@yahoo.com>

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject public comments on The Natural Areas plan

Dear Bill,
As a twenty year resident of San Francisco I wanted to voice my support for the Natural Areas
01 Plan. They conform to my sense of what is needed and possible in San Francisco. I support the
[ moment to restore the Sharp Park golf course.
Thank you
Elizabeth Creely
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III~N18FOOV

1012412011 0128 PM

(()

bee
Subject

PM-

01

ML Wycko·
Thank you much for working towards a
and balanced EIR an parkland
I am apel owner & being bombed by
from pel owners and groups
Dog) who are
trying to stir dog owners up without helping people understand what is being
why.
You guys
atough job, thanks for sticking with t. Unfo rtun at ely most of the input I am sure you are
gelling is the resutt of groups like Dog getting
stirred up.
Take
D. Crouch
Apel owner who grown up with dags in family &knowing that people
"re sonnm111e pet owners" frequently not.
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D’Antonio-1

Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RECEIVED
IJCT .l ~,

'/.''j! I' i

C!TY& COUNTY OF S.f.
PUINNING DEPARTMENT
MF<\

RE: Natural Areas Program:

Dear Bill:

01

I have lived in San Francisco for all of my 61 years and have always been a responsible dog owner.
I live right next to McLaren park where I can let my ''well behaved" dogs run free for a little bit
each day. I am very respectful of those that are afraid of dogs and put their leashes on. The
neighborhood I live in (Ina Ct.) bas a person with two huge pit bulls and they are stuck on a 6 x 6
deck at all times. In all the years I have lived here I have only seen them out for a walk once and
that's pretty pitiful to do to dogs. Having said that, sbe is the same person that calls the cops on my
dogs if I try to play ball with them in the cul-de--sac, therefore their only play time is in the park.
Time & money would be better spent on something "important" and not leashing up our dogs. I
live in the last house and the lot next to me is completely vacant. This city has gotten to be so
dreadful with all the rules and regulations. Please don't make me leash my dogs for the 15 minutes
they get to be free.
')

/ Sincerely, ,

em\¥
~~D:thtooio

<

C~inrie · Barreca

·.

98 Ina Ct.
San Francisco, CA 94112

(415) 845-3942
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Delacroix-1

Bock, John
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01 , 201 1 3:47PM
Bock, John
Fw: it's not too late to stop this lunacy

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201103:48 PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO

V

To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV @SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:21
cc

PM
Subject
Fw: it's not too late to stop this
lunacy

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 11/01/201103:22 PM----Pierre Delacroix
<subgumdummy@yaho
o.com>
To
"bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
10/31/201110:27
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

PM

~

Subject
Plea se respond to
it's not too late to stop this
Pierre Delacroix
lunacy
<subgumdummy@yaho
o.com>
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Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

[

I support the MINIMUM of NAP activity in our parks and open space. NAP jurisdiction should not be expanded beyond
their already invasive areas of activity.
The Natural Areas Program defines " natural areas" as areas planted only with plants that grew here when San Francisco
was all sand and sand dunes.
Before our city was built. Before our lush parks were created.
This narrow definition of what is "natural" is absurd. A natura I area should be defined by the amount of wildlife it
supports. By this definition, our parks are natural areas.

02

Why on earth would we want to return our parks to sand with tiny sand dune plants and coastal scrub when our parks
have such incredible natural beauty and support such an incredible diversity of wildlife?
San Francisco is a bird watcher's paradise. The hawks and owls that nest in Monterey cypress and pine trees cannot nest
in any of the four (tediously slow growing) San Francisco "native" trees.
Pines and Cypress are the backbone trees of our parks. They're not only beautiful, but provide habitat for countless
[ species of wildlife. Removing these trees because they're "not native" would be criminal.

03

Removing the plants that generations of gardeners have planted and tended to return these areas to sand, planted only
with "native" coastal dune plants would decrease wildlife biodiversity. NOT increase wildlife biodiversity.

04

We should not remove any existing vegetation (never mind 1100 acres, 1/3 of our park lands) to return these acres back
into sand, with only coastal scrub plants.

05

06

[

I love the lush vegetation in our parks and do not want ANY of it removed for any reason - but particularly for the
ridiculous reason that a radical group (funded with my tax dollars) defines " natural" as only what was here before the
city of San Francisco was built, and before our beautiful parks were created.
As SF's population continues to grow and more large housing developments are planned, demand for recreation and
relaxing in our parks increases.
The Natural Areas Program fences off the areas that they first denude then plant with insignificant I tiny dune plants to
create their plant museums.
Spending tax dollars to take away recreation areas from residents is outrageous.
I want more Rec and Park gardeners hired and less staff positions paid to the Natural Areas Program, who are intent on
removing the lush vegetation that I enjoy in our parks.

Thank You
Sincerely,
Pierre Delacroix

2
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Demetrious-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/201 1 01:19PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee

Subject Fw: NAP EIR thank you!

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10!31/201 1 01:20PM-Amad Demetr1ous
<amed13@gmall.com>
10/31/201 1 01:11PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
Subject NAP EIR thank you!

01

02

03

04

lvir. Bill Wycko,
TI1ank you for reviewing my comments on the NAP EIR.
1 supp01t the maximum recreation alternative because I believe that natural areas are important
public spaces in our urban fabric . 'T11ey promote, relaxation, rejuvenation, and recreation and
offer a unique coJmection with the natural world.
I can speak for myself and say that I ·would not do well or thrive in such a densely urban setting
without access to our precious natural spaces. Our natural areas mean the world to me. h1
modem architecture, the importance of bringing the natural into the urban is becoming
recognized as increasingly important as the scale of urbanization grows worldwide.
1 can understand, then, the urgency in maintaining a level of integrity to these areas in the urban
milieu. The effects of human activity and traffic is doubtless a prominent issue. In that regard,
what concems me is the closure of dog play areas. I am not convinced tllis is the best option.
[ One reason why is that so many DPA's are in or adjacent to natttral areas, and I'm afraid it would
set a precedent which would be overly restrictive to the dog/human population.
I feel that better infonnation/ signage/education about what areas should not be disturbed and
what areas dogs should not be allowed to congregate or play extensively on would mitigate the
effect of dogs on the land. To that end, l believe erosion and similar effects are more
pronounced with human activity, and I feel that channeling the traffic with more regularly
maintained 1rails is a good way to change the causes of negative effects on the land. There grows
from that a greater, more frequent presence and adjustments are more easily made at a smaller
scale to foster the positive outcomes in natural areas health and maintenance before bad
outcomes have caused critical damage.
Dog owners and walkers have a keen appreciation for the land, and the govemment is uniquely
poised the communicate with this population and engage in a mutually beneficial relationship
with them to help watch the park, and foster awareness and knowledge on how to treat the land.
People who shepherd a dog or groups of dogs do keep the parks safer. I have seen this
repeatedly seen that at McLaren Park, where I go every day and have been for years. People are
less likely to act out or throw litter when other users are there to witness . Users with dogs are
also regular users and have the added investment of being familiar and bonded to the land.
1 favor this approach to the more heavy-handed isolation of people and dogs from natural areas.
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Demetrious-1

I would like to offer my email as a way to contact some of the dog community and get the word
out between the government working to maintain the natural integrity of the park and the dog
users of the park because I know a lot of people. who want to be involved. When community is
talking, I think when people hear about an area that needs to recover from erosion, for example,
they are likely to alter their behavior to suppott rehabilitation ifthere is proper signage AND
evidence of community investment in the area, such as community plantings, cleanups,
maintenance. I can help bring users with dogs to participate in plantings and volunteer to help
with maintenance when you have such events. These are people who are also regular users and
would support, and in essence by their presence be enforcement of signage.
I hope I have been able to convey my vision somewhat clearly and that you share at least a bit of
my belief in it. McLaren Park with my dogs means the world to me and I would much rather
spend my energy rallying to support your efforts in maintenance while bolstering the community
than fighting with the government about access.
I encourage people to invest their concern and work and time in the land and contribute to
heightening respect of the resources. I know for a fact there is ample interest among the heaviest
users of McLaren Park and Bernal Heights.
03
(Cont)

Please consider closure of DPAS carefully and consider alternative options with signage and
[ community involvement in maintenance and rehabilitation. I believe with insufficient
government resources to provide ideal land maintenance and management, these ideas make
solid sense. Again, anything I can do to help, just ask. amedl3@gmail.com I am hoping to
attend the Nov 12 planting at McLaren Park and starting the dialogue with other users about
pitching in as a way to respect our stake in the matter of the land.
Warm regards,
Amad Demetrious
502 Southhill Blvd. 940 14
A mynad bubbles \\ere 11oating on the suti~1ce of a stream. "What are you?" I cried to them as
they drifted by. "I am a bubble, of course, "nearly a myriad bubbles answered; and there v,:as
surprise and indignation in their voices as they passed. But. here and there, a lonely bubble
answered, "We are this stream_" and there was neither surprise nor indignation in their voices,
but just a quiet certitud0.
-Ask the awakened by Wei Wu Wei
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

10/31/201 1 09:23AM

To Jessica RangeiCTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAO EIR

- - Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:23AM - allndelicato
<alandcleirdre@hotmail.com>

10/30/201 1 08:09AM

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject NAO EIR

01

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am a resident of San Francisco & have used many parks in SF & in the GGNRA for over 35 years now. I
am a regular daily user of Mountain Lake Park, Golden Gate Park and the Presidio. My family has made
weekly trips to Hawk Hill long before the GGRO came into effect & love Rodeo Beach and Lagoon & the
many trails in the Marin Headlands.
Your recommended closures and limits on off leash dog areas is unfair & unwarranted in this economic
struggle. These areas are large enough to have both natural areas for dogs to run in and places where
natural habitats and endangered species can keep a foothold. Try putting some attention to the needs of
the elderly, children & homeless. There are so many more important issues that really impact the quality
of life of our citizens.
As a founder of Greenpeace SF, a lifelong member of Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Nature Conservatory,
CA NAtive Plant Society and many others, I have a good understanding & appreciation for the needed
balance between use, & destruction of ecosystems. Please do not take away these places in our Bay Area
where families and furry friends can run free, feel the sunshine on their faces, get exercise & feel proud
that our government officials can understand and support what it means to go take a walk in the park.
Thank you for reflecting your human side in this decision,
Deirdre Carlin Devine
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 09:19AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: SF Crty Parks dog walking plan

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:19AM----

Natalie DeWitt
<natalle.dewltt49@gmall.com
>
10/30/2011 07:26PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject SF City Parks dog walking plan

Dear Mr. Wycko,

02
01

I am writing about the plans to eliminate dog play areas that are adjacent to NAP areas.
strongly support the Maintenance Alternative, which maintains recreation in city parks at the
same time as supporting the Natural Areas Program. I have two large dogs who need exercise
(ie running off leash on a regular basis) and I need the exercise I get when taking them for walks
in recreational dog play areas. I have been walking my one dog in Bernal Hill for years, and he
and I both love it. We are respectful of the plants and stay on the trails where they exist, and I
feel like dogs are an important part of the area, so many people from San Francisco go there and
seem really happy, enjoying the view, and letting their dogs get the exercise of running, which
they cannot do on leashes.

I have a choice of many places to live in the country, as a PhD scientist with many career
opportunities. My work is to create new industries and markets for California scientists, to make
California economically stronger through establishing scientific initiatives, and to create
infrastructure to find therapies for a variety of disease. I am working towards making California
the focus in the world for regenerative medicine. I have chosen to live here, because I have
always loved San Francisco because ofthe recreational opportunities. That is why I have chosen
to make this my home. If these recreational opportunities for me and my dogs, who are like
family to me, are taken away, it will rob me of the very reason I live in San Francisco. Other
people like me, successful people who can live anywhere in the country, will feel the same.
What is the point in living in a place where recreation is not provided to SF citizens and the dogs
they love. I believe recreation is essential for urban dwellers and their pets to live healthy,
happy lives. Native plants are important, and I am myself a native plant lover, however I do not
01
see restricting dog access as the solution to the problem of establishing native plants in San
(Cont.) [ Francisco. Creative solutions can be found (ie the Maintenance Alternative) that will allow
those of us who support the Parks and Recreation through our taxes to continue to enjoy the land
we live in.
Please do not take away this most important part of my life.
l11ank you for your consideration,
Natalie DeWitt
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Dotz-1

Bill Wydco/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 01:20PM

cc

bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIRcomment. don't close Bernal Hill Park to oft leash dogs

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/201 101:20 PM--

Lany Dotz <ldotz@sbcglobal.net>
10/31/2011 12:52 PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject NAP EIR comment· don't close Bernal Hill Park to oft leash dogs

01

Dear Sir:
I writing to register my profound objection to the closure of any part of Bernal Hill to off-leash dog recreation. I have been a homeowner
living 2 blocks from Bernal Hill park since 1994 and have been a dog owner for all but 2 of those years. For all of those years I have been
using the hill to exercise my dog and myself.
I am also a passionate environmentalist. I am constantly delighted to see the variety of native wildlife found on the hill and have seen no
evidence that it is impacted by the presence of off leash dogs. I regularly witness the presence of ground mammals such as squirrels,
raccoons and possum (its a beautiful walk at night). There is athriving raptor community that hunts on the hill. We even had a coyote
living on the hill one year. None of these species would be presnt if of leash dogs were a problem.
I appreciate the need to protect our native wild lands, but the continued closure of parkland to off leash dog exercise does not address
the genuine human damage caused by pesticide use, urban crowding, off road biking, etc. Dogs have become a scapegoat. And should
these closures go into effect who is going to enforce them? The city and county of San Francisco does not have the resources to manage
the regulations already on the books. Why burden the government with additional, meaningless regulatory responsibility.
Respectfully,
Lawrence Oot1
Alabama St, Be rnal Heights
San t:rans:isco
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Dougherty-1

Bil \tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
1()131/2011 04:17PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:17PM-

Mary DoUllheo\11
<m10'.dougherty@yahoo.com
)

1()131/2011 01:32PM

To

bill.~cko@sfgov.org

cc stephenstw@mindspring.com

Subject

[

In addition, the NAP EIR offers no concrete evidence that dogs negatively
impact plants or wildlife. Use of the term "may" in the report reveals the
weakness and inadequacy of the report.

02

[

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impact on dog play areas is inadequate. The NAP
EIR' s definition of dogs as a "nuisance" discloses its bias against dogs and
ignores the scientifically proven benefits that dogs bring to society and
nature as an integral part of the environment. Dogs serve humans and nature in
numerous, beneficial ways.

03

[

The NAP EIR fails to recognize the further restrictions on public access to
areas planted with "native" and endangered species of plants.

[

Finally, the NAP EIR would have a negative impact on San Francisco's economy
with the loss of jobs (e.g., professional dog walkers), more dogs being
surrendered to the city shelter for lack of adequate venues for off-leash
exercise, and loss of international status as a dog friendly tourist
destination.

[

I fully support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreational Alternative and urge
you to do the same .

01

04
05

I live and vote in SF, am dog owner, and enjoy the public parks with my dog,
neighbors and friends. I am a member of SFDOG. I fully support UC Professor
Arthur Shapiro's analysis of the NAP EIR.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Mary Dougherty
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Bock, John
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01 , 201 1 3 50 PM
Bock, John
Fw: Comment on SF NAMP

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
---- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:51PM-----

Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V
To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV @SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:28
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: Comment on SF NAMP

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:29PM----Richard Drechsler
<r_drechsler@yaho
o.com>
To
Bill. Wycko@sfgov.org
10/31/2011 04:55
PM
Subject
Comment on SF NAMP
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Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am a resident of San Francisco, birder, nature tour guide,
member of Audubon's
conservation committee and regular visitor to the areas that
are the subject
of this environmental impact report.

01

I urge San Francisco's Planning Department to choose the
"Maintenance Alternative"
when developing plans to manage San Francisco's Parks and
open spaces.
I advise this for several practical reasons:
The EIS "Summary of Environmental Effects" (Pg. 3, Table 1)
shows the "proposed
project" and the "Maximum Restoration Alternative" have
significant impacts on 42%
(6 or 14) of the environmental categories being considered.
I interpret to mean that both city residents and wildlife
will be most affected
by the conversion that the Planning department appears to be
endorsing.
The main problem here is that nearly no one in the city,
especially people who
enjoy these parks, are aware that a major landscape
conversion is being
planned. This is the best kept secret in San Francisco.
Nearly no one will not know about this until they see their
favorite tree toppled;
notice more wind and noise coming from over the hill; are
blasted by sunlight
in their living room; or are denied access to their favorite
trail or open space.
I visit all of the cities restoration projects each week. I
find them to be unsucc essful.
Your intention to open new ground to sunlight will also
promote the growth of plant
species that your management plan deems undesireable .
The Parks department will be forever weeding these areas at
2
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Drechsler-1

great cost in
manpower and supplies. Authorities such as the GGNRA use
short-lived
teams of volunteers to do this work for them. These
volunteers realize that
they are fighting a losing battle.
Restoration areas such as Land's End, El Polin Spring, Crissy
Field are
seldom spoken about anymore by birders or others looking for
populations
of wildlife. Since the vast majority of the cities resident
bird species feed,
roost and breed in trees, they leave, starve or are predated
when their
habitat is destroyed.
I'll leave it up to others to defend the remaining species
who will lose their
home, food, and security.

02

The plan to "Maximize Restoration" is dangerous and
irrepairable. At very
least you should make sure that our residents know about this
radical plan
and are prepared to deal with its consequences.
Sincerely yours,
Richard Drechsler
7 40 Rhode Island St.
San Francisco, CA 94107
(415)641-7076
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From:

To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeysjca Range

fw: please table the Significant Natural Resource heas Management EIR (Gen Canyon)
10/11/2011 05:05 Pt~

----- Fol\varded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/11/2011 05:05PM - ----

Tod Elkins
<tod.elki ns@gmail.com>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/10/2011 08:22 AM

Subject

please table the Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management EIR (Glen Canyon)

To: Mr. Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
Re: Draft EIR , Significant Natural Resource Areas Management (Glen Canyon)

Dear Mr. Wycko :
I am a 24-year San Francisco resident, who now lives in a cul-de-sac directly off Glen
Canyon. We walk the canyon every day with and without our dog, and have taken
part over the years in cleanups in the canyon, along the creek and in Christopher
Park. We also walk other sites like Land's End, Stern Grove, Fort Funston, Crissy
Field and many others in the city , which have been improved in some ways over the
years we've lived in the city. Our kids attended Silver Tree when they were little and
played on the ballfields of Glen Park, attended birthday parties in the play area ,
played hoop in the community center. We enjoy the local fauna and flora in our
canyon and elsewhere in the city, and appreciate the current state of Glen Canyon,
with trails, a good variance of trees and scrub, red tail hawks, skunks and various
critters, coyotes, the whole experience .

01

I'm writing to protest the planned "restoration ecology" plan and "native plant" efforts
to be undertaken in Glen Canyon and elsewhere in the city. The canyon is a muchused resource , by walkers, hikers, runners, climbers, summer campers, parents with
strollers, pet owners, students, a whole spectrum and cross-section of the
population. Anecdotally, people have told me that they come from cross-town to walk
in the area .
What is the thinking about pulling out all the well-established trees, scrub and other
plants, in the name of re-establishing some old-fashioned starting point for local
flora? Have you looked at old photos of the area? There's grass and some scrub on
the hills. Today, there's grass, scrub and trees - plus community gardens. Who's
determining the concept of "original" and "pristine"? What is the zero point? Is there
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science behind it, or politics? What is driving this bus?
01
(Cont.)

I urge you: reconsider this policy. As a city that's always challenged fiscallyespecially in Park and Rec -we don't have the extra money to undertake an effort
that's not focused, on questionable scientific ground and, most importantly unpopular
AND disruptive. If the funds are there and begging to be used, please find a place
that can use real improvement that will directly affect people's actual use of the site.
Again, anecdotally, many folks in the Glen Canyon area, and from around other
neighborhoods in the city, have expressed similar opinions to me. I hope that they
are contacting you, as well.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Tod Elkins
25 Crags Court (3 doors from Glen Canyon)
San Francisco, CA 94131

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-634

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Elliott-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/3112011 04:09PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: Please remove Sharp Park from the Significant Natural
Areas Resource Areas Management Plan

--- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 04:09PM ----

Lisa Ruth Elliott
<lisaruth_e@yahoo.com>
10131/2011 03:57PM
Please respond to
Lisa Ruth E II iott
<lisaruth_e@yahoo.com>

01

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject Please remove Sharp Park from the Significant Natural Areas
Resource Areas Management Plan

I am concerned that the Significant Natural Areas Resource Areas Management Plan is being adversely
affected by the special situation surrounding the Sharp Park Golf Course. I would like to urge you to
please remove consideration of Sharp Park from the Plan and allow this smart, and ecologically sound
Plan to go forward to preserve 31 other of the City's recreation and park areas. They are in dire need of
improvement and not being bogged down by the lawsuits around Sharp park will allow these areas to get
the attention they need.
Thank you for your time .
... ................... ...... .lisa ruth

Ten Years That Shook the City: San Francisco 1968-1978 (an anthology I co-edited and co-produced)
has FINALLY been released from City Lights Foundation Books [June 2011]1 Get an Audio Walking Tour
map for your own walk through history at local cafes and bookstores , and come hear the authors read
from their work at events through September 2011. Ask me or visit shapingsf.org for info.
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October 24, 2011

RECEIVED

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Dept.
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

OCT 2 6 2011
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PlANNING DEPARTMENT
MEA

Dear Mr. Wycko:
1am

01

02
03
04

05

a 23-year resident of San Francisco and avid user of city parks, which I think are managed relatively
well. I support the Maintenance Alternative for the Natural Areas Program because it is environmentally
superior. However, any program implemented should not reduce or eliminate current recreation access
in any way. Specifically, I object to the proposed reduction of dog play areas at Mclaren Park, Bernal
Hill and Lake Merced, especially in consideration of the proposal by the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area proposal to ban people with dogs at most of the recreation areas it manages in San
Francisco. The SFNAP EIR does not adequately consider or measure the impacts the GGNRA's Dog
Management Plan will have on San Francisco city parks. Moreover, the SFNAP EIR does not provide
scientific evidence that dogs have an impact on plants and wildlife in natural areas. Therefore, it is my
belief there is no justification for excluding people with off-leash dogs from natural areas.
It is troubling that there appears to be no representation of people with dogs in an advisory capacity for
the NAP. There are many dog groups that are qualified and representative of diverse communities and
geographies within the city that would serve well, similar to the other partner groups that participate in
this city program.
Parks in San Francisco are too important to residents and visitors alike. And it is wrong to pursue any
plan that reduces access to areas that accommodate people as well as dogs by practice, especially at
established dog play areas. Thank you for considering these comments about the SFNAP EIR and
planning.
Sincerely,

~~~
David Emanuel
43 Fairmount Street
San Francisco, CA 94131
cc: Christina Olague, Commission President
San Francisco Planning Commission
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Emanuel-2

Bill ~IC'T'fPI..N/SFQOV

To Jessica Ran9f:ICTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

101271201111:30 AM

oc
boc
Subject Fw: oomments to SFNAP EIR

-

FoiVIarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOVon 101271201111:30 AM-

o- EIIWILIII
<dtm.Wifii4150gft'lllil.1012512011 08:55PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
oc c_olague@yahoo.oom
Subject oomments to SFNAP El R

October 25, 2011

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Dept.
1650 1:f.i ssi on St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko:

01
02

03
04

I am a 23-year resident of San Franci scci and avid user of city parks, which I think are managed
relatively well. I support the Maintenance Alternative for the Natural Areas Program because·it
is environmentally superior. However, any program Implemented should not reduce or eliminate
current recreation access in any way. Specifically, I object to the proposed reducti on of dog
Flay areas at McLaren Park, Bemalffill and Lake Merced, especially in cons;deration of the
Froposal by the Golden Gate National Recreation Area to ban people with do~s at most of the
recreation areas it manages in San Francisco. The SFNAP EIR does not adequately consider or
measure the impacts the GGNRA' s Dog Management Plan will have on San ?rancisco city
Farks. Moreover, the SFNAP EIR does not provide scientific evidence that dogs have an 'impact
en plants and wit dlife in natural areas. Therefore, it is my belief there is no justifi cati on for
excluding people with off-leash dogs from natural areas.
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05

It is troubling that there appears to be no representation of people with dogs in an advisory
capacity for the NAP. There are many dog groups that are qualified and representative of diverse
communities and geographies within the city that would serve well, similar to the other partner
groups that participate in this city program.

Parks in San Francisco are too important to residents and visitors alike. And it is wrong to pursue
any plan that reduces access to areas that accommodate people as well as dogs by practice,
especially at established dog play areas. Thank you for considering these comments about the
SFNAP EIR and planning.

Sincerely,

David Emanuel
43 Faitmount Street
San Francisco, CA 94131
cc: Christina Olague, Commission President
San Francisco Planning Commission
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Enzi-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10131/2011 09:23AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: I support "maintenance alternative"

- - Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/3112011 09:24AM--

Christopher Enzi
<x2frnz@hotmail.com>
10129/2011 07:14PM

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject 1 support "maintenance alternative"

Hello Bill WyckoAs a citizen who has chosen to live IN A CITY, I have no wish to have my access to public parks taken
away from me.

01

02

The Natural Areas Program is a deluded, nonfunded attempt to privatize public parks which are
[ funded through public money.
Please know that many of us do not see any value in these type of programs. Unless we are all going
away and taking our cars and two centuries of urban planning with us, it seems more sensible for the
parks to be maintained for the use and enjoyment of ALL of the people who pay for their upkeep and
maintenance. This includes children, runners, classes, sportspeople, dogs and their people, sunbathers,
gardeners and bicyclists.
NAP is an attempt to undermine this great and successful social experiment by useless prohibitions on
the citizens' enjoyment of what they have paid for. The benefits of this program are ill considered. Please
do not continue down this garden path.
Thank you
Christopher ENZI
San Francisco Home owner
San Francisco small business owner
San Francisco dog owner
San Francisco tax payer in MANY ways
San Francisco Voter
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Fasman-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 09:24AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact Review

- - Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:25AM - Michael Fasman
<mlchaelfasman@yahoo.com
>
10/29/2011 06:08PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact Review

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Flanning Department
1650 Mission Street, SUite qoo
San Francisco, CA 94103
bill .wycko®sfgov .org
To MrWycko :

01

[

I'm writing to respond to the Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact Review. I strongly oppose the expansion of the Natural
Areas Pr09ram and support the maintenance alternative described in the EIR.

I am a dog owner, like so many other San Francisco residents. The Natural Areas Program already plans to eliminate dog play areas
in San Francisco citY parks, and if it is e xpanded, it could elim inate I<V"ge swaths of off-leash d09 walking areas at ~tcLaren Park and
Bernal Hill. I walk my dogs in these parks and appreciate the fact that they are large enough that I can get some exercise while also
exercising my dogs. If these large off-leash areas are made smaller or eliminated, it will negatively impact me and thousands of
other dog enthusiasts in San Francisco.

02

f.1eanwhile, there is currently no way for San Francisco residents to propose new dog play areas in city parks. Thus the NAP could
take a.Ntty our rurrent creas and leave us with no wztt to propose new dog play areas .

San Francisco is a city with limited open space. l rely on the open spaces we do have to get out into the outdoors and get some
exercise. We cannot afford to give up recreational space in San Francisco to make way for more native plants. Less recreational
space will negatively impact the quality of life in our city.

03

[

I urge you to implement the maintenance alternative and not to implement the maximu m restoration aitemative or any other
alternative that will t~e away recreational space in Sa1 Francisco city parks.
Sincerely,
Michael Fasman
qqsg 2qth st
SF 9'1114
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Fitzer-1

Bil \tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
1()131/2011 04:17PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. OFF LEASH

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:18PM8uai& Fri&dnln
<jumuai•@abcglobll.nel>
1()13112011 01:37 PM

To

Bill.~cko@sfgov.org

cc
Subject 0 FF LEASH

Please support the Save the Off-Leash walking Areas in the GGNRA.
Since our daughter graduated Lowell High School, we do not have a place to go
to meet people and socialize. We have met many friends from our daily off
leash dog walks at Ft. Funston. For us, it is our form of exercise, away to
relieve the day's stress, our daily dose of fresh air. Our walks are as
important to us as they are for our dogs. For me, it is a way to exercise and
enjoy our beautiful city and the ocean air. I always take our out-of-town
guests for a walk and show off our beautiful city and the Fort. Our guests are
always amazed at how lucky we are to have this spot to go to walk and run our
dog Wanda.

Please tell the GGNRA to stop pushing its extreme proposal that will
negatively impact so many of us who live in the Bay Area with our wonderful
pet dogs. Our dog is a rescue. We don't know her breed, but we do know that
her daily run is very important for her and for us.

01

Why is the GGNRA insisting on this extreme proposal that would eliminate a
main form of recreation that takes place at these recreation areas? Doesn't
the GGNRA have an obligation to respect the legislation that created these
areas by managing them as urban recreation areas, not as pristine wilderness
areas?
I understand that Congress could resolve this conflict by codifying the GGNRA'
s original 1979 Pet Policy as a Section Seven Special Regulation, and
mandating that all properties added to the GGNRA after 1979 maintain
historical recreational access.

02

03

[
[

This GGNRA proposal will create dangerous situations of overcrowding and
overburden city parks
There are very few spaces left for people to take their dogs. 1 in 3 Bay area
residents has dogs, and thousands like myself and my husband go to GGNRA every
single day.

I understand that the GGNRA has a recreation first mandate with long practiced
mixed-use activities (surfing, hiking, dog walking, horseback riding,
hang-gliding, kite surfing, jogging, biking, festivals and events)
People, dogs, wildlife and plants successfully co-exist in GGNRA - dogs have
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Fitzer-1

03
(Cont.)
04

[

little negative impact on natural resources and bird life.

[

For 10 years now, GGNRA has acted unilaterally and spent millions of dollars
on a misguided plan that will require millions of dollars through the hiring
of park rangers and police. I, for one, think this money would be more wisely
spent on our schools.
The GGNRA dog management proposal has nothing to do with safety or the
environment- i t ' s part of a pattern of GGNRA bureaucracy that denies more and
more and people/activities access to parks.

01
(Cont.

Parts of Ft. Funston have already been shut off since we first started walking
there in 1998. These closures have had a negative impact on the natural
resources in the existing areas where we can walk. I not only think that Ft.
Funston should remain an off-leash area, I also think the ares that were
closed off should be opened up.

05

06

[

Lastly, I would like to say that many dog-less people come to Funston just to
be with and play with dogs. just yesterday, while walking our dog at Funston,
I met a dog-less Dad who took his 2 small kids Ft. Funston so that his kids
could see and pet the dogs there. They couldn't have a dog where they lived
and his kids were thrilled to be able to be able to run with and pet the dogs.
It also gave the Dad a chance to teach his kids how to behave with dogs, to
ask, "May I pet your dog ? " and "May I feed your dog this treat ? " etc.,

05
(Cont.)

01
(Cont.)

More and more I have been reading articles in various national newspapers
about the important role animals, and dogs, in particular, play in the lives
of people.
This is certainly true for our dog and I suspect for all dog
owners.

[

There so many more important issues that could use the time and money that is
being spent on trying to close off-leash dog areas.
Before our city and country goes to the dogs . . . . leave well-enough alone
and start focusing elsewhere.
Thanks for your attention to this matter.
Susan, Gene and Wanda Fitzer
San Francisco

94127

~
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Flasher-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31 /2011 04:37PM

To Jessica RangeiCTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee

Subject Fw: natural areas plan

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/3112011 04:38PM--

bob flasher
<rangerdude333@hotmall.co

m>
10/3 1/2011 04:25PM

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject natural areas plan

Mr. Wycko,
The proposed master plan for SPs natural areas is a great start at managing these ecologically,
recreationally and socially valuable open spaces. Please do everything in your power to ensure the
survival and health of these parks. The GGNRA has found that when the community is involved in
maintaining and restoring the park, the diverstiy of park users and frequency of visits increases. Parks
are what transform a neighborhood into a community. The Natural Areas provide special opportunites for
families to experience nature right in the city. This is especially important for families without the means
to travel to national and state parks.

01

02
[

If the issues around Sharp Park are holding up approval of the plan, please separate the golf course from
the rest so we can continue to maintain the other natural areas in a condition that promotes visitation.
Thanks for this opportunity to provide feedback.
Bob Flasher
Lecturer @ SFSU
Recreation, Parks & Tourism
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Fong-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/20/2011 04:23PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Draft EIR- Comments

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/20/2011 04:24PM-----

Edward Fong
<emfong@gmail.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/17/201101:41 PM

cc
Subject Draft EIR -Comments

Dear S i r ,
I would like to comment on the Draft EIR for the Sign ificant Natura l
Resource Ar eas Management Plan , CASE NO . 2005 . 1912E , STATE
CLEARINGHOUS E NO. 20090 42 102 .

01

While the conservation and preservati o n of nat i ve habitats, p l an t s and
specie s is very important , in my opinion t he "Maximum Restoration
Alte rna t ive " p l aces too many r estric tio n s on the current and f uture
recreational needs of San Franciscans .
I urg e y ou to adopt a plan
that more evenly balances preservati o n a n d recrea t i on, e ither t he "No
Project Alternative ," the "Max imum Recreati on Alternat i ve ," or the
"Ma i ntenan ce Alternat i ve ."
Tha n k you for your t i me .
S incere l y ,
Edwar d Fong
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Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ElR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:
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Form Letter-1

October 30. 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

s ignature:
PrintName:
Address:

)11a~\1~ 1:
Moxue)] )Uo[Ze>fo
1

rJ-o

{46

~q\2.]

Jh\Vn0 ,S

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-646

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

04

05

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

L________________

Signature: _ _
Print Name:
Address: _
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Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other OPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:
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Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the socia.l community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ElR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

signature:
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Form Letter-1

October 30. 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR' s analysis of impacts ITom dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off- leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

l

Signature: -=-4---t--~---------
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October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
Sf Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts rrom dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
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October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: " dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

8

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-653

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP ElR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species th.roughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
I
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-654

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

TheN AP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts ofthe closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(espec ially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-655

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NA P EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

04

05

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Address:

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-656

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-657

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP ErR:

01

The NAP ElR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-658

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not cons ider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social communi ty of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NA P EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
enviro nmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the fo llowing extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-659

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DP As
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
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I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-660

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

TheN AP El R repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ETR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located e ither within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

cA
Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-661

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR' s analysis of the impacts of the closure of all o r part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, w hich the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-662

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defrnes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, whic
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-663

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP ElR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-664

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global wanning and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
c losures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

TheN AP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

CA
Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-665

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-666

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ETR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated c laims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all o r part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-667

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ETR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-668

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts ofthe closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (ofT-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nu isances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefrts of people who walk
with their dogs. The ElR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP ElR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ElR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-669

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
f would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EfR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-670

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAP E!R
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and o n transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not cons ider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the follow ing extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-671

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP ElR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-672

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAPEIR
I would like to

not~:

the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the narural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signotme~
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-673

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

TheN AP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAy·be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of OPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

04

05

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The ElR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation ofNAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-674

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

04

05

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-675

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30. 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

04

05

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-676

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

04

05

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not th.reatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-677

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ElR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of a ll o r part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP ElR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

04

05

The NAP ETR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened o r endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-678

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Envi ronmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because o fDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

04

05

The NA P EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NA P EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-680

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the followiOg problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on aceess and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-681

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP E IR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA c losures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP ElR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ElR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: " dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-683

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I 1
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signatur
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off- leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social communi ty of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-686

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

[')

02

[)

03
[

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

3) The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
. with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog wa.lkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

[

4)

05 [

5)

04

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Sign""''~
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

TheN AP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analys is is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NA P EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
w ith their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts o fDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please con sider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-689

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefrts of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ETR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, wh ich the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Cl41t1
Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-691

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within o r adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the paries.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-692

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Address:
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-693

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all o r part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global wanning and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIRdoes not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automat ic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation A lternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communit ies
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-695

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP ElR repeatedly says: "dogs MA Y be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especia lly the 80% potential
closures) on the social comm unity of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than plant ing native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-696

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Rev iew Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all o r part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P ElR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash s pace in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EJR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EJR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NA P ElR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts !Tom dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

TheN AP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternaf
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider tile following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: " dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and o ther parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off- leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature: · ~
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

TheN AP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP ElR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. TheEl R does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-701

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ElR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EJR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP ElR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP ETR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The ETR does not consider the impacts of DPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-702

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
~ased on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenanc<e or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-703

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all o r part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social commu111ity of dog walkers in parks and in the neighbor ing communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-704

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts ofthe closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP El R defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-706

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems w ith the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EI R repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global wanning and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
Print Name:

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-707

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
l would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identi es as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-708

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP ElR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

I

T

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-709

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Plann ing Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictio ns on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ElR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-710

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-711

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-712

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30. 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EJR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-713

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Envi ronmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
( would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DP As and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-714

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Plann ing Dept.
RE: NAPEIR
r would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP ErR defines dogs as "nuisances". The ErR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

r support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-715

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
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Please consider the following ex.tra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-716

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
{would like to note the fo llowing problems with the NAP EIR:

01

TheN AP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Altemati
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-717

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,20 11
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any im pacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP ElR must consider the impacts on other DP As and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened. and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-718

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EJR's analysis of impacts !Tom dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global wanning and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR dentifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-719

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-720

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR ·
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: " dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider innpacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmen tally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-721

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer

SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR

I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts !Tom dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

'

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-722

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,201 I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EI R does not consider the impacts of DPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:
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Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP ElR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA c losures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as ..nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-725

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The ElR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NA P plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-726

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
Sf Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Print Name:

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-727

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Env ironmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAP EIR

r would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:
01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actvally occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP ElR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especia lly the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks .

04

The NA P EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NA P plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-728

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,20 11
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DP As and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-729

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts !Tom dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR' s analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especia lly the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social commun ity of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring commun ities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-730

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred . An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NA P EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
autom atic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ELR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-731

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-732

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DP As and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-733

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potentia l closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-734

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-735

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIRdefmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-736

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP ElR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other OPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP ErR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-737

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EJR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other OPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofOPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surround ing the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-738

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,20 11
Bill Wycko, Env ironmental Review Officer
SF Plann ing Dept.
RE:NA P EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ETR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must dr ive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either w ithin or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communit ies
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
env ironmentally superior alternatives.

"

Signature:

~ fA ~~

PrintName:LAddress:

.......

6\.A...~ I~

{ S$7 0

lA

~l{-?1./t!Y}

(S:\... C, klb

~ t.,A"TC

kP

s c.A C) 50~'-

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-739

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actua.lly occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DP As and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as be ing
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-740

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analys is of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automat ic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Sign

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-741

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ETR must be based on so lid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-742

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation ofNAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-743

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" p lants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-744

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP E IR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off- leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not cons ider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-745

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analys is is inadequate.

02

The NAP ElR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighbor ing communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore , have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-746

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-747

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 201 I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analys is is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The E!R does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives .
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-748

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

Oct:aber 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the paries.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the followin g extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-749

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeat.e dly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ElR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analys is of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:~
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-750

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
Print Name:

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-751

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ETR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ETR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated c laims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than plant ing native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-752

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer

SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR' s analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Signature:
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-753

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I 1
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: " dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP El R defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-754

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analys is of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

04

05

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental hea.lth benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-755

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,201 1
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-756

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 800/o of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

l/l/t4:J--_:....__.,.--""=-- -- - - - - - Signature: _ ___:_
Print Name:
Address:
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-757

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wyeko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not cons ider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NA P plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-758

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-759

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EJR 's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NA P EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR d oes not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-760

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

02

[''
[2)

03

[''

04

[

4)

05 [

5)

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR' s analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.
The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).
The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-761

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 201 1
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of a ll or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks , on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring comm un ities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-762

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An E IR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-763

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other OPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-764

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

TheN AP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-765

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
1 would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP ElR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-766

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-767

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefrts of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-768

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,20 11
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analys is is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation A lternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-769

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP ElR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ETR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 800/o of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-770

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ETR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP E IR' s analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off- leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other OPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-771

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAPEIR

r would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:
01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-772

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EJR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated c laims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social commun ity of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NA P EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NA P plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, wh ich the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-773

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DP As and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-774

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total o ff-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not cons ider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-775

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIRdefines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-776

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientit1c evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

TheN AP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-777

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated c laims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
I
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-778

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP E!R does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-779

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPE IR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:

~ ~

Address: 'l-c> 2- s

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-780

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who wal.k
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-781

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-782

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-783

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-784

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
l would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ElR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR' s analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EI R does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-785

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR' s analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nu isances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with the ir dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surround ing the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra po ints:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-786

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Env ironmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EJR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-787

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR' s analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR' s analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-788

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

P lease consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-789

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential c losures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DP A closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as bein g
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please cons ider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-790

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DP As and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ErR identifies as being
(-....
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-791

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EJR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EJR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surround ing the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being

•ov;ronmootally '"'"""' •lt<motiv.,.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-792

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-793

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NA P EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the c losure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NA P plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-794

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
Signature:
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Please consider the following extra points:

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NA PEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analys is of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP E IR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
\ ..
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-796

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

Quick Comments on NAP EIR

It's always best to include personal comments about your experiences in natural areas in SF city
parks. However, if time is short, here are a few quick points you can make to show the Planning
Department that the NAP EIR is inadequate and that additional work must be done.

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: ..dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no
evidence that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be
based on solid scientific evidence. Because the NAP ETR's analysis of impacts from dogs on
plants and wildlife is based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

2) The NAP EIR's analysis ofthe impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (offleash areas) is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other
parks, on recreation, and on transportation, global warming and climate change because
people must drive to other DPAs because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash
space in city parks is closed (the amount of off-leash located either within or adjacent to
natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA
closures (especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of
people who walk with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and
in the neighboring communities surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants
trigger automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on
recreation and access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

Support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ETR identifies as
being environmentally superior alternatives.
For more information on these points, and to see additional points that you can add to your
comment, go to: http://www.sfdog.org.
Comments are due at the end of business (5 pm) on Monday, October 31,2011.
Email your comment to:
bill. wycko@sfgov .org
Or deliver them in person to:
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept
1650 Mission St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-797

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being

ooviroomootallp"porio.,tremotiv".
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-798

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ETR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ElR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAY
because ofDPA closures if up to 800/o of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-799

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30. 20 J 1
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

X

IAlttlk

o.t e·rvJaU v.rttl--- ~ ~' P&aM'~

10

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-800

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other OPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR d oes not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the following extra points:
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Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-801

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nu isances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-802

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NA P EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring commun ities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-803

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR

[I)

I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

[

2)

03

[

3)

04

[

4)

05

[

5)

02

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.
The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).
The NA P EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The E IR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EJR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature: _ _ _ ,::...._
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Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-804

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefrts of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
I

Signature:

,

1
Print Name:
Address:
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Please consider the following extra points:
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-805

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
l '

r i
1/,ft•/ t.
t

Signature:
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-806

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

TheN AP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP ElR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-807

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 201 I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endan ered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternativ
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature: -+-Y----~--------~----------------Print Name:
Address:
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-808

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NA P EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternat ives.
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-809

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The ElR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
Print Name:
Address:

Please consider the following extra points:
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-810

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).
The NA P EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

03

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ElR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-811
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature: _ _
Print Name:
Address: _
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-812

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
Signature:

----\-I.;}
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Print Name: ______
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Please consider the following extra points:
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-813

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
ofT-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, w
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Please consider the follo~ng extra pointsd
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-814

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR' s analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

~

Signature:
Print

e:~

Address:
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Please consider the following extra points:
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-815

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR

r would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:
01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the narural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which
environmentally superior alternatives.

e EIR identifies as being
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Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-816

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP ElR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ElR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 11
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-818

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Rev iew Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR

f would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within o r adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The E!R does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP E!R does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the E!R identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

to

Please consider the following extra points:

29

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any .impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NA P ElR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I sup port the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature: _~-Hh
_d_~
------

.,----~'-"""'C,_,"'-b..,u.a.....Jt..Vl'--!J<l~1,.______
Address: _ !:J
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Please consider the following ex:tra points:
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30.2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NA P EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP ElR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the phys ical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Altern
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:
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November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no eviden ce
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Address: _ _
L_l_(;
_ _=.S-'-~-·:...;'::..:.(=(.'\::....._)r__~~~.J_
_ _ __

Please consider the following extra points:
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global wanning and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Address:

Please con~er the following extra points:

~~
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November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
Sf Planning Dept.
RE: NA P EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP ElR repeatedly says: "dogs MA Y be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:

~M l~ w,d~. \.,
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November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer

SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EfR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-le.ash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature~ :=5
Print Name:
Address:
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communit ies
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:;:-~2::>
~-Print Name:
Address:
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Please consider the following extra points:
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November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts ace actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other packs, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal wanning and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city packs is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in packs and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the packs.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that ace not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ElR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the fo llowing extra points:

~ u..~'.J~Q;J~~m
~

&~

.

~~ ~ M+l..\_
J

37
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Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAPEIR
l would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR' s analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Print Name:
Address:

Please consider the following extra points:

----+!J_. J. .\&-{~--~'e;=-?i~~-&-H-{?_d~~
-=----.:::....;_
?~
___:_
r r 1 tl
38

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, g lobal warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF P lanning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP ElR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP ElR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

:_-r-:,;:/C3~2~===========-
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Signature: _ __:_
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Please consider the following extra points:

t;e=r;

Dff LF~tl 1vl/tUJCL{;

40
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: " dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Address:

Ql!Cj:gg"#1-k?&.c

Please consider the following extra points:
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B-831

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 ll
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP ElR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EfR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and.
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

Please consider the following extra points:
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-832

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP ElR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The ElR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, w
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-833

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30,2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAPEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ETR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofOPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA c losures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
c losures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
Print Name:

Please consider the following extra points:
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 800/o of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions o n access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maxim um Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally super ior alternatives.
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP E!R
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting'' plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EJR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and c limate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located e ither within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natu.ral areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider the following extra points:
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Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I

R~cE~tv~o

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

·•

ccr ~ 1 2011

RE:NA PEIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

CITY f... CCUI'-lTY C~F S.F:
r Li, NI.JING OEF'AHTI\i.ENl
r,r. CF?T!ON CFSI<

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all o r part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global wanning and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Please consider tlle following extra points:
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Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% ofthe total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

Signature:
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November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bitt Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An ErR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP ErR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NA P EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefrts of people who walk
with their dogs. The ElR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

s;gn""'"
Print
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Name:~AND K.A

Address:
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Please consider the following extra points:
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Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 I I
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning D ept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

02

[''

[2)

03

[

04

[

05 [

3)

TheN AP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.
The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).
The NAP EIR defmes dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
4) endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

5)

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

~ ~~
Print Name: $'U.S 4/) W' h ee,-/ e t"

Signature:

Address:
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An E IR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NA P EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 800/o of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not cons ider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks .

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

<'·~·~ &~·
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE: NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wild life, yet o ffers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based on unsubstantiated c laims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analys is of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NA P EIR defmes dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, wh ich the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.

s ignature: _ _
Print Name:
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Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Form Letter-1

October 30, 20 II
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
RE:NAP EIR
I would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR:

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence
that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid
scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is
based o n unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.

02

The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas)
is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation,
and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because ofDPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash space in c ity parks is closed (the amount of
off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).

03

The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk
with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts ofDPA c losures (especially the 80% potential
closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities
surrounding the parks.

04

The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger
automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and
access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.

05

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being
environmentally superior alternatives.
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Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Fox-1

Bock, John
From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3:49PM
Bock, John
Fw: Natura l Areas Program EIR

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
-----Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201103:50 PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO

V

To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/S FG OV @S FG OV
11/01/2011 03:26
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: Natural Areas Program EIR

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:27PM ----Project Coyote
<info@projectcoyo
te.org>
To
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
10/31/2011 04:59
cc
PM
Subject
Re: Natural Areas Program EIR

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-844

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Fox-1

Re: Natural Areas Program EIR
Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

[

I support the MINIMUM of NAP activity in our parks and open space. NAP jurisdiction should not be expanded beyond
their already invasive areas of activity.
The Natural Areas Program defines "natural areas" as areas planted only with plants that grew here when San Francisco
was all sand and sand dunes.
Before our city was built. Before our lush parks were created.
This narrow definition of what is "natural" is absurd. A natural area should be defined by the amount of wildlife it
supports. By this definition, our parks are natural areas.

02

Why on earth would we want to return our parks to sand with tiny sand dune plants and coastal scrub when our parks
have such incredible natural beauty and support such an incredible diversity of w ildlife?
San Francisco is a bird watcher's paradise. The hawks and owls that nest in monterey cypress and pine trees cannot nest
in any of the four (tediously slow growing) San Francisco "native" trees.
Pines and Cypress are the backbone trees of our parks. They're not only beautiful, but provide habitat for countless
species of wildlife. Removing these trees because they're "not native" would be criminal.

03

Removing the plants that generations of gardeners have planted and tended to return these areas to sand, p lanted only
with "native" coastal dune plants wou ld decrease wildlife biodiversity. NOT increase wildlife biodiversity.

04
05
06

We should not remove any existing vegetation (never mind 1100 acres, 1/3 of our parklands) to return these acres back
into sand, with only coastal scrub plants.

[

[

I love the lush vegetation in our parks and do not want ANY of it removed for any reason- but particularly for the
ridiculous reason that a radical group (funded with my tax dollars) defines "natural" as only what was here before the
city of San Francisco was built, and before our beautiful parks were created.
As SF's population continues to grow and more large housing developments are planned, demand for recreation and
relaxing in our parks increases.
The Natural Areas Program fences off the areas that they first denude then plant with insignificant I tiny dune plants to
create their plant museums.
Spending tax dollars to take away recreation areas from residents is outrageous.
I want more Rec and Park gardeners hired and less staff positions paid to the Natural Areas Program, who are intent on
removing the lush vegetation that I enjoy in our parks.
Thank you for considering my comments and concerns on this important issue.
Sincerely,
Camilla H. Fox
P.O. Box 5007
La rkspur, CA 94977
ph: 41S.94S.3232
chfox@earthlink. net
2

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-845

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Freedman-1

RECEIVED

m( /\.),

A

. / ,, ,

D.~

W.x

JUN 1 i 2012
CITYPLANNING
& COUNTY OF S F
DEPARTMENT
• '

_ L
c:ACA:I

ME A

~~""'---"'~~ ~~~ 0.&~-J

J~ ~ /.~ £J~_.z;,
. /6.J'o

._.dia_)

I<.(_ :

o2

2

1~ -./~~- ...,/~ ~oo

;z:~/

c~

99/oJ

'(ttZ~ ~ /.~ LJ~

t:~

~~~ ~ .~~ r·~--0 LJ~~

ol ~ .~~ ~~..v .~ ~.v c~~ -~ ./U~?:
~~7 -~ ~ C,N -~~.-u./ ~ ~7
01

.z:.o-d

n...J ~k<.-,i £)~el-L~~ -Y~~

........t~-<..d

4hut.~ .<~ ~~ -~~~~.J~~~
0~ ~,w. c/,(~ .~v-~~- ~~ ~

-~~~~~~J~~~~tJ
02

~-b~ U<.~ ~p~ ~_,(~~-t.R~-z/U
-~.4-Y .h.~ ~

L}~, ~ J

P--J

/77.(,

~ J 11-/~.~ ~ ~k4-~

~ ~t.-4.-dL/~ ~~/'- ~~

cx_v~~,~~ -~ ~~ ~ ·~~
L;va"'· ~.e.J ~ ~ .-&.j;-4~

A4 :?,t!.v ~~

~ rb(-<./~-(~. ,/.,.P ,'..,_/ ~~ -~

Ci.

b.u

~ ~~

/t..a~~'t-e~

./~ d-~7 ~ -~~ .~"<-.:U~ ~ ~~ .L ~ .~ ~~
-UJZ/~~-~~

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

h...U

11'

B-846

.b{.<./~~z~~~

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Freedman-1

..

...,·.· :4~-, ~ /.~
..
...... . .

-<d,.v A~ 4.u~

~

~~~ ~"~ r~ LJ~.
.-cl~,

tk.~ ~e.k-~ (~~-../~ r~~
3'1?

/a-.LJ

o(~kt/ /'~ ,1)~

.4'~ ~-- C,f 9V1~7
(C/i.s) 3:J3- tJ:Ji/.J

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-847

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Furney-1

Bock, John
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org
Monday, November 07 , 2011 11 :1 0 AM
Bock, John
Fw : Glen Park Restoration

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplan n ing.org
-----Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/07/201111:10 AM----Chelsea
Fordham/CTYPLN/SF
G~

fu
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/ SFGOV @SFGOV
11/07/201110:13
cc
AM
Subject
Fw: Glen Park Restoration

Chelsea E. Fordham
Environmental Pla nning
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA, 94103
(415)575-9071
chelsea. fordham @sfgov.org

-----Forwarded by Chelsea Fordham/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/07/201110:14 AM

Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V
To
Chelsea Fordham/CTYPLN/SFGOV@S FGOV
11/07/201109:23
cc
AM
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Subject
Fw: Glen Park Restoration

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 11/07/201109:23 AM----Gary Furney
<gwfxyz@ya hoo.com

To

>

"bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
11/04/201109:16

<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
~

PM

Subject
Please respond to

Glen Park Restoration

Gary Furney
<gwfxyz@ya hoo.com

>

01

I so not support a habitat restoration in Glen Park leads to the destruction of the habitat for the coyote(s) that currently
[

live there.
I would support a habitat restoration in Glen Park that creates a healthy habitat for the coyotes.
Gary F.
Noe Valley
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Gaar-1

Greq Gaar
440 Hazelwood Avenue
San Francisco , CA 94127

Bill Wycko
Environmen t al Review Officer
San Francisco Plann i ng Department
1650 Mission Street
Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RECEIVED
:JCT · i 201i
Cl fY & COUNTYOF SJ.
! 'tANNING DEPAATMEN I

MEt..

Planning Department Case No . 2005 . 1912E
State Clearing House No . 2009042102
Dear Mr . Wycko ,
I would l ike t o preface my critique of the DEIR by pointing
out that it seems to be a basic contradiction to require an
Environmental Impact Report on a project that proposes
restoring San Francisco's natural environment . I t ' s
unfort unate that the DEIR cannot discuss the overwhelming
environmenta l benefits that would result in ful l y
implementing the Natura l Areas Management Plan.
The Natura l Areas Program has only nine gardeners to manage
32 parks covering over 1100 acres. Without additional
staffing or funding the abi l ity of NAP to successfully
achieve the goals in the Natural Areas Management Plan is
doubtful . In the meant ime the weeds are cumulatively
spreading and d i splacing the native plant communi ties which
the plan proposes to preserve.
I will specifically address two significant natura l
resource areas that I have worked on as a volunteer:
Corona Heights

01

The proposed action item in the Natural Areas Management
Plan to remove 16 invasive Monterey Pine t rees is a
positive first step in the goal to restore the
native grassland of Corona Heights. More trees would need
to be removed (specifically adjacent to Museum Way) if the
Maximum Restoration Alternative is adopted .
If the Natural Areas Management Plan or the Maximum
Restoration Alternative are not adopted and implemented
then the DEI R shou l d address the specific negative
environmental impacts that would occur to the biologi cal
resources of Corona Heights.
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Gaar-1

01
(Cont.)

he DEIR should l ist the plants, insects, reptiles and
birds that could be lost if t he native plant community is
further degraded by the growth of the trees and the spread
of the invasive exotic plants that the non-native trees
promote.
Tank Hill

The scores of non-native trees located on the summit are
the major threat to Tank Hill ' s biological resources. The
failure of the Natural Areas Management Plan to propose the
removal of these trees and the failure of the DEIR to
address the long-term environmental impacts of retaining
the trees need to be addressed in the final EIR.
02

The eucalyptus and acacia trees will continue to grow
thereby cumulatively expanding the shade, leaf litter, fog
drip and altering the chemical composition of the soil.
These impacts encourage the spread of numerous highly
invasive exotic plants (Erharta erecta , Oxalis pes-caprae,
Rumex acetosella etc) .
All of these negative environmental impacts wil l continue
to reduce Tank Hill ' s native plant community and the
wildlife that depend on that community.
Also, the trees are rapidly spreading to the perpendicular
cliff above Twin Peaks Boulevard. The tree roots are
breaking apart the chert rock which will continue to
destabilized the cliff causing more landslides which
destroys habitat and exposes the city to lawsuits . The DEIR
fails to d iscuss these impacts .
What is Recreation?

03

04

The Maximum Recreation Alternative fails to discuss
sustainable, nature enhancing recreation . If the priorities
of the Maximum Recreation Alternative are defined as dog
wa lking, bicycling or hiking-jogging then other forms of
"green recreation" such as bird watching, botanizing,
insect watching and habitat restoration are denied or
reduced. With support for the Maximum Restoration
Alternative more people will engage in nature loving
recreation. Habitat restoration is the perfect form of
recreation because volunteers sweat-off excess body weight,
socialize with friends, neighbors and city gardeners and
improve the biological health of our natural areas .

~ Since

I have twenty years of habitat restoration experience
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04
(Cont.)
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:17AM
bee
Subject Fw: Off-Leash Dog Walking

---Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:17AM--strachowski@comcast.net
10/30/2011 10:05 PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

Subject Off-Leash Dog Walking

Greetings,
I am a San Francisco resident who walks her dogs in many off leash areas in the city.
Since my day often takes me to different areas of the city I use several of the parks to
walk my dogs off leash, such as Crissy Field, Pine Lake, Golden Gate Park and Bernal
Hi I. No only do I enjoy the exercise for myself and for my dogs, but also the beauty of
the surroundings. This is why I have supported the Sierra Club.

01

02

To hear that the areas to walk dogs off leash are planned to be reduced leads me to
wonder if the plan was really thought through to the impact it would have. I would like
to know if the it was taken into consideration that people who walk their dogs off leash
actually use a park more than people who do not walk a dog off leash? On any given
day, no matter the weather, you will find a person walking their dog off leash, whereas a
person who is walking for exercise will opt to walk at a mall or on a treadmill. So by
restricting off leash dog walking you really are restricting an individuals right to exercise.
The impact of an off leash animal is no different than that of a wild animal (which we do
have even in San Francisco). And how can you really determine that such erosion or
impact is due to an off leash animal? And do you really think by restricting off leash dog
walking that it will just go away? Have you thought about the impact on the little areas
left for people to walk their dog off leash? We will not go away, nor will we stop walking
our dogs off leash. By limiting the areas in which we do so only begs for more erosion
problems due to the high usage of the limited areas available.
Sincerely,
Michele Gachowski
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31 /201111 :53AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR

- - Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /201 1 11:53 AM--

Ted Garber
<tdx9997@gmall.com>

To Bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31 /201 1 11 :48AM

cc
Subject NAP EIR

Ted Garber
895 Rockaway Beach Ave .
Pacifica, CA 94044
Bill Wycko , Environmental Review Officer
Sf Planning Dept .
1650 Mission St ., Suite 400
San Francisco , CA 94103
Bill .wycko@sfgov . org
10/31/11
Sir :

01

02

I recently became aware of the San Francisco Recreation and Park
Department Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact Report . I live
i n Pacifica and the proposal to cut at least 15 , 000 trees in Pacifica
on the Sharp Park property as one alternative in the NAP EIR is an
abomination . The EIR contains no scientific studies on the potential
benefits of removing trees . It likewise does not adequately
acknowledge the problems of removing the trees; i.e . loss of habitat
for adapted wildlife in Sharp Park, loss of a carbon sink as trees
remove C02 from air , erosion , run off of soils , run off of pesticides
used to kill non- native species , pollutinion Red Eared Frog habitat on
Sharp Park Property by pesticide and soil ru n off, i nfill of Laguna
Salada on Sharp Park by soil run off, etc . I n some instances the
negative effects are referred to as "Non- significant".
This proposed environmental assault by SF Recreation and Parks is the
resul t of a n unfortunate effort by people with a knee- jerk response to
the idea that nonnative plants are intrinsically bad for public lands.
This is not based upon objective research but rather upon prejudice.
The net negative environmental impact upon public lands will
Natural communities evolve . The idea that a place needs to be
"restored" to a s napshot point in time ignores the complexity of an
evolving environment and only acknowledges that the megafauna of that
point in time as being the important thing to be considered in public
land management .
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03
[

I visit Laguna Salada at Sharp Park fr equently . The cattai l s at Laguna
Sa l ada p r ov i de i mportant s h e l t e r for mi gratory b i rds from predators .
Remo v a l of cat tai l s ass proposed wou l d resu l t i n t h e loss of shelter
and nes t ing si t es for birds .
I also take my dog to McClaren Park and Sutro Mountai n and I would
mourn the los s o f p ubl i c areas t hat I can t ake my d og .

04

Recrea ti on s h oul d be a pri ority for t he SF Recreation and Park
Department and not removal of public l ands from recreational
opportu n i t i es . The proposed l oss of wa l king tra i ls, o f f - leash and on
leash dog a r eas i n the NAP EIR, coupled with th e GGNRA ' s proposed
reduct i on o f t rai l s and dog- friend l y trai l s , drastical ly reduces
recrea ti on areas for everyone i n the Bay Area, both wi th and wi thout
dogs .

05
[

01 (Cont)

It is true for this EIR, as i t was for t he GGNRA DEIR that there a r e
ver y few scien t i f ic studies o n the effec t of dogs on wildlife. Some
s t ud i es , in fact , show t h at the presence of dogs i ncreases the
presence of wi l d l i fe .

No healthy trees shoul d be removed from p ub l ic l ands . Recreation areas
[ for people and peopl e with d ogs shou ld b e i ncreased.
Sincerel y ,
Te d Garber
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From:

Bill Wvcko

To:

Jessica Range

Subject:

Fw: DPAs
10/05/2011 09:08 AM

Date:

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:08 AM -----

Gerard Garbutt
<gera rd.g@sbcgloba I. net>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/04/2011 07:43 PM

Subject

DPAs

Hi Bill

01

[

I am writing to show my approval of the proposed reduction of DPAs in city parks.
I find myself regularly pestered and often harassed by aggressive dogs. The less I
see of them the better.
Gerard Garbutt
261 Amherst Ave.
Kensington, CA 94708
51 0-527 9765
gerard.g@sbcglobal.net
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RECEIVEr'

070ct20:..1
To: Bil: Wyci<o, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department,

~C1 1 ; ~ i;

1650 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103

·

CITY.& COUNTr· 111

Re: Off-;r. ash areas like Fort Funston

I

LANNING DEf'AH

•• r: "

I~~ t ~) I

To whor.· it may concern:
There

3:"<-

few places left in the world where one can feel at one with nature. I take my son (he is almost

2 year-. ,: c!) and my 2 dogs for walks at Fort Funston almost daily and it means the world to me. To
watch my son watch the ocean, the other dogs, the birds, the trees, the sunset or sunrise is always a
magical ti:nt:. Other dog owners I run ii 1to are always pleasant and mindful people. The land seems to
be kepl sieCin and people and uog friecluly at all times. I can't imagine if we didn't have the ability to
walk

fre~;ly

through this area. The world is big and I know of nowhere else in the world where I enjoy

myself r ..:>re. My husband and I love it there so much, with our dogs walking by our side unhindered,
freely.:r: E!ting 3nd greeting other dogs and taking in the beautiful surroundings. We even considered
for am i, Jte having our wedding there we love it so much. I am sad to hear that there are people that

01

wish to c 1\111ge this and i believe that tl1ey don't understand how important and how vital off leash
recrea ~;v .~ ,s for t he weir-being ot dogs and their families. My family is so much happier and alive when
we can v., aik our dogs at places like Fort Funston and Stern Grove. Off-leash recreation has my full
supp01t. ~lease let me .~now rf I can provide any addit1onal information.

Thank v ·::J.

Elizabetn Garnett
920 Brc. '-'· ~Y Dr.
Daly C!t • C·\ 94015
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ONQOJY Gavin
<gg@&ragOfYDII'IIn.can:>
101251201110:48 AM

To jessica.range@sfgov.org
oc Daniel Meyerowitz <Daniel@outburst.dk>, Marty Linder
<rolleenirvlin@hot'mail.oom>, Nic Griffen
<nioolagr~fin57@hotmail.oom>, Bambi Menes
boc
Subject Bernal Hill El R Plan- factual mistake

01

Dear Jessica Range, San Francisco Department of Planning,
I've lived near the top ofBemal Hill for 21 years.*
I'm also a dog owner (a reasonably minded one) who enjoys the hill daily.
For this reason I've b.een continually alllloyed by the incorrect conclusion by the
"Significant Areas" people that dogs are a major factor in the erosion ofBemal
Hill.
The violence committed against the hill occurred some 50 years ago when the
paved road which sunounds the hill was built. All along the peripheral road, on
the uphill side, the slope was changed for approx. 30 degrees to approx. 70 degrees
to accommodate the roadbed as it was cruved into the hill. No mitigation, such as
concrete retaining walls etc. was installed to hold back the erosion that naturally
wanted to red aim the road below.
Because the road bed was ca1ved out of the hillside made ofvecy soft rock (called
chert) the hill has been eroding rapidly above the road to restore a more stable
gradual slope. This erosion is happening largely from below, next the road, and
will continue until a stable slope is achieved. In geology this is called the "arigle or
repose". In fact, dog walking trails above road that run parallel to the slope,
because the compact the earth, may even be slowing down the erosion process.
The only way to retru·d the erosion in any se1ious way is to built a massive
retaining wall along the uphill side of the road.
Bemalliill is a totally unique endangerellsocial etwiromnettt where people
interact in person with friends and strangers atid animals instead of the ubiquitou·s
electronic devices, phones, headphones etc. Its a truly public space in a world
where the whole notion of "public" is disappearing rapidly. Tite value ofthis to
our city is incalculable.
If you are going to restrict the social ancJ recreational environment on Bemal Hill (I
actually think you Will never stop people from enjoying dogs on the hill no matter
what is implemented - the space just too loved) at least do it for honest reasons.
The erosion argument is bogus.
Thanks for your consideration.
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Gregory Gavin
*Ialso made very popular (locally) film called "Bemaltown"that hinges on youth super heroes
who save the hill from development.
Riveropolis: Bringing Water &Imagination to Schools, Museums &Public Places
www .riveropolis. com
www .greg01ygavin.com
gg@gregorygavin.com
San Francisco • 415·824-4408
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Jeanie
Poling/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31 /2011 10:29AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Comments on the Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan

--Forwarded by Jeanie Poling/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/3 1/2011 10:31 AM ·-·

Philip Gerrie
<glassgerrle@gmall.com>

To jeanie.poling@sfgov.org

10/31/2011 10:28 AM

cc
Subject Comments on the Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan

Hello Jeanie,
My name is Philip Gerrie . I an a resident of SF for over 40 years .
I urge the Planning to adopt t he SNAAMP DEIR. The report was to analyze the
environmental impacts of the NAP. It has done that mostly very well.
It has laid out a compromised approach to Rec & Parks natural areas land
management . It is not enough enough to achieve sustainability at all sites but
is doable .

01

This is a compromised plan and is not extreme or radical .

02 [ This plan should include community stewardship of r ecreational use of NAP land
03 [

If the environmental superior alternatives are recreation and maintenance, and
not restoration, the analysis is flawed .

04

The t rue impacts of the maximum restoration alternative cannot be adequately
evaluated since it is only two pages long therefor no definitive conclusions
about the impacts of recreation ocr of biological benefits since there is no
depth to the alternative .

[

Overall , I am in favor of the SNRAMP DEIR.
Thank you , Philip Gerrie
4341 26th st SF CA 94131
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Bock, John
Jessica. Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November01 , 2011 3:48PM
Bock, John
Fw I am writing in opposition to Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
2005.1912E

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplann ing.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:49PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO

V

To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV @SFGOV

11/01/2011 03:24
PM

cc

Subject
Fw: I am writing in opposition to
Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan 2005.1912E

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:25 PM----samir@ghosh.com
10/31/201106:45
PM
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc

To

Subject
I am writing in opposition to
Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan 2005.1912E

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-861

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Ghosh-1

Mr Wychko,

01

We have far more pressing matters than changing our vegetation back in time. The co sts alone makes this plan
impractical. Spend this money improving recreation and safety. We have parks with insufficient water, poor
landscaping, unsafe railings, signage, handicap access, etc.

[

Also, before you pursue this, please read book Anticancer (anitcancerbook.com). Not only could it save your life, but if it
stops this plan from using pesticides or herbicides, it will like save many many lives.
Destroying thousands of trees seems wasteful, whether indigenous or not.
We need more trails and recreation areas, not fewer.

02
[

03
[

04
[

05
[

06

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impa cting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no evidence that any impacts are
actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based on solid scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's
analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.
The NAP EIR' s analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part o f Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas) is inadequate. The
NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks, on recreation, and on transportation, global warming
and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash
space in city parks is closed (the amount of off-leash located either within or adjacent to natural areas).
The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances" . The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80%
potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk with their dogs. The EIR does not
consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80% potential closures) on the social community of dog walkers in
parks and in the neighboring communities surrounding the parks.
The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and endangered species
throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants trigger automatic restrictions on access and,
therefore, have much more negative impacts on recreation and access than planting native plants that are not
threatened or endangered.

Support the Maintenance Alternative and the Maximum Recreation Alternative.
[ The NAP EIR identifies them as "environmentally superior."

Samir Ghosh
762 Clipper St
SF, CA 94114

2
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RECEIVED

D. PETER GLEICHENHAUS

OCT 2 5 2011

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F

1324 Portola Drive PLANNINGOEPARTMENT
MEA
San Francisco CA 94127
October 24, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St . , #400
San Francisco, CA . 94103
Phil Ginsberg
Director, Department of Recreation and Parks
501 Stanyan
Golden Gate Park
San Francisco CA 94117
Re:

Supporting "Historical Resourcen
Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areas, etc .
DEIR No. 2005.1912E

Dear Bill and Phil,

01

I support designation of Sharp Park as a historical
[ resource . Having lived in San Francisco since 1985 I know
a little about the golfing community . Deputy Commander at
the Presidio of San Francisco in the 80 ' s and President of
the Lake Merced Golf Club more recently, I am aware of some
of the challenges inherent in maintaining, operating and
providing a course here .
In my view, for our citizenry and their children, we need
to retain access to as many recreational facilities as
possible . The probability of creating more golf courses is
very low, probably non existent . Therefore, the arguments
about Sharp Park merit special attention .
In our city, Sharp Park Golf Course provides an asset
available to everyone who plays golf . The fact that
abandonment of such an amazing and historically important
golf facility is being considered boggles ones mind.
1
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02

I hope that the short sightedness of some individuals
concerned about the environment is not allowed to blur the
view of more enlightened public officials. Reducing the
footprint or significantly changing the Mackenzie designed
course should be eliminated from consideration.
Like many other San Franciscan's and others who play golf,
I implore you to support retention of Sharp Park in its
current configuration. The course merits preservation as a
historical resource.
Respectfully,

D. Peter Gleichenhaus
Colonel, US Army (Retired)
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
05129/2012 08:48AM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas

Managemen1 Plan
....-,.,-.;----------------Histo
~ This message has been forwarded.
ty:

-

F oowarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 05/2!¥2012 08:48AM-

epglt@r:omc:.lt.n.t
05126/2012 1 0:19 PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc "Avalos. John" <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>. ''Eisbernd Sean"
<Sean.Eisbernd@sfgov.org>. "Chiu. David"
<David.Chiu@sfgov.org>. "Chu. Carmen"
<Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>. "Cohen. Malia"
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, "Mar, Eric"

<Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>. "Kim. Jane" <jane.kim@sfgov.org>.
"Olague. Christina" <Christina.Oiague@sfgov.org>.
"Campos. David" <David.Campos@sfgov.org>. "Farrell.
Mark" <marldarrell@sfgov.org>. "Lee. Ed"
<mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org>, '"Wiener, Scott"
<scott.wiener@sfgov .org>

Subject Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas
Management Plan

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

02

[

The plan is criminal. Cutting healthy trees and using herbicides should be illegal How
can anybody possibly conclude that the plan would have no significant negative impact
on wind and shadow, hydrology and water quality, and forest resources is a mystery.

[

But since it's not likely to happen MAINTAINCE ALTERNATIVE is the only acceptable
alternative- at least, hopefully, no additional (plenty has been done already) harm will
be done.

Ideally I'd like the NAP eliminated all together.

Anastasia Glikshtern
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RECEiV r::.D
O swald L. Gomez
Carol L. Borden-Gomez

ossic ~omez@comcasr.net

JUN 1 1 :-;; :'l

CITY & COUNTY OF
221 Juanita Way
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
San Francisco, California 94127
MEA
Phone (415) 731-5889
cbordengomcz@comcast.net

S.E

June 9, 2012

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco PL'tnning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Mr. Wycko,
We live at 221 Juanita Way, our backyard is adjacent to Mt. Davidson. We arc very fortunate
to be living in the City, but so close to nature. The wealth of plants, birds, and other animals
in our area is wonderful, one of the reasons we chose to purchase our home here.
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Whatever action is taken on Mt Davidson will impact the rest of our lives, as we plan to live
in our home until death. We arc not in favor of the plan for Mt. Davidson as outlined by the
Natural Areas Program. We are unhappy with many aspects, but will focus o n three core
issues in this letter.

1. Potential for erosion/ flooding
During winter months, it is common for water to flow like small creeks down the mountain.
Everyone we've talked to on o ur side of the street has had problems with water coming into
homes or garages. We are very concerned about the potential for damage to our ho mes from
erosion caused by the pro posed removal of so many trees ncar o ur property. Who will be
respo nsible for this damage~

02

Page 459 of the DEIR notes comments to the report regarding "GcolO!,")' and Soils".
Erosion effects are mentioned several times - and for good reason. Some smart person
suggests "The need for a forester to evaluate the erosion impacts from cutting trees down."
13ut the thoughtful comments are deemed "to have either no impact or less than a significant
impact". Perhaps less than significant to the report writer, but in fact quite significant to
residents like us in close proximity to Mt. Davidson.
Page 465 of the DEIR offers "a summary of the 1995 management plan's general policies
and management actions (SFRPD 1995)." Below header "Geotechnical/Soils" on page 466 is
this bullet point:
"Cooperate with adjacent property owners to minimize erosion and runoff issues." This
leads to our second issue.
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2. Lack of communication by N AP
We read the Miraloma Park monthly newsletter, the Westside Observer local paper, along
with the SF C hronicle, etc. But only recently did we become aware of the NAP plan for
drastic tree removal in our backyard. The)' have not communicated their plans to our
neighborhood. As homeowners whose property is adjacent to Mt. Davidson Park, we should
have received personal notification of such drastic measures. If a home or business in our
area plans major changes, they are required to notify residents within specific parameters.
Why doesn't NAP have to notify us of their intentions to destroy our backyard?

03

3. Cost
It is difficult to understand the logic of this reality: Throughout our City, young trees are
being planted by our City workers in median strips, etc. as part of beautifying San Francisco.
At the same time, plans are underway to remove thousands of healthy fuU t,>rown trees in our
parks. How does this make fiscal sense, especially during our current economic climate? City
Departments arc
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[

04
(Cont.)

[

Our Reques t
• Take another look at this plan, obtain viewpoints from geology/erosion experts outside
of SF Park and Rec, and dcfmitcly outside of NAP. They are roo invested in this plan
moving forward to be open to alternatives. One might say - they can't see the forest for
the trees!
• Listen to what San Franciscans want. We fight deforestation in Brazil, do we want it to
happen right here at home? We don't think so. Limit tree removal to diseased and
hazardous trees.
• Consider the cost of implementing this extensive tree removal plan during this time of
fiscal crisis. This is not a prudent usc of taxpayer funds.
Thank you for your consideration of our comments. We look forward to an open and
honest review of the DEBt , and hope that common sense will prevail.
Sincerely,

jlw~k.~
Oswald L. Gomez
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV

10/31/2011 09:18AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

oc
bee
Subject Fw: Comment: Natural Areas Program Envi ronmental Impact
Review

- - Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:19AM-Kelly Gordon
<kgordon566@yahoo.com>

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

10/30/2011 07:28PM

cc

Please respond to
Kelly Gordon
<kgordon566@yahoo.com>

Subject Comment: Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact
Review

Oct. 30, 2011
Bill VVycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 941 03
bill. wycko@sfgov .org

01
02

01
(Cont)

Dear Mr. VVycko,
I'm writing to oppose the expansion of the Natural Areas Program and to voice my support for the
[
maintenance alternative described in the Environmenta l Impact Review.
I am a dogowner and dogwalker, and I use the off-leash dogwalking areas in Bernal Hill and Mclaren
Park on a daily basis. I recognize the importance of native plant preservation, but I don't fee l that it's
appropriate to prioritize these projects in urban parks at the expense of these tremendously popular
off-leash dogwalking areas. I feel that the first and foremost mission of urban parks should be to promote
recreational opportunities for the citizens of San Francisco, and, since so many of us enjoy exercising
with our dogs, off-leash dogwalking areas should at the very least be maintained in their current state.
Additio nally, given that citizens of San Francisco currently have no means of proposing new off-leash
areas in parks, the reduction of curre nt dog recreation areas wo uld increase use of remaining areas,
possibly to the point of negatively impacting them
[ Please strongly consider implementing the maintenance alternative in the Environmental Impact Review.
I very much appreciate your consideration of this issue.
Sincerely,
Kelly M. Gordon
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Bock, John
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3 :47 PM
Bock, John
Fw: Save the dog play areas!

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
-----Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:49PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO

V

To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV @SFGOV
11/01/201103:22
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: Save the dog play areas!

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201103:23 PM----judithrachelleg@g
mail.com
10/31/2011 08:37
PM

Please respond to
judithrachelleg@g
mail.com

To
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject
Save the dog play areas!
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[j support the Maintenance Alternative to allow dogs to play freely in parks while being environmentally sound.
Thanks!
Judith Gottesman, MSW
Sent on the Sprint® Now Network from my BlackBerry*
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74 Mizpah Street
San Francisco, C A 94131

October 3 1, 20 ll

Bill Wycko, Enviromnental Review Officer
Department of City Planning
1650 Mission StTeet, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan Project (2005.1912E)
Dear Mr. Wycko:
For the most part, l find that the DEIR does an adequate assessment of the environmental
impacts of the San Francisco p01tion of the proposed project TI1ere are a number of items that I
would like to see addressed before the Final EIR is released.

01

02

Envirorunentallv Superior Altemative (p. 524) - The arguments presented for the selection of the
Recreation and Maintenance Altematives as superior to the proposed project and the Maximum
Restoration Altemative are not convincing. A reduction in recreational access is not a negative
environmental impact, and even if it were the claims of reduced recreational access are
exaggerated. Enforcement of the leash law is not a loss of access. Restricting the use of bicycles
is not a loss of access. (Ln fact, some trails will get greater use if walkers don't fear encountering
bikes.) Reducing the number of !Tails in favor of better design and maintenance can improve
public access for a greater diversity of park users (as well as reducing maintenance costs and
dan1age from erosion). Also, the Maximum Restoration Altemative could result in greater
opportunities for recreational activities such as wildlife observation and hands-on stewardship.
Please re-visit the designation of the environmentally superior altemative, especially in the light
of a more fully .fleshed-out Maximum Restoration Altemative.
Laguna Salada -- Please consider carefully the pros and cons of including the Sharp Park natural
area in San Mateo County in the same environmental analysis as the natural areas within San
Francisco County. Because Sharp Park is so complex and controversial, and the potential
environmental impacts of whatever occurs there are so different from those of the in-city areas, it
would make more sense to conduct two separate analyses. I realize that some people claim that
doing two separate environmental assessments could constitute piecemealing, but I fail to see
how there would be signi.ficant cumulative impacts that would require the two proposals to be
analyzed together. If the analyses cannot be separated, I hope that a thorough explanation of the
reasoning will be provided that carefully considers the intentofCEQ A
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Glossaty -I'm glad that the DEIR includes a glossary, but I hope it will be improved to make the
contents of the document more accessible to the reader. Some examples:
Urban forest -A significant stand of nonindigenous trees.

03

04

05

Is that what is really m eant by the term? If so, where it says, "GR- 15b- Maintain a
stocking rate that will perpetuate the urban forest and promote forest health," d oes it mean that
we're not allowed to plant native trees in the "urban forests" (because they'd no longer
be luban forests)? And what do the terms " forest" and "forested" mean? They are used
several times, but not defined in the glossary. The entire document would be so much
more professional and credible if Lhe terms "urban forest" and "forest" were not used at
ali. San Francisco has a number of i.ndigen.ous habitat types that should be defined and
described, but forest is not one of them. A forest is a complex ecosystem, not merely a
stand of trees. Calling a plantation a fore~'t perpehtates eco-illiteracy and calls into
question the scientific orientation of the DEIR.
Missing from the Glossary - There's a puzzling omission of habitat ty pes. The only one
listed in the glossary is "wetland." "Scrub" is in the glossary, but as a vegetative form,
not as a kind of habitat or biotic community. "Riparian" is in there, but not as a type of
wetland. It would be helphll to see the habitat types listed in Table 10 defined in the
Glossary. Also ptl ZZling is tl1at tluoughout the document," grassland" is preceded by
"native" bLtt the other habitat types are 110t. Please explatn.

Predators- Putting the feral ec1.t problem lmder the heading "Predators" seems like an
odd choice. While feral cats are indeed predators, that's not what makes them a
problem. Natu.ralpredat<n-prey relationships are a good thing, part of the systems and
processes that we are trying to protect and restore; the problem with feral cats is that
they are pre dators that are not indigenottS to our local ecosystems.
GR- 7c-Undertake control of non- cat predators only where they are
concentrated in such a manner that they are having a substantial effect on native
wildlife populations.

Why is there no differentiation between native a.nd non-native predators? While native
predators do sometimes need to be controlled, largely due to disproportionate
popluat.ion growth caused by human activity, the approaches to control should be
different.
0
GR-7b-Develop outreach materials to educate neighbors and users of
Natural Areas about feral cats;
Also needed are measmes to educate t.he public about not feeding, .intentionally or
otherwise, any animals, predator or not, native or not.

06

[

p.41 During project activities, all trash that could attract predators would be
properly contained, removed from the work site. and disposed of regularly.
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(Cont.)[

Following project completion, all trash and construction debris would be removed
from work areas.
All trash that could attract any species, predator or not, should be contained and removed
immediately.
'f11ank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Ruth Gravanis

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-873

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Greenberg-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10131/2011 04:09PM

oc
bee
Subject Fw: Public Comments Regarding Dog Play Areas

--- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/201 1 04:09PM ---

Sharon Greenberg
<sharon.greenberg@sunllnk.c
om>

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc

10/31/2011 03:53PM

Subj ect Public Comments Regarding Dog Play Areas

Hello-

01

I wanted t o submit my comments regard ing t he elimination o f close to 80% of dog play areas. I live in
San Francisco and am a responsible dog owner . It makes it increasingly difficult to remain a responsible
dog owner if the cit y contin ues to eliminate dog play areas. I believe most dog owners agree t hat our
pets are like parts of our family and resident s o f San Francisco love living here. Please keep our dog play
areas available so we can cont inue to love bot h our family pet s and living in San Francisco.
I understand the desire t o keep the habitat natural and not have dogs ruin that. In fact I support it. But
eliminating the dog play areas is not t he way to do it. I bet if you ask the dog owner comm unity t hat
uses t hese dog play areas they will be more t han w illing t o help encourage the growth of natural plants
in any way possible. Whet her it be enforcing the boundaries of t he dog play area s or contribu t ing to the
cause financially. Please help us keep our dog play areas available to us.
Sharon Greenberg

415.306.9826

I Director of Project Management I Sun link Corporat ion

I

f: 415.925.9636
e: sharon.green berg@sunlin k.com I
v;

w: ht tp :/ /www.sunlink.com
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From:

To:
Subject:

J§ca Rappe

Date:

10/05/2011 09:45 AM

Fw: dogs and park land (please read)

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:45AM -----

"Michael Griggs"
<mgriggs@avenidas.org>

To

<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc

10/05/2011 09:24 AM

Subject

dogs and park land (please read)

Hello Bill,

I just want to weigh in on this issue. First of all I love dogs and have been an owner in
the past.
Someday I hope to have one again, when my home is not run by cats. On the matter
though:
I have been a beach runner for a number of years now in San Francisco. I have also
been
bitten by unleashed dogs three times, and harassed by them more times then I can
count.
I ask: is this the way it should be? Vvhat is the answer? I don't know. I understand
the reason
that people take dogs to the beach. If I had one I'd want to do the same. But the
owners
must take responsibility for their dogs and keep them under control. My last bite was
from
a large Rhodesian Ridgeback dog probably weighing 901bs. I had three puncture
wounds
and a large bruise from the bite. The owner came running up just after and got her
dog under
control. She was profusely apologetic. Did her apologies help? In truth, no. This
was at
the Ft. Funston area.

01

My point is twofold. I don't want to bitten ever again, and I believe something must
change.

The main problem is one of enforcement however. Dogs are already regulated by
the ruleeither on leash or under voice control of owner. Obviously this is often not the case .
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(Cont.)

It may require simply having officers or rangers on the ground watching over the
beaches and
parks in a more substantial manner. In all cases of my dog encounters, there has
never been
anyone of authority nearby. I now carry pepper spray with me and will use it.
I know of no other solution for the time being.
Sincerely
M. Griggs
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV
10131/201 111:46AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP plans for SF parks

- - · Forwarded by Bill Wyeko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 101311201 1 11:46 AM - -

DemaGrfm
<godemago@yahoo.com>
10/31/201 1 10:44 AM
Please respond to
DemaGrim
<godemago@yahoo.com>

01

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject NAP plans for SF parks

Dear Bill,
As a San Francisco resident and dog owner for 16 years I'm appalled at the proposed changes to off
leash dog play areas in SF parks based on NAPs EIR T hey don't seem to have any hard facts that
dogs, indeed, cause erosion and harm to natural areas. In my own experiences at Fort Funston I've seen
massive dune damage done by teenagers and thei r parents "sledding" down the dunes. W ith a growing
number of families adding dogs to their households any reduction of outdoor off-leash play areas would
be negatively impactful on the spaces that do remain.
I regularly use Glen Diamond park, Bernal Hill, Holly Park, Maclaren Park and Fort Funston to walk with
my dogs and often observe dog owners picking up trash and performing plant maintenance. The
negative impact of reducing available off leash play areas would be detrimental for EVERYON E ....
best,
dema
DEMA
415.206.0500
1038 valencia st
san francisco, ca
94110
rock on with your frock on!
http:/fwww.godemago.com
http://dogslndanger.com
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RECEIVE[ P

Janet Haire
4475 l 71h Street
San Francisco CA 94 114
41 5.860.1 942

NOV 1 8 201!

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
P LANNIN G OEPARTMENl

"'"' ..

November 17, 2011
San Francisco Planning Department
Attn : Bill Wycko, Environmenta l Review Officer
1 650 Mission St., #400
San Francisco, CA. 94103
Re :

Supporting "Historical Resource•
Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areas , etc .
DEIR No. 2005.1912E

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,
I am a 12 year resident of the city
avid golfer, a lover of the history
golf, and 'bow down' to Dr . Alister
greatest golf course architect that
known .
I am
card
that
time

of San Francisco, an
of the great game of
MacKenz ie , arguably the
the worl d has ever

a l so the proud owner of a San Francisco res i dent golf
(#9034274) , and consider myself unbelievably fortunate
one of the munic i pa l courses at which I can make a tee
is the treas ured Sharp Park.

That the city has this absolute jewe l in i t s gol f
repertoire is an unbelievable gift that golfing populations
across the g l obe woul d die for. That is lov ed by a d i verse
population of golfers, young, old , retired, black, white,
male , f emale , and a l lows access to this scenic treasure for
such modest fees , is truly magical .
Please , I beseech you , help us preserve this city treasur e
01 [ and suppor t our efforts to k eep Sharp Park intact.
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cc:

Congresswoman Jackie Speier
Hon . Ed Lee, Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
Hon. Mary Ann Nihart, Mayor, City of Pacifica
David Chiu, President, San Francisco
Board of Supervisors
Carole Groom, President, San Mateo County
Board of Supervisors
Philip Ginsburg, General Manager,
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
Charles Edwin Chase, AlA, President,
San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance

Address List:
Congresswoman Jackie Speier
Attn: Brian Perkins, Senior Advisor
400 So . El Camino Real, #750
San Mateo, CA. 94402
Brian.perkins@mail.house.gov
Honorable Ed Lee
Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl.
San Francisco, CA. 94102
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
ed . lee@sfgov .org
Honorable Mary Ann Nihart
Mayor, City of Pacifica
170 Santa Maria Ave.
Pacifica, Ca. 94404
nihartm@c i.pacifica.ca.us
David Chiu, President
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl.
San Francisco, CA. 94102
David.Chiu@sfgov.org
2
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Carole Groom, President
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
400 County Center
Redwood City, CA . 94063
cgroom@co.sanmateo . ca . us
Philip Ginsburg, Genera l Manager
San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department
McLaren Lodge - Golden Gate Park
501 Stanyan St.
San Francisco, CA 94117
pginsburg®sbcglobal.net
recpark.commission@sfgov.org
Charles Edwin Chase, AIA, President
San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
c/o Linda Avery, Commission Secretary
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Linda.avery@sfgov.org
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance
Attn:
Richard Harris
1370 Masonic Ave.
San Francisco, CA. 94117
Richard@erskinetulley . com

3
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/3 112011 11 :42 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
ec
bee
Subject Fw: stop the plan to reduce dog areas

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOVon 10/3112011 11 :42 AM--

Milo Hammer
<mllohlghschool@yahoo.com

>
10/31/2011 11:41 AM
Please respond to
Milo Hammer
<milohighschool@yahoo.com>

01

To "Bil l.wycko@sfgov.org" <Bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject stop the plan to reduce dog areas

Hi
I am a dog owner and a dog lover, as are thousands and thousands of ethers in SF. The
plan by the Natural Areas Program Plan is seriously flawed and must be stopped. There is
no proof Lbal dogs are destroying Lhe natural areas. Don't allow Lhese anli- dog people to
ruin il for thousands of people and Lbeir dogs. We ueed Lo be able Lo continue taking our
dogs to FL Funston. and Bernal Hill, and McLaren Park and all the other off- leash areas.
Dogs are an important part of our society. Please listen to the dog owners. Thank you.
Milo
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RECEIVED
OCT 28 lOll
10/26/2011
,

01

[

•

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
.PI.ANNINGD5f.A.RJ~ENT

As a resident of SF,and owner of adog,l think of SF as adog menOI}Mel.fY. Your
wanting to restrict off leash areas is ridiculous. You should be looking to increase off
leash areas.
I take my dog to Douglas Park for 1hour every pm. It is good for me and my dog.
I oppose any restrictions to off leash areas.
WILLIAM EHARTNETI
54 FAIR OAKS ST
SAN FRANCISCO,CA 94110
EM whartn@pacbell.net
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From:

Bjll Wvcko

To:
Subject:

Jessjca Ran ge

Date:

10/04/201111:06 AM

Fw: Dog play areas

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 11:07 AM ----"Edward Hasbrouck"
<edward@hasbrouck.org >

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/04/2011 12:03 PM

Subject

Dog play areas

Pl ease en t e r these comments in yo u r d ocket o f p ubl i c responses to the
d raf t e nvi r onment al impact revi ew rega r ding " do g p l ay areas " o n Berna l
Hill and i n o t h er pa rks in t h e ci t y .

01

I s t rongly ur g e yo u t o make elimi nat i o n of o f f - leas e " d o g p l ay a r eas" t he
pre f erred alternati v e o r, as the n e x t- b e s t a l ternative , to r edu ce the
amount of p u b lic space de d icated t o t h is us e as muc h as poss i b le .
Of f -l eash d o gs pose a da nger tha t (1) dep ri ve s othe r members o f the p u blic
o f use of t h ese areas , a n d (2) cannot be mitiga ted b y t raining of dogs or
o t her r ules .
Dog owners c annot be relied on to kno w with certa i n ty how *their * dogs
will beh ave . Dogs c a n and do beha ve in ways tha t s urpr is e the ir " owners ".
I ha ve rout ine l y been menace d and someti mes c hased b y d ogs whose owners
to l d me , " S/ h e ' s o nl y b ei ng f ri endly". Even if t he d og i n t end e d c h asi ng or
lung i ng a t me to be a "friendl y " act , its e f fec t wa s to endanger me .
I h ave r o u t ine l y had p e opl e tell me t hey were s urp r ised at t he behavi o r of
t h e ir d og, o r t ha t "S /he do e s n ' t usua lly ac t l ike t h i s ". Al l of whi ch j us t
goes to s how how fal l i b le dog owners ' b e li efs a nd e xpecta t i ons c a n b e .
Dogs i ns t inctivel y chase l arge a n i ma l - s i zed objects , wh i ch lead s even
otherwise well - behaved do gs to surprise the i r owners by c has ing bicycles .
Do gs are by nature pack animals , and b ehave differently in p acks than as
indi v i d u als . Th is make s i t i mpassibl e for a n y dog owne r to predi ct how
t h e ir dog wil l behave th e f irs t t ime they a r e l et loos i n pack , off leash .
Some p eopl e may s a y , " *My* d og woul dn ' t d o t ha t ." This mi ght be t rue , b u t
*some* dogs (it' s imposs i b l e t o p r edi ct whi ch ) wi ll ac t li ke t h at .
A rational ped e s t ria n or bicyclist *must * ass ume -- becau s e ther e is no
way to k now otherwise -- that *any* d og migh t , wi thout warning , lunge at
t hem . The onl y way to stay safe a ro und do gs i s for t hem t o be l eashed , so
t h at those who d on ' t wi sh to ri sk b e i ng attacked or chased can stay out of
reach beyond the length of t he lease .
An off - leash do g area i s *i n here nt l y* dan ger o us . The *only* way for
pede s tri a ns a nd bi c yc l i s t s to s tay safe is t o s t ay away f rom s u ch areas
e ntire ly . In operating such an area t he City a nd County i s creati n g a nd
k nowi ngly to l e r a ting a dan ge rou s p u bli c n ui sance.

01
(Cont.)

San Francisco i s o ne of the densest c i t ies , with the l east p ubl ic s p ace
per capita , in the country . Choosing to dedicate s pa ce to off - l eash dog
p l a y , whe n tha t denies the use of that s pace to other wo uld - b e users , is
a n inappropr iate u se of public land and resources .
The Ci ty and County n eeds to c on s i de r the needs o f peopl e f ir st , and pets
second .
There may be fewe r pl ay areas for dogs i n t he ci t y than dog -
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(Cont.)

[

owners would like , but d o gs don ' t b e l on9 in the city, people do ,
a r e cer tainly too few outdoor play a re as for peopl e!

and there

Please, g i ve me back the opportunity t o enjoy Bern al Hill wi t hout risk o f
dog assaul t by eliminating (or reducing as much as possible) the off -leash
dog play areas there and throughout San Francisco .
Edward Hasbr o uck
1130 Treat Ave .
San Fran c isco , CA
415-8 24 -8562

94110

Edward Hasbrouck
<edward@hasbrouck . org>
<http : // hasbrouck . o rg >
<http :/ /twitter . com/ e h asbr ou c k >
+1-415 - 8 24-0214
5th editi on o f " The Pra c tical Nomad : How t o Travel Around t h e World"
in bookstores worldwide in Oct ober 20 1 1 , avail able now for pre -order :
http : //hasbrou ck . org/PN
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV
10/31/2011 09: 10AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Natural Areas Plan

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/ClYPLN/SFGOVon 10/3112011 09:11 AM--

Alex & Emily
<alexemlly_@hotmall.com>
10/31 /201 1 08: 14AM

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject Natu ral Areas Plan

Dear Mr. Wycko

01
[

Please do whatever you can to save what is left of San Francisco's natural areas. If that means
separating out the golf course at Sharps Park that may be what has to be done. But, the important thing
is to leave some open space which can be used by the wildlife wh ich is still left in our city. It will improve
the environment the animals and the people who live there.
Thank you
A native San Franciscan
Caroline Hatch
people take different roads seeking fulfillment & happiness. just because they're not on your road
doesn't mean they've gotten lost.
-cesare di bonesana beccaria-
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RECEIVED
NOV r 1 ivn
Dear Mr. Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
), t c= /1

As an educator and person raising a family in San Francisco, it is
very important that you help this plan pass ... I teach local kids and
take my family into San Francisco's Natural Areas almost everyday!
We need this plan to have as a base line to protect the beautiful
wildlife and open spaces we still have for all to enjoy!

01

02

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for SNRAMP has received a
more than adequate and therefore accurate and complete review of
the plan. It has considered the total range of potential impacts to our
City's open space and uses and how to manage them for
sustainability!
Furthermore, it is consistent with the direction for sustainable
management of San Francisco's open spaces as detailed already
through the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE), the Public
Utilities Commission (PUC) water saving mandates, and the City's
Sustainability Plan.
Please help pass the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan!
Sincerely,
Dylan, Veronica and lsa Hayes ©

ttJ#-
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October 28,2011

Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Significant
Natural Resources Areas Management Plan

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Plruming Department
1650 Million St., Snite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr Mycko,
I write regarding the Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Sif:,'llificant Natural Resources Areas Manag<~ment Plan.

For the past decade m y business, Second Nattue Design, has been dedicated to
sustainable landscape design. My emphasis is habitat restoration and
rehabilitation, one urban garden at a time. Dtuing my longtime work with

01

Friends of the Urban Foresl 1 helped eslabllsh the Ongoing Tree Care Progrrun,
organizing and participating in the hands-on care of many of our tt>..ns of
t housru1ds of street h ees throughout the San Francisco an~a. Tam a huge
proponent of native plants, particularly trees. However, destroying our existing
mattuc Urbru1 Forest whether in our pru·klru1ds or on the streets 1.mdcr the rubric
''restoration ecology" is absurd.
The Natural Areas Program's (NAP) plan would decimate onr existing Urban

02

Forest, including such a 1.mique ecotope as Sutro Woods. The N AP plan relies on
fa lse thinking, is a waste of scarce 1·esotnce, and is an aesthetic abomination. It is
true as the plan's proponents state San Francisco once had no Urban Forest. But
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His also true as proponents ignore that San FnlJldsco once had no miles of
roadways, concrete paving and buildings, an electrical grid and a dense
population driving automobiles. The proponents of the plan never answer the
question "What will sequester the off-gassing of these elmnents other ti1an 01u

02
(Cont.)

Urban Forest's trees?"
The answer ·is obvious to me and to others who work with sustainable
landscaping: we need our ex istil1g treP..s to sustain the environment in which we
live. Additionally, visit one of the ma:ny treeless San Francisco neighborhoods to
understand the dismal, lifeless htture of a treel!;!SS San f'rancisco.
Another important consideration of the NAP "cleansing" program is the
pollution it would create. How will the trees now growing, adding pleasant

03

ambiance, softening the hard concrete be removed but with polluting
eq11ipment? How will the silent sequesters of ca rbon be transported once fall!~n
but via polluli.ng velticles? And where will all the growing trees once felled go
but to the already over -taxed landfill?

J agree wholeheartedly with Professor Arthur Shapiro's evaluation, ''The
creation of small, easily managed, and educational simulacra of preslUned preEttropean vegetation on San Francisco public lands is a thoroughly worthwhile

04

a:nd, to me, desirable project....The proposed wholesale habitat conversion
ndvocated hete does setious harm, both locally (in terms of community
enjoyment of public resources) a:nd globally (in terms of carbon balance-urban
forests sequester lots of carbon; artificial grasslands do not). At both levels,
wholesale lree rP..moval, except for reasons of public safely, is sheer folly."
Thank you for your atlentiotl this tremendously genna.ne topic and foT
considering a green future for all. forms of sigttificant habitat in San Francisco.
Sincerely,
Alma Hecht, APT.D/TSA
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
06106/2012 09:44AM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 06/0612012 09:44AM-

MaryHaklman
<"*Yhekii!P«cbeii.Mt>
06105/201211:36 PM

To "bill \A6'Cko" <biii.\A6'cko@sfgov.org>. "Scott
Wiener"@smtp107.sbc.mail.ne1.yahoo.com.
scott.wiener@sfgov .org

•

cc "John Avalos" <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>. "Sean Elsbernd"
<Sean.Eisbernd@sfgov.org>. "David Chiu"
<David.Chiu@sfgov.org>. "Carmen Chu"
<Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>. "Malia Cohen"
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, "Eric Mar"
<Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>. "Jane Kim" <jane. kim@ sfgov. org>.
"Christina Olague" <Christina.Oiague@sfgov.org>. "David
Campos" <David.Campos@sfgov.org>. "Mark Farrell"
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org>. "Ed Lee"

<mayoredwinlee@sfgov .org>
Subject

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

02

03 [

I'm opposed to cutting down healthy trees and the use of
pesticides. The plan would have a significantly negative
impact with respect to wind, shade, hydrology water
quality, and forest resources.
In addition, the "non-native" argument seems to me to be
arbitrary. One can choose whatever date he/she wants to
characterize a specific kind of vegetation as "native."
There may well have been other times in the past, before
the introduction of the eucalyptus, where then "native"
plants were out-competed by some other new vegetation.
I favor the Maintenance Alternative.
Sincerely,
Mary Heldman, 94115
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From:

Bill WVcko

To:
Subject:

Jesgjca Range

Date:

Fw: Dogs in the Park
10/04/2011 02:34 PM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 02:35 PM ----"Daniel A. Hershkowitz"
<mrdantastic@yahoo.com>

10 04 2011 02:33 PM
Please respond to
mrdantastic@yahoo.com

r---------~~~~~~~~----~

To
cc
Subject

bill.wycko@sfgov.org
john lucania <johndabomb@ymail.com>
Dogs in the Park

Bill:

01

I understand this is a "hot-button" issue for so many folks on both sides. I understand both
arguments and seek a healthy compromise. Your leadership is crucial. First, don't forget the
montre of all responsible politicians -- if it is not broke, don't fix it. Second, if there are
serious issues and concems requiring some action, let's think of ways to address specific
problems, including perhaps: 1) better fencing of our parks; 2) City-provided doggie poop
bags; and 3) Park and Rec lead clean-up days in which the dog owners could be put to work
to keep the parks in nice condition.

San Francisco is a dog town. Dog owners keep property prices high. Let's not screw that up.

DANIEL HERSHKOWITZ, Esq.
Broker/Owner
SCHOLARSHIP HOMES & REAL EST ATE
Tel: 415 577-9065
Fax: 415 449-3654
WWW.MRDANTASTIC.COM
977 DWican Street
San Francisco, CA 94131

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-890

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Hess-1

Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV

05129/2012 08:50AM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. sfforestnem@gmail.com

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 05/2912012 08:50AMCl•raHau
<eheleneheu@gmlil.com>
To bill.~cko@sfgov.org
05127/2012 12: 15 PM
cc David Hess <hessdf@gmail.com>. David Young
<mrdavidyoung@gmail. com>, dzisser@aol. com
Subject sfforestnews @gmail. com

Good morning J:..fr. Wycko. My mother, husband, son, brother and I would like to let you know
that we strongly oppose NAP's plans to remove trees from Mt. Davidson. I was raised in the
house on RobinhoodDrive that my mother still lives in. It is I 1/2 blocks from our beautiful Mt.
Davidson. My life was so much more complete growing up in the city having the gorgeous
Mountain to explore, blackberries to pick and Easter Sunrise services to attend.
I still spend much time walking our dog on Mt. Davidson and it is a real highlight of our visits to
San Francisco.

01

We oppose NAP's plans for the following reasons:
(I) Mt. Davidson is a beautiful, cathedral like area providing serene relief for city dwellers and
their dogs. NAP's plans will destroy this meditative place and rob dog walkers and humans of
much of the access.

02

03
04

05

[

(2) The trees have been there for over 100 years. It is not on a sprinkler or drip irrigation system
because the trees create their own mini-atmosphere of fog and keep the area moist for vegetation
and animals. NAP's claims that it isn't "natural" are ill-founded because not only does it survive
on its' own but it also provides a significant habitat for animals and birds. We do not believe an
are a must be "original natural" to merit survival.

[

(3) Some of the animals and birds !have spotted that would lose this important habitat include
hawks, owls, coyotes, hummingbirds, skunks, rabbits, opossum, red-winged blackbirds, ravens
and crows. What a terrible thing it would be to destroy their home.

[
[

(4) My understanding is cutting the trees down would increase fire danger as there would no
longer be enough trees to create their own moist atmosphere.
(5) In our conversations with Greg Gaar of NAP he was not provided an answer to our question
regarding whether tree stumps will be removed immediately if at all. Leaving behind
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05
(Cont.)

[
06 [

stumps would certainly blight the area.
(6) According to the SF Forest Alliance, the most toxic herbicides would continue to be used.

07

[

(7) Per the SF Forest Alliance taxpayer funds will be diverted to pay for this destruction and
blight.

08

[

Overall this magical and serene area must be protected for the public benefit and enjoyment and
for the protection of this priceless natural habitat.
Please help the SF Forest Alliance to stop this tragedy.
'Ihank you for your attention to this most pressing matter.
Sincerely,
Claire Hess, David Hess, David Young, Helen Zisser and David Zisser.
Our respective Zip Codes are Reno Nevada 89509, Washington D.C. 20009, San Francisco
94127 and San Francisco 94115,
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Bill ~ICTYPI.NISFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

101271201111:24 AM

oc
boc
Subject Fw: Save off leash areas

-

Fo!Warded by Bill \1\/ycko/CTYPLNISFGOVon 101271201111:24 AM fiiiiCIII Hochldlld

cthccheclidOYtttoo.com>

To "blll.~cko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

1012612011 09 22 PM
Please respond lo
Franees Hochschild
<fhochschild@post.harvard.ed

oc
Subject Save off leash areas

u>

01

As a lifelong San Francisco resident with both a young child and a dog, I'm writing in
support of maintaining the current off-leru;h areas. While it's wonderful that areas are
being restored, let's allow all S!ill Franciscans the opportunity to enjoy our parks. There
are already very lmited areas allowing dogs off-leash so would be great if they could be

maintained at current levels. My mother, Christie Hochschild joins me in voicing our
support for off- leash areas as well.
Thank you
Frances Hochschild
Christie Hocbschild
Isabella Hochschild
2517 Broadway St
San Francisco, CA 94115
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SAN FRANCISCO

STArE

lJNJVr.I{Sl

BARBARA A. HOLZMAN, PHD

rv

DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY AND HUMAN ENVIRONMENTAl STUDIES

1600 Holloway Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94132

Tel: 415/338-7506

October 25, 2011
Bill Wycko,
Environmental Review Officer,
San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,
San Francisco, CA 94103.

RECEIVED
OCT 2 8 2011
Re: DEIR for SNRAMP

MEA

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

02

03

04

CITYPlANNING
& COUNTY OF S.F.
DEPARTMENT

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for SNRAMP and wanted to make a
few comments. I am the Director of the Environmental Studies program and professor of
Biogeography at SFSU and have been involved in research and education at SFSU in the natural
areas of San Francisco for many years. I think the natural areas are critical to the health of San
Francisco and its citizens and urge you to go forward with certifying the EIR and allow SF
Recreation and Parks, Natural Areas Program to continue to manage these critical natural areas
within the city by Implementing the SFNAP Management plan.
I feel that the Draft EIR is adequate, accurate and complete and urge you to certify the document
without further delay. The Natural Areas Program's mission is to maintain and enhance natural
areas in San Francisco and the plan and creators of the Natural Areas Management Plan spent a
great deal of time in discussions with the scientific community and citizens of San Francisco to
create a plan that best served the citizenry and the critical need of maintaining and enhancing
natural areas. The EIR reviewing this management plan considers a broad range of potential
impacts to our City's resources and proposes mitigation measures to address impacts where
possible to lessen any perceived impacts and recognizes that some impacts may be unavoidable.
I believe the EIR accurately depicts the majority of potential impacts that could occur with plan
implementation as less than significant and in need of no significant changes to the plan. The
management plan in creating the recommended actions considered alternatives and attempted to
achieve the greatest good with the least amount of negative impact and I believe this was
accomplished and the DEIR attests to that. The initial management plan was based on detailed
studies and scientific experts and is consistent with several directives, including the Recreation and
Open Space Element (ROSE), the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) water saving mandates, and the
City's Sustainability Plan.
The Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP) is an innovative management
plan to safeguard our City's Natural Areas. Its implementation will help prevent the local extinction
of plants and animals, improve habitat for wildlife, increase safety, and improve access and
recreational use in Natural Areas. The plan provides clear direction to the City on how to prioritize
management and restoration of our Natural Areas and is the most cost effective method for
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04 [ managing our resources and protecting these areas for future generations.
(Cont.)

There are two potential impacts addressed in the DEIR that I think may deserve some
consideration. Those two areas of impact were Sharp Park Golf Course historical resources and
lessening recreation opportunities. The impacts anticipated to Sharp Park Golf Course in reference
to historical resources seem well worth the preservation and restoration of the endangered species
present at the location. Clearly in this case, the global benefits of biodiversity outweigh any
"historical" impacts particularly since those impacts to historical resources temporally minute
compared to the evolutionary history of these endangered species such management would benefit.

05

06

The potential cumulative impacts discussed re: Impact RE-7: does not address the potential for an
increase in passive recreation; i.e. , the ability of citizens to appreciate the natural landscape and
wildlife that would improve with the plan, or the lessening of dog-people/ children conflicts in areas
where dogs off leash would be curtailed. I would suggest the overall recreation opportunities when
passive recreation is included would be increased if the plan was implemented.

01 r1n sum although the potential for impacts of that addressed above may be unavoidable I think that
(Cont) lthe benefits far outweigh the impacts and that the project should continue as planned.

The SNRAMP goals are incredibly valuable to the city as well as globally and can create
opportunities for collaboration with community groups and SF institutions such as San Francisco
State University. I have had many students who have done research projects in the Natural Areas
and I use the Natural Areas often in my classes for field trips, volunteer experiences or
opportunities for students to encounter the last remnants of San Francisco's former biodiversity. I
look forward to moving forward and getting our students and scientists involved with the
implementation phases of the plan.
07

San Francisco has a responsibility locally, regionally, and globally to protect and enhance the native
remnants of this unique city. As reported in the EIR, the Maximum Restoration Alternative is the
[
Environmentally Superior Alternative and should be pursued.
Thank you for your attention.

SE~~~
Barbara Holzman, PhD
email: bholzman@sfsu.edu
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV
10/31/20 11 09:11 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact Review

--- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/3 112011 09:12AM --steve hooker
<stvhooker3@gmail.com>

10/31/20 11 07:26AM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
Subject Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact Review

Oct. 29,2011

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
bill. wycko@sfgov.org

To MrWycko:
I'm writing to respond to the Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact Review. I strongly

01 [ oppose the expansion of the Natural Areas Program and support the maintenance alternative
described in the ElR.

02

I am a dog owner, like so many other San Francisco residents . The Natural Areas Program
already plans to eliminate dog play areas in San Francisco city parks, and if it is expanded, it
could eliminate large swaths of off-leash dog walking areas at McLaren Park and Bema! Hill. I
walk my dogs in these parks and appreciate the fact that they are large enough that 1 can get
some exercise while also exercising my clogs. If these large of[-leash areas are made smaller or
eliminated, it will negatively impact me and thousands of other clog enthusiasts in San Francisco.
Meanwhile, there is CUtTcntly no way for San Francisco residents to propose new clog play areas
'n city parks. Tims the NAP could take away our cmTent areas ancl leave us with no way to
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02 [ propose new dog play areas.
(Cont.)
San Francisco is a city with limited open space. J rely on the open spaces we do have to get out
into the outdoors and get some exercise. We cannot afford to give up recreational space in San
Francisco to make way [or more native plants. Less r ecreational space will negatively impact the
quality of life in our city.

03

04

The NAP program is based on non science, and the logic behind it is wrong as well. It would
have us give up our recreational areas so that the beautif ul, old t1·ees can be eliminated in favor
of grasses and plants that "should be there in the minds of the plans proponents, at some arbitrary
point in time, back before we planted anything of our own choosing. It a lso uses toxic pesticides
and chemicals to deal with the stumps. Add to that that the fact that there is never enough money
or man-power to maintain these resoration "science" projects, and what yo u have is a nightmare
scenario for our beloved parks. I have been going to those parks for decades. 1l1is is not what
they need. Someone needs to put a stop to the NAP program. If not, they need to tell us citizens
of SF what's so good about it. It wastes our money and destroys our trees. It locks us out of our
parks.
I urge you to implement the maintenance altemative and not to implement the maximum
restoration
altemative or any other alternative that will take away recreational space in San
[
Francisco city parks.
Sincerely,

Sreve Hooker

HHH

W 'H.OU . H~ IS OUR, M IDOI...t. N.-..MI:..
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RECEIVED
OCT 3 1 2011
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
MEA

BUSINESS

CONSULTING

October 26, 2011
San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St . , #400
San Francisco, CA . 94103
Re:

Supporting "Historical Resource"
Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areas, etc.
DEIR No. 2005.1912E

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,
01

I am writing to endorse the decision to designate
[ Sharp Park Golf Course as an "historical resource."
While I am not a resident of San Francisco, I am an
avid golfer who has played numerous public and private golf
courses in the Bay Area, including Sharp Park.
I am the founder of Transact Business Consulting, and
chief operating officer of ProLynx LLC a biotechnology
start up in the Bay Area.
I am currently a director at
Lake Merced Golf Club and I am the co-chair of the 2012
U.S. Girls' Jr. Championship to be held at Lake Merced next
July .
I have been a coach for the First Tee of San
Francisco at Harding Park and previously at Golden Gate
(when Harding was closed for the President's cup) .

02

Golf is a tremendous sport that provides exercise,
enjoyment of the outdoors and underscores sportsmanship,
integrity and related values. Sharp Park is a unique asset
of San Francisco. The course is known by golfers around
the world and has been enjoyed by local golfers because of
its unique ocean side location .
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01
(Cont)

02
(Cont)

01
(Cont)

Sharp Park is a fine representation of the mastery of
course architect Dr . Alister MacKenzie. The course today
boasts many of the aspects of course design espoused by Dr.
MacKenzie, perhaps the greatest course architect in
history, when it was created nearly 80 years ago. Over the
years, like all things, the course has lost some of its
luster but the underlying beauty remains. Given
appropriate tender, loving care this course, which remains
a gem available to all golfers , will shine again . In this
day and age when people are working extra hard for their
money and more and more enjoyable activities are getting
further out of reach, it is important for us to keep this
type of recreational facility open for the enjoyment of
low/modest income golfers .
I am gratified that the City and County of San
Francisco support Sharp Park Golf Course as a public
resource worthy of preservation. For all these reasons, as
well as those expressed in the San Francisco Public Golf
Alliances's letter dated September 20, 2011, I am proud to
support the designation of Sharp Park Golf Course as an
historic resource under the California Environmental
Quality Act.
Respectfully submitted,

'/!!J::~~c:::~
cc :

Congresswoman Jackie Speier
Han . Ed Lee, Mayor, City and County of San Francisco
Hon . Mary Ann Nihart, Mayor, City of Pacifica
David Chiu, President, San Francisco
Board of Supervisors
Carole Groom, President, San Mateo County
Board of Supervisors
Philip Ginsburg, General Manager,
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department
Charles Edwin Chase, AIA, President,
San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance

?
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RECEIVED

October 27, 2011

OCT 3 1 2011

Mr. Bill Wycko

CIT~~EN~We~A~YM£f
S.F.
MEA

San Francisco Planning Department
Re: DRAFT EIR., NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM
Dear Mr. Wycko:

01

I am strongly opposed to the destruction of non-native trees and other non-native vegetation in an
attempt to restore native habitat. There is no scientific evidence to support the idea that native plant
restoration is environmentally superior to a habitat that includes a diversity of tree and plant species,
whether they are native or introduced to this part of California. Also, many plants and trees that thrived
before the Europeans arrived here are no longer suitable for this climate and require a lot of watering
and weeding (i.e. gardening) to create conditions that might make them grow as long as a great deal of
energy (and water) are put into maintaining them. As the climate continues to change, native plants
and trees will become even less likely to survive, no matter how much TLC is given them.
In a time when our economy is faltering, and every dollar is important, it is critical that money not be
wasted on programs that are of no benefit to humans. Peter Kareiva, chief scientist of the Nature
Conservancy, in the spring issue of Nature Conservancy magazine, wrote, "Nature must be managed
for people." Attempting to restore the landscapes of some long-ago era is as much a "losing game," as
attempting to protect nature from people. To read Mr. Kareiva's important article online, please see:
http://www.nature.org/newsfeatures/magazinelbeyond-man-vs-nature.xml

I will address in this comment primarily issues of flammability since I am a member of the Hills
Conservation Network (HCN), an Oakland non-profit organization that is dedicated to fire prevention,
especially fire-risk mitigation of flammable vegetation in Oakland's North Hills. Our grassroots
organization is comprised mostly of survivors of the 1991 Oakland-Berkeley Hills fire. One of our
founding members lost not only his home but his disabled mother in that fire.
There were many reasons why that tragic fire spread so quickly and caused so much damage to both
property and lives. We who began HCN know that advocates of native plant restoration in the East Bay
used the fire to scapegoat the non-native trees, hoping to remove hundreds of thousands of non-native
trees and non-native vegetation in this area by fanning residents' fear of another fire.
We responded to the claims of the nativists by thoroughly researching the subject of native plant
restoration. We now publish a newsletter that informs our readers on the results of our research.
Because we are a group of fire survivors who still live in the area that burned in the 1991 fire, we care
perhaps more than anyone else about fire safety.

02

The most important statement I can make to you is that there is absolutely no evidence to support the
idea that native plants are, by their nature, more resistant to fire than non-natives. It is the
characteristics of a plant or tree that make it more or less flammable. For example, it is true that oily
leaves make the non-native blue-gum eucalyptus flammable if fire reaches the crown of the tree.
Yet, according to the USDA, blue gum leaves are classed as "intermediate in their resistance to
combustion, and juvenile leaves are highly resistant to flaming."
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http://www.fas.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/eucglo/all.html
If a tree is well-maintained, with understory removed and branches cut that grow less than 6-8 feet
from the ground, there is very little risk of fire reaching the crown of a tall tree.
Moreover, the trunk of a eucalyptus tree, especially the trunks of older eucs, are not easy to burn; the
trunks of oaks (of the same diameter) burn much more quickly. In fact, many blue gum eucalyptus
trees in the North Hills survived the 1991 fire. I know this from my own observation and experience.
The frre stopped, up the street from my house on Alvarado Road, at three giant eucalyptus trees that the
flames did not even singe. The fire did burn to the ground all of the vegetation, including several coast
live oaks, across the street from my house.
What about those oily leaves? The oils in leaves of blue gum eucalyptus trees range from less than 1.5
to over 3.5%. http://www.ansci.cornell.edu/plants/medicinal/eucalyp.html/
Our research has shown that the leaves of native bay trees contain more oil (7 .5%) than the leaves of a
blue gum eucalyptus. That is twice the amount of oil in leaves of blue gum eucalyptus!
btto://www.paleotechnics.com/Articles/Bayarticle.btm I

02
(Cont.)

Bay trees in their scrub fonn, often growing as understory to oak trees, are highly flammable because
the oily leaves (and oily branches) grow close to the ground, which is often covered in tall grass that
dries out at the height of the fire season.
On page 396 the EIR notes the "high fire hazard rating of aging French broom and eucalyptus." It is
amazing to me that the EIR considers French broom and eucalyptus to be similar in fire hazard risk
since they are totally different species with completely different characteristics. French broom, like
native coyote bush, is highly flammable; in fact, coyote bush, like most native chaparral species,
especially man.zanitas, chamise, buck brush scrub oaks, and mountain mahogany, are more flammable
than French broom because they contain more dead wood than French broom, and their leaves are
small and oily. According to Napafirewise.org, chaparral species grow in dense stands that "create
impenetrable fields that burn with intense heat and are very difficult to suppress or control.. chaparral
species are the hardest to manage and to keep fire safe."
According to the Hills Emergency Forum, all brush communities, which include chaparral, can reach
flames in excess of 69 feet. Grassland frres (made up of native and/or non-native grasses) can reach
flame lengths of 12-38 feet. There is no scientific evidence (only wishful thinking) to support the idea
that native grasses are more resistant to frre than non-native grass. The way to prevent ignition through
a carelessly thrown cigarette or a spark from a catalytic converter is to keep the grass short (and
watered if possible, especially in the fire season).
What about flame lengths in a eucalyptus grove? The EIR does not mention that flame lengths in a
eucalyptus grove range from 6-21 feet, depending on the depth of litter under the trees. Eucs are in fact
the only tree species where the depth of the litter under the tree is considered in estimating flame length
even though several other tree species produce litter that is drier (more conducive to ignition) than the
moist litter under eucalyptus trees. If the euc litter is regularly picked up, flame lengths are even lower.

It is astounding to me that that the EIR constantly employs the use of the words "highly flammable"
with "eucalyptus trees," as if repeating that epithet will convince readers of its truth. As I have written
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(Cont.)

above, eucalyptus trees have been scapegoated and vilified to suit the agenda of nativists. There is no
reason to believe that native trees are resistant to fire. In prehistoric times, the Native Americans set
fire to meadows of native grass and hills of native chapanal with scrub oaks and bays. In those days
before non-native trees had been introduced, Native Americans had no trouble setting these fires on a
regular basis for hunting and harvesting purposes.
There is no scientific evidence for the claim that native plants and trees are less flammable than non·
natives. The characteristics of some plants and trees make them easier to ignite and quicker than bum
than others, but whether they are native or non-native has nothing to so with how flammable they are.
Fire does not discriminate between native and non-native vegetation. It is the advocates of native plant
restoration who discriminate because they are determined to advance their own irrational agenda.
Please do not expand the Natural Areas Program. It is awaste of taxpayer money to promote and
support aprogram that is essentially unscientific and anti-evolution.
Sincerely yours,

Madeline Hovland
781 Alvarado Road, Berkely, CA 94705
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Range, Jessica
From:

Sent
To:
Subject:

Bill Wycko
Monday, June 11, 2012 12:40 PM
Jessica Range
Fw: RPD Natural Areas Program DEIR comment

····· Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 06/ 11/2012 12:40 PM ·····
khu
<brainz ca@ya hoo.com>

Tobill.wycko@lsfgov.org

06/ 11/2012 11 :27 AM

cc
SubjectRPD Natural Areas Program DEfR comment

June 11 , 2012
To: Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
Emai I: hiII. wvcko@,sfgov. org
FAX: 415 558-6409

Re: Comment on RPD Natu..al Areas Program DEIR
I was reluctant to submit comment because 1 fear my comment will be dismissed being from a "one
of the dog people." However, if comments are being tallied pro and con, I want my letter to be
tallied as a nitic of the NAP DEIR.

01

(In the early 2000 's people who walked with their dogs in the parks were some of the first park
visitors to become aware of the actions and plans of the natural areas program. Dog walkers were
the " canary in the coalmine," in alerting the public to the trail closures and the need for public
oversight ofthe Natural Areas Program. Since then, some supporters of the NAP have tended to
dismiss any criticism of the NAP if it came from a dog owner.)
Yes, 1 am concerned about the loss of recreational access in SF parks. But that is only one of many
concerns. I am also concerned about NAP' s violations of existing regulations protecting wildlife
and the use of herbicides, NAP actions that are contrary to scientific evidence (or lack supporting
scientific evidence), as well as numerous other NAP actions detailed in comments submitted by
others.

I fully support the detailed DEIR comment earlier submitted by the SF Forest Alliance, as
well as the comment submitted by Dr. Ar·thm· Shapiro, UC Davis professor of ecology. The
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DEIR needs to respond to these criticisms and to be thorough revised. (Note: I could include
detailed comments, probably already expressed by the SF Forest Alliance and Dr. Shapiro, but that
would be redundant and a waste of your time (i.e. my tax doilars) as weii as my time. However, if
detailed comment is necessary to be counted as substantive comment, let me know and I will
submit a longer comment.)
Sincerely,
Karin H u
334 San Leandro Way, SF 94127
brainz ca@yahoo.com

2
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Dear Mr. Wyco,

, ·11 y & COUN1'l Ur s.r·

I have copied the article written by Professor Shapiro of UC Davis. I toiliny Slll~J\f~J~Wft~~n.

01

02

I am a resident of Bernal Heights. I frequently take my dog to run on the Bernal Hill. My dog
does not dig or disturb the natural environment. I would be terribly sad and upset if this area was
closed to dogs. My upset and sadness would be for several reasons. There needs to be open
space for dogs in San Francisco. The neighborhood (dog owners and non-dog owners) use the
Bernal Hill park a great deal. The habitat that exists is "natural" and supports the current use.
GGNRA and SF Parks focus on habitat restoration is wrong. Given the limited budgets that all
government agencies must live with, it seems wrong to expend funds on unneeded habitat
restoration. Better use of the funds would be on general park restoration. Precita Park and Holly
Park are great examples for using funds to restore parks. The result is that neighbors use the
parks and feel a greater alliance to their neighborhoods, making them safer and more livable for
all.
I request that you drop your plan to close the parks to dogs for habitat restoration. There are
many, many dog owners in San Francisco. I believe that dog owners will vote their interests and
[ there is no reason to assume that the SF Planning Department is beyond the influence of the will
of the voters.

Best wishes,
-,~, ~

Nina Huebsch, 144 Nevada Street, SF, CA 94110
Mr. Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
Re: DRAFT EIR. NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM

Dear Mr. Wycko:
Consistent with the policy of the University of California. I wish to state at the outset that the opinions stated in this letter are my
own and should not be construed as being those of the Regents, the University of Cal ifornia, or any administrative entity thereof.
My affiliation is presented for purposes of identification only. However, my academic qualifications are relevant to what I am
about to say. I am a professional ecologist (B.A. University of Pennsyl vania, Ph.D. Cornell University) and have been on the
faculty ofU.C. Davis since 1971 , where I have taught General Ecology, Evolutionary Ecology. Community Ecology, Philosophy
of Biology, Biogeography, Tropical Ecology, Paleoecology, Global Change. Chemical Ecology, and Principles of Systematics. I
have trained some 15 Ph.D.s. many of whom are now tenured faculty at institutions including the University of Massachusetts,
University of Tennessee, University of Nevada-Reno, Texas State University, and Long Beach State University, and some of
whom are now in government agencies or in private consulting or industry. I am an or the author of some 350 scientific
publications and reviews. The point is that I do have the botUJftdes to say what I am about to say.
At a time when public funds are exceedingly scarce and strict prioritization is mandatory, I am frankly appalled that San
Francisco is considering major expenditures directed toward so-called "restoration ecology." "Rcstorati.on ecology" is a
euphemism for a kind of gardening informed by an almost cultish veneration of the "native" and abhorrence of the naturali:t..cd,
which is commonly characterized as "invasive." Let me make this clear: neither "restoration .. nor coi'IServation can be mandated
by science-only informed by it. The decision of what actions to take may be motivated by many things, including politics,
esthetics, economics and even religion, but it cannot be science-driven.
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In the case of "restoration ecology," the goal is the creation of a simulacrum of what is believed to have been present at some
(essentially arbitrary) point in the past. I say a simulacrum, because almost always there are no studies of what was actually there
from a functional standpoint; usually there are no studies at all beyond the merely (and superficially) descriptive. Whatever the
reason for desiring to create such a simulacrum, it must be recognized that it is just as much a garden as any home rock garden
and will almost never be capable of being self-sustaining without constant maintenance; it is not going to be a "natural, " selfregulating ecosystem. The reason for that is that the ground rules today are not those that obtained when the prototype is thought
to have existed. The context has changed; the climate has changed; the pool of potent.ial colonizing species has changed. often
drastically. Attempts to "restore" prairie in the upper Midwest in the face of European Blackthorn invasion have proven
Sisyphean. And they are the norm, not the exception.
The creation of small, easily managed, and educational simulacra of presumed pre-European vegetation on San Francisco public
lands is a thoroughly worthwhi le and, to me, desirable project. Wholesale habitat conversion is not.
A significant reaction against the excesses of the "native plant movement" is setting up within the profession of ecology, and
there has been a recent spate of articles arguing that hostility to "invasives" has gone too far- that many exotic species are
providing valuable ecological services and that, as in cases 1 have studied and published on, in the altered context of our so-called
"Anthropocene Epoch" such services arc not merely valuable but essential. 1ltis is a letter, not a monograph, but I would be glad
to expand on this point if asked to do so.
I am an evolutionary ecologist, housed in a Department of Evolution and Ecology. The two should be joined at the proverbial hip.
Existing ecological communities are freeze-frames !Tom a very long movie. They have not existed for eternity, and many have
existed only a few thousand years. There is nothing intrinsically sacred about interspecific associations. Ecological change is the
norm. not the exception. Species and communities come and go. The ideology (or is it faith?) that informs "restoration ecology"
basically seeks to deny evolution and prohibit change. But change will happen in any case, and it is foolish to squander scarce
resources in pursuit of what are ideological, not scientific, goals with no practical benefit to anyone and only psychological
"benefits" to their adherents.
If that were the only argument, perhaps it could be rebutted effectively. But the proposed wholesale habitat conversion advocated
here does serious harm, both locally (in terms of community enjoyment of public resources) and globally (in terms of carbon
balance-urban forests sequester lots of carbon; artificial grasslands do not). At both levels, wholesale tree remova.l, except for
reasons of public safety, is sheer folly. Aging, decrepit, unstable Monterey Pines and Monterey Cypresses are unquestionably a
potential hazard. Removing them for that reason is a very different matter !Tom removing them to actualize someone's dream of a
pristine San Francisco (that probably never existed).
Sociologists and social psychologists talk about the " idealization of the underclass," the "noble savage" concept, and other terms
referring to the guilt-driven selt~hatred that infects many members of society. feeling the moral onus of consumption and luxury,
people idolize that which they conceive as pure and untainted. That may be a helpful personal catharsis. It is not a basis for public
policy.
Many years ago I co-ho~-ted John Harper, a distinguished Dritish plant ecologist, on his visit to Davis. We took him on a field trip
up 1-80. On the way up several students began apologizing for the extent to which the Valley and foothill landscapes were
dominated by naturalized exotic weeds, mainly Mediterrdllean annual grasses. Finally Harper couldn't take it any more. " Why do
you insist on treating this as a calamity, rather than a vast evolutionary opportunity?" he asked. Those of us who know the
detailed history of vegetation for the past few million years-particularly since the end ofPleistocene glaciation- understand
this. "Restoration ecology" is plowing the sea.
Get real.
Sincerely,
Arthur M. Shapiro
Distinguished Professor of Evolution and Ecology
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Bill Wycko/ClYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 09:19AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Dog Pa rk Area closure and reduction in size

- - Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:20 AM--

Prudence Hull
<prudence.hull@gmall .com>
10/30/2011 06:44PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc civirmail+r.3.316.b6b81b2d82f5431a@sfpeople.net
Subject Dog Park Area closure and reduction in size

Hi Bill Wycko,
! have li ved in San francisco for 35 years , raising t hree chil dren and four
dogs . We have walked t housands of afternoons in Glen Park Canyon, McLaren
Par k, Bernal Hill , fo.t·t funston, ocean Beach and Crissie fields . I walked with
my ki ds and dogs in the bel i ef that this was a healthy activity for all of us,
and I have been rewarded with well- socialized dogs and r esponsible young
adults . I am the mother of a successful Sao Fr anc isco famil y .

01

[

02
[

03
[

I am dismayed to learn t hat these dog walking areas are being considered for
c losure or r eduction i n size . Why would any urban city seek to discourage t he
health of its families ?
I am very dismayed to learn that the city has used Garlon in Glen Park Canyon.
Glen Canyon is used by dogs and young children at Glen Ridge Childcare and
Silver Tree Day Camp . I have suffered the loss of one dog , at the age of 5
years, from kidney failure . Both my daughters suff ered from kidney disease at
a young age, although there is no prior history of kidney disease in my family
or my husband ' s family .
·rhe NAP environmental impact report makes allegations of dog damages with no
subscantiating scientific scudy. Are these the same people who freely approve
the use of Garlon in areas heavily used by dogs and small children?
I feel this shoHs a d i sregard for scientific evidence and study. I f eel this
shows that this organization is untrustworthy and does not deserve our public
support .
Sincerely,
Prudence Hull
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 01:18PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

ee
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR comment

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31 /2011 01:19PM--

Jim Illig
<jillig@openhand.org>
10/3 1/2011 12:03PM

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject NAP EIR comment

01

I strongly object t o t he closure of any part o f Bernal Hill to off-leash dog recreat ion. I have owned a
home in Nor th Bernal Heights for 17 years and I am up this hill w ith m y dog at least once a day. This hill
is a unique urban park that is shared by hu ndreds o f neighbors with and without dogs every day, and the
natural areas have no t been affected by t he recreational use of these SF residents. I disagree with t he
f indings of the EIR regarding t his park and I urge the Planning Commission to reject any plans to restrict
or close areas to recreational use by res idents and t heir companion ani mals.

Jim Illig
Project Open Hand
(415) 447-2426
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Bil'wYdtGIC1'YPI..NISFQOV
10131/2011 04:13PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. NAP EIR

-Forwarded by Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:13PM-

•1<4- InGle•
<U!gle@berltelty.e~N>

To

10131/2011 03:18PM

cc

<bill.~cko@sfgov.org>

Subject NAP El R

Dear J:..fr. Wycko,
I am a dedicated environmentalist and have been a member of Nature Conservancy, Greenpeace,
Wilderness Society, and other environmental organizations for many years. Yet I see no reason
to ban off leash dog walking in the dog play areas at Lake Merced, McLaren Park, Bema! Hill
areas. In the years I have been enjoying these areas with my dogs, I have never seen any
problems caused by dogs.

01

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: Dogs MAY be impacting protected plant species or wildlife (pp.
297, 298, 305, 306,472,473, 502, 517), yet offers no evidence these impacts are actually
occurring or ever have occurred. Unsubstantiated claims cannot be made in an EIR. After each of
these examples, the EIR then goes on to say: Dogs MAY continue to impact plants or wildlife. If
there's no proof of an impact, then that impact cannot "continue." EIRs must be based on
observed impacts, not things that "may" happen. The analysis in the EIR based on this
speculation is incorrect and inadequate. To deny many people the joy of walking their dogs off
leash because of unsubstantiated data is poor administration
to say the I east.
Kay Ingle
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
05116/2012 09:38AM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. NO on NaP

~ This message has been forwarded.

-

F oowarded tri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 05/1 6/201 2 09:38AM-

•

Tenylngram
<t.ny.inpNm@gmeil.eorrP

To

05116/2012 08:40AM

cc

bill.~cko@sfgov.org

Subject NO on NaP

Mr. Wycko:
Please reconsider and DO NOT let NAP destroy our parks in a misguided
attempt to turn back the evolutionary clock and re-create an idealized

"better" environment from a time before European settlers arrived, a time
01

when San Francisco was mostly sand dunes and rocks, with few trees. Our
city faces strict prioritization of scarce resources that when allocated to
parks should be to keep them safe and accessible, not create fenced-off
gardens in the process destroying what we already have. This so-called
"wholesale habitat conversion" would require tens of millions of dollars in
taxpayer funding and unprecedented broad-scale volunteer hours for
modest gains, if any.
Thank you for your consideration.
Cheers,
Terry Ingram
Outer Sunset and daily GG Park user
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"Krist Jake"
<krist@redcap.com>
10/31/2011 02:46PM

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>, <Jessica.Range@sfgov.org>,
<pic@sfgov.org>
cc <info@sfdog.org>
bee
Subject 2005.1912E- Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan (NRAMP)

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,
This email contains comments on Case 2005.1912E. While these comments are generally patterned on those
proffered by SFDOG.org, I have revised them and, in some cases, extended them. So please read my comments
carefully.
I've depended on SFDOG.org because, as a typical resident of SF, I don't have time to read and digest 562 page
documents (not counting the appendices). However, even without scrutinizing the entire document, by using the
"find" functionality of my browser, I discovered nothing in the way of discussion of crime or crime rates that could
be related to changes in park designations, and virtually nothing related to financial matters such as budgeting for
making changes in the parks or related maintenance.
Since crime and budgets are clearly part of the environment in which parks exist, failure to discuss crime and
budgets, it seems to me, are major failings in the EIR.
My detailed comments:

01

1) The NARMP EIR doesn't offer evidence to support its claims that dogs have an impact on plants and wildlife in
natural areas. The NARMP EIR doesn't take into account scientific studies that show off-leash dogs have little
impact on plants and wildlife, including nesting birds when declaring that dogs have negative impacts. The
NARMP EIR states that dogs MAY be impacting protected plant species or wildlife, but offers no scientific evidence
these possible impacts are actually occurring or ever have occurred. In a number of places, the NARMP EIR says
that someone's observation is that dogs impact erosion, or cause plant damage, etc., yet the EIR offers no
supporting information on these "observations." EIRs should obviously be based on solid, scientific data, not on
someone's anecdotal "observations." Further, if there are negative impacts by usage, the NARMP EIR does not
differentiate between impacts caused by people with dogs and impacts caused by people without dogs.

02

2) The NARMP EIR acknowledges that the NARMP plans to close 15% of the DPAs in city parks immediately,
when added to the GGNRA's desire to cut off-leash access by 90%, will have a disastrous cumulative impact on
remaining off-leash areas in city parks and on recreation- however, the EIR does not analyze what that cumulative
impact will be. This is a huge deficiency in the NARMP EIRI

[

03

[

[

04
05
[

3) The NARMP EIR refers to dogs as "nuisances," an extremely biased position that fails to consider any positive
aspects of dog walking, including the physical and mental health benefits to having a dog, which has been
rigorously studied and proven.
4) The NARMP EIR does not adequately analyze mitigations should any impacts from dogs be proven other than
closing the DPA, even though less draconian measures could be developed.
5) The NARMP EIR states that impacts to land use planning can be considered significant if they have a
"substantial impact on the existing character of the vicinity." (p. 176) In all of its analysis of impacts on the existing
character of the vicinity, the NARMP EIR never considers the impact on the character of the community of people
who walk with their dogs in the DPAs and portions of DPAs that NARMP wants to close. In many cases, this
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community of humans and dogs and their interactions, defines the "existing character" of the park. Dog walkers
are perhaps the most diverse group of park users. To explain, if you watch dog walkers in SF city parks, you will
see kids and seniors, people with disabilities, gay and straight, every ethnic and religious group, and every
socioeconomic class walking, talking and laughing together, all united by their common love of dogs. People who
walk in the same park at the same time every day know their fellow dog walkers. These friendships extend outside
the park into the neighborhoods, helping create the sense of belonging to a community that is so important in
today's impersonal urban society. Closures and reductions in DPAs (especially if 80% of the total off-leash space in
city parks are closed) will have a significant negative impact on these social communities. DPA closures will
destroy these communities. Because the NARMP EIR did not consider these impacts on community of those who
live near and walk in parks, it is inadequate.

05
(Cont.)

06
[

07

[

6) More generally, the NARMP EIR does not adequately consider the impacts on the social fabric (environment)
of San Francisco if one-quarter of its city parklands are closed to residents. Since the term "crime" is not found in
the EIR, it evidently does not consider the effects of closing parks on changes in the park usage including more
usage for criminal behavior such as drugs, camping out, and crimes against other citizens.
7) The NARMP EIR does not adequately analyze the impacts on recreation of NARMP plans to plant sensitive
plant species (those that are listed as either endangered or threatened) throughout its natural areas.

08

8) Where NARMP controls the entire park, the NARMP EIR does not adequately consider impacts on the specifics
of recreation and land use. No other recreational use is possible in those parks. In an additionallO parks, NARMP
controls over 50% of the land. Only four of the 32 parks with natural areas have less than 50% of their land
controlled by the NARMP. A majority of land under NARMP control citywide (57%) will have significant restrictions
to access by all people (not just people with dogs); that is the amount of land designated as MA-l and MA-2. In 8
parks, all ofthe land in the natural area are designated as MA-l and MA-2, with resulting significant restrictions on
access to everyone. In some cases, this denial of access will be in the only park within easy walking distance in the
neighborhood. The NARMP EIR must consider this large-scale denial of access when analyzing the Project
Alternative.

09

9) The NARMP EIR does not adequately consider the negative impacts on aesthetics and land use of poor
maintenance in natural areas. As a search in the entire EIR for relevant words (finance, financial, budget) provides
only a few results, it is evident there is no rigorous financial analysis of anything. This failure to consider costs of
usage changes can lead to serious adverse environmental impacts.

[

[

10) The NARMP plans call for cutting down almost 20,000 trees because they are not native does not adequately
consider the long-term impacts on climate change, global warming, and the quality of fresh air in San Francisco. It
would be costly and, simply, dumb. Open up your eyes! There are a lot of non-native inhabitants everywhere you
look- in the Bay, on land, and in the air. Get used to it I

[

11) The NARMP EIR does not adequately consider the fact that the climate in San Francisco has changed (and
continues to change) from the time several hundred years ago that the NARMP plan is trying to re-create.

10

11

Krist Jake
(415)385-0100
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BllwydtofClYPI..NISFQOV
05116/2012 09:38AM

History:
-

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. NAP

l!i) This message has been forwarded.

Fo!Warded try Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 0511612012 09:39AMBelinda Johna
<klildljohrw1 li!II'Mil.eonP
To bill.~cko@sfgov.org
05116/2012 08: 11 AM
cc
Subject NAP

•
01
02

[

I live on Mt. Davidson and absolutely oppose the plan to deforest the mountain (as well as other
forests in SF). The only notice I received of this plan was from my local community
association. And that was only 4 weeks ago. Where was the public notice of this plan
published?
The plan is appalling and absolutely defies reason. I have talked to someone who works in
Golden Gate Park and received more details, and have also read a report that concludes the
argument in favor of the plan is specious.

06

But here are my primary concerns: I. toxic spraying to assure these "non-native" plants and
trees don't regrow- really? How does that improve an environment that is already suffering
from a shortage of bees and birds because of environmental poisons? 2. And has anyone studied
the habitat issues? What happens to our hawks, turkey buzzards, and other birds that rely on that
forest for life? And what happens to the coyotes, skunks, racoons, and other animals that rely on
thatforestforlife? 3. And what about the risk ofland/mudlrockslide after the trees are
removed? 4. And what about the climate change it will cause? Whole neighborhoods are
buffered from the wind from the west because of the forests.

07 [

If toxic spraying is part of the plan, has the city notified the state and federal EPA?

04
05

08

I would also like to know where the $$is going to come from. The Parks budget is already
stretched and our parks are suffering as a result. So the city wants to divert more funds from that
budget to rip out "non-native" flora? Honestly, this "non-native" flora has been here for over
100 years -I am really not sure it's so "non-native" now and it is a great improvement over sand
dunes. Does the NAP extend to ripping out everything in Golden Gate Park as well and turning
that beautiful stretch ofland back into its "native" state? That would be sand dunes again.
I will do everything I can to defeat this plan.
Belinda Johns
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/ 2011 09:13AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: public comment on dog play areas

--Forwarded by Bill WyckofCTYPLNfSFGOVon 10f311201 1 09:13AM--

Mandy Johnson
<mandyjohnson16@hotmail.

com>
10[31/2011 07:00AM

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc Scott Bradley <scottyb27@hotmail.com>, Tom Tillinghast
<ttilli7558@aol.com>
Subject public comment on dog play areas

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

[

I am writing to express my alarm that the SF Recreation and Parks Department may eliminate large
swaths of off-leash dog play areas in city parks. I am particularly alarmed at plans to restrict off-leash
activity in Bernal Hill Park-- a beautiful space that I have lived next to and used daily for 12 years.
When my husband and I bought our home in Bernal Heights in 1999, we did not yet have children or
dogs -- but we saw proximity to the park as a major benefit to moving here. We started taking nightly
walks in the park after work, meeting our neighbors-- many of whom were accompanied by cheerful
canine companions-- and becoming part of the community. Before long, we were going to the park twice
a day with a dog of our own ... and then with our daughter, too. In over a decade of walking the park,
we have not gotten bored of the sweeping vistas, the funky little single-track trails, and the people and
dogs we meet there every day. Walking our dog in the park is not just good exercise and socialization for
him, it is good exercise and socialization for my husband, our 9-year old daughter, and me-- and it will
be for the new baby boy we're expecting in late November.
What strikes me most about the proposal to restrict dog play areas is the pointless destructiveness of it.
By any measure, Bernal Hill Park is a terrific success story. Despite the fact RPD has next to no presence
in the park (in 12 years, I have literally~ seen an RPD employee there. Never. Not once.), it is clean,
safe, and widely used by a variety of people. On any given walk, at nearly any time of day, I see families
with children, families with dogs, families (like mine) with both, runners, hikers, hipsters, and -- in the
past 2 years or so -- tourists and sightseers. All of us enjoying the park together, striking up interesting
conversations, and looking out for one another. It is a wonderful, community park; it embodies so much
of what I love about San Francisco in general, and about Bernal Heights in particular. Bernal Hill Park. as
it is today. is a shining example of a public amenitv that really works. Why on earth would RPD want to
destroy that?

01
(Cont.)

Bernal Hill Park without off-leash dog areas will lose most of the "eyes and ears" the dog-walking
community provides-- the eyes and ears that keep it a safe and clean place for recreation. What is now
[ a vibrant park could very well turn into a meeting spot for vandals, petty hoodlums, and homeless
encampments. That sounds speculative on my part, I suppose ... but, then again, that's pretty much
what the park turns into on 4th of July, when the dog people are pushed out and the partiers move in.
My family and I spend the week following the holiday cleaning up broken beer bottles, old fireworks, and
piles of trash left behind by the revellers. My speculation is, at least, grounded in actual experience as a
park user. The unsubstantiated arguments presented in the EIR about how dogs "may" impact plants and
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wildlife strike me as far more speculative.

01
(Cont.)

02

There are many people more qualified than me to speak to the science (or lack thereof) behind the EIR. I
am an active environmentalist and outdoor enthusiast, but I am not a scientist. I am, however, a
successful businessperson, and I can speak to the wrongheadedness of the proposed off- leash dog
restrictions from a business perspective. Because my daughter attends RPD summer programs, I am on
an email list that regularly updates me on RPD issues-- particularly, the draconian budget cuts the
department has had to endure the last few years. The emails have communicated, time and again, the
severe funding restrictions within which RPD is forced to operate, and the painful budgetary choices its
management must make. Why on earth, in these constrained budgetary times, would RPD divert
resoyrces from jts other crjtjcal programming to implement ynpopylar. ynwanted restrjctjons on off-leash
dog recreation? I object to the policy of restricting dog play areas, on the merits, regard less of RPD's
fiscal situation. But when I consider the opportunity costs Involved In RPD taking this on, I am truly
[ shocked. What programs will RPD sacrifice in order to ruin Bernal Hill Park for me and my family, and
thousands of other law-abiding recreationa l users?

As a dog owner, I honestly feel under siege. Between RPD's desire to put plants above people and
GGNRA's desire to virtually eliminate dog recreation from its parkland in 3 counties, I am beginning to
wonder why we dog owners seem to have a bullseye painted on our backs. Is the future of San Francisco
dog ownership going to be confined to depressing outings to tiny, concrete dog runs or covert, illegal
trips to open space? Will my family lose one of the amenities we most treasu re about city living? I have
no idea why RPD would want to make the city less friendly to families and less friendly to recreation. But
if the department chooses to go down this path, I pledge my unrelenting opposition, every step of the
way. I'm not giving up Bernal Hill Park without a fight.
regards,
Amanda Johnson
164 Bonview St.
San Francisco, CA 94110
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RECEIVED
JUN 0 8 2012
Carolyn Johnston
106 Dorchester Way
CITY &COUNTY OF
San Francisco. CA 94127
PLANNING DEPAATMEN.,
•A C 1\

S.F.

June 7. 2012

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Office
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco. CA 94103
Re: Draft EIR, Natural Areas Program
Dear Mr. Wycko.
I have lived near Mount Davidson since 1986. My husband and I chose to move to this
neighborhood largely because of Mount Davidson. It towers over the neighborhood, and
its tall trees make the entire area look greener and lovelier. We love the fact that there is
a green mountain visible from our home, our yard, our street, and as we're walking home
after taking M UNI home from work.
Mount Davidson 's proximity to us is also important because we are avid hikers. We go to
Mount Davidson very often- with our dog, our children, extended family, and out of
town guests. It is the only place we can hike in the woods that is w ithin walking distance
of our house. Once we walk up the stairs, we can forget we are in the city and enjoy the
experience of being in the woods -birds chirping, no sound of cars, and no view of
civilization. It's also a nice place to go on a w indy day because the trees help block the
wind. Because we go to Mount Davidson so much, we drive less and are in better shape.

01

We are horrified by the proposal to remove healthy trees on Mount Davidson. It would
make views of the mountain substantially uglier, and would significantly worsen the
recreational use of the mountain. I would not enjoy hiking up there if I didn't get the
experience of being in a dense forest.
T he DEIR is misleading because it does not acknowledge that the impact of removing
1600 of Mount Davidson's trees on recreation and aesthetics would be significant and
adverse.
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From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Bjll Wvcko
Jessjca Range
Fw: close the Dog Park Area's

10/04/201110:26 AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 10:26 AM -----

ann joyce
<annjoycesf@hotmail.com >

10/04/201110:24 AM

To <bill.vvycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject close the Dog Park Area's

I have a dog but never go to these parks because of the people who bring their
dogs to the parks. The dog walkers who bring in a brood of 15 dogs and don't
watch them are the worst offenders. Close these parks and they will be forced to
actually WALK their dogs!
01

Please consider at least closing the un-fenced dog run areas. Both myself and my
dog have been attacked when walking near a dog run area and the owners don't
have control over their dogs - or worse, as in my case - the owners don't care if
their dog attacks someone.
Thank you- I am a San Francisco Homeowner who pays taxes and votes.
Ann Joyce
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV
10/31/2011 04:13PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

oc
bee
Subject Fw: Opposition to "reversion" element of Natural Resource
Areas Management Plan

--Forwa rded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/3112011 04:1 4PM----

Jason jungrels
<jasonjungreis@gmail.oom>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/2011 03:08PM

oc
Subject Opposition to "reversion" element of Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan

01

[

02

03

[

04
05

[

06
[

07

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I support the MINTMU?vl of AP activity in our parks and open space . N AP jurisdiction ~hould not be
expanded beyond their already invasive areas of activity.
Tite Natural Areas Program defines "natural areas" as areas planted onlv with plants that grew here when
San Francisco was all sand and sand dunes. Before our city was built. Before our lush parks were created.
·ntis nan·ow definition of what is "natural" is absurd. A natural area should be defined by the amount of
wildlife it suppo11s. By this definition, our parks are natural areas.
W1ty on eruth would we want to return our parks to srutd with tiny sand dune plants rutd coastal scrub
when our parks have such incredible natural beauty and supp01t such an incredible diversity of wildlife?
San Francisco is a bird watcher's paradise. The hawks and owls that nest in monterey cypress and pine
IJ·ees crutnot nest in any of the four (tediously slow growing) San Francisco "native" trees.
Pines and Cypress are the backbone trees of our parks. They're not only beautiful, but provide habitat for
countless species of wildlife. Removing these trees because they're "not native" would be criminal.
Removing the ?!ants that generations of gardeners have planted and .t~nd.ed to retum these areas to srutd,
planted only With "native" coastal dune plants would decrease Wildhfe biOdiversity. NOT mcrease
wildlife biodiversity.
We should not remove ruty existing vegetation (never mind 1100 acres, 1/3 of our parklru1ds) to retum
these acres back into srutd, with only coastal scrub plants.
! love tlte lush vegetation in our parks and do not want ANY of it removed for any rea~on - but
J'articularly for the ridiculous reason that a radical group (funded with my tax dollru·s) defines "natural" as
only what was here before the city of San Frrutcisco was built, and before our beautiful parks were
created.
As SF's population continues to grow rutd more large housing developments are planned, demand for
recreation and relaxing in our parks increases.
'Ilte Natural Areas Program fences off the areas that tltey first denude then plant with insignificant I tiny
dune plants to create their plrutt museums.
Spending tax dollars to take away recreation areas from residents is outrageous.
I want more Rec and Park gru·dencrs hired and less staff positions paid to the Natural Areas I'rogrrun, who
are intent on removing the lush vegetation that! enjoy in our parks.
·Thrutk You
Sincc::n::ly .
Jason Jungreis
S27 47lh Avtnue
S ao .Fnu~is~o, CA 94121
·115-7~0-0830
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BiiiWydla/ClYPUIISFOOV
06/2012012 10:15 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: Dr aft mpact Report for Natural Areas Management Plan

- - F o!Warded by Bill WyckQICTY PLNISFG OV on 061201201 2 10:15AM--

•Anton Kelllfati"
<ekalaf.ti@baideconiiNclion.
com>
0611912012 07:30PM

To

<bill.~cko@sfgov.org>

cc "':\"John Avalos'" <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>. "'Sean
Elsbernd'" < Sean.E Is bernd@sfgov. org>. "'David Chiu"'
<David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, '"Carmen Chu'"
<Carmen.Chu@sfgov .org>. '"Malia Cohen"'
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, '"Eric Mar"'

<EricLMar@sfgov.org>. "'Jane Kim'"
<jane.kim@ sfgov. org>, "'Christina Olague'"

<Christina.O Iague@ sfgov.org>. "'David Campos'"
<David. Campos@ sfgov .org>, "'Mark Farrell'"
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org>. "'Ed Lee"'
<mayoredwinlee@ sfgov.org>, "'S con Wiener"'
<s cott.wiener@ sfgov. org>

Subject Draft mpact Report for Natural Areas Management Plan

Dear lv:fr. Wycko,
01
02

I'm opposed to this any plan that involves cutting down health tree's I that a maintenance plan
should be the only good alten1ative.

Anton Kalafati
President

s1~~

CONSTRUCTION

B-Side Inc
1940 Union st #9
Oakland CA 94607
Cell :415-699-1469
Offi ce:510-451-7527
Fax:510-451-7517
www .bsideco nstructi o n.co m
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:22AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Please preserve off-leash use

---Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:23AM ----

"Michael Karpa"
<mskarpa@comcast.net>

To <Bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

10/30/2011 08:11 AM

cc
Subject Please preserve off-leash use

01

My off-leash times with my dog are virtually the only times I ever use the GGNRA. Please let us keep the
[

R in GGNRA.
Mike Karpa
San Francisco
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Sidney Kass
25 Vista Verde Court, San Francisco CA 94131
415- 333 -9372
,uqJr.;l~~@hotmail. com

A Ec 1:1\f t::S ;·

June 2, 2012

JUN C7 lOll

CITYPLANNING
& COUNTY OF S.r.
OEPARTMEN1
·

Bill Wycko
Planning Department

ME A

Sir:
I urge you to follow the plan to thin out or remove many of the eucalyptus trees on Mt.
Davidson.

01

I live within walking distance of Mt Davidson, and often walk in the open spaces. Only
rarely do I venture into the eucalyptus forest because it is so messy and dangerous
underfoot.
I would like to see open areas populated by native annuals, perennials, bushes, trees or
even grasses.
I fear that the neighbors are misled into expecting dire results from your undoing of the
past error of planting a "productive" eucalyptus forest.
Thank you.
Sincerely
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill Vyycko
Jessica Range
Fw: draft EIR ~gnificant Natural Resource Areas Mgmt ~an
10/04/2011 02:32 PM

----- FoiWarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 02:32 PM-----

Kathie
<fogcitykathie@yahoo.com>

To

11

bill.wycko@sfgov.orgll <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
r----___;;,;,10L..;../(04.l/2;
;.r. .; .; . ; 01.1.; _0; .; . 2:;.;;..;;31....;_PM~-~ Subject draft EIR Significant Natural Resource Areas
Please respondto
Mgmt Plan
Kathie <fogc~ykathie@yahoo.com>

01

Ienthusiastically support limiting access of dogs in Natural Resource Areas so that
these areas can be enjoyed by people who do not want dogs and dog mess all over
their parks. Thank you.

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-922

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Keating-1

JOI:IN

B. KEATli~G

ATTORNEY AT LAW

POST OFFICE Box 620622
2995 WooDSIDE RoAD, SUITE 350
WOODSIDE, CALIFORNLo\ 94062
E·MAII, JBKM TING@AQI,.CQM
I<AC$1MI "" (650) 85 I -59 11

(650) 851-5900

October 3 L, 2011
VIA E-MAJL: bill.wycko@sfgov.org

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re:

Natural Areas Program P11blic Comment

Dear Mr. Wycko:

1 am a San Francisco native and long time resident and have followed the natural areas
program development issues for about a decade now.
1 am opposed to any expansion of the designated natural areas to the extent resulting in
restriction of the types of public recreational access to the particular public park areas. Our City
parks are a treasured resource adding greatly to the quality of life and well being of the citizenry.
As such, any proposal likely to result in restriction of full access of the people to tbe parks should
be reviewed with greatly heightened scrutiny and suspicion.

01

While development of native plant areas does seem generally laudable at first blush, such
efforts are inappropriate for a municipal park if tl1e result is fimcing the people out of their parks.

02

The plan seems to confilse "native plant'' restoration with " nantral areas." Some areas
have a current natural condition of a reasonable adaptive ecological system even if deviating
from the identified preferred "native" plant base. 1 am concerned about short temt negative
impact to the current bird population as a result of the destruction required to convert the areas to
the identified preferred native plant habitat. ln particular, please take note of the loss of the great
blue heron nesting areas caused by prior native plant area clear cutting.

03
[

Moreover, I think you should take a close look at the question of whether the staff DEIS
report reflects a bias in that it app ears based on a series of assumptions all of which favor the
natt1ral areas program, rather than a balanced approach where some assumptions end up favoring
the program and other assumptions end up favoring recreational access. The DElS should be a
careful balanced analysis rather than an advocacy piece to justify a particular conclusion.
Siocerely,

John B. Keating
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV
10/31/201104:16 PM

To Jessica Range!CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Dog play areas in San Francisco · CitiZen's statement

--- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 04: 16PM - Canna Keats

<carma.keats@gmall.com>
10/31/2011 02:17 PM

To Biii.Wycko@sfgov.org

cc
Subject Dog play areas in San Francisco - CitiZen's statement

Although I will fight passionately (for the rest of my life, if necessary) for San Franciscans with
dogs to have access to sufficient off leash play areas, in a way l can see a positive outcome if
plans to restrict more areas to dogs are successful.
It might become the tipping point to create an enormous backlash against the City and City
planners who seem to simply disregard the large percentage ofhomes where families, couples or
individuals consider clogs not to be "nuisances" but, rather, members of the family. Tillilre are
160,000 dog family members in the City; more dogs than lnunan children - and each dog may
represent two or more voters.

01

Ten times the space allotted to dog play is already restricted for people with dogs ; in other
words, we have use of one-tenth the space. If you dare to take even more space away, people
with dogs may rise up to demand true representation of our actual real demographics by City
employees rather than tolerating the way some City employees seem to represent only the
interests of a small minority who unrealistically want to simulate wildemess in the middle of a
major urban center at the expense of local people and their dogs.
In a way, a backlash could even parallel the Occupy movement ... acting out of sheer practicality
and need, Tbelieve people might simply stop heeding City Planning or other guidelines and just
occupy City parks with their dogs.
It seems to me that City platuling ought to consider the actual, real life situation and
demographics in the City rather than attempting to impose an imaginary City through plans for a
City that does not now, and will never, exist in reality.
ln my small comer of town, Dogpatch, I have 360 or more email addresses through which I
contact dog families; you may have received emails already from many of them although the
timing is unfortttnate with so many people busy for Halloween. Nevertheless, each of these
email addresses represent one or two (or even three) San Franciscans that may take further steps
to demand true representation of our actual needs in the future or may simply occupy the City
parks we love so much.
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~though many of us pay taxes for public sc.hools and do not be~·udge a penny of it, ali we need
01
(Cont.) [ IS open space for people and our canme fanuly members. Our netghbor, Mayoral Clmdtdate
Demus Herrera, understands this need, and we thank him for his understanding 1md support.

Mr. Wycko, I also thank you in the hope that you will develop realistic consideration of our
conunon future in San Francisco.
Canna Keats

Dogpatch Dogs
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PRESERVING HISTORY, OR MAKING IT?

Next Monday, Pacifica's planning commission may make one of the Bay Area's most underused
and environmentally harmful golf courses an historic landmark. But rather than preserving
history, the commission may be making it: never before has Pacifica landmarked a property
without first conducting a professional historical resource assessment and without the
landowners consent. If It does so now, Pacifica would set a precedent for abusing the historic
preservation law, and ultimately undermine it. Here's why.
Sharp Park Golf Course, owned and operated by San Francisco but located in Pacifica, is beset
by numerous problems. So San Francisco recently started a planning process to reconsider the
future of Sharp Park and provide a different suite of recreational amenities that would be more
environmentally and financially sustainable.
But golf advocates are trying to do an end-run around this planning process, claiming Sharp Park
should be landmarked because Alister MacKenzie designed it. But history is not on their side.
Mackenzie helped revolutionize golf architecture in the last century by insisting that courses
"Imitate the beauty of nature," rather than be in conflict with it. But MacKenzie ignored his own
maxim when he designed Sharp Park. The project required dredging and filling this delicate
coastal landscape for a staggering fourteen months in order to create enough dry land for an 18hole golf course. And in perhaps his greatest ecological mistake, MacKenzie leveled a coastal
barrier that provided Sharp Park with natural protection from the surging Pacific Ocean,
replacing it with seven links so that golfers could view the sea.

01

The flaws in this design became evident almost immediately. Opening day of the golf course
was delayed twice due to excess water on the course. Then a massive coastal storm surge, no
longer held at bay by the natural barrier MacKenzie destroyed, inundated the course and
severely damaged several of MacKenzie's signature beach-side holes. The subsequent routing of
Highway 1 through Sharp Park destroyed another MacKenzie link, permanently bifurcating
MacKenzie's original design.
San Francisco eventually decided to alter what remained of MacKenzie's layout. The City
constructed a levee along the coastal edge of Sharp Park, in places 30 feet high, destroying the
ocean views MacKenzie designed. And in 1972 Robert Muir Graves redesigned Sharp Park,
moving several links into an upland canyon.
But rather than solving the flooding problem, the levee and redesign exacerbated it. The new
design blocked the natural water seeps and outflows through Sharp Park to the ocean, and the
course now floods annually during normal winter rains.
Currently San Francisco attempts to prevent the freshwater flooding of the golf course by
pumping water through the levee, but this is killing the threatened California red-legged frogalso known as Twain's Frog, because it is the central character in Mark Twain's short story "The
Celebrated Jumping Frog of Calaveras County." In addition, the operation of the golf course
threatens the endangered San Francisco garter snake-considered the most beautiful serpent in
North America-as mowing operations kill the snakes while they bask in the sun on the course's
fairways. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service warned San Francisco in 2005 to stop
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harming these species or face potential civil and criminal liabilities. The golf course managers
responded by leaving standing water on the course for most of the year, causing further damage
to the course.

01
(Cont.)

Consequently, there is simply no MacKenzie legacy at Sharp Park today. A San Francisco golf
program employee wrote a history of San Francisco golf in 1978 and explained that MacKenzie's
design "would never be the same" after the coastal storms decimated the course, and claimed
the Robert Muir Graves redesign was like "taking a house with a beach view and turning it 180
degrees to face a mountain slope." Daniel Wexler, writing in his book "missing links," noted that
MacKenzie's Sharp Park was "shortly lived" and "washed into oblivion by a coastal storm." He
concluded that "no appreciable trace of (MacKenzie's] strategy remains in play'' at Sharp Park
today.
But there are cultural and historic artifacts on the land that can and should be preserved: Sharp
Park was the home of a temporary internment camp during World War II, and Native American
artifacts have been found throughout the area. The golf advocates' end-run would ensure that
these histories go uninterpreted and remain inaccessible except to individuals with the ability
and desire to pay around $40 for a round of golf: all other users are escorted from the course.

02

Moreover, in 2004 a survey of San Franciscans found that the number one recreational demand
is for more hiking and biking trails: golf finished 16th out of 19 options in the same survey. Yet
the city is currently forced to cut services at recreational centers and open spaces while it
subsidizes the underused golf course at Sharp Park.
This is why residents of both Pacifica and San Francisco have come together to urge San
Francisco to consider recreation alternatives at Sharp Park. Because this review is ongoing, San
Francisco has not consented to the end-run proposed by golf advocates in Pacifica.
If Pacifica nonetheless landmarks Sharp Park without a factual basis for doing so, it will enable
future abuse of the preservation ordinance, and improvements to all our community spaces
could be beset with unjustified delay and expense. Pacifica must at a minimum conduct a
professional historic resource assessment and work with the landowner before it takes such
precedent-setting action.
Better yet, the planning commission can save funds, its reputation, and the landmark ordinance
by accepting the hard facts: Sharp Park is no longer a genuine MacKenzie golf course nor is it a
viable economic concern for the city of San Francisco.

Chris Carlsson, Director, FoundSF.org, a living archive of San Francisco history
Lawrence Cuevas, Landscape Architect
Derek Hoye, Golfer Against Sharp Park
Brent Plater, Director, Restore Sharp Park, www.restoresharppark.org
Isabel Wade, Neighborhood Parks Advocate
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV
10/3112011 11:43 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc

bee
Subject Fw: Off Lease Dog Space/EIR for NAP....

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOVon 10/31/201111 :44 AM--

Kimberly Kelly
<kimbe~y_kelly@hotmall.com
>
10/31120 111 1:07 AM

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc

Subject Off Lease Dog Space/EIR for NAP....

Dear Mr. Wycko-

I 1m1 a home owner <md dog owner in San Francisco. I purposefully bought in Bema! Heights,
because it was within walking distance from an off leash dog area (Bema! Hill). My dog Sammy
& I walk there almost every day, and have for the last 8 years. Additionally, we often play at
Crissy Field & at Fort Funston, or hike the Land ' s End Trail. I am also a member ofthe (newly
consolidated/reorganized) San Francisco Parks Alliance.
In most areas where we p lay, users with dogs and users without dogs interact qu ite hannoniously
and respectfully, sometimes informally dividing the space (e.g. at Crissy Field, dogs are
generally n011hwest ofthe jetty/bridge, beachgoers with kids go on theSE side) and it works
quite well. In Bema!, dog owners often get together to physically care for the hill- picking up
garbage, watching out for misuse, working with vetted organizations to weed/restore native
plants, etc.

I am concemed about the potential loss of off-leash space. Preserving park space is
well-intentioned, but I personally believe that preserving the space means preserving it for usemostly by the people who live in tbe area (vs. for native p lants that have long disappearedwhafs next: are we going to return Golden G<1te park into Sand Dunes?).
I have a well-behaved and happy dog because he gets plenty of exercise--on leash exercise
would not be enough for my retriever. And, l am a happy and engaged citizen of my community
in big part because of my dog.

Here are some of my specific concems:

01

[

•

Th e NAP EIR repeatedly says: Dogs MAY impact plants or wildlife, yet offers no
evidence these impacts are actually occutTing or have ever occu1Tcd.
Unsubstantiated claims canoot be made in an EIR. 111e NAP ErR goes on to say:
If allowed to be in a natural area, dogs MAY continue to impact plants or
wildlife. If there's no proof of :m impact, then that impact cannot "continue."
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[

Analysis in the EIR based on tllis speculation is incorrect and inadequate.
l11e EIR does not differentiate between impacts caused by people with dogs and
impacts caused by people without dogs. For example, a 200-pound man will have
02
a much more significant impact on plants that he walks on than a 20-pound dog
will have on any that it walks on. Ifthere is little di11erence in the impacts, then
the EfR cannot justify banning off-leash dogs ft·! om natural areas.
The NAP EIR considers only the closures of 15% oftotal off-leash space when
detetmining impacts on remaining DPAs and recreation. Because the NAP p lan
puts 80% of off-leash space at risk of closure in the future, the NAP EIR must
03
also consider the impacts ofthis much larger closure on remaining DPAs and on
recreation .
•
l11e
NAP EIR does not consider the impact of people driving to other parks if
04
80% of oiT-leash space is closed. This analysis must be done.
•
l11e NAP EIR refers to dogs as "nuisances." It does not consider the positive
aspects of dog walking, including the physical and mental health benefits to
people who walk with their dogs. These must be included in the analysis of
different alternatives. People walk in McLaren Park and on Bema! Hill because
05
they are large enough to take long walks with your dog. Most other DPAs are
much smaller and do not o1fer the same walking experience. TI1e NAP EIR
assumes all DP As are interchangeable . They are not. "Il1is must be cotTected.
l11e NAP EIR does not adequately analyze mitigations short of closing DP As if
06
any impacts can be proven.
TI1e NAP ElR does not adequately consider the long-tenn impacts on climate
change and global wanning that will result from changing areas with non-native
07
trees into native grasslands. Trees are much better at sequestering carbon than
grasslands are, and the long-tenn impact of cutting down trees and replacing them
with grasslands must be considered.
•
TI1e NAP EIR does not adequately consider the fact that the climate in SF has
clumged (<md continues to change) from the time several hundred years ago that
the NAP plan is trying to re-create. Native plants suitable to the earlier climate
08
may no longer be suited to today's (or tomorrow's) climate. Tbe environmental
consequences of trying to force the old habitat into today's (and tomon-ow's)
climate, e.g., increased need for herbicides, should be analyzed more thoroughly.
Thank you for considering my comments.

[
[

Kimberly Kelly--> Consulting
Finance, Accounting & Project Management

415-279-9231
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Bock, John
From:
Sent:
To:
Attachments:

Jessica.Ra nge@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3:47 PM
Bock, John
111 031 GGAS SNRAMP DEIR Comments _fina1_1 .pdf; SNRAMP DEIR Comments. doc; CBD
comments on Natural Areas 1 0-31-11 .pdf; NAP EIR- Belgrave neighbors- D. Lapins.doc;
CBD comments on Natural Areas 1 0-31-11 .pdf; NAP letter pdf; Notes from FWS meeting. pdf;
Final WEI coments on DEIR.pdf; NAP_EIR_2011 .pdf

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409
www.sfplanning.org
-----Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201103:47 PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V
To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:21
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: Let dogs run a bit in San
Francisco

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:21 PM ----Pat Kenealy
<pke nea ly1 @yahoo.
oom>
fu
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
10/31/201111:10
cc
PM
Subject
Let dogs run a bit in San Francisco
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Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.

1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko,

Please do what you can to preserve or expand off-leash dog walking space in
San Francisco parks.

01
I don't own a dog, but my children and I like seeing dogs roaming freely in
our parks and support the rights of our dog-owning neighbors to enjoy our
parks while letting dogs be dogs.

Let's not make more rules in this City, let's live and let live.

Sincerely,

2
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Patrick Kenealy

2464 Broadway

San Francisco, CA 94115
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:47PM ----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO

V

To

Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:21
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: SF Natural Areas Plan

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:22 PM----celeste Iangiiie
<eel angille @earth
To
link. net>
"bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
10/31/201111:09
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
PM
cc
Subject
SF Natural Areas Plan

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am writing to advocate that the maximum restoration alternative must
3
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RECEIVED
Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

OCl t \ lOti
r.\TY & COUNTY Of- SJ
~
PLANNING OEPARTME N1
~ E .~>.

Re: DEIR on Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Mr. Bill Wycko,

01

02

My comments perta in to the DEIR for the Natural Areas Management Plan
(SNRAMP). The DEIR for SNRAMP is an accurate, adequate, and complete review of
the plan. It considers a range of potential impacts to City resources and proposes
mitigations where possible. This DIER is based on sound science and expert
opinions. The DEIR is consistent with the City's Sustainability Plan as well as other
directives. Furthermore, the DIER addresses potentia] impacts for natural and
recreational amenities in San Francisco's Natural Areas.
SNRAMP is an innovative plan that will protect San Francisco's natural resources.
Implementation of the plan will help safeguard local plants and animals by
providing clear direction management priorities. This is the most cost effective
method for managing San Francisco's natural resources.
Thank you
Rachel Kesel
99 Ellsworth St
San Francisco
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RECEIVED

October 24, 2011

ocr 2 6 2ou

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

CJ~&NEN~~E~A~t2~
S.F.
MEA

Subject: Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas
Management Plan
Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am a resident of San Francisco, and am keenly interested in its wildlife, truly natural areas,
and habitat. My prime occupation is taking photographs and studying the behavior of
our urban wildlife here in San Francisco -- I spend three or more hours daily doing this. I
have had exhibits at The Seed Gallery of The Tides Foundation in the Presidio, at the
Josephine Randall Junior Museum, and at the main branch of the San Francisco Public
Library. I have written articles and self-published a booklet to inspire acceptance of our
coyotes and wildlife. I am specifically interested in our wildlife which is not protected
because it is not on any "endangered" lists-- these are the animals I photograph.
01

The current Draft Environmental Report appears to be slanted toward "Native Plant"
[ management, at the expense of other interests.
The removal of so called "invasive" plants destroys habitat.

1. The report repeatedly mentions "invasive trees", usually in reference to eucalyptus. This
tree has not been shown to be invasive. The trees that are here were planted, many of them a
02 [ century or more ago. The main issue appears to be that they are occupying land that Native
Plant advocates want to convert to Native Plant areas.

03

2. The trees, as well as other plants targeted for removal (including blackberry brambles and
vines) form valuable habitat for birds, animals and insects. By focusing on a handful of
species, the needs of all the others are neglected The areas of Native Plants do not appear to
be superior habitat in general. With a few exceptions, they do not provide the cover or the
food resources birds and animals need. Thousands of eucalyptus trees and thousands of cubic
feet of bushy habitat are being destroyed.
Strong toxic pesticides are increasingly necessary.

04

3. Because Native Plants are no longer suited to this eco-system- and because of the need
for NAP to stop Natural Succession, when different plants in turn dominate a particular area
-the ''Natural" Areas Program requires a great deal more pesticides than would be needed if
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these areas were truly natural. The Report underplays both the amounts and the toxicity of
the pesticides that will be used. In fact, it does not even say how much will be used.
04
(Cont.)

4. Garlon (triclopyr), Roundup (glyphosate), and Imazapyr are mentioned as the most likely
chemicals to be used. Garton is a Tier I (Most Hazardous) chemical. Roundup and Imazapyr
are Tier II. No Tier III herbicides are even mentioned.
5. The report contains errors that minimize the impact of these chemicals.
•

On p 365, it says Garlon degrades quickly and has low toxicity to aquatic species.
However, the Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) (http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/eldorado/
documents/freds/WEB%200nly/garlon 4 msds rev 030909.pdt) says "Material is
highly toxic to aquatic organisms" and also that it is "slightly toxic to birds." The
MSDS also says the material is "expected to biodegrade only very slowly in the
environment" and "Fails to pass OECD/EEC tests" (for ready biodegradability). The
report says Garlon is being phased out; but if the NAP's tree-felling program goes
through, a lot more will need to be used to prevent resprouting since it is the only
herbicide known to prevent the res prouts of eucalypts.

•

Imazapyr - which was approved for NAP's use in 2011 - is not approved for use in
Europe. It moves readily in the soil, and is excreted by some plants through their root
systems. It does not biodegrade quickly. Its end-product, quinolic acide, is a
neurotoxin. The report does not mention these issues where it mentions using
Imazapyr.

•

Roundup (glyphosate) is the second most commonly used chemical in NAP (used 31
times in 2010 compared to Garlon's having been used 36 times). This has been linked
to birth defects (including brain damage and neural tube damage) in humans and in
animals. (Giyphosate-Based Herbicides Produce Teratogenic Effects on Vertebrates by
Impairing Retinoic Acid Signaling; Carrasco et al. http: tpubs.acs.Qrg/doi/abs/
I 0. I 021 /rx I 001 749) It is also highly lethal to amphibians, according to a University
of Pittsburgh study. This is a concern because many of the areas where it is used have
water nearby. Glen Canyon, for instance, has a stream running through it. Roundup is
also associated with changes to the soil and fungal root disease. http://
www.reuters.com/article/20 I I /08112/us-glyphosate-idUSTRE77858A20 II 0812

•

The main argument used by the Draft EIR to justify the use of pesticides in the natural
areas is that NAP is following the rules, that therefore by definition there is no
environmental impact from its use. (This reminds me of a recent US Supreme Court
decision in which patients harmed by medical devices are now prohibited from suing
the manufacturers of those devices if they were approved by the FDA.) There are two
reasons why this argument is not an adequate defense: (1) NAP's uses of both Garlon
and lmazapyr have been granted by exception by the Department of the Environment
and they are not used by other agencies in the city. (2) NAP does not always follow

05

06

07

08
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the rules, such as posting a date of the application of the pesticide as required by
[ policy.
The report says that only 10% of SF RPD's pesticide use is in Natural Areas, which are 25%
of the total area. However, certain places, such as sports fields and golf courses, use a
[ disproportionate amount of herbicides. If the natural areas were truly natural, they would
need no herbicides at all. The SFNAP should use no Tier II or Tier I herbicides.
NAP was originally intended to preserve the few remnants of San Francisco's historical
habitat, but the program has morphed into an empire that controls over one-quarter of all the
city-managed parkland -- land for which access is being limited by the NAP program in a
city coping with more and more people. We have wonderful natural areas -- forests, thickets
and overgrown areas, which everyone loves as they are -- they are truly natural -- but they
are being removed for NAP's program.

09

10

11

09
(Cont.)

NAP is actually harming the environment by destroying trees, established habitat, and
established ecosystems which include our existing wildlife. NAP wants to recreate our
environment as one of native grasses which might have existed in the area in 1776 -- in very
delimited spaces this seems fine, but they should not be taking over our parks which have
evolved on all levels since that time. The grasses were native to a sand-dune ecology, but that
is no longer the case within the city, and the grasses provide no protective habitat to the
animals which now occupy these spaces -- animals which are not on NAP's "specified" or
"endangered" lists. There has been an alarmingly high rate of failure when "endangered"
species have been introduced-- this is because they are no longer suited to this environment
which has evolved and changed since 1776. NAP is a political program, not a program based
on science, and one which is hampering people's enjoyment and use of their parks.
rAnd what about birds, raptors and furry animal life that are not on the endangered listslwildlife which already lives in these areas now? There is no mention of these in the EIR. To
put in their grasses, NAP is destroying healthy trees -- trees whlch, besides offering animal
habitat, collect moisture from the fog, offer shade, serve as wind barriers, supply beauty and
psychological relief. The trees are part of ecosystems whlch were established over 100 years
ago. They are a part of a balanced, healthy animal habitat What ever happened to saving the
trees?
We have now discovered that, for native plants, there is a huge issue of "sustainability"
which has been totally overlooked by the NAP program: the Native Plants in fact cannot
survive without artificial means of keeping them going, including huge amounts of human
management and poisons to keep other growth down: this project is an absolute waste of
resources. And the result is artificial museum gardens which preclude other uses of the parks
-- access to more and more areas is being restricted because of the NAP program. The very
phrase "natural areas" is totally deceptive to the public -- these are artificial creations.
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12
13
14
15

If you want to look at some areas which have been left totally bare because NAP ripped out
what was there, look at the periphery of Pine Lake - the NAP program ftrst began there 15
years ago and it is a mess. And now the lush growth in Glen Canyon is slowly and
systematically being removed, NAP is turning a gem of a wilderness park -- something that
everyone wants retained -- into a native grassland area, even removing and thinning trulynative willows and coyote brush. No one wants these parks turned into these artificial
museum gardens except the NAP people themselves and their recruited volunteers. Twin
Peaks is sprayed with poisons every four months so that native plants can grow. More people
that I speak to want to end the NAP domination of our so-called "natural areas."
For all these reasons, the Proposed Project as well as the "Maximum Restoration
Alternative" are bad for wildlife, habitat and environment. The "Maintenance Alternative",
as stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Report on page 526, states that this is the
Environmentally Superior Alternative because it has the least negative impact on the
environment of all alternatives. Of these alternatives, I am advocating the "Maintenance
Alternative." However, I and many others would like to see the NAP program actually cut
back. Page 2 of your summary needs to be corrected to reflect what page 526 of the Draft
says: that the "Environmentally Superior Alternative" is the "Maintenance Alternative."
Please let's preserve nature -- true nature and wildlife -- not these artificially created museum
gardens for which NAP is destroying the forests, thickets and underbrush we have, that are
non-sustainable needing constant human intervention and poisons, that are limiting access to
those of us who use the parks.

sa·c~4
Jane Kessler
63 ouglass Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
jannyck@aol.com
ww'A-.~.urbanv. jldncss.com
V. WW.CQ} OtC)' ippS.COOl

Enclosed: All of these photos were taken in San Francisco parks and open spaces -- this is
the so-called "invasive" and "non-native" habitat used by our existing wildlife. This habitat is
being removed for native grasses. These animals are not listed in the EIR report.
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All of these photos were taken in San Francisco parks and open spaces- these show the
so-called "invasive" and "non-native" habitat used by our existing wildlife. This habitat: trees,
thickets and dense undergrowth, is being removed for native grasses. These animals are not
listed in the EIRreport --why aren'tthey?
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Great
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Garter
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Box)
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San Francisco and its native plants in 1806

14, 2011
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Bill WydcofCTYPLNISFQOV
101271201111:31 AM

To Jessica RangeiCTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
oc
boc
Subject Fw: Public Comment on Draft Envlronmentsllmpsct Report
for Natural Areas Management Plar

-

Forwarded by Bill \"v'yckoiCTYPLNISFGOVon 101271201111 :31 AM -

lallllllilllllllar

"'nftYCkep.ol.eom>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

1012512011 06:42 PM

oc
Subject Public Comment on Draft Environmental I mpsct Report for
Natural Areas Management Plan

01

02

03

04

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite400
San Francisco, CA 94103
bm.wycl!.o@sfgoy.org
Subject: Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas
Management Plan
Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am a resident of San Francisco, and am keenly interested in its wildlife, truly natural ar eas,
and habitat. My prime occupation is taking photographs, and I study the behavior of urban
wildlife - I spend three or more hours daily doing this. I have h ad exhibits at T he Seed Gallery
ofTh e Tides Foundation in the Presidio, at the J osephine Randall Junior Museum, and at the
main branch of the San Francisco Public Library. I have written articles and self-published a
booklet to inspire acceptance of our coyotes and wildlife. I am specifically interested in our
,"'iJdlife which is not protected because it is not on any "endangered. lists.
The current Draft Environmental Report appears to b e slanted toward "Native Plant•·
[ management, at the expense of other interests.
The removal of so called "invasive• plants destroys h abitat.
1. The report repeatedly mentions "invasive trees•, usually in reference to eucalyptus. This tree
has not been shown to be invasive. The trees that are here were planted, many of them a century
[ or more ago. The main issue appears to be that they are occupying land that Native Plant
advocates want to convert to Native Plant areas.
2. The trees, as well as other plants targeted for removal (including blackberry brambles and
vines) form valuable habitat for birds, animals and insects. By focusing on a handful of species,
the needs of all the others are neglected. The areas of Native Plants do not appear to be superior
h abitat in general. With a few exceptions, they do not provide the cover or the food resources
birds and animals need. Thousands of eucalyptus trees and thousands of cubic feet of bushy
habitat are being destroyed.
Strong toxic pesticides are increasingly necessary.
3· Because Native Plants areno longer suited to this eco-system - and because of the need for
[ NAP to stop Natural Succession, when different plants in turn dominate a particular area- the
"Natural• Areas Program requires a great deal more pesticides than would be needed if these
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areas were truly natural. The Repmt underplays both the amounts and the toxicity of the
pesticides that will be used. In fact, it does not even say how much will be used.
4· Garlon (triclopyr), Roundup (glyphosate), and Imazapyr are mentioned as the most likely
chemicals to be used. Garlon is a Tier I (Most Hazardous) chemical. Roundup and Imazapyr are
Tier II. No Tier III herbicides are even mentioned.
5. The report contains errors that minimize the impact of these chemicals.

•

On p 365, it says Garlon degrades quickly and has low toxicity to aquatic species. However,
the Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) (
http://www.fs.fed.us/rs/eldorado/documents/freds/WEB%2oOnly/garlon 4 msds rev o
309og.pdf) says "Material is highly toxic to aquatic organisms" and also that it is "slightly
toxic to birds." The MSDS also says the material is "expected to biodegrade only very slowly
in the environment" and "Fails to pass OECD/EEC tests" (for ready biodegradability). The
report says Garlon is being phased out; but ifthe NAP's tree-felling program goes through, a
lot more will need to be used to prevent resprouting since it is the only herbicide known to
prevent the resprouts of eucalypts.
Imazapyr- which was approved for NAP's use in 2011- is not approved for use in Europe. It
moves readily in the soil, and is excreted by some plants through their root systems. It does
not biodegrade quickly. Its end-product, quinolic acide, is a neurotoxin. The report does not
mention these issues where it mentions using Imazapyr.

06

•
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Roundup (glyphosate) is the second most commonly used chemical in NAP (used 31 times in
2010 compared to Garlon's having been used 36 times). This has been linked to birth defects
(including brain damage and neural tube damage) in humans and in animals.
(Glyphosate-Based Herbicides Produce Teratogenic Effects on Vertebrates by Impairing
Retinoic Acid Signaling; Carrasco et al. http://pubs.acs.org/doi!abs/10.1021/tx1001749) It
is also highly lethal to amphibians, according to a University of Pittsburgh study. This is a
concern because many of the areas where it is used have water nearby. Glen Canyon, for
instance, has a stream running through it. Roundup is also associated with changes to the
soil and fungal root disease.
http://www.reuters.com/articlel2on/o8/12/us-glyphosate-idUSTRE77B58A20110812

•
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The main argument used by the Draft EIR to justify the use of pesticides in the natural areas
is that NAP is following the rules, that therefore by definition there is no environmental
impact from its use. (This reminds me of a recent US Supreme Court decision in which
patients harmed by medical devices are now prohibited from suing the manufacturers of
those devices if they were approved by the FDA.) There are two reasons why this argument
is not an adequate defense: (1) NAP's uses of both Garlon and Imazapyr have been granted
by exception by the Department of the Environment and they are not used by other agencies
in the city. (2) NAP does not always follow the rules, such as posting a date of the
application of the pesticide as required by policy.
The report says that only 10% of SF RPD's pesticide use is in Natural Areas, which are 25% of the
total area. However, certain places, such as sports fields and golf courses, use a dispropmtionate
amount of herbicides. If the natural areas were truly natural, they would need no herbicides at
all. The SFNAP should use no Tier II or Tier I herbicides.
NAP was originally intended to preserve the few remnants of San Francisco's historical habitat,
but the program has morphed into an empire that controls over one-quarter of all the
city-managed parkland -land for which access is being limited by the NAP program in a city
coping with more and more people. We have wonderful natural areas -forests, thickets and
overgrown areas, which everyone loves as they are - they are truly natural - but they are being
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established ecosystems which include our existing wildlife. NAP wants to recreate our
environment as one of native grasses which might have exist<..'<i in the area in 1776 - in very
delimited spaces this seems fine, but they should not be taking over our parks which have
evolved on all levels since that time. The grasses were native to a sand-dune ecology, hut that is
no longer the case within the city, and the grasses provide no protective habitat to the animals
which now occupy these spaces - animals which are not on NAP's "specified" or "endangered"
lists. There has been an alarmingly high rate offailure when "endangered" species have been
introduced -this is because they arc no longer suited to this environment which has evolved
and changed since 1776. NAP is a political program, not a program based on science, and one
which is hampering people's enjoyment and use oftheir parks.
And what about birds, raptors and furry animal life that are not on the endangered lists -wildlife wl1ich already lives in these areas now? There is no mention ofthese in the ETR. To put
in their grasses, NAP is destroying healthy trees- trees which, besides offering animal habitat,
offer shade, wind barriers, beauty <md psychological relief. The trees arc part of ecosystems
which were established over 100 years ago. They are a pa1t of a balanced, healthy animal habitat.
What ever happened to saving the trees?
We have now discoverc'<i that, for native plants, there is a huge issue of "sustainability" which
has been totally overlooked by the NAP program: the Native Plants in fact cannot survive
without artificial means of keeping them going, including huge amount.<; of human management
and poisons lo keep other !!,rOwlh down: lhis project is au absolute wasle of resoun:es. Aucllhe
result is artificial museum gardens which preclude other uses of the parks - access to more and
more areas is being restricted because of the NAP program. The very phrase "natural areas" is
totally deceptive to the public- these are artificial creations.
Tf you need to look at areas which have heen left totally bare because NAP ripped out what was
there, look at the periphery of Pine Lake -the NAP program first began there lfi years ago and it
is a mess. And now the lush growth in Glen Canyon is slowly and systematically being removed,
NAP is turning a gem of a wilderness park -something that everyone wants retainc>d - into a
native grassland area, even removing and thinning truly-native willows and coyote brush. No
one wants these parks turned into these a1tificial museum gardens except the NAP people
themselves. Twin Peaks is sprayed with poisons every four months so that native phmts can
grow. More people that I speak to are for ending the NAP domination of om so-called "natural
areas."
For all these reasons, the Proposed Project as well as the "Maximum Restoration Alternative" are
bad for wildlife, habitat and environment. The "Maintenance Alternative", as stated in the Draft
Environmental Impact Rep01t on page 526, states that this is the Environmentally Superior
Alternative because it has the least negative impact on the environment of all altematives. Of
these alternatives, I am advocating the "Maintenance Alternative." However, I and many
others would like to see the NAP program actually cut back extensively. Page 2 of your
summary needs to be corrected to reflect what page 526 of the Draft says: that the
[ "Environmentally Superior Alternative" is the "Maintenance Alternative."
Please let's preserve nature --true nature and wildlife-- not these artificially created
museum gardens for which NAP is destroying the forests, thickets and underbn1sh we
have in our parks. The native plant gardens are non-sustainable and need constant
human intervention and poisons, and they are limiting access to those of us who use the
parks.
Sincerely,
.Janet Kessler
www.urbanwildness.com
www.coyoteyipps.com

t
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

10/31 /2011 11:46 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP

··-·Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31 /2011 11:47 AM···Jean Kind
<sfmomdog @yahoo.com>

10/31/201110:38AM
Please respond to
Jean Kind
<sfmomdog@yahoo.com>

01

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject NAP

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am very much opposed to the NAP that would close the Lake Merced dog play area
and reduce off-leash dog recreation on Bernal Hill and in Mclaren Park.
I believe enough land has been set aside for the preservation of native plants within our
urban environment
These are areas where residents of San Francisco, myself included , regularly walk with
their dogs and their children.
Thank you,
Jean Kind
2165 15th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94116
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Bil \tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
1 ()131/2011 04:15PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Regarding the the NAP EIR for Dog Play Areas

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:15PMc.trp&lfioll
<c.pect#a@tm~il.com>

To

1()13112011 02:46PM

cc

bill.~cko@sfgov.org

Subject Regarding the the NAP EIR for Dog Play Areas

Dear J:...fr. Wycko:
I am writing to offer my brief comments on the changes being proposed by the recent NAP EIR
as the relate to Dog Play Areas. I have lived directly across the street from McLaren park for
over 6 years, and have walked my dog in that DPA nearly daily for that period. I have seen
absolutely no visible deterioration of the natural resources of McLaren. (And in fact, the park
has bee ome safer over the years due to the presence of so many dogs and their walkers &
owners.)

01

The changes proposed appear to have been made based on a series of assumptions of how dogs
MAY be impacting natural areas, but the" data" provided is spotty, inconclusive, and in some
portions of the report, flat-out incorrect. The lack of scientific method or quantifiable results is
disturbing, and certainly shouldn't provide a basis for making such sweeping changes that will
negatively impact so many citizens.
McLaren Park in particular remains one of only places in the city where dogs and their owners
can exercise together over great distances, while co-existing peacefully with the natural
inhabitants of the park, as well as other human users. I urge you to reconsider the proposed
changes being made, and allow our already limited DPAs to remain as they are.
Thank you for your time.
Respectfully,
Julie King
The Portola
San Francisco, CA 94134
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
06105/2012 1 0:52AM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas
Management Plan

-

F o!Warded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFG OV on 06/0512012 10:52 AM-

<kleb..a@wellrf•so.com>
06105/2012 08:32AM

To <bill."'6'cko@sfgov.org>
cc <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>. <Sean.Eisbernd@sfgov.org>.
<David.Chiu@sfgov.org>. <Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>.
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>. <Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>.
<jane. kim@ sfgov. org>. <Christina. Olague@sfgov .org>.
<David. Campos@sfgov.org>. <mark.f arrell@ sfgov. org>.
<mayoredwinlee@sfgov .org>, <scott.wiener@sfgov .org>

Subject FW: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas

Management Plan

Dear Mr. Wycko.
01

[

I'm opposed to this plan. Cutting healthy trees and using herbicides should be illegal It
would have significant negative impact on wind and shadow, hydrology and water
quality, and forest resources- the findings ar incorrect.

02

[

MAINTENANCE ALTERNATIVE is the only acceptable alternative.
Personally, I'd like the NAP eliminated all together.
Sincerely,
Susanna Klebaner,
SF - 94121
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October 13,2011

RECEIVED
Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

OCT 17 2011
CITYPLANNING
&COUNTY OF S.F
DEPARTMENT
MEA

RE: Draft EIR Natural Areas Plan
Dear Mr. Wycko:
I'm not a scientist but I understand and appreciate science, having spent my career
working at UCSF. The so-called restoration ecology espoused by the backers of NAP is
not backed by science but by ideology. I am appalled that thls movement has apparently
taken over government agencies that should be representing all the people, not a vocal
minority.

01

The expansion of the NAP and the destruction of healthy, mature trees in many areas of
SF is not only a waste of tax-payer money but a blight on the landscape. If more people
were aware of the plan, I'm sure they would be pounding down the doors of City Hall in
protest. But ordinary citizens are too busy with their lives, working, taking care of their
children, etc. Also, there is no coverage of this issue in our local papers as far as I have
seen.
I have seen pictures of SF in the 1800s and it is not an attractive sight. Windswept,
barren, sand dunes creating wind tunnels from the ocean to downtown. Is that what we
want to recreate? If this inevitable result of what the NAP supporters desire was put to
the public in an open vote, I'm sure it would be voted down. As representatives of the
citizens of SF, I urge you to support our interests and reject the EIR and the specious
'science' it's predicated upon.
Sincerely,

Carolyn Koster
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
1()131/2011 04:13PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee

Subject Fw. Natural Areas Program comment

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:14PM-

carl.lltt"'.tn@cornc.att.net
1()131/2011 03: 14 PM

To

bill.~cko@sfgov.org

cc
Subject Natural Areas Program comment

01

Dear Mr. Wycko.
I support the MIN IMUM of NAP activity in our parks and open space. NAP jurisdiction should not
be expanded beyond their already invasive are as of activity.
The Natural Areas Program defines "natural areas" as areas planted only with plants that grew
here when San Fran cisco was all sand and sand dunes. Before our city was built. Before our
lush parks were created.
This narrow definition of what is "natural" is absurd. A natural area should be defined by the
amount of wild Iife it supports. By this definition. our parks are natural are as.
VVhy on earth would we want to return our parks to sand with tiny sand dune pI ants and coastal
scrub when our parks have such incredible natural beauty and supp art such an incredible
diversity of wildlife?
San Francisco is a bird watcher's paradise. The hawks and owls that nest in monterey cypress
and pine trees cannot nest in any of the four (tediously slow growing) San Francisco "native"
trees.
Pines and Cypress are the backbone trees of our parks. They're not only beautiful, but provide
habitat for countless species of wild Iife. Removing these trees because they're "not native"
would be criminal.
Removing the pI ants that gene rations of gardeners have pi anted and tended to retu m these
areas to sand. pi anted only with "native" coastal dune pi ants would decrease wildlife
biodiversity. NOT increase wildlife biodiversity.
We should not remove any existing veg elation (never mind 11 DO acres, 1/3 of our pa rklands) to
return these acres back into sand. with only coastal scrub plants.
I love the Iush vegetation in our parks and do not want ANY of it removed for any rea son - but
particularly for the ridiculous reason that a radical group (funded with my tax dollars) defines
"natural" as only what was here before the city of San Francisco was built, and before our
beautiful parks were created.
As SF's population continues to grow and more Iarge housing developments are plan ned.
demand for recreation and relaxing in our parks increases.
The Natural Areas Pro gram fences off the areas that they first denude then pia nt with
insignificant I tiny dune plants to create their pi ant museums.
Spending tax dollars to take away recreation areas from residents is outrageous.
I want more Rec and Park gardeners hi red and Iess staff positions paid to the Natural Are as
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Program , who are intent on removing the lush vegetation that I enjoy in our parks.
Thank You
Sincerely,

Richard Koury
38 Lynch St.
San Francisco, CA
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Bll ~/CTYPLN/SFQOV

To Jessica P.ange/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

1()'2712011 05:10PM

oc
boc
Subject Fvl please oppose:ggnra plan

-F01warded JY BiiiWycko/CTYPLNISFGOVon 101271201 1 05:11 PM-

...111-KDYNky

-41Mnal!r'OQmal.com•

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

1()'2712011 04:40PM

oc
Subject please oppose ggn"' plan

open offleash is ah·eady so limite.d and busy. please dont curb access.
[ thank you

01
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Bill Wycko, SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 941 03
October 31, 2011
Comments on the draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Areas Program
INTRODUCTION
As to whether or not habitat restoration works, to quote Greg Gaar, prominent natural historian of
San Francisco, "NAP and volunteer work parties have been extremely successfully in preserving
the native plant communities on Mt Davidson. Those rich habitats would have been destroyed by
rapidly advancing eucalyptus, English ivy, cotoneaster, blackberry etc. if folks have not been
controlling the weeds for the last twenty years
'The Nootka Reed Grass Community on the spine of Mt Davidson is amazingly healthy
considering that it is surrounded by invasive exotics.
"The Huckleberry Scrub Community on the north side of the mountain is unique to San Francisco
and probably to California. This plant community would have been destroyed by weeds by now.
Thanks to NAP and volunteers, it thrives today.
"Habitat Restoration works."
Secondly, the issue of habitat restoration versus recreation is a false dichotomy. We recreate by
playing cards and computer games, by playing tennis or soccer. To place recreation as opposed
to the Natural Areas Program is patently absurd, especially under the rubric of an environmental
impact statement. Two exceptions are 1) the recreation of walking and looking at nature, which
was at the top of activities chosen by San Franciscans in a survey done by the Neighborhood
Parks Council, and 2) the recreation of doing habitat restoration.
San Francisco is truly remarkable to have these remnant native sites, which are due to chance in
some cases and the rugged terrain in others. I was raised in St. Louis; nowhere was there a
natural area. Everywhere horticulture, rather than nature, reigns in St. Louis. These natural
remnants are not merely 'exotic horticulture'. They are our natural history as much as are the
birds of the Pacific Flyway, the Mission Blue butterflies, and the endangered clapper rail. Our
children and our grandchildren deserve their preservation, enhancement and expansion.
SPECIFIC COMMENTS

01

1) With respect to the description of the twenty-two natural areas in San Francisco, the DEIR is
[ accurate, thorough and complete.

02

2) The consideration of Sharp Park should be removed from the DEIR and placed on a separate
[ planning track.
3) The evaluation of the various environmental impacts should be redone. Comments below:

03

Table 21 in the dEIR compares the project and the proposed alternatives relative to the various
considerations that make up an environmental impact, i.e , Land Use and Land Use Planning,
Aesthetics, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Wind and Shadow, Recreation, Biological
Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Agriculture and
Forest Resources, and Air Quality. This list in the dEIR does not grade or weight the
considerations; it merely views them as though they were all equal.
The legislative intent of the California Environmental Quality Act does not view these
considerations as equal. The preservation and enhancement of the environment are more
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important than these other issues. The evaluation of the different alternatives in the NAP dEIR
relative to their environmental impacts should be made in the context of the intent of the CEQA
legislation and not treat impact considerations as equals. The most disconcerting aspect of the
considerations listed in Table 21 is that all are treated as though each is equivalent to biological
resources, and yet this is not according to the legislative intent of the CEQA code. (For example,
there is even no mention of "recreation" in the legislative intent.)

§ 21000. LEGISLATIVE INTENT,
The Legislature finds and declares as follows:
(e) Every citizen has a responsibility to contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the
environment.

§ 21001. ADDITIONAL LEGISLATIVE INTENT
The Legislature further finds and declares that it is the policy of the state to:
(a) Develop and maintain a high-quality environment now and in the future, and take all action
necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental quality of the state.
(b) Take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with clean air and water,
enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities, and freedom from
excessive noise.
(c) Prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due to man's activities, insure that fish and
wildlife populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and preserve for future
generations representations of all plant and animal communities and examples of the major
periods of California history.
(d) Ensure that the long-term protection of the environment, consistent with the provision of a
decent home and suitable living environment for every Californian, shall be the guiding criterion in
public decisions.
(e) Create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony
to fulfill the social and economic requirements of present and future generations.
(f) Require governmental agencies at all levels to develop standards and procedures necessary
to protect environmental quality.
Throughout the dEIR, the various potential impacts should be re-evaluated with respect to
legislative intent. Below are a few examples:

04

"Dog activity in DPAs is an existing use, and the SNRAMP does not propose increasing this
activity; however, closing or reducing DPAs under the SNRAMP could intensify dog use in the
remaining DPAs. In addition, because resources to enforce leash laws are limited, dogs would
likely continue to be let off leash in parts of Natural Areas outside of DPAs, even though that
activity is prohibited. As a result, dogs may currently be impacting and may continue to impact
protected plant species in or near DPAs. Pet owners may contribute to disturbance via trampling.
As a result, implementation of the SNRAMP could have significant adverse impacts on
these species. " [Emphasis added.]

This conclusion is very odd and out of sorts with the intent of CEQA. A more appropriate
conclusion would be the mitigation that the Recreation and Parks Department enforce leash laws
more adequately. The department has a beefy Parks Patrol division that cou ld certainly be used
to enforce leash laws, with fines that strongly encourage compliance . [sfweekly.com-article
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"The Maximum Restoration Alternative meets some, but not all, of the project objectives
presented in Section Ill. C. Specifically, the Maximum Restoration Alternative does not meet the
objective related to recreation, as the Maximum Restoration Alternative would provide additional
restrictions on public use and access of the Natural Areas. "
''This alternative has impacts similar to those discussed for the proposed project. However,
implementing management actions that restore native habitat throughout all Natural Areas would
take precedent over implementing management actions for recreation facilities. Compared to the
proposed project, this alternative involves no new trails in the Natural Areas, thereby providing
reduced recreation opportunities. The Natural Areas Program would continue to promote passive
recreation.

05

"This alternative would further reduce the size of existing DPAs, so it could increase the use of
the remaining DPAs, potentially resulting in greater physical deterioration of recreation facilities,
compared to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, these impacts are expected to
be less than significant. Within the cumulative timeframe, the GGNRA Dog Management Plan
also would restrict dog use on GGNRA lands that may result in potentially significant and
unavoidable cumulative impacts associated with the physical deterioration of the Natural Areas
DPAs. "

06

07

These excerpts demonstrate the crux of the issue of how recreation and public use (i.e.,
unleashed dogs) are given the same weight as habitat restoration. This is counter to the intent of
the CEQA legislation, which nowhere mentions recreation (or dogs or companion animals).
(Another oddity in dEIR is that with all of the attention the voluminous document gives to dogs,
nowhere is dog urine mentioned. Good people do "pick up after" their dogs, but certainly not the
urine. With an estimated 130,000 dogs in San Francisco, dog urine is an environmental hazard
to many, many plants. Surely this oversight in the dEIR is unintentional, but it should be
corrected.)
Simply stated by the organization, Nature in the City, "If the recreation and maintenance
alternatives are the 'environmentally superior alternatives' and neither the restoration nor the
[
proposed project are, then this analysis is flawed."
In summary, there is something out of sink with the intent of the CEQA legislation and it occurs
throughout the dEIR. The draft needs to be changed to comply with intent, according to the
legislative code of the State of California.
Sincerely,
Pinky Kushner
1362 61h Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94122
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

10/31 /201 1 09:07AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc

bee
Subject Fw: pdf footnote for comments on the dEIR for the NAP

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 09:08AM - -

Pinky Kushner
<pinkykushner@mac.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/201 1 08:44AM

cc
Subject pdf footnote for comments on the dEIR for the NAP

Greetings Mr . Wycko,
Attached here is a pdf footnote for my comments about the dEIR for the
NAP .
Thank you ,
Pinky Kushner
1362 6th Avenue
San Francisco , CA
pinkykushner@mac .com

~
...!e!.

S.F. Park Patrol1 .pdf
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Ranger N oir: S.F. Park Patrol Run as Money
Machine

Among its findings:
A full-t ime Park Patrol super vis<W holds a ;;ecood, sepa r;•te full-time job with the s tate of California. Park staffers say be often doesn't show up t·o work. Uu t
Oeprutment of Recreation and Pru'k operations manager Denny Ketn says be appr·oved this arrangement. "The explanation is, there is no conflict," bis
spokeswoman told us.
Another Park Patrol allegedly skips bis rounds and sleeps during his graveyard sllift, then shows up for work the next day to log overtime hours, thus doubling
his S53,000 salaty. He's considet·ed one oft he chief pat·k ranget·'s favm-ed employees.
The man in charge of the utlit, meanwhile, repottedly manipulates ove•·tim~ assignments and then divvies them up among buddies, saving some plum ones for
himself.
Last year, cbief P;u·k Patrol Office•· Marcus Santiago co11ected mo•-e tban $85,000 in overrime pay on rop of his $67,000 annual salar·y, averl'tging more than 70
hours of work per week, 52 weeks annually.
Per·haps the most bi:tan e aspect of this stocyis that some oftbe appa•·erll wrongdoing has been going on under the noses ofb igh-mukinggovernrnent offiCials .
According to the stmy:
Santiago bas been the target of wbistleblower and otbe•· complaints. To cover his tracks during one city inquiry, Santiago allegedly told underlings to
backdate ovmtime paperwork, according to multiple sources with knowledge of the situation. Anotbet· time, Santiago repottedly r-esponded to a
request fo•· cellphone •·eco•'ds -- which might have shown a city investigator· whether· or not he was lying about overtime -- by claiming tbat he'd
dropped b'is pbone in wateL Despite invesligaliog some of lhese complaints, h is boss, Recr-eatiorJ and Pa•·ks 0f>erations Manager Delin is Kem bas
protected Santiago, SF Weekly bas found. Late this summer, following an extensive invcstig~ttion. the federal Equal Employment Oppottunity
Commission authorized an internal repmt documenting the ovettime allegations. The repott showed evidence of discrimination against employees
not in b is inoe•· circle and retaliation against complaioants. n alsc> affirmed that Santiago misled city officials on his San Fr::utcisco employmerll
application in ordet· to cover up that he was fi.t-ed from the Oakland Police Department on allegations of r:nisapprop,;al ing evidence and abusing
people in custody.
The Pa•·k Patrol has beetl nm few years as Ma rcus Santiago's r>e•·sonal fiefdom. Now that this is out in. the open, I'm curious to see if Mayor 6d l.ee will ask his
parks Ger1eral Manager Phil Ginsburg to get r id of this app;u·ent liability.
Follow us on 7wiN•w @SFWeeklu and @11re.''l>ritchSF
Showing 2 co-.n.nl eo.ts

Oneslimcat
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-963

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Langille-1

Bock, John
From:
Sent:
To :
Subject:

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November01, 2011 347 PM
Bock, John
Fw: SF Natural Areas Plan

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
-·--· Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:48 PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V
To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:21
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: SF Natural Areas Plan

-···· Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:22 PM·····
celeste Iangiiie
<cclangille@earth
link. net>
To
"bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
10/31/201111:09
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
PM
cc
Subject
SF Natural Areas Plan
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[

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am writing to advocate that the maximum restoration alternative must include restoring the whole Sharp Park golf
course to endangered species, bird and other wildlife habitat for a truly ecologically sustainable coastal lagoon
restoration.
Please separate out Sharp Park from the Natural Areas Plan so that San Francisco's nature and biodiversity is not
[ dragged down by Sharp Park and its golf course.

02

For over a decade, SF Recreation and Parks Natural Areas Program has been working to realize the Significant Natural
Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP), the most important environmental document in San Francisco's history.
Please include and analyze the following considerations:

03

[

-The Natural Areas Plan goals are sufficient,
-The SNRAM P DEIR, with notable exceptions, does an excellent job analyzing the environmental impacts of the Natural
[ Areas Plan.

04

-The Plan is NOT radical. In fact, the Proposed Project neglects to fully address the long-term sustainable management
and control of invasive plants, due to the retention of weed-nurturing eucalyptus groves in the
[ MA-3 areas, which designation perpetuates a fragmented approach to natural resources management.

05
06

[

-For the purposes of the SNRAMP DEIR, recreation should include community stewardship. This would change the
balance of purported recreational impacts.
That the recreation and maintenance alternatives are the "environmentally superior alternatives" and neither the
restoration nor the proposed project are, is, apparently, an unfortunate paradox of CEQA, where biodiversity is
[
considered no more important than aesthetics or recreation within the human environment.

07

08
[

1& 2
(Cont) [

-The true impacts (and benefits!) of the maximum restoration alternative cannot be properly evaluated against the
proposed project, since the description is only two pages long. Thus, no such definitive conclusions about recreation
impacts or biological benefits can be made because there is no substance to the alternative. It is totally general.
Therefore, please separate out Sharp Park from the Natural Areas Plan! In addition, please ensure that the City and
County of San Francisco places the protection of the natural environment and endangered species at Sharp Park Golf
Course at the highest priority.
Thank you
Celeste Langille

Sent from my iPhone

2
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RECEIVE~

Victoria Lansdown
105 Jarboe Ave.
S.F CA. 94110

OCI I 7 iU1i
CITY &COUNTY OF SJ.

Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St.
S.F. CA. 94103

PLANNING DEPARTMF.Nl

MEA

10117111

Dear Sir,
I am writing regarding the expansion and implementation of the Natural Areas Program.
I am a native San Franciscan, who raised three children here. I am a home owner in
Bernal Heights and I operate a small business in the city. I have a long time vested
interest in the parks. As a home owner and small business operator, I pay thousands of
dollars yearly in taxes and licensing fees to the city of San Francisco. Now I find out that
access to my local park for the recreation of walking my dog is about to be denied.
HOW DARE THEY!
How dare the staff, especially Lisa Wade, tell me what I can or cannot do in the parks 1
PAY FOR! I am outraged and incensed. How dare they usurp almost 70% of our public
lands, denying taxpayers use of their parks, for their own elitist agenda. Bernal Heights is
Hundreds of people use that park on a dai ly hasis. How does lisa Wade have the nerve to
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October 30, 2011
Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE:

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Areas Resource Management Plan

SENT VIA E-MAIL TO: bill.wycko@sfgov.org
Dear Mr. Wycko:
We are neighbors of two "natural areas" at either end of our street (Belgrave): Tank Hill and the Interior
Greenbelt. Our opinion of the Natural Areas Program and the associated Environmental Impact Report is
based on our personal experience and direct observation of those two natural areas.
About 25 trees on Tank Hill were destroyed over a period of 6 to 10 years by staff of the Natural Areas
Program (NAP) and/or volunteer supporters of NAP. Those trees were young and healthy, with trunks varying
in diameter of 6" to 24".
We weren't happy about the destruction of those trees and we appealed to the Recreation and Park
Department to stop cutting the trees down. In a meeting with the General Manager at that time, Elizabeth
Goldstein, an agreement was reached that would save the roughly 30 to 40 trees that remain until an equal
number of native trees reached maturity to replace them.
The Recreation and Park Department supplied about two dozen oak trees that were approximately 12" to 30"
tall with trunks of about 1" in diameter. The neighbors planted those trees. Five of those trees have survived
so far. Only one seems to have achieved any real security and growth since it was planted.
The trees that remain have been severely pruned to reduce the shade they cast on the ground. Occasionally
they are further mutilated. We have complained to the Executive Director of the Natural Areas Program about
the damage being done to the trees that remain. She has assured us that the staff of the Natural Areas
Program no longer works on Tank Hill. Therefore, we assume that this damage is inflicted by a volunteer who
continues to work on Tank Hill, apparently unsupervised.
We have also recently (2010) witnessed the destruction of many healthy, young trees in the Interior Greenbelt
when a trail was developed there under the auspices of the Natural Areas Program.
Based on these experiences, we are submitting the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR):

01
02

['

The DEIR claims that only dead, dying, diseased, trees will be destroyed by the implementation of the
management plan (SNRAMP). This claim is not consistent with our experience with the actions of NAP
or with the written management plan.

['

The DEIR claims that every tree that is destroyed will be replaced with a native tree. We do not
believe, based on our experience, that it will be physically possible to replace every tree with a native
tree because native trees will not grow in most places in San Francisco. Our experience with
"replacement trees," makes us question that NAP has the resources to implement such a
commitment, even if the native trees would grow.

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-967

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Lapins-1

10-30-11

Page 2

03

04

[

We are opposed to the Maximum Restoration Alternative. The Natural Areas Program does not seem
to have sufficient staff to take care of the existing natural areas. Furthermore, they are not supervising
the volunteers who are sometimes engaging in what amounts to vandalism in the natural areas. It is
not realistic to expect the Natural Areas Program to expand their active restoration efforts into the
MA-3 areas. Given the severe economic constraints on public funding, it is not feasible, nor would it
be beneficial, to expand the staff of the Natural Areas Program.

[

We support the Maintenance Alternative because it will do the least damage to the environment.
Fewer trees will be destroyed and less pesticide will be needed to destroy more non-native plants and
trees. The native wild flowers on Tank Hill are thriving in the company of non-native trees. We would
be happy to have more native plants on Tank Hill, but we do not believe that it is necessary to destroy
trees for that purpose.

Thank you for your consideration.
The neighbors of Tank Hill, San Francisco

Denise La pins
Via my e-mail address: dlapins41S@comcast.net
15 Belgrave Avenue
SF, CA 94117
This letter sent separately from the one signed by Tank Hill Neighbors as I was away when signatures were
collected.
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From:
To:

Jessica Range

Bill Wvcko

Subject:
Date:

10/11/2011 09:14AM

Fw: environmental impact report (EIR)

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/11/2011 09:14 AM -----

PC Lee

<pamleesf@yahoo.com>

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc

r------=10;L..;/1;.;.c0/..=;:20;;..::1..:....1~09;.;.::1:=..2...:....;PM~___, Subject environmental impact report (EIR)
Please respond to
PC Lee <pamleesf@yahoo.com >

Dear :Mr. Bill Wycko,

01

I am writing you in regarding on some of the public parks closures to dogs environmental
impact report (EIR). I am asking
you do not take away this beautiful city San Francisco provides to people and dogs. Dogs
need places to run just like people need open space for outdoor activities. Dogs do not ask
anything from human and they do not have voice. Let them have what nature can provide to
them.
Sincerely,
Pam
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Rich Text Editor

Page I of2
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November 14, 2011

CITY & COUNTY OF SF

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Pl.ANNJNG DEPARTMENT

•

ME A

Attention: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
Re: Supporting Designation ofSharp Park Golf Course as a "Historical Resource"
Dear Mr. Wycko:

I have been a San Francisco resident since 1975. I love the City and also enjoy the
surroundings of my neighborhood very much. That is the reason for me and my
family to live in the same Parkside horne for over 36 years. Personally, I do not
consider myself as a community activitist. Nonetheless, I have continuously and
faithfully served my civic duties, such as casting ballots regularly and serving as a
juror when required. Occisionally, I aspire to express my view on a specific civic
subject when I deem necessary, such as the Sharp Park case.
I am writing this letter to fully support the decision to designate Sharp Park Golf Course

01 [
as a "historical resource" . Besides those historical and technical grounds which

have already been presented by the experts on this topic, I just want to add that, as a
retiree who is living in the city, I believe the Sharp Park Golf Course is a vital golf links
for modest income people who love the golf game. As we all know there is no other
place around the City to play the game on a nice course like Sharp Park at such
affordable rates.
I am gratified if you could take my view into consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Yen L. Lee
545 Crestlake Drive
San Francisco, CA 94132

Page 2 of2

Rich Text Editor

cc: Cannen Chu, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance

11114/2011

http://us.mg l .mail.yahoo.com/neollaunch

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-970

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Lendaro-1

Bock, John
Jessica. Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 11 :56 AM
Bock, John
Fw : Please Help Save the dog areasl

From:

Sent:
T o:

Subject:

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfulan ning.org
••••• Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201111:57 AM·····
Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO

V

To

Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/201110:36
cc
AM
Subject
Fw: Please Help Save the dog areas!

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201110:36 AM----"Melody lendaro"
<mlendaro@moscone
.com>

To
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

11/01/201109:47
AM

cc

Subject
Please Help Save the dog areas!
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01

Has anyone really looked at these native plants they are really really ugly.... no one thinks they are worth saving at any
cost... Every one who votes for this will NEVER get reelected because there are so many dog lovers in SF they won't
stand a chance ... Do we really need another matter to be upset about during these trying times ... political unrest war and
unemployement...now where to walk your dog..
Give us a break .... put this on the back burner until the economy turns around and we have jobs to go to instead of
walking our dogs .. .
Melody Lendaro
Director of Sales
Moscone Center
747 Howard Street, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-974-4023 Fax: 415-974-4073
Email: mlendaro@moscone.com
Sales Coordinator : Lorelei Lopez @ Ph:415-974-4055
Email: llopez@moscone.com

2
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ALAN S. LEVINS
180 Twenty-Eighth Avenue
San Francisco, C A 94121

ReCeiVe;)

ac·• t 9 '011
CITY &COUNTY OF- ~J-

October 18, 2011

PlANNtNG DEPARTMENT

MEA

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re:

Supporting "Historical Resource" Designation
For the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areras, etc.
DEIR No. 2005.19 12E

Dear Mr. Wycko:

01

I am not a golfer, so my support for the Historical Resource Designation pending comes
from a slightly different point of view. I wholeheartedly support the designation because
of the unique, historic and wonderful asset San Francisco has - an authentic Alister
MacKenzie 18-hole golf course. This is truly a treasure that should be preserved. As a
long-term San Franciscan resident, moreover, I believe having this public golf course
available at reasonable rates to people of all walks of life is what San Francisco is all
about.

I vote, and I support this Historic Resource Designation.
Very

.4-tl

tr~~ vours,

\
\....__

../

---· ..

·--· -·-

··

lan S. Levins

Fim1wide: I0459522 1. 1 999999.11 13
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BO LINKS
RECEIVED
UCT 0 3 2011
C\TY & COUNTY OF S.F
PLANNING,.__Hf?ATMENT

585 Ortega Street
San Francisco, CA 94122
P:
C:
E:

415-564-3890
415-509-4133
bo@slotela-w.com

September 29, 20II
San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St., #400
San Francisco, CA. 94103
Re:

Supporting "Historical Re:Source., Designation
For the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant.N atural Resource Areas, etc.
DEIR No. zoo5.1912E

Dear Mr, Wycko:

01

I

I am -writing to fully support the decision to designate Sharp Park Golf Course as an

~historical resource."

By -way of background, I am a lifelong City resident and an avid golfer. I have served
as a volunteer golf historian for the City & County of San Francisco for several years,
providing historical data when the City has needed it in connection -with the various golf
courses maintained by the Recreation and Parks Department. I have published two golf
books, both published by Simon & Schuster (Follow the Wind, a fantasy about a young man's
encounter with Ben Hogan at San Francisco's Lincoln Park; and Riverbank Tweed eJ- Roadmap
Jenkins: Tales from the Caddie Yard, a series of short stories set at local Bay Area golf courses).
I have also published two extended essays about significant golf events in the City (Return to
Glory, about the revival of Harding Park; and More Than A Game, about the creation of an
inner city driving range and First Tee facility as Visitacion Valley Middle School).
In addition, I am the only two-time winner of the Lido Design Contest sponsored by
the Alister MacKenzie Society, -which is an international competition designed to recognize
amateur golf course architects who best demonstrate a working understanding of Dr. Alister
MacKenzie's core design concepts- the very concepts he utilized to create Sharp Park 8o
years ago.
I am also a co-founder, along with Richard Harris, of the San Francisco Public Golf
Alliance. Quite naturally, I fully endorse and support the letter he has submitted on
September 2oth behalf of our group, which numbers 5,ooo strong. By this letter, I -would like
to add my individual voice to that of our group.

01
(Cont.) [

Sharp Park is the functional equivalent of fine art- it represents the work of an
unquestioned master (Dr. A lister MacKenzie, reno-wn the world over as perhaps the greatest
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San Francisco Planning Department
Re: Designation of Sbarp Park Golf Course
as ao Historic Resource
September 29, 2011
P1gcl

golf course architect in history) and the course today still contains the vast majority of
timeless features Dr. MacKenzie created almost 8o years ago. While the course needs
restoration work, that fact alone does not diminish its importance. Our Cable Cars needed
work in order to save them, too. And so do many of our fine buildings, which are
architectural landmarks themselves.

01
(Cont.)

Th fact is, Sharp Park is a part of our collective history. It is living breathing
organism that requires our tender, loving care. And golfers around the world know of the
course and appreciate its beauty and what it represents as an outstanding example of golf
course architecture in the game's "golden age." In a sense, Sharp Park stands as does the
Palace of Fine Arts as a reminder of a time long ago, and something worth preserving for
generations to come. The extra bonus in this case is that the golf course itself has always
been -- and remains today -- a vital recreational resource for modest income people who love
the game of golf. It is used by diverse group of people who, quite literally, have no place else
to play the game at affordable rates. The course has been recognized far an wide as an
historic property and has demonstrated that golfers and endangered species can get along
with each other in a healthy environment.
I am gratified that the City and County of San Francisco has joined the chorus to
support Sharp Park Golf Course as a public resource worthy of preservation. This decision is
clearly correct on the historic record, and is another reminder that San Francisco is the City
that knows how.
For all of these reasons, as well as those expressed in the San Francisco Public Golf
Alliance's letter dated September 20, 20n, I am proud to support the designation of Sharp
Park Golf Course as an historic resource under the California Environmental Quality Act.
Thank you for considering my views.

BL/r
Cc:

Hon. Jackie Speier, Member, House of Representatives
Hon. Ed Lee, Mayor, City & County of San Francisco
Hon. Mary Ann Nihart, Mayor, City of Pacifica
Hon. David Chiu, President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Hon. Carole Groom, President, San Mateo Board of Supervisors
Mr. Phil Ginsburg, San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department
Mr. Charles Edwin Chase, AlA,
President, San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance
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SLOTE & LINKS

Robert D. "Bo" Links
bo@slolelaw.com

•

255 California Street, Suite 1300

Adam G . Slote
adam@slotelaw.com

San Francisco, CA 94111-4925

Phone
Fax

415-393-8001
415-294-4545

•

OfCot~llsel

Stephen M.

Borem~n

slcvc@slotcl~w.com

June 11,2012
San Francisco Plaruling Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St., #400
San Francisco, CA. 94103
Re: Supporting "Historical Resource"
Designation for tbe Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resources, etc.
DEJR No. 2005.1912E

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am a San Francisco resident and attorney, and am a co-founder of the San
Francisco Public Golf Alliance. I am also a volunteer golf historian for the City and County of
San Francisco, and am a serious amateur golf designer. 1 This letter is based on my knowledge of
golf history and architecture, and upon my historical research, including research in the old San
Francisco newspaper records of the San Francisco Public Library.
01

[

I write this letter in support of the San Francisco Planning Department's
designation of Sharp Park Golf Cow·se as an "historical resource" under the CaJifomia
Environmental Quality Act. 2 I also write this letter to point out several serious factual errors in
the October 27, 2011 letter of Wild Equity Institute's "historic landscape architect" Chris Pattillo,
which errors discredit Mr. Pattillo's analysis.
By letter dated October 31, 2011, Wild Equity Institute challenges the Planning
' lam the only two-time winnerofthe Alister MacKenzie Society's annual Lido Design Competition,
having won the honor in 2007 and 2008.
' San Francisco Planning Department. Historic Resource Evaluation Response, Case No. I005. 1912E, dated
February 8, 20 II, at page 2.

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-976

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Links-2

SLOTE & LINKS
Attorneys at Law
Mr. Bill Wyco
San Francisco Planning Deparbnent
Re: Supporting "Historical Resource "
Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resources, etc.
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Department's historical resource designation, on grounds that Sharp Park Golf Course "no longer
retains integrity."3 For this claim, Wild Equity relies on Mr. Pattillo's October 27, 201llettd.

In his letter, Mr. Pattillo alleges: (I) Sharp Park Golf Course today has "only
(one] hole [that] is similar to the original design" 5; (2) " the course no longer reflects the work of
Alister MacKenzie'~; (3) "Construction of a seawall in 1941 ... eliminated ... the essenc.e of the
links design concept"'; and (4) "Sharp Park Golf Course lacks integrity."8
But Mr. Pattillo displays serious lack of understanding of both (I) the design of
Sharp Park Golf Course as it was actually built by Dr. MacKenzie in 1930-1932, and (2) the
current (2012) configuration of the golf course. Nowhere in his letter does Mr. Pattillo state that
he actually paid a site visit to Sharp Park Golf Course, or that he has any familiarity with golf
course architecture. It is apparent from his letter that neither is the case.; indeed, many of Mr.
Pattillo's claims are wildly at odds with both the historical facts and the current layout of the golf
course.
The design and construction of Sharp Park began with an initial conceptual plan
by Dr. Alister MacKenzie, with his associate H. Chandler Egan, a version of which was

published in the San Francisco Chronicle February 23, 1930.9
1

Letter, Wild Equity Institute to Bill Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department, October 31,2011 (on
Jile with the Planning Department), at pages 4-5.

' Letter, Chris Pattillo to Bill Wycko, October27, 2011 (on file with the Planning Department).
s !d., p. 2
6

!d., p. 3

J

/d., p. 2

s ld. , p. 4

• San Francisco Chronicle, Daily Sporting Green, "Chandler Egan Will Inspect Sharp Park Golf Course as
City Park Board Plans Early Construction Start," February 23, 1930. (Copy at1ached as Exhibit 1).
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Construction and grow-in took two years, and the course was opened on or about April 16, 1932.
At the time of the opening, the San Francisco Chronicle on or about April 9, 1932 published a
map of the golf course as actually constructed. 10 Also at or about Opening Day, 1932, the golf
colu.rrutist for the San Francisco Call-Bulletin, Frank Noon, published a hole-by-hole description
of the golf course by MacKenzie's construction assistant Jack Fleming. 11
Mr. Pattillo' s comparison of the historic Sharp Park to the current golf course
ignores both the 1932 as-built map of the course and Jack Fleming's description of the Opening
Day holes. Instead, Mr. Pattillo incorrectly bases his analysis on the 1930 conceptual routing
map 12, which differed in several particulars from the golf course that existed on Opening Day,

1932. 13
I am familiar with the Sharp Park Golf Course as it exists today, as reflected in the
current go!f course scorecard (a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 4). Twelve of
today'sholes(numbers 1, 2,3, 8, 9, 10, II , 13, 14, 15, 17,and 18)areoriginal 0peningDay
holes, only slightly modified by the passage of 80 years, while two others (numbers 12 and 16)
utilize original fairways, but do not have original greens.14
10 San Francisco Chronicle, Daily Sporting Green, April 9, 1932, "Sharp Park Fairways Ready". (Copy
attached as Exhibit 2.)

11 San Francisco Call-Bulletin, "Tee Topics: Here's What you'll find at Sharps Park; Fleming Describes
City's Newest Layout," by Frank 1:'. Noon, March(?), 1932. (Copy attached as Exhibit 3.)
12

Letter, Chris Pattillo to Bill Wycko, October 27, 2011 , supra, p. I, at fu. 2.

3
' For example: The 1930 conceptual routing plan shows Original Hole I and 12 as straightaway 4-par
holes; whereas the 1932 as-built map and Mr. Fleming's written descriptions disclose that by Opening Day,
show Original Ho le I as a dogleg-right 4-par, and 12 as a dogleg 5-par hole.
14
It can readily be seen by comparing the 1932 As-Built Map (Exhibit 2) with the current Scorecard
(Exhibit 4), the Jack Fleming Opening Day hole-by-hole descriptions (Exhibit 3), and an aerial view of the
current golf course (Sharp Park Golf Course (Sharp Park Historical Resources Evaluation Report, Fig. 2),
that the holes on today's Sharp Park Golf Course correspond to MacKenzie' s 1932 Opening Day hole.s as
follows: Current Hole J was Opening Day Hole 16; current Hole 2 was Opening Day Hole 15; curTent Hole
3 was Opening Day Hole 13; current hole 8 was Opening Day Hole 14 (shortened from 130 to 100 yards);
current Hole 9 was Opening Day Hole 17; current hole I0 was Opening Day Hole 18; current Hole II was
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The hole descriptions contained in Mr. Pattillo's October 27,2011 letter do not reflect
that he either consulted the current scorecard or bothered to visit Sharp Park Golf Course before
writing his letter. 15 His factual claims cannot possibly withstand the scrutiny of any
knowledgeable observer.
Typical ofMr. Pattillo' s distortion is his incredible statement that the Sharp Park
sea wall ''eliminated .. . the essence of the links design concept." 16 Alister MacKenzie, himself
an authority on links golf, having been the consulting architect at the Old Course at St. Andrews,
Scotland and the architect at the Cypress Point Club on the Monterey Peninsula, declared that
Sharp Park "has a great resemblance to real links land." 17 To this day, as it always has, the golf
cow-se borders the ocean, with views of the coast headlands, while the sea air, wind, and weather
strongly affect play of the course. Thus, Sharp Park embodies the essence of links golf.

01
(Cont.)

[

I also wish to comment on the issue of Sharp Park's qualification for historical
status under Criteria All, association with significant historical times and events. Sharp Park
wa'> designed and built during the so-called "Golden Age of Golf' in the United States and
California, during which history's greatest golf architects, including Alister MacKenzie, were
Opening Day Hole l; current Hole 12 is the tee and a portion of the fairway of Opening Day Hole 2;
Current Hole 13 is Opening Day Hole 9: current Hole 14 is Opening Day Hole l0; current Hole 15 is
Opening Day Hole II; current Hole 16 is played in the westem fairway of the double-fairwayed Opening
Day Hole 5: current Hole 17 is Opening Day Hole 5 (minus the western double-fairway); current Hole I 8 is
Opening Day Hole 12.
15
For example, at page 2 of his October 27, 20 II letter, Mr. Pattillo mistakenly states that the area
occupied by original holes 13. 14, and 15 (current holes 3, 8, and 2, respectively) "today... has four holes,
that all run east-west." In making th is statement, Mr. Pattillo appears ro have confused current Holes 2, 3,
and 8 with current holes 4, 5, 6, and 7 (which do generally run east-west). He says that original hole 16
(current# I) was replaced by current Hole No. 3, and says further that Original Hole 17 (current hole 119)
was replaced by current No. 8 ("a short, s1raight fairway"). h stretches the imagination that these mistakes
could have been made by someone who took the trouble to make a site visit to Sharp Park.
16

Letter, Chris Pattillo to Bill Wycko, October 27, 20 II , supra, p. I, at fn. 2.

17

Alister MacKenzie, "The Spirit of St. Andrews," Sleeping Bear Press, 1995, at p. 172.
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01
(Cont.)

building courses and expanding the reach of the sport in the United States and around the
world. 18 During this period, golf was expanded, by construction of Sharp Park and other public
courses, to the urban masses. Sharp Park has always fulfiUed its role as the "poor man.'s Pebble
Beach": great arcltitecture for the common people. In this connection, in 1955 Sharp Park was
the site of the inaugural tournament ofthe Western States Golf Association 19, one of the
country's oldest and largest African-American golfing societies. Sharp Park thus played a
significant role in the racial integration of American public recreation.
Finally, I have personally walked Sharp Park with several of the nation's great
present day architects, including Robert Trent Jones, Jr. and Jim Urbina, and with Michael
Keiser, the developer of the highly-acclaimed Bandon Dtmes Golf Resort in Oregon. 20 I have
also toured the course with Mike Davis, President of the United States Golf Association and with
Lyn Nelson, Executive Director of the Northern California Golf Association.
All of these knowledgeable golf experts have commented to me in no uncertain
terms that Sharp Park is a special, historic golf course that needs to be preserved. Tom Doak,
one of the worlds leading golf course architects and himself a Mackenzie restoration expert, has
personally visited the site on more than one occasion and recently expressed to me how grateful
he is that Sharp Park is still here after all these years; he is a passionate advocate for its
restoration.
Perhaps the most telling comment came from noted MacKenzie restoration
architect Jim Urbina, who asked: "Does the City understand what it ha'> here?"

18

See, generally, Geoff Shackelford, "The Golden Age of Golf Design," Sleeping Bear Press, 1999, at
Introduction, pages 1-3, and at the chapter entitled "The MacKenzie School of Design" (where he calls
MacKenzie ""arguably the most charismatic, original and creative go lf arch itect of the Golden Age."
(Copies of relevant pages attached hereto as Exhibit 5.)
19
See letter of Bay Area Golf Club ofNonhem California to Bill Wycko, dated October II, 2011, on tile
with the Planning Department.

20

See letter of Michael Keiser to San Francisco Planning Department, September 22, 20 II, on file with t11e
Plann ing Department.
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r therefore respectfully submit these comments in the hope that they are helpful,
and also in the hope that the City will confinn and retain the designation of Sharp Park as an
important historical resource t hat should be saved for future generations.

RDUr
Enclosures
cc:
Mr. Phil Ginsburg (by email)
Ms. Dawn Kalarnanathan (by email)
Mr. .Richard Harris, SF Public Golf Alliance
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Hole Descriptions
from
Opening Day - 1932
Hole 1 (current u u, hole)
409 yards - Par 4
A fairly long two shot hole slightly dog
legged. No particular difficulties to a straight
hitter.
Hole 2 (current 121" hole)
262 yards - Par 4
A short two shorter. Drive must clear an am1
of Lake at about 100 yards, but a wide fairway
available at 175 yards out. Greeu set back
against trees and trapped in right front.

Hole 7 (lost- parallels current 16'h hole)
383 yards - Par 4
Similar to No. 2, but in opposite direction. A
trap endangers the short player on his second,
but properly played as a two shot hole a par is
possible.
Hole 8 (fallow)
398 yards- Par 4
A dogleg, quite difticult for two shots. Drive is
blind and over trees if played close to get in
opening for a good second. Plenty of fairway,
however, for those who play short and do not

Hole 3 (lost)

care to risk trees on right for possible par. The

420 yards - Par 4
One of the ocean holes constructed on the
beach in a slight depression bounded by sand
and saud grass embankment on lett, trees on
right. Entrance to green sJjgbtly advantageous
from Left on account of traps.

wide play practically requires three strokes to
get ou.

Hole 4 (fallow)
I 20 yards, Par 3
A one shorter. Green very large, but well
trapped in front and right, trees left and rear.
HoleS (right fairway is current 17'h hole)
327 yards- Par 4
A lakeside hole and one of the most interesting
holes on the course, similar to Dr.
MacKenzie's " ideal golfbole" [a reference to
the Lido Design]. Three tees, four routes.
Easy route probably wi II cost at least one extra
stroke to get on while the other combinations
of tees and routes give rewards proportionate
to their respective risks.

Hole 9 (current 13'h hole)
538 yards - Par 5
A lakeside bole with wide, sandy beach ou
water side. Back tee should be used by all, as
water cany is ve1y short and close to tee.
Requires three good shots to get on if dogleg is
played, but possibly a very long sure approach
will get in under par.
Hole 10 (current 14'h hole)
382 yards- Par 4
One ofthe best holes, two tees, four possible
routes, sand and water carries optional. Tl1e
ideal. shot is an accurately placed ball on an
island vlitb a water carry on both first and
second shots. If well placed on frrst, the green
opens well for a pitch and nm second. All
other approaches to the green are guarded.
Hole 11 (currently lS'h hole)

Hole 6 (fallow)
158 yards - Par 3
A difficult par. Green well trapped.
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142 yards - Par 3
A fairway-less short hole. Water and sand
carry, trap green. Green, however, is long and
should receive an average straight bali easily.
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Hole 12 (current 18'b hole)
486 yards - Par 5
Fairway flat, double dogl.e g. Not difficult
except to get two good straight drives i11
succession.
Hole 13 (current 3'd hole)
345 yards - Par 4
Passing the clubhouse from No. 12 green to
No. 13 tee. The thirteenth, fourteenth and
fifteenth are aU holes of a different type than
the lakeside and ocean boles. No 13 is an
upland type of hole of average dift1culty. The
green is well trapped.
Hole 14 (lost- current S'h green site)
134 yards - Par 3
This short hole has two tees. The tee with the
carry across the creek opens into green easily,
while on crossing creek to the other tee a more
difficult shot over a trap at the green is
encotmtered. Directly into prevailing winds.

Hole 15 ((current 2"d hole)
339 yards - Par 4
Similar to No. 12. At present along the edge
ofthe county road, which it is planned torelocate. No. 15 green is near clubhouse.
Hole 16 (current 181 hole)
363 yards - Par 4
A nice hole with two optional routes and a
creek to cross.
Hole J 7 (current 9'" hole)
4 71 yards - Par 5
A long hole down the south property Line. The
green is on a 15 foo1 fill.
Hole 18 (current lO'h bole)
443 yards- Par 4
The finishing hole is long and hazardous if not
successfully played on both long shots, but the
green is wide, open and nicely rolling in order
to lend interest to the many thrilling final
decisions which wi lJ no doubt be made on it.
A clump of trees guards the green on the left.
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t some point in the.ir life every adult
longs for the "good old days" when
things were simpler and times were better. Sometimes, in our desire to paint the
past as an idyllic time, we selectively ignore cert<~in facts that might taint our rosy remembrances of the way things used to be. Sometimes
our nostalgia for times past is justified, other
times it is not. For the game of golf, there was no
better or more prosperous time than the 1920s.
The twenties really were the good old days.
Many will argue that the 1940s and early 1950s,
when Nelson, Hogan and Snead ruled the game,
was golf's Golden Age. Howevet·, beginning in
1911, when Charles Blair Macdonald opened The
National Golf Links of America on Long Island,
golf took an important step forward and did not
look back until the leanest years of the Great
Depression. Not only were virtually all of the
greatest courses in America built during this
twenty-five year period, the game itself expanded
rapidly thanks in large part to the inspiring play
of Bobby Jones.
In the early 1890s, you could count the n umber of golfers in the United States on two hands.
By 1930 there were 2.25 million Americans playing the game. The nu mber of golf courses had

A

2

An example of early geometric design, circa 1900. Tltis is ihe original Annandale Golf Club in Pasadena,
California. Note the oiled sand green and chocolate drop mounds.
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The Golden Age of Golf

De>lg n

·· Vit•wiug the monstrosities CTIIIlted on many modern golf courses which are a travesty on Nature, no golfer am but shudder for the soul ofgolf. It would seem that
"' this striving after 'novelty and innovation.' many builders of golf courses believe they are elevating the game. But what a sad contemplation! Motoring to
.'it•utluunpton, I pass a goodly number of new courses. As I view the putting greens it appl!llrs to me they are aU built similarly, more or less of a bowl or saucer type,
tlwu /milt up toward the back of the green, and then scalloped with an irregular line of low, waving mounds or hillocks, the putting green for all the world resem/1/iuJ: 11 pie-faced woman with a marcel wave. J do not believe any one ever saw in nature anything approaching these home-made putting greens. Then scattered
••wr tlte side ofthe fairway nre mounds modeled after haycocks or chocolate drops. The very soul ofgolf shrieks!"
- C.B. Macdonald
uu:reased from 742 in 1916 to a total of 5,691 by
r•no. The people of the United States were putling Wodd War I behind them by creating better
lransportation, using new modes of communica' ion and enjoying fresh forms of recreation.
Aided by rapid economic expansion, the
tk'Olde between 1920 and 1930 was perhaps the
most creative, daring and innovative period in
II merican history. In no place was this more evident than in golf course architecture, where early
lnyouts were transformed from mundane and
gcometricaUy-edged mediocrities, to grandscaled, artistic and strategically designed masterpieces.
Sadly, golf course architecture bas never come
dose to scaling the heights it achieved between
1911 (when C. B. Macdonald opened his ideal
t:ourse on Long lsland) and 1937 (when Perry
Maxwell constructed the first nine boles at
Prairie Dunes). A look at any of the rankings in
contemporary golf magazines reveals that an
overwhelming majority of the top courses were
created during this Golden Age. Recently,
Golfweek magazine resorted to splitting their
rankings into two eras, operating on the valid
premise that it is not possible to compare more
recent design work with the classics of the past
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Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

So how did this happen? What made the
Golden Age such a special time, and why hasn't
anything since measured up to the superiority of
this era?
Por one thing, the Great Depression and World
War II played significant and understandable
roles in squelching the desire of American architects to try something more bold and daring than
the Golden Age work. In addition, American
golfers have drastically changed their expectations for golf architecture and the game's style of
play from the way it was played in the 1920s.
Today, beauty and stroke play are in; strategy and
match play seem to be a thing of the past.
The primary inspiration back then was still the
Scottish way of playing shots close to the ground.
And match play, which allowed architects more
freedom to create daring boles where high scores
might be racked up from time to time, had not
been overtaken by stroke play as the primary
method of competition. Also, luck was considered an interesting facet of the game during the
Golden Age, whereas in today's game architects
and superintendents are asked to do everything
in their power to eliminate luck, which certainly
limits the more creative design concepts.
The modern American game is also plagued by

B-994

a mechanical, numhcrs-drivcn mind-set. If a layout does not ~trctch to well over 7,000 yards and
play to a par 70 or more, it is not considered a
worthy test of 11olf. If the course record is low and
the layout is vulnerable to good scores, there
must be something faulty in its design. Of course,
nothing could be further from tJu! truth. Great
courses yield to skillful golf and joy can be found
on any well-dcsigm:d course, no matter what the
scorecard says.
Today's courses arc rarely designed to make
golfers think. More often than not, they seem to
only serve as beautiful settings in which golfers
may launch shnts high into the air only to land
on soft, green turf. However, the primary mark of
a top course during the Golden Age was not its
prettiness or the color of its grass, though the
Golden Age designers certainly created the most
stunning bunkers and contours ever seen. But the
landmark courses from the Golden Age were special then and timeless now because of their ability to test the mental as weU as the physical component of the golfer's game, a concept better
known as strategy.
The Golden Age came about because of many
unique factors falling into place most conveniently. Time brought on a negative reaction to
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Tt=IE.. MACKE..!iZIE.. JCMOOL
Although the most appropriate designation for Alister MacKenzie
would have been in a design school created by his first mentor, H.S.
Colt, MacKenzie's remarkable portfolio requires the designation of
his own school. From masterpieces like Cypress Point and Augusta
National, to lesser-known but equally as brilliant designs like
Pasatiempo and Crystal Downs, MacKenzie was arguably the most
charismatic, original and creative golf architect of the Golden Age.
Born in Yorkshire, England in 1870, MacKenzie spent many of his
summers as a young man in the highlands of Scotland. He studied at
Cambridge and earned degrees in medicine, natural science, and
chemistry before serving as a field surgeon in the Boer w,,,. where he
developed many of his theories on camouflage. MacKenzie studied
how the Boer soldiers hid themselves in the treeless fields and later
applied his observations to golf course design.
Following the war, MacKenzie briefly practiced medici ne in Leeds,
England, and in his spare time created models of greens und bunkers
while serving as Green Committee Chairman at Alwoodlcy Golf
Club. H.S. Colt, an established architect at the time, visited the Leeds
area iJ1 1907 and stayed at MacKenzie's residence where the two evidently discovered many philosophic similarities. Colt then requested
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MacKenzie's assistance in the redesign of Alwoodley. Thl"y l"Vl"lllllally
worked together on several other projects and in 19 1'I MacKl·nzie
achieved some fame when his submission of a par-4 drawing won lir.;t
prize in C.B. Macdonald's Country Life magazine contcsL The contest-winning hole, judged by Horace Hutchinson, Herbert Fnwll"l", and
Bernard Darwin, was later constructed by C.B. Macdnn;~ld ;~ nd Sl"th
Raynor at the now defunct Lido Golf Club on Long lshu1ll, New York.
MacKenzie's medical practice had been dissolved ;u1<l hl· was dabbling in architecture, but war broke out and the llritish Army called
on hi.s services. After the war, MacKenzie formed '' partn<·rship with
Colt and C.H. Alison. Just two years later, Dr. M;ll"K•·m.i.· published
his ftrst book, Golf Architecture, a concise text whkh was one nf the
first to clarify the fundamentals of design.
The Colt-MacKenzie partnership dctcrinrat<·d amund this time and
MacKenzie began to work independently. I>urin~ the I<J20s MacKenzie
made an extended trip through South Mrica. New Zealand, and
Australia, designing courses on paper :md ll."aving them to the talented
Alex Russell and others to construcl. "lwn Austmlian courses, Royal
Melbourne's West Course and the highly touted redesign of Kingston
Heath, are ilie most noted layouts from this period of MacKenzie's work.
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The late '20s marked MacKenzie's most influential accomplishments in
America, wh.ere he formed three notable, but brief, design partnerships. The
first was with million;~ ire Sndalist Robert Hunter, which dissolved sometime
after Cypress Point w:ts completed. MacKenzie then joined forces with H.
Chandler Egan, who wns frt-sh off a redesign of Pebble Beach Golf Links
where MacKenz.ie hnd rchuilt the eighth and thirteenth greens in 1926. But
that partnership crc:llt•tl few if any designs together. Finally, MacKenzie
established a Midwest p:trtncrship with Perry Maxwell. Among his finer
courses in America were his coll:1lwrations with Hunter at th e Valley Club
of Montecito, The Meadow <:lt tb and Cypress Point, all opened by l928. He
followed those with 11 solo til-sign nt his new Santa Cruz home, Pasatiempo,
in 1929. He was also t·c~ponsihlc 1()1· several other interesting California
designs at Union League (;oil'< :tub. llaggin Oaks Golf Course, Claremont
Country Club and Shnq> Purk Municip:1l, and redesigns at Lake Merced Golf
Club and California Gllll' <:luh.
MacKenzie won the d~:.~ign jnh fi,r Augusta Nationa.l Golf Club (over a
disappointed Donald Ross) snm,·timc in l:tte 1930 and began the two-year
design pro<:e.ss.ln 1933 hcc:umplctt'tl lA'ystal Downs Country Club in Michigan
where Perry Maxwell oversaw tht· cnn~truction. MacKenzie also designed
the Unive.rsity ofMichigan gnlft:otn'l;<\ again supervised by Maxwell, and made
plans for the Ohio State C:<llll');l'S whkh were built many years after his death.
MacKenzie died in Santa Crur. Calil(ll'nin in 1934, and his ashes were spread
over the Pasatiempo golf wurs~ via airplane. Living those final years in
Santa Cruz beside the sixth fairway, MacKenzie wrote a second book on
architecture, The Spirit o[SI. tltulrt·w.<, a m:musc.ript thought lost until almost
sixty years later when his stcp-grantlsun discovered it buried in a chest full of
papers. Its brilliant content scrvt•s ••s n perfect reminder as to why MacKenzie
may have been the most compk·to.: of all the Golden Age architects.
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Doctor Alister MacKenzie
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:22AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR Comments

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:22AM----

Linda Stark Lltehlser
<linda.litehi@gmail.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/30/2011 08:40AM

cc
Subject NAP EIR Comments

01

02
03

04

TO: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission St. Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Mr. Wycko,
am writing in response to the Natural Areas Plan EIR adoption. I have some serious concerns
bout many aspects of the proposals .
. I am strongly in favor of adopting the least restrictive plan I believe this is the Maintenance
Alternative. I feel that our parks and open spaces must be as "multi-use" as possible. We need to
llow both passive and active recreation in our parks.
2. The current trend in our city planning is to provide more housing and increase density (Park
Merced development is a good example), this mean we will need to have more accessible open
[
space for recreation and park enjoyment, not less.
3. I have a dog and use many of the parks listed in the EIR report for dog play recreation.
McLaren Park is my favorite park for off leash recreation. The park is large and has ample trails
and areas for dog walkers. The park has struggled for years with perceptions of isolation and
unsafe conditions. The introduction of large numbers of dog walkers in the past decade has
increased park safety-- more people, more eyes on the trials-- has seen a big increase in people
eeling comfortable walking alone in the park. This is also backed up by crime statistics.
4. I also want to comment on what I consider an obsessive zeal of some Natural Areas promoters
to restrict use oflarge parts of our parks for recreation ... as well as the removal of plants, habitat
and trees to "restore" the park lands to some sort of "pristine wilderness" dating back hundreds
of years. We need to look first at the needs of our citizens to enjoy the outdoors in their local
parks and have as much access to them as possible. Plans that restrict "people" use of the parks
is going in the wrong direction. I am also concerned about the use of pesticides use on attempts
to eradicate invasive species in areas where people ad pets may be exposed.
I think my husband put it best, "a native plant is just an invasive species that got there first".
We have to be sensible about how we use our open space. Urban parks need to serve their
populations first.
Best regards,

D

T.imla Stark T.ilchis(;r
78 Ilavelock St.
Snn francisco. CA 94ll2
(Uistrict ll)
415-585-8005
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Lock-1

From:

Bill \11/ycko

To:
Subject:

Jessica Range
Fw: People over pets

Date:

10/05/2011 09:51AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:51 AM ----"Ken Lock"
<KENWLOCKl@comcast.net>

10/05/2011 09:50AM

To
cc
Subject

<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
People over pets

I am sickened by the fact that there are so many people out there who believe that the needs of
01

their pets trump the health, safety and welfare of human beings. In addition to fines, confiscation
and euthanasia of offending animals, I believe that the pet owners should undergo psychiatric
counseling to stra ighten out their misconceptions that the welfare of pets takes precedence over
that of human beings. POWER TO THE PEOPLE!
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RECEIVEr,

Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Natural Areas Program:

Dear Bill:
I believe that the parks are for the people. I have lived in San Francisco since 1977 and would not
want to be anywhere else. I lived near Golden Gate Park for 20 yean, and was in tbe park every
day as a dog recreation person or a bike rider. I purchased a home in the Portola neighborhood
because it was near McLaren Park. I walk everyday with my dog and know the benefits for my
health and my dogs. My dog is going to be 12 soon and you would not ever believe it because she
runs, runs and runs in the park. H my dog (or any dog) only gets to walk as much as their owner,
they are being deprived of their needed exercise. I am all for respecting natural areas of the parks,
but to take more space away from people trying to recreate themselves and their dogs, does not
make sense, especially in this tight financial climate , where people are looking for economical ways
to recreate. Putting a well socialized dog on a leash will often make them more aggressive. There
are more dogs than children in San Francisco. Dogs need to play, not be held on a leash.

01

McLaren Park is a Natural park. We who walk here, love it and come here because we love it AND
because we have a dog that can RUN FREE. I would bet that most parks are used mostly by dog
walkers. I can tell you that, I walk every day, and most of the people I see walking, have a dog
with them. That is the largest percentage of people who use the parks.
McLaren Park is full of dog owners and dogs- please do not take away dog walking areas and do
not make more stringent laws about putting dog.. on leashes in more areas.

1718 Burrows Street
San Francisco, CA 94134
415-816-1335
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Lorenz-1

Bock, John
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject :

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01, 201 1 3:49 PM
Bock, John
Fw : Public Comment on NAP EIR

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:51 PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V
To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/ SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:27
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: Public Comment on NAP EIR

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:28PM----Henry
<lorrad@gmail.com

>

To
bill.wycko@sfgov .org
10/31/2011 04:57
cc
PM
Subject
Public Comenton NAP EIR

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1000

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Lorenz-1

01
02

03

04

I am a frequent user of the SF city parks and support the maintenance alternative. I grew up in SF and my elderly parents
are long time residents of the Richmond district. We all enjoy the parks as they are and oppose significant changes in the
balance of native vs non-native plants, cutting down trees and underbrush, using toxic chemicals to control invasive
lants, and closing 25% of park trails. All of these have a significant impact on my family's quality of life and the
recreational value of the parks to my family. I also am quite concerned that limited city finances are being used for these
type of obituary projects, and a financial analysis hasn't been completed to understand the cost of the programs.
e also frequently visit Sharp Park, and the EIR does not address the significant impact of the unsightly fence and the
proposed barrier between the golf course and the berm. People have been enjoying a small portion of the lagoon for
generations and that is part of the historic design of the course. Just because the walkers aren't organized is no reason
to ignore the aesthetic and usage impact of this major change to the park's design and usage. From what I observe,
more people use the berm for recreation than use the golf course, and the berm is just as important to aesthetics and
recreation as maintaining any other historical aspect of the course.
The EIR needs to do a comprehensive evaluation of the addition of any barrier and not present it as not having any
'mpact.
Aiso, the plan does not recognize that the city of SF has already set aside huge areas for native plant habitats in the form
of the San Francisco Peninsula Watershed. This needs to be acknowledged in the EIR.
Thank you for considering my public comment.
Regards,
Henry lorenz
San Bruno, CA

C

2
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Louie-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31 /2011 04:14PM

cc
bee

Subject Fw: SF Natural Areas Plan

- -Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/201 1 04: 14PM - Denise Louie
<denise_louie_sf@yahoo.com

>
10/31 /2011 03:06PM
Please respond to
Denise Louie
<denise_louie_sf@yahoo.com
>

01

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject SF Natu ral Areas Plan

Dear Mr. Wjcko,
Please SEPARATE out SHARP PARK from the Natural Areas Plan, so that San Francisco's nature and
biodiversity are not dragged down by Sharp Park and its golf course. And please RESTORE SAN
FRANCISCO'S NATURAL AREAS.
[ Natural areas are important to my fam ily and me, because we believe that habitats for native plants and
the wildlife that depend on certain plants have already been diminished by human impacts. We and our
friends volunteer to remove invasive weeds, propagate local native plants and restore habitat in our
backyards, at schools and plant nurseries. I'm so proud of my 6-year-old niece, who learned to pull oxalis
at age 4 and who is now learning about habitats at school.
Thank you and have a nice day.
Sincerely,
Denise Louie
SF taxpayer, voter and volunteer
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 11:43 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: comment on NAP EIR

- - Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 11 :43 AM-kathy lu <klu7@lycos.com>
10/31/2011 11 :12 AM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc scott.wiener@sfgov.org
Subject comment on NAP EIR

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

I am writing to express my dismay regarding the Natural Areas Program (NAP) dismption to San
Francisco park areas. 1 am a 20-year resident of San Francisco and advocate for the natural
enviromnent
(NRDC). The idea of "original" habitat restoration in the midst of urban areas is, in
[
my opinion, misguided.
For the past ten years, I have visited and enjoyed numerous local parks with my mixed breed
labrador. We frequent Tank Hill, Corona Heights, Bema) Heights, Buena Vista, Twin Peaks,
Lower Twin Peaks Reservoir, Duboce Park, Dolores Park, Upper Douglass, Ocean Beach, and
Stem Grove, as well as GGNRA off-leash areas and the Presidio. I am aware ofRPD's efforts to
"rehabilitate" parks with native flora and fauna.

01
(Cont.)

I am not convinced that restoration of native species w ill succeed, and 1 do not agree that the
effort required to do so is a good use of limited resources. Some of the attempts to "improve"
local park ru·eas have been obvious failures . ·n1e speculative impacts of people, plants and
animals described in the EIR do not provide a sound basis for large-scale lrutd use redirection.
Programs such as NAP ru·e, in fact, highly disruptive to already-established communities oftlora
and fauna, which may be non-native but at this point deserve to be left in place.
lf public safety is ru1 issue, due to naturally occuring root system failure, weather, or erosion,
those issues should be addressed as they arise. Resource-intensive, anticipatory, poorly
researched and planned interventions are usually ill advised. In my opinion, NAP is squarely in
the ill-advised category due to mechanical and chemical interventions applied in a densely
populated, frequently visited region.
Please reconsider NAP in light. of what exists today. TI1ere are far bette r uses for The City's time
and money.
TI1ank you for your attention.
Sin~:.:rdy,

K.Lu
SF, CA 94114
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From:
To:
Subject:

Bill VVvcko

Date:

10/06/2011 09:40AM

lessjca Range

Fw:

dog management plan

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/06/2011 09:41 AM ----Eddie Lundeen
<eddie@jobetty.com>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/06/2011 07:19AM

Subject

dog management plan

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

dog parks add to a community and as a friend of mine Amy Breeze once said
"dogs make people more human". I have seen this over and over again and
have experienced this myself. In a world when it seems most people are
texting, talking on
their smart phone or have head phones on and do not interact with each other,
in dog parks you will see just the opposite. We are a little more "human"
when we are at the dog park and educating park users and having guidelines
for dog parks
makes a difference, just take a look at Point Isabel across the bay the largest
off leash dog park in the nation managed by East Bay Regional Parks District.
Thank you,
Eddie Lundeen
Jobetty, LLC
www jobetty com
eddje@jobet~ com

www.the-poop. corn
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Lynch-1

From:

Bill Wxckg

To:
Subject:
Dete:

le;ssica Range
Fw: Born in SF 1957
10/04/2011 09:32 AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 09:32 AM --- -paul I
<paul.ignatius.lynch@gmail.com>

To

bill.wyc ko@sfgov.org

cc
10/03/2011 09:46PM

Subj ect

Born in SF 1957

Hey tltis dog stuff is way craz y ....! an1 opposed to this for· many good reasons. L ive a nd let

01 [ live ...

Paul L ynch SF
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Mace-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:25AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

ee
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:25AM - -

Shannon Mace
<shannonmace@gmail.com>
10/29/2011 05:45PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc

Subject NAP EIR

?vlr. Wycko,
I have lived in San Francisco for the last three, years, and in the Bay Area for the last eleven.
One ofthe things that I love about living here is bow the City seems to understand the need for
the people who have dogs to be able to exercise them. TI1e City is a crowded place, and
everybody needs to be able to live together. being able to exercise my dog assures that my dog
is ti red out every night, and not up and barking at every last noise she hears, keeping the
neighborhood awake with her restlessness. It also ensures that she is happy and exercised, and
n<>t inclined to be bothered by other dogs or people when we walk on leash.

01

02

'It seems. however, that City officials have decided that dogs destroy native plants around here.
walk my dog everyday arow1d these parks, and f am here to tell yo u that that is simply not tn1e.
Responsible dog owners (and we are the majority of dog owners) don't Jet there animals off
trails, or on native grasses or other plants. Just because you love your dog does not make you an
enemy to the environment. It is also my observation that itTesponsible dog owners are
irresponsible people in general. 'TI1ey are irresponsible parents, and citizens. 'TI1ese people let
their children, and their own actions do way more damage to the enviromnent than any dog could
do. Are you also gonig to ban children form the parks because they cause environmental
damage?

I urge you to implement the maintenance altemative and not to implement the maximmn
restoration altemative or any other alternative that will take away recreational space in San
Francisco city parks. San Francisco is a city with limited open space. I rely on the open spaces
[ we do have to get out into the outdoors and get some exercise. Less recreational space will
negatively impact the quality of life in our city.
Sincerely,
Shannon Mace
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31 /2011 09:23AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: Off leash areas for Dogs

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV on 10/3112011 09:23AM--

Jennifer Madar
<jayarem415@me.com>
10/2912011 09:36 PM

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject Off leash areas for Dogs

Please preserve the few off leash areas left in the city for our pets - it ' s

01 [ i mportant to usl
Jen

Sent from my iPhone 3GS
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RECEIVED

Larry Mansbach
582 Market Street, #217
San Francisco, CA 94104

OCT 3 1 2011

CI~~~~We~A~t~
S.F.
MEA

October 28, 2011

San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St. , #400
San Francisco, CA. 94103
Re:

Supporting "Historical Resource"
Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areas, etc.
DEIR No. 2005.1912E

Dear Mr. Wycko:

01 [

This letter is written to support the decision to designate the Sharp Park golf
course as a "Historical Resource".
You may recognize may name as a former employee of the Planning
Department. I am also an avid golfer and enjoy playing at the beautiful Sharp
Park course. It is reasonably priced and draws a wide demographic of golfers.

02 [

I am aware that the continued existence of Sharp Park as a golf course faces
opposition. I really don't understand why as the golf course and the wildlife can
and do coexist. Certainly my planning background influences my thinking that
competing land uses for a specific property can be amicably accommodated.
The "Historical Resource" designation will help to preserve Sharp Park as a
treasured recreational facility open to the pubic. That is the way it should be.
Thank you for allowing me to express my views.
Sincerely,
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Mar-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/20/2011 04:30PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: One short weigh-in on the Natural Areas program

---Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/20/2011 04:30PM--Glenn Mar
<gmar@mediaplex.com>

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

10/13/2011 11:03PM

cc
Subject One short weigh-in on the Natural Areas program

Sir,

01

From. wha.t J''v. e seen, it ~eerns obvio us to me that "M.ainleoance Alternative" is rnuch preferable to a.
"Maximum Restoration .Alternative". J don't see what's inherenrly better rtbout il. "native habi t~tt"
[
We should be going for a natural o ne, no matter how the p lants got here.

Glenn Mar- Bernal Heights
"I'm not concemed about all hell breaking loose, but that a
part. of hell will break loose .. . it'll be much harder to detect."

George Carlin

This ema i l and any files incl uded with i t may contain p r iv i lecJ ed ,
proprietary and/or confiden tial information that is for the sole
use
o f the intended reci pi e nt (s) . Any discl o s u r e , c opying ,
d istri b uti on ,
p os ting , o r use of t h e i nfo rma ti on cont a ined i n o r att ached t o
this
e ma il i s p r ohibite d unles s p e rmi tted by the se nde r . I f you ha v e
received t hi s email in error , p lease immed i ately n otify the
send e r
via return e mai l , te l ephone , o r f a x a nd des tro y thi s o r igi nal
transmissi on
a nd its inc luded f ile s witho u t read i ng o r sav ing i t in any
manne r .
Thank you .
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From:
To:
Subject:

Date:

lessjca Range

Fw: Draft EIR on DPA's
10/04/2011 02:12 PM

---- - Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/201 1 02:12 PM --- --

Chuck Masud
<c huck.masud@asml.com>

10/04/2011 01:02 PM

To
cc
Subject

"bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
Draft EIR on DPA's

Mr. Wycko,

01

I'd like to express my support for additional restrictions on DPA's and off-leash
[ dog access.

First and foremost, our parks are for people . I for one do not feel inclined to use
a park area knowing that it has been repeatedly urinated and defecated on ( even
of dog owners " pick up " - you can't pick up urine). If it was homeless people
urinating all over, the same dog owners would be appalled but somehow when
a dog does it it's different?
I also often feen unsafe as an increasing number of dogs in the parks are large
agrressive breeds (pit bulls, etc).
Finally, I've seen the severe disruption to wildlife caused by off leash dogs in
the GGNRA ( I live at Ocean Beach) and have supported the efforts to restrict
off leash dog access there as well.
Thank you for your consideration,
Chuck Masud

-- 111e infonnation contained in this communication and any attachments is confidential and

may be privileged, and is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized
review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. Unless explicitly stated otherwise in the
body of this communication or the attachment thereto (if any), the infonnation is provided on
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an AS-IS basis without any express or implied warranties or liabilities. To the extent you are
relying on this information, you are doing so at your own risk. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message and destroy all
copies of this message and any attachments. ASML is neither liable for the proper and
complete transmission ofthe information contained in this communication, nor for any delay
in its receipt.
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31 /20 11 09:27AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee

Subject Fw: NAP plan

··-Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/3112011 09:27AM--

Judith Mattingly
<jmanlngly@matharch .com>
10/29/20 11 12:19 PM
Please respond to
jmattingly@matha rch.com

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject NAP plan

Dear Mr . Wycko,
I have bee n reading about the Na t ural Areas Program, and am very
concerned about what I understand is happening .
Pl anting ' native ' plants that t hen mostly die due to lack of maintenance
suggests that the ' native ' plants are no longer viable in the current
San francisco area climate .
l~ i th climate change , plants be tcer s uited
[ to thi s area seem like better options than trying to restore plants that
may have been nat i ve hundreds of years ago .

01

was also extremely co ncerned to read t hat Rec and Park is using
pesticides to kill ' non- native ' plants as part of t he so- called
restoration project .
Since 1 like to use many of the City parks like
McClaren and Glen Park with my family and dogs , I am now very worried
about exposure to dangerous t oxins .
This is beyond reprehensible!
[ How dare you risk the health of our citizens in order to maintain poor
plant choices - all of which is being done at my (taxpayer) expense!

02

am also ver:y unhappy to hear that you plan to cut down scores of
healthy ' non- native ' trees wi t h a desire to create a more open scn1b
bush and grassland environmen t .
I unders t and many species have
adapted to the more forested environment, including some en da ngered
species .
This seems like a very r ash idea t hat could have unexpected
domino effects .
Has anyone studied a ny of the repercussions?
I

03
[

vote no to this plan .
thank you ,
Judith Ma ttingly

I
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Ms .

01

02

Mary McAllister
Jessjca Range@sfg oy om
Re: Question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program
09/22/2011 08: 18 AM

Range ,

Thank y ou for your reply .
This e r r or wil l seriously compromise the publi c
comment period because the ma j or i ty of readers will be unaware of it .
The
error is made on page 2 o f the document and is the refore prominent t o
reader s .
Few, if any readers will r ead the ent ire document to f ind the
cor rec t s t atement that does not appear until page 525 of the document,
nearly the l ast page of the document .
The erro r will pro f o undly p reJudice
reader s to a pro j ect alternative that is not preferred by the environmental
anal y sis.
I respec t f ully request that the document be corrected and r ec irculated with
the cor r ection of the erro r prominently displayed to readers.
When the
document has been corrected and recircu l ated, a new comment period should be
announ ced of equal length t o that fi r st announced .
The SNRAMP was approved by t h e Re creation and Park Department in August
2006 .
The environmental revi ew has there f ore b een i n proce ss for ov er f i v e
years .
It is pointless to jeopardize the environmental review by rushing it
after a long del ay and a lar ge i nv e stment of p ublic funding in i ts
prepar a t ion .
Afte r five y ears , a nother mon t h is an inconsequential f u r ther
inves t ment in the process .
Without such a remedy, the public c omment period will be fatally flawed and
will expose the City to legal chall enges to both the document and the
p r ocess used t o r eview and certif y it , ther eby adding to the expense o f the
envi ronmen tal review at a t ime when publ ic fund i ng is scarce .
Please inform me of the decision to corr e ct this s e rious error.
Thank you for your cooperation .
Ma r y McAll iste r
----- Original Message ----From : <Jessica . Range@sfgov . org>
To : "Mar y McAlli 3ter " <marymcal l i s ter @comcast . net>
Cc : <john . b ock@tet r atech . com>
Sent : Wednesday , September 2 1 , 2011 4:16 PM
Subj ect : Re : Question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

Ms . McAl l i 3te r,
You are cor r ect in that the r e i s a contradi ctory statement i n t h e EIR. The
d i scus s i on on page 525 c ont a i ns t he detai led analys i s o f whi ch alternative
is the env ironmentally superior alternative . The discussion on page 2 i s
incorrect and wi ll be r evised in the Comments and Re sponses document . I am
copying t h e EIR consultant on thi s emai l to keep Te tra Tech i n the l oop .
Thank you f or pointi ng t hi3 out .
Regard s ,

>

> Jessica Range , LEED AP
> San Fran c i sco Pl anning Department
> Environmental Pl anning
> 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
> San Francisco, CA 941 03
> Phone : ( 415} 575-9018 I Fax : (415 } 558-6409
> www. s f p l anni ng . o rg
>
>
>

>
>
>
>

>
>
>

>

"Mary McAllister "
<mar ymcalli ster@c
omcast . net>
09/21/2011 0 1 : 26
PM

"Jessi ca Range"
<Jessica . Range@sfgov . org>

To
cc

Subject
Question about the Dr aft EIR for
t h e Natur a l Areas Pr ogram

>
>
>
>

>
>
>
>

>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

Hello Ms Range,
I have a question about the Draf t EIR f or the Natural Ar eas Pr ogram.
There
are two statements in t h e DEIR that appear to be contradictory .
Can you
reconcil e these seemingly contradictory s tatements?
I f not, can you refer
me t o someone who can?
Page 2: '~The Maximtnn Restorat ion Al ternat i ve i 3 the Env i ronmental ly
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> supe:r 1or Altert'IAtl.ve . ..

> P~go .S2!. : "'T~e Me.,U•\UII R•cro"tion 6.0<:1 eho Mot_nton&.neo A.ltorn.et.t.t.v•Jt b.t•
> t-h•
> •nvuon:~~~.ent~lly ::~vpodot o.lto'rM.tl.V93 beO'<(t,\139 th4t_y hove f4·wor urmiti9ettt'd
~ ~~~;!~~~ ~~:!tf~? t>if~!~~:l!t
proJ•ct or the &XJ.aum
> Thb.nlt you tor you.r help to under tho DEJR.
> Mary McAU.4$tet

..
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C')

Public Comment

,~

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan

:X

s;:Qo

rr

~ C')

RE: False assumptions about fire hazards

;::~0
mO

C:::

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management~

(SNRAMP) makes assumptions regarding fire hazards in San Francisco for which it provides no scientific ~

~~

experiential evidence:
1. That native vegetation is less flammable than non-native vegetation

0
::-n

n

-

m
<
m

0

2. That thinning trees will reduce fire hazard
These assumptions are false and we will provide scientific and experiential evidence that they are false. Unless the
final EIR can provide scientific evidence and/or actual experience to support these assumptions in the DEIR, these
statements regarding fire hazards must be revised to be consistent with available evidence.
1.

Non-native vegetation, including eucalyptus is NOT inherently more flammable than native vegetation

The DEIR makes the following claims:

"...maximize indigenous vegetation for fire control." (DEl R, page 78)
"... vegetation with high fire hazard ratings such as broom and eucalyptus." (DEIR, page 111,396)

01

"...replacing highly flammable eucalyptus trees with more fire resistant species." (DEIR, page 410)
Fear of fire has fueled the heated debate about native plant restorations in the Bay Area. Native plant advocates want
the public to believe that the non-native forest is highly flammable, that its destruction and rep lacement with native
landscapes would make us safer. Nothing could be further from the truth. The fact is that the forest-whether it is
native or non-native- is generally less flammable than the landscape that is native to California. In the specific case of
the Sutro Forest in San Francisco, this general principal is particularly true: the existing forest is significantly less
flammable than the landscape that is native to that location.
The "Mount Sutro Management Plan" was written by UCSF and is available on their website. It describes "native"
Mount Sutro as follows: "In the 1800s, like most of San Francisco's hills, Mount Parnassus [now known as Mount Sutro)
was covered predominantly with coastal scrub chapparal [sic), consisting of native grasses, w ildflowers, and shrubs ..."
(page 4) (emphasis added)
A Natural History of California 1 tells us that chaparral is not only highly flammable, but is in fact dependent upon fire to
sustain itself:
"Chaparral...is... most likely to burn. The community has evolved over millions of years in association with fires,
and in fact requires fire for proper health and vigor. Thus it is not surprising that most chaparra l plants exhibit
adaptations enabling them to recover after a burn ... Not only do chaparral plants feature adaptations that help
them recover after a fire, but some characteristics of these plants, such as fibrous or ribbonlike shreds on the
bark, seem to encourage fire. Other species contain volatile oils. In the absence of fire, a mature chaparral
stand may become senile, in which case growth and reproduction are reduced. " (emphasis added)

1

Allan Schoenherr, UC Press, 1992, page 341
1
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The local chapter (Verba Buena) of the California Native Plant Society acknowledges the value of fire to restore and
maintain native plant populations. A wildfire fire on San Bruno Mountain in native grassland and coastal scrub
"consumed about 300 acres" in June 2008, according to an article on their website2 •

The article reports that

"Fire is an adaptive management tool that, along with natural grazing and browsing, has been missing in
promoting healthy grasslands that once covered much of the lower elevations of California ...The threats to
native grasslands are invasions of non-native grasses and forbs, and succession by native and invasive shrubs.
Fortunately the fire scrubbed the canyons pretty clean of just about everything. This gives the land a shot of
nutrients to recharge the soil and awaken the seedbanks that have long been lying dormant."
The fire on Angel Island in October 2008, demonstrates that native grassland is more flammable than the non-native
forest. According to an "environmental scientist" from the California state park system, 80 acres of eucalyptus were
removed from Angel Island 12 years ago in order to restore native grassland. Only 6 acres of eucalyptus remain. 3 The
fire that burned 400 acres of the 740 acres of Angel Island in 2008 stopped at the forest edge: "At the edge of the burn
belt lie strips of intact tree groves...a torched swath intercut with untouched forest." 4 It was the native grassland and
brush that burned on Angel Island and the park rangers were ecstatic about the beneficial effects of the fire: "The
shrubs-coyote bush, monkey flower and California sage-should green up with the first storms ...The grasses will grow
up quickly and will look like a golf course." Ironically, the "environmental scientist" continues to claim that the
eucalyptus forest was highly flammable, though it played no part in this fire and there was no history of there ever
having been a fire in the eucalyptus during the 100 years prior to their removal.
Unfortunately, the 1991 fire in the Oakland hills has enabled native plant advocates to maintain the fiction that

01
(Cont.)

eucalyptus is highly flammable. And in that case there is no doubt that they were involved in that devastating fire.
However, there were factors in that fire that are not applicable to San Francisco. The climate in San Francisco is milder
than the climate in the East Bay because of the moderating influence of the ocean. It is cooler in the summer and
warmer in the winter. There are never prolonged, hard freezes in San Francisco that cause the eucalyptus to die back,
creating dead, flammable leaf litter. The 1991 fire in the Oakland hills occurred in the fall, following a hard winter freeze
that produced large amounts of flammable leaf litter. In fact, there were several fires in the Oakland hills in the 20tl1
century. Each followed a hard w inter causing vegetation to die back.
The 1991 Oakland hills fire started in grass, spread to dry brush, and was then driven by the wind to burn everything in
its path. The fire burned native plants and trees as readily as eucalyptus.5
When it is hot and dry in the Oakland hills, as it was at the time of the 1991 fire, it is cool and damp in San Francisco.
Fogs from the ocean drift over the eucalyptus forests, condensing on the leaves of the trees, falling to the ground,
moistening the leaf litter.6 When the heat from the land meets the cool ocean air, the resu lt is the fog that blankets San
Francisco during the summer. These are not the conditions for fire ignition that exist in the Oakland hills.
UCSF applied for a FEMA grant to fund its project to destroy the eucalyptus forest and restore native chaparral, based on
its claim that the eucalyptus forest is highly flammable. In its letter of October 1, 2009 (obtained by FOIA request),
FEMA raised questions about UCSF's claim of fire hazard. (See Attachment A) FEMA asked UCSF to explain how fire
hazard would be reduced by eliminating most of the existing forest, given that reducing moisture on the forest floor by
2

http://www.cnps-yerbabuena.org/experience/other articles.html#pageTop
"Rains expected to help heal Angel Island," SF Chronicle, October 14, 2008
"After fire, Angel Island is a park of contrasts," SF Chronicle, October 15, 2008
s FEMA Technical Report on 1991 Oakland Fire, http://www.usfa.dhs.gov/downloads/pdf/publications/tr-OGO.pdf
6
Gilliam, Harold, The Weather of the San Francisco Bay Area, UC Press, 2002
3

4

2
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elimin.a ting t he tall trees that condense the fog from the air could increase t he potential for ignition. FEMA also asked
UCSF to provide "scientific evidence" to support its response to this question. Rather than answer this and other
questions, UCSF chose to withdraw its FEMA application.
The reputation of eucalyptus as a fire hazard is also based on the assumption that oils in its leaves are flammable. The
National Park Service reports on its website that the leaves are, in fact, fire resistant: "The live foliage [of the
eucalyptus] proved fire resistant, so a potentially catastrophic crown fire was avoided."

7

The predominant species of eucalyptus in California, the blue gum eucalyptus (E. globulus) is native to Tasmania.
Scientists at the University of Tasmania conducted laboratory experiments on the plants and trees in the Tasmanian

01
(Cont.)

forest to determine the relative f lammability of their native species. The blue gum eucalyptus (E. globulus) is included in
this study. The study reports that, "E. globulus leaves, both juvenile and adult, presented the greatest resistance [to
ignition} of all the eucalypts studied. In this case, leaf thickness was important as well as the presence of a waxy
cuticle." Also, in a table entitled "Rate of flame front movement," the comment fo r E. globulus leaves is "resistant to
combustion.''8 In other words, despite the oil content in the leaf, its physical properties protect the leaf from ignition.
Even if oils were a factor in flammability, there are many native plants that are equally oily, such as the ubiquitous
coyote brush and bays. According to Cornell University studies, essential/volatile oils in blue gum eucalyptus leaves
range from less than 1.5 to over 3.5%. 9 The leaves of native California bay laurel trees contain 7.5% of essential/volatile
oils, more than twice the amount of oil in leaves of blue gums. 10
Likewise, non-native broom is not more flammable than its native counterpart in the chaparral plant community, coyote
brush. The leaves of both shrubs are small, the fine fuel that ignites more readily than larger leaves and branches. But
the leaves of native coyote brush contain oil not found in non-native broom. And the branches of broom are green to
the ground, unlike the branches of coyote brush which become woody thickets with age. Broom therefore contains
more moisture than coyote brush, which reduces its combustability.
Fire is an essential feature of the landscape that is native to California.11 Destroying a non-native forest in order to
create a native landscape of grassland and scrub will not make us safer.
2. Thinning the non-native forest will NOT reduce fire hazard
The DEIR makes the following claim:

" ... timber thinning would increase the space between trees, reducing the ability of a fire to rapidly spread."
(DEIR, page 396)

02
Most fires in California are hot, wind-driven fires in which everything burns. The composition of the fuel load in a winddriven fire is irrelevant. Everything in its path will burn.12 The 1991 fire in the Oakland hills was an example of such a
fire. According to the FEMA technica l report on that fire, both native and non-native vegetation, as well as about 3,800
homes burned in that fire.

7

http://www.firescape.us/coastliveoaks.pdf
Dickinson, K.J.M. and Kirkpatrick, J.B., "The flammability and energy content of some important plant species and fuel components
in the forests of southeastern Tasmania," Journal of Biogeography, 1985, 12: 121-134.
9
http://www.ansci.cornell.edu/plants/medicinal/eucalyp.html
10
http://www.paleotechnics.com/Articles/Bayarticle.html
11
Sugihara, Neil, Fire in California's Ecosystems, UC Press, 2006
12
Keeley, J, and Fotheringham, "Impact of past, present, and future fire regimes on North American Mediterranean shrublands,
pages 218-262 in Veblen, et al., editors, Fire and climate change in temperate ecosystems of the Western Americas, 2003.
8
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Windbreaks are therefore one of the few defenses in a wind-driven fire. For that reason, in its letter of October 1, 2009
(see attachment A), FEMA asked UCSF to explain how the destruction of the tal l trees on Mount Sutro would reduce fire
hazard. FEMA noted that eliminating the windbreak that the tall t rees provide has the potential to enable a winddriven fire to sweep through the forest unobstructed. FEMA also asked UCSF to provide "scientific evidence" to

support its answer to this question. We repeat, UCSF chose to withdraw its application for FEMA funding of its project
rather than answer this question.
In 1987, 20,000 hect ares burned in a wildfire in the Shasta-Trinity National Forest. The effects of that fire on the forest
were studied by Weatherspoon and Skinner of the USDA Forest Service. They reported the results of their study in
Forest Science.

13

They found the least amount of fire damage in those sections of the forest that had not been

thinned or clear-cut. In other words, the more trees there were, the less damage was done by the fire . They explained

that finding:
"The occurrence of lower Fire Damage Classes in uncut stands [of trees] probably is attributable largely to the
absence of activity fuels [e.g., grasses] and to the relatively closed canopy, which reduces insolation [exposure to
the sun], wind movement near the surface, and associated drying of fuels. Conversely, opening the stand by

02
(Cont.)

partial cutting adds fuels and creates a microclimate conducive to increased fire intensities."
In other words the denser the forest,
•

The less wind on the forest f loor, thereby slowing the spread of fire

•

The more shade on the forest floor.
o

The less flammable vegetation on the forest floor

o

The more moist the forest floor

All of these factors combine to reduce fire hazard in dense forest. Likewise, in a study of fire behavior in eucalyptus
forest in Australia, based on a series of experimental controlled burns, wind speed and fire spread were significantly
reduced on the forest floor.

14

Thinning the forest will not reduce fire hazard. In fact, it will increase fire hazard.

The DEIR also says that fire hazard will be reduced by removing dead trees:

"Removed trees would include those that are diseased and dying, thereby reducing easily combustible fuel
loads." (DEIR, page 396)
We do not dispute that dead trees are more flammable than living trees because they contain less moisture, one of the
key variables in combustability. However, we have established in another comment that the claim that only dead and
dying trees will be removed is contradicted by the SNRAMP which the DEIR is supposedly evaluating. There is no
evidence that the trees that will be removed are dead or dying (see Attachment B). Furthermore, if the predictions of
experts on Sudden Oak Death prove to be true, 90% of the native oak woodland which SNRAMP proposes to expand will
be dead and highly flammable within 25 years.15

13

Weatherspoon, C.P. and Skinner, C.N., "An Assessment of Factors Associated with Damage to Tree Crowns from the 1987 Wildfires
in Northern california," Forest Science, Vol. 41, No 3, pages 430.453
14
Gould, J.S., et. al., Project Vesta: Fire in Dry Eucalyptus Forests, Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation
and Department of Environment and Conservation, Western Australia, November 2007
15
Fimrite, Peter, "Sudden oak death cases jump, spread in the Bay Areas," San Francisco Chronicle, October 2, 2011
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Conclusion
Unless scientific evidence can be provided to support statements in the OEIR regarding fire hazard, the final EIR must
be corrected to reflect the scientific and experiential evidence that refutes it:
• Native vegetation is not inherently less flammable than non-native vegetation, including eucalyptus
• Thinning the forest will not reduce fire hazards.
Mary McAllister
marymcallister@comcast.net
October 26, 2011
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Attachment B
Excerpt from Public Comment
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Nat ural Resource Areas Management Plant
RE: Enviro nment al Impact of Destroying Trees
2. The trees t hat have been designated for removal are NOT dead, dying, or hazardous
We have many reasons to challenge the t ruth of the claim in the DEIR t hat only dead, dying, hazardous or unhealthy
trees will be removed by th e implementation of SNRAMP:
•

SNRAMP documents that young, non-native trees less than 15 feet tall will be removed from the "natural areas."

•

SNRAMP did not designate only dead, dying, hazardous trees for removal. Trees have been selected for remova l

By definition these young trees are not dead or unhealthy because they are young and actively growing.
only in so fa r as they support the goal of expanding and enhancing areas of native plants, especially grasslands
and scrub.
•

The predominant non-native tree in San Francisco, blue gum eucalyptus lives in Australia from 200-400 years,
depending upon the climate. (Jacobs 1955, page 67) In milder climates, such as San Francisco, the blue gum
lives toward the longer end of this range. The trees over 15 feet tall that have been designated for remova l are
almost exclusively blue gum.

•

However, there are many natural predators in Australia that were not imported to California. It is possible that
the eucalypts will live longer here: "Once established elsewhere, some species of eucalypts are capable of
adjusting to a broader range of soil, water, and slope conditions than in Australia ...once released from interspecific competitions and from native insect fauna ..." (Doughty 2000, page 6)

•

The San Francisco Presidio's Vegetation Management Plan reports that eucalypts in the Presidio are about 100
years old and they are expected to live much longer: "blue gum eucalyptus can continue to live much longer..."
{Vegetation Management Plan, page 28)

•

The Natural Areas Program has already destroyed hundreds of non-native trees in the past 15 years. We can see
with our own eyes that these trees were not unhealthy when they were destroyed.

•

Neither written plans nor EIRs are required to remove hazardous trees. The City has the right and an obligation
to remove hazardous trees when they are identified as such by qualified arborists.

Trees have been designated for destruction solely to benefit native plants
The DEIR claims that only dead, dying, hazardous trees will be removed from the natural areas. This claim is
contradicted by the SNRAMP that the DEIR is supposedly evaluating. Not a single explanation in the SNRAMP of why
t rees have been selected for removal is based on the health of the trees.

•

lake Merced: The explanation for removing 134 t rees is "To maintain and enhance native habitats, it is
necessary to selectively remove some trees."

•

Mt. Davidson: The explanation for removing 1,600 trees is: " In order to enhance the sensitive species
habitat that persists in the urban forest understory and at the forest-grassland ecotone, invasive blue
gum eucalyptus trees w ill be removed in select areas. Coastal scrub and reed grass communities
require additional light to reach the forest floor in order to persist "

•

Glen Canyon: The explanations for removing 120 trees are: "to help protect and preserve the native
grassland" and "to increase light penetration to the forest floor"
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•

Bayview Hill: The explanation for removing 505 trees is: "In order to enhance the sensitive species
habitat that persists in the urban forest understory and at the forest-grassland ecotone, invasive blue
gum eucalyptus trees will be removed in select areas."

•

Mclaren: The explanation for removing 805 trees is: "In order to enhance the sensitive species
habitat that persists in the urban forest understory and at the forest-scrub-grassland ecotone, invasive
trees will be removed in select areas. Coastal scrub and grassland communities require additional light
to reach the forest floor in order to persist."

•

Interior Greenbelt: The explanation for removing 140 trees is: "In order to enhance the seasonal creek
and sensitive species habitat that persists in the urban forest understory, invasive blue gum eucalyptus
trees will be removed in select areas."

03

•

Dorothy Erskine: The explanation for removing 14 trees is: "In order to enhance the grassland and
wildflower community, removal of some eucalyptus trees is necessary."

In not a single case does the management plan for the Natural Areas Program corroborate the claim made
in the DEIR that only dead, dying, diseased, or hazardous trees will be removed. In every case, the
explanation for the removal of eucalypts is that their removal will benefit native plants, specifically
grassland and scrub. In other words, the explanation provided by the DEIR for tree removals in the natural
areas is a misrepresentation of the SNRAMP which it is supposedly evaluating.
The trees that have already been destroyed in the "natural areas" were NOT dead, dying, or diseased.
Although it's interesting and instructive to turn to the written word in SNRAMP for the Natural Areas
Program to prove that the DEIR is based on fictional premises, the strongest evidence is the track record of
tree removals in the past 15 years. The trees that have been destroyed in the "natural areasn in the past 15
years were NOT dead, dying, or diseased.
Hundreds of trees have been removed in the natural areas since the Natural Areas Program began 15 years
ago. We'll visit a few of those areas with photographs of those destroyed trees to prove that healthy, young
non-native trees have been destroyed. This track record predicts the future: more healthy young trees will be
destroyed in the future for the same reason that healthy young trees were destroyed in the past, i.e., because
their mere existence is perceived as being a barrier to the restoration of native grassland and scrub.
Mary McAllister
October 24, 2011
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Public Comment
Draft Environmental Impact Report f or Natural Resource Areas M anagement Plan
RE: Environmental Impact of Destroying Trees
The Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP) which is evaluat ed by the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) documents plans to destroy t housands of t rees in the parks managed by the City of San
Francisco in San Francisco and Pacifica. This planned t ree destruction will release significant amounts of carbon
dioxide into the atmosphere. The DEIR reaches the conclusion t hat t he removal of these trees w ill have no impact on
the environment and will not violat e California State law regarding greenhouse gas emissions (AB32). This conclusion
is based on several fictional premises:
1. That all the trees that are removed will be replaced within the natural areas by an equal number of trees that
are native to San Francisco.
2. That only dead, dying, hazardous, or unhealthy trees will be removed.
3. That these t ree removals will not result in the loss of carbon stored in the urban forest
This comment will document that these are fictional premises. They are:
•

Contradicted by the horticultural requirements of trees native to San Francisco

•

Contradicted by t he actual plans as documented by SNRAMP

•

Contradicted by the actual health status of the existing forest

•

Contradicted by the actual past practices of the Natural Areas Program with respect to tree removals

•

Contradicted by the science of the terrestrial carbon cycle
1. Trees destroyed by implementation of SNRAMP cannot/will not be replaced

01

The DEIR claims that all trees removed in San Francisco will be replaced "one-to-one" by trees that are native to San
Francisco. The SNRAMP supports this fictional premise by f alsely reducing the number of trees that w ill be removed :
•

By not counting trees less than 15 feet tall which it intends to destroy, despite the fact that the US Forest Service
survey of San Francisco's urban forest reports that the trunks of most (51.4%} trees in San Francisco are less
than 6 inches in diameter at breast height, the functional equivalent of trees less than 15 feet tall. (Nowak 2007)

•

By not counting the hundreds of healthy rees that have already been destroyed by the Natural Areas Program in
"natural areas" at Tank Hill, Pine Lake, Lake Merced, Bayview Hill, Glen Canyon parks, etc., prior to the approval
of SNRAMP. (see pages 5-8 for details}

1
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Size of trees in San Francisco's Urban Forest, US Forest Service Survey
However, even artificially reducing the number of trees removed by the implementation of SNRAMP does not make
"one-to-one" replacement a realistic goal.
The natural history of trees in San Francisco
The primary reason why we know that it will not be possible to grow native trees in the natural areas in San Francisco

01
(Cont.)

is that there were few native trees in San Francisco before non-native trees were planted by European settlers in the
late 19th century. San Francisco's "Urban Forest Plan" which was officially adopted by the Urban Forestry Council in
2006 and approved by the Board of Supervisors, describes the origins of San Francisco's urban forest as follows:
"No forest existed prior to the European settlement of the city and the photographs and written records from
that time illustrate a lack of trees ...Towards the Pacific Ocean, one saw vast dunes of sand, moving under the
constant wind. While there were oaks and willows along creeks, San Francisco's urban forest had little or
nothing in the way of native tree resources. The City's urban forest arose from a brief but intense period of
afforestation, which created forests on sand without tree cover."

San Francisco in 1806 as depicted by artist with von Langsdorff expedition
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The horticultural realitv of t rees native to San Francisco
M ore important ly, the reality i s t hat even if we want t o plant more native trees in San Francisco, they will not grow in
most places in San Francisco because they do not tolerate San Francisco's climate and growing conditions: wind, fog,
and sandy or rocky soil, etc. We know that for several reasons:
•

There are few native trees in San Francisco now. According to the US Forest Service survey of San Francisco's
urban forest only two species of tree native to San Francisco were found in sufficient numbers to be counted in
the 194 plots they surveyed: Coast live oak was reported as .1% (one-tenth of one percent) and California bay
laurel 2.1% of the total tree population of 669,000 trees. (Nowak 2007)

•

The City of San Francisco maintains an official list of recommended species of trees for use by the Friends of the
Urban Forest and the Department of Public Works. (CCSF Resolution No. 003-11-UFC)
o

The most recent list (2011) categorizes 27 species of t rees as "Species that perform well in many
locations in San Francisco." There is not a single native tree in that category.

o

Thirty-six tree species are categorized as "Species that perform well in certain locations with special
considerations as noted." Only one of these 36 species is native to San Francisco, the Coast live oak and
its "special considerations" are described as "uneven performer, prefers heat, wind protection, good
drainage."

o

01
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The third category is "Species that need further evaluation." Only one (Holly leaf cherry) of the 22
species in that category is native to San Francisco.

•

Finally, where native trees have been planted by the Natural Areas Program (NAP) to placate neighbors who
obj ected to the removal of the trees in thei r neighborhood parks, the t rees did not survive. (see page 6 for
details)

SNRAMP documents that there is no intention t o plant " replacement" t rees
In fact, the SNRAMP documents that the Natural Areas Program (NAP) does not intend to plant replacement trees fo r
the t housands of trees it proposes t o destroy.
•

The majority of t rees over 15 feet tall designated for remova l by SNRAMP (15,000 trees) are in Sharp Park. The
DEIR acknowledges that these trees will not be replaced because this area will be converted to native coasta l
scrub.

•

The DEIR makes no commitment to replace the trees less than 15 feet tall that will be removed but are not
quantified by SNRAMP because they are not defined by SNRAMP as trees. There are probably thousands of
trees less than 15 feet tall in the "natural areas" that wi ll be removed and not replaced.

•

Because most of the natural areas are rock outcrops and sand hills that were t reeless prior to the arrival of
Europeans, there is little acreage within the "natural areas" that is capable of supporting trees that are native to
San Francisco: "Two native forest series...comprise approximately 17 acres, 2 percent of total vegetation [in the
natural areas)" (SNRAMP, Setting, page 3-11). Obviously, it would not be physically possible to plant thousands
of native trees in the small areas in which they would be able to survive.

•

SNRAMP documents the intention to convert all MA-l and MA-2 areas, comprising 58% of the total acres of
"natural areas" to grassland and scrub: "Within MA-l and MA-2, these sit es [of tree removals] would then be
replanted with native shrub and grassland species." (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement, page F-3)

•

Only MA-3 areas, comprising 42% of total acreage wi ll continue to support the urban forest: "Within MA-3,
urban forest species w ould be planted or encouraged (see Section 5, GR-15)" (SNRAMP, Forestry Statement,
page F-3). However, the Forestry Statement also documents the intention to thin the urban forest in MA-3

3
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areas to a basal area of 60-200 trees per acre (our estimate based on the formula for basal area in SNRAMP).
That represents a significant thinning of the urban forest when compared to the tree density of the eucalyptus
forest on Mount Sutro documented by UCSF as 740 trees per acre.
•

The "Urban Forestry Statements" in Appendix F of t he management plan contain the long-term plans for the
natural areas in which trees will be destroyed. All but one of these specif ic plans is some variation of
"conversion of some areas of forest to scrub and grasslands." The exception is Corona Heights fo r which the

01
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plans are "converted gradually to oak woodland." The Corona Heights natural area is 2.4 acres, making it
physically impossible to plant thousands of oaks in that location.
•

"Oak woodland" is the only vegetation goal in SNRAMP w hich foresees the planting of native trees. Yet, the
DEIR says nothing about the potential for Sudden Oak Death {SOD) to decimate the oak population in the San
Francisco Bay Area. Ironically, the DEIR acknowledges that one of the comments on the Initial Study raised this
question. Yet, despite that question, the DEIR remains silent about the potential for oaks to be killed by SOD.
Since the publicat ion of the Initial Study, our local expert (Matteo Garbelotto, UC Berkeley) has reported the
rampant spread of SOD and its deadly consequences: " ... experts predict as many as 90% of california live oaks
and black oaks could die from the disease within 25 years."
2.

1

The trees that have been designated fo r re moval are NOT dead, dying, or hazardous

W e have many reasons to challenge the t ruth of the claim in t he OEIR that only dead, dying, hazardous or unhealthy
trees will

be re moved by the impleme ntation of SNRAMP:

•

SNRAMP documents that young, non-native trees less than 15 feet tall will be removed from the "natural areas."

•

SNRAMP did not designate only dead, dying, hazardous trees for removal. Trees have been selected for removal

By definition these young trees are not dead or unhealthy because they are young and actively growing.
only in so far as they support the goal of expanding and enhancing areas of native plants, especially grasslands
and scrub.
•

The predominant non-nat ive tree in San Francisco, blue gum eucalyptus lives in Australia from 200-400 years,
depending upon the climate. (Jacobs 1955, page 67)1n milder climates, such as San Francisco, the blue gum
lives toward the longer end of this range. The t rees over 15 feet tall that have been designated for removal are
almost exclusively blue gum.

•

02

However, there are many natural predators in Australia that were not imported to California. It is possible that
the eucalypts w ill live longer here: "Once established elsewhere, some species of eucalypts are capable of
adjusting to a broader range of soil, water, and slope conditions than in Australia ...once released from interspecific competitions and from native insect fauna ..." (Doughty 2000, page 6)

•

The San Francisco Presidio's Vegetation Management Plan reports that eucalypts in the Presidio are about 100
years old and they are expected to live much longer: " blue gum eucalyptus can cont inue to live much longer..."
{Vegetation Management Plan, page 28)

•

The Natural Areas Program has already destroyed hundreds of non-native trees in the past 15 years. We can see
with our own eyes that these trees were not unhealthy when t hey were destroyed.

•

Neither written plans nor EIRs are required to remove hazardous trees. The City has the right and an obligation
to remove hazardous trees when they are identified as such by qualified arborists.

1

Fimrite, Peter, "Sudden oak death cases jump, spread in the Bay Areas," San Francisco Chronicle, October 2, 2011
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Trees have been designated for d estruction solely t o benefit nat i ve plants
The DEIR claims that only dead, dying, hazardous trees will be removed from the natural areas. This claim is
contradicted by the SNRAMP that the DEIR is supposedly evaluating. Not a single explanation in the SNRAMP of why
trees have been selected for removal is based on the health of the trees.

•

Lake Merced: The explanation for removing 134 trees is "To maintain and enhance native habitats, it is
necessary to selectively remove some t rees."

•

Mt. Davidson: The explanation for removing 1,600 trees is: "In order to enhance the sensitive species
habitat that persists in the urban forest understory and at the forest-grassland ecotone, invasive blue
gum eucalyptus trees will be removed in select areas. Coastal scrub and reed grass communities
require additional light to reach the forest floor in order to persist "

•

02
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Glen Canyon: The explanations for removing 120 trees are: "to help protect and preserve the native
grassland" and "to increase light penetration to the forest floor"

•

Bayview Hill: The explanation for removing 505 trees is: "In order to enhance the sensitive species
habitat that persists in the urban forest understory and at the forest-grassland ecotone, invasive blue
gum eucalyptus trees will be removed in select areas."

•

Mclaren: The explanation for removing 805 trees is: "In order to enhance the sensitive species
habitat that persists in the urban forest understory and at the forest-scrub-grassland ecotone, invasive
t rees will be removed in select areas. Coastal scrub and grassland communities require additional light
to reach the forest floor in order to persist."

•

Interior Greenbelt: The explanation for removing 140 trees is: "In order to enhance the seasonal creek
and sensitive species habitat that persists in the urban forest understory, invasive blue gum eucalyptus
t rees will be removed in select areas."

•

Dorothy Erskine: The explanation for removing 14 trees is: "In order to enhance the grassland and
wildflower community, removal of some eucalyptus trees is necessary."

In not a single case does the management plan fo r t he Nat ural Areas Program corroborate the claim made
in the DEIR that only dead, dying, diseased, or hazardous trees will be removed. In every case, the
explanation f or the removal of eucalypts is that their removal w ill benefit native plants, specifically
grassland and scrub. In other word s, the explanation provided by the DEIR f or tree removals in the natural
areas is a misrepresentation of the SNRAMP which it is supposedly evaluating.
The trees that have already been destroyed in the " natural areas" were NOT dead, dying, or diseased.
Although it's interesting and instructive to turn to the w ritten word in SNRAMP for t he Natural Areas
Program t o prove that the DEIR is based on f ictional premises, the st rongest evidence is the track record of
tree removals in the past 15 years. The trees that have been destroyed in the " natural areas" In the past 15
years were NOT dead, dying, or diseased .
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Hundreds of trees have been removed in the natural areas since the Natural Areas Program began 15 years

02
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ago. We'll visit a few of those areas with photographs of those destroyed trees to prove that healthy, young
non-native trees have been destroyed. This track record predicts the future: more healthy young trees will be
destroyed in the future for the same reason that healthy young trees were destroyed in the past,

i.e., because

their mere existence is perceived as being a barrier to the restoration of native grassland and scrub.

Some of the approximately 1,000 girdled trees on Bayview Hill, 2010
•

02
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The first tree destruction by the Natural Areas Program and/or its supporters took the form of girdling
about 1,000 healthy trees in the natural areas about 10 to 15 years ago. Girdling a tree prevents water
and nutrients from traveling from the roots of the tree to its canopy. The tree dies slowly over time.
The larger the tree, the longer it takes to die. None of these trees were dead when they were girdled.
There is no point in girdling a dead tree.

One of about 50 girdled trees on Mt. Davidson, 2003

02
(Cont.)

Many trees that were more easily cut down without heavy equipment were simply destroyed,
sometimes leaving ugly stumps several feet off the ground.
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Stumps of small trees destroyed on Bayview Hill, 2002
•

About 25 young trees were destroyed on Tank Hill about 10 years ago. We can see from those that
remain that the trees-which were planted around the same time-were young. They don't look
particularly healthy in the picture because they were severely limbed up to bring more light to the

02
03
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native plant garden for which the neighboring trees were destroyed. All of the trees would have been
destroyed if the neighbors had not come to their defense. About 25 oaks were provided to the
neighbors by NAP to plant as "replacement" trees. Only 5 are still alive. Only one has grown. The
remainder are about 36" tall and their trunks about 1" in diameter, as when they were planted.

Tank Hill, 2002

02
(Cont.)

•
[

About 25 young trees were destroyed at the west end of Pine Lake to create a native plant garden that
is now a barren, weedy mess surrounded by the stumps of the young trees that were destroyed.
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West end of Pine Lake, July 2011
•

02
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About 25 trees of medium size were destroyed at the southern end of Isla is Creek in Glen Canyon Park
about 6 years ago in order to create a native plant garden. They were replaced with shrubs.

•

Many young trees were recently destroyed in the "natural area" called the Interior Greenbelt. These
trees were destroyed in connection with the development of a trail, which has recently become the
means by which the Natural Areas Program has funded tree removals with capital funding.

Interior Greenbelt, 2010

02
(Cont.)

There was nothing wrong with any of these trees before they were destroyed. Their only crime was that
they were not native to San Francisco. There are probably many other trees that were destroyed in the
natural areas in the past 15 years. We are reporting only those removals of which we have personal
knowledge.
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3. The implementation of SNRAMP will result in a significant loss of stored carbon
The urban forest of San Francisco stores 196,000 tons of carbon and adds to that accumulated store of carbon at an
annual rate of 5,200 tons per year according to the US Forest Service survey. (Nowak 2007) About 25% of the annual
rate of sequestration and the accumulated storage of carbon are accomplished by the blue gum eucalyptus, the chief
target for destruction by SNRAMP. When a tree is destroyed, it releases the carbon that it has accumulated throughout
its lifetime into the atmosphere as Carbon Dioxide (C02) as it decays. Carbon Dioxide is the predominant greenhouse
gas that is causing climate change.
Since greenhouse gases are regulated in California by a law that commits the state to reduce greenhouse gas emissions,

03

the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Natural Areas Program (NAP) goes to great lengths to make the
case that destroying thousands of trees will not violate California law. The DEIR's claim that the implementation of
SNRAMP will not contribute to greenhouse gas emissions is based on:
•

•

Fabricating facts by misrepresenting scientific studies. The facts are:
o

Grassland in San Francisco does NOT lower ground temperature

o

Grassland does NOT store more carbon than forests

The DEIR confuses the RATE of carbon sequestration with the total accumulated carbon storage in the plant or
tree as it continues to grow. While a young tree may sequester carbon at a faster RATE while it is growing
rapidly that does not alter the fact that a mature tree stores more carbon over its lifetime as the carbon
accumulates.

•

Replacing mature trees with ANY plant or tree will never compensate for the loss of the carbon stored in the
trees that will be destroyed.

•

Managing the forest by thinning and reforestation does NOT compensate for the loss of carbon stored in mature
trees

Grassland in the San Francisco Bay Area does NOT lower ground temperature
The DEIR claims:

"According to a study presented at the American Geophysical Union's meeting, grasslands above SO degrees
latitude reflect more sun than forest canopies, thereby keeping temperatures lower by an average of 0.8 degree
Celsuis." (DEIR, page 457, cited studll
This statement in the EIR does not apply to the San Francisco Bay Area and the reference used to support it
misrepresents the cited study:

2

Jha, Alok. 2006. The Guardian. "Planting Trees to Save Planet is Pointless, Say Ecologists." Friday, December 15, 2006.
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•

The entire continental United States, Including the San Francisco Bay Area, Is below 50 degrees latitude. In
other words, this statem ent-even if it were tr ue-does not apply to the San Francisco Bay Area.

The statement Is taken out of the context of the article. The entire sentence in which this statement appears
actually says, "Grassland or snowfields, however, reflected more sun, keeping temperatures lower. Planting
trees above SO degrees latitude, such as In Siberia, could cover tundras normally blanketed In heat-reflecting
snow ." It does not snow in the San Francisco Bay Area. Therefore, this statement does not apply to the San
Francisco Bay Area.

•

The article being quoted by the DEIR is NOT the scientific study, but rather a journalistic article in The Guardian.

•

The day after this article appeared in The Guardian (and also in the New York Times), The Guardian published an

a newspaper in England, in which the author of the study has been misquoted and his study misrepresented.

03
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op-ed (which also appeared in the New York Times) by the author of the scientific study, Ken caldeira in which
he objected to the misrepresentation of his study:
"I was aghast to see our study reported under the headline "Planting trees to save planet is pointless, say
ecologists." (December 15). Indeed, our study found that pre6erving and restoring t ropical forests is doubly
Important, as they cool the earth both by removing the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide from the atmosphere ond
by helping produce cooling clouds. We did find that preserving and restoring forests outside the tropics does
little or nothing to help slow climate change, but nevertheless t hese f orests are a critical component of Earth's
biosphere and great urgency should be placed on preserving t hem." (caldeira 2006)
As if this misrepresentation of the facts weren't bad enough, we find in Appendix A of the DEIR that this isn't the first

time that someone has informed the authors ofthe DEIR that this statement is not accurate. One of the public
comments submitted in 2009 in response to the Initial Study quotes Ken Caldeira's op-ed in the New York Times. Yet,
two years later, the DEIR persists in repeating this misrepresentation of Professor Caldeira's (Stanford University)
research.
Grassland does NOT store more ca rbon than forests
The DEIR also claims:
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"Research studies have concluded that grassland and scrub habitat could act as a significant carbon sink." (DEIR, page
45 7, cited studies3 )
Once again, the cited study does not support the statement in the EIR:
•

Again, the statement has been taken out of context. The entire sentence reads, "We conclude that grasslands
can act as a significant ca rbon sink with the implementation of improved management." This sentence appears
in the abstract for the publication. (Conant 2001)

•

One wonders if the authors of the DEIR read the entire article or just the abstract. The point of the study is that
land management techniques such as fertilization, irrigation, introduction of earthworms, plowing and fallow
methods, etc., can improve the sequestration of carbon in the soil of croplands and pastures. This is obviously
irrelevant to the Natural Areas Program, which is not engaged in agriculture or pasturage.

•

However, the study is relevant in one regard. It reports that when forest is converted to grassland, no amount
of "management techniques" compensates for the loss of the carbon in the trees that are destroyed:

03
(Cont.)

"Though more than half of the rain forest conversion studies {60%) resulted in increased soil Carbon content, net
ecosystem Carbon balance...decreased substantially due to the loss of large amounts of biomass carbon."
(Conant 2001)
The second study cited in support of the claim about carbon storage in grassland reports that increased levels of Carbon
Dioxide in the air increases carbon accumulation in the soil. This study tells us nothing about the relative merits of
grassland and forests with respect to carbon storage. (Hu 2001) Another study reports a similar relationship between
global warming and carbon storage in trees: " ... warmer temperatures stimulate the gain of carbon stored in trees as
woody tissue, partially offsetting the soil carbon loss to the atmosphere." (Melillo 2011)
The OEIR confuses the RATE of carbon sequestration with the total accumulated storage over the life of t he tree
The DEIR claims that because a young tree, growing at a faster rate than a mature tree, sequesters carbon at a faster
rate than a mature tree, it follows that replacing mature trees with young trees will resu lt in a net carbon benefit. This is
NOT a logical conclusion, as illustrated by th is graph from the US Forest Service survey of San Francisco's urban forest
(Nowak 2007):

3

Conant, L., Paustian K, and Elliot E. 2001. "Grassland Management and Conversion into Grassland Effects on Soil

Carbon." Natural Resource Ecology laboratory. Colorado State University. Fort Collins, USA. Sponsor: US
Environmental Protection Agency, Ruminant Livestock Efficiency Program. 2001, and
Hu, S., Chapin, Firestone, Field, Chiariello. 2001. "Nitrogen limitation of microbial decomposition in a grassland under
elevated C02," Nature 409: 188-191.
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This graph tells us that although trees sequester carbon faster when they are very small, the large, most mature trees
are also sequestering carbon and they store far more carbon than the smaller trees. This is as we would expect, because
the total amount of carbon stored within the plant or tree is proportional to its biomass, both above ground (trunk,
foliage, leaf litter, etc.) and below ground (roots).
Even IF it were possible replace the non-native trees with native trees- and it's NOT-the native trees would be
significantly smaller than the trees that will be destroyed. The few trees that are native to San Francisco are ALL small
trees, compared to the trees that will be destroyed. Since the amount of carbon stored within the tree is proportional
to its biomass, t he native trees would never sequester as much carbon as the trees that will be destroyed by the
implementation of SNRAMP.

03
(Cont.)

In its zeal to exonerate SNRAMP from releasing carbon stored in the trees it proposes to destroy, it contradicts itself, i.e.,
that SNRAMP proposes to destroy all non-native trees less than 15 tall. These are the very same young trees that the
DEIR says are capable of sequestering more carbon than mature trees. If, indeed, carbon storage could be preserved by
a forest of exclusively young trees-and it CAN'T -what is the point of destroying all the young non-native trees?
The DEIR does not account for the loss of the carbon in the trees that will be destroyed
If we were starting with bare ground, it might be relevant to compare carbon sequestration in various types of
vegetation, but we're not. We're talking about a specific project which will require the destruction of thousands of nonnative trees. Therefore, we must consider the loss of carbon associated with destroying those trees. It doesn't matter
what is planted after the destruction of those trees, nothing will compensate for that loss because of how the trees
will be disposed of.
The fate of the wood in trees that are destroyed determines how much carbon is released into the atmosphere. For
example, if the wood is used to build houses the loss of carbon is less than if the wood is allowed to decompose on the
forest floor. And that is exactly what this project proposes to do: chip the wood from the trees and distribute it on the
forest floor, also known as "mulching." As the wood decomposes, the carbon stored in the wood is released into the
atmosphere as carbon dioxide: "Two common tree disposal/utilization scenarios were modeled: 1) mulching and 2)
landfill. Although no mulch decomposition studies could be found, studies on decomposition of tree roots and twigs
reveal that SO% of the carbon is lost within the first 3 years. The remaining carbon is estimated to be lost within 20
years of mulching. Belowground biomass was modeled to decompose at the same rate as mulch regardless of how the
aboveground biomass was disposed" (Nowak 2002)
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Furthermore, the process of removing trees releases stored carbon into the atmosphere, regardless of the fate of the
destroyed trees: "Even in forests harvested for long-term storage wood, more than 50% of the harvested biomass is
released to the atmosphere in a short period after harvest." (Anderson 2008)
The DEIR claims to have run a model of carbon loss resulting from the project in Sharp Park: "The model returns the C0 2
emission rates for all equipment deliveries, and worker activity involving on-road and off-road gasoline and diesel fuel
use." (DEIR, page 455). The COz emissions resulting from the destruction of 15,000 trees over 15 feet tall in Sharp Park is
conspicuously absent from their analysis.

03
(Cont.)

Managing the forest by thinning and reforestation does NOT compensat e for the loss of carbon stored in the trees
that will be removed.
The DEIR claims that improving the health of the urban forest by thinning and reforestation with young trees-which will
NOT be physically possible--will result in a net benefit of carbon storage.
In fact, the more open canopy of an urban forest with less tree density results in greater growth rates. (EPA 2010)
Although more rapid growth is associated with greater rates of carbon sequestration, rates of storage have little effect
on the net carbon storage over the life of the tree. (Nowak 1993) Net carbon storage over the life of the tree is
determined by how long the species lives and how big the tree is at maturity. These characteristics are inherent in
the species of t ree and are little influenced by forest management practices such as thinning. (Nowak 1993)
More importantly, even if there were some small increase in carbon storage of individual trees associated with thinning,
this increase would be swamped by the loss of the carbon in the trees that will be destroyed.
Conclusion
The final EIR must correct the following errors of FACT in the DEIR:

01
(Cont)
02
(Cont)

[·
[·
•
•

03
(Cont)

The final EIR cannot claim that all non-native trees that will be destroyed will be replaced with an equal number
of native trees because that is neither consistent with the SNRAMP, nor is it physically possible.
The final EIR cannot claim that all non-native trees that will be destroyed are dead, dying, diseased, or hazardous
because they are NOT and the claim contradicts the SNRAMP.
The citations used to make bogus claims regarding carbon sequestration must be removed because they are not
relevant and they have been misrepresented by the DEtR.
The DEIR's presentation of the terrestrial carbon cycle must be corrected because it is inaccurate:
o RATES of carbon sequestration must not be confused with the total accumulated stored carbon in
mature trees.
o The final EIR cannot claim that there will be a net carbon benefit of the proposed tree destruction
because that claim is inconsistent with the science of the terrestrial carbon cycle

The DEIR has not quantified the carbon stored in the current landscape; has not quantified the carbon released by the
planned tree destruction; has not quantified the carbon stored i n the resulting grassland and scrub. The claimed
"qualitative analysis" does not tell us how much carbon will be released into the atmosphere by the implementation
ofSNRAMP.
As required by CEQA and California Law AB 32, the final EIR must quantify the loss of carbon resulting from the
destruction of thousands of healthy trees, compare that loss to the resulting vegetation (grassland and scrub) and
mitigate for the net loss of carbon that is the inevitable outcome of the implementation of SNRAMP.
Karin Hu, brainz ca@yahoo.com
Mary McAllister, marymcallister@comcast.net
October 24, 2011
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Public Comment
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
RE: Herbicides required to implement SNRAMP
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
(SNRAMP) claims that the herbicides required to implement SNRAMP will not have a significant impact on the
environment. It reaches that conclusion by providing inadequate and inaccurate information about the use of
herbicides by the Natural Areas Program (NAP) in the present and by providing no information about the
requirements for more herbicides in the future to kill the roots of thousands of trees that will be destroyed. In this
public comment we will document these issues as follows:
1. The DEIR provides no information about the frequency of use of herbicides by the Natural Areas Program
2. The DEIR claims that herbicide applications by the Natural Areas Program comply with San Francisco's IPM
Ordinance. In fact, the public record contains considerable evidence that herbicide applications by the
Natural Areas Program frequently violate San Francisco's IPM Ordinance.
3. The DEIR misstates the facts about the toxicity of the herbicides being used by the Natural Areas Program
4. The DEIR provides no information about the Increased use of herbicides that will be required to prevent the
resprouting of the trees that will be destroyed by the implementation of SNRAMP.
1. Herbicide use by the Natural Areas Program
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) provides no information about the volume of herbicides used by the
Natural Areas Program (NAP). The sole sentence in the DEIR pertaining to volume of use of herbicides is this:
"In 2004, the Natural Areas Program accounted far less than 10 percent of the overall SFRPD pesticide use, even

04

though the Natural Areas account for approximately 25% of the land managed by the SFRPD." (DEIR, page 365)

This statement provides inadequate information regarding NAP's pesticide use because:
•

It is eight years out of date.

•

Since we aren't informed by the DEIR of the volume of SFRPD's pesticide use, we are unable to determine the
volume of NAP' s pesticide use, i.e., NAP's pesticide use is 10% of WHAT?

•

We aren't reassured by the claim that NAP's pesticide use is only 10% of total RRPD pesticide use-if in fact that
is true. The public has good reason to expect that parks designated as "natural areas" should contain less
pesticide than other park areas, such as golf courses, lawns, flower gardens, and landscaped areas.

Based on public records requests, we have the following information about the number of pesticide applications by the
Natural Areas Program (See Attachment A):
Number of pesticide applications by the Natural Areas Program
Active Ingredient
Triclopyr (Garlon)
Glyphosate (Roundup)
Aminopyralid/lmazapyr
(Milestone/Habitat)
Total

2008
17
7

2009
16
6

2010
36
31

2

2

2

26

24

69

Percent Increase

265%
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We learn from these official reports of NAP's pesticide use which are required by the City's IPM Ordinance, that NAP's
pesticide use has increased 265% since 2008. Therefore, the only information provided by the DEIR regarding NAP's
pesticide use is inadequate and inaccurate because it is eight years old and pesticide use by the Natural Areas Program is
increasing significantly from year to year, 265% in the past three years alone.
We also learn from these official reports of NAP's pesticide use that several other statements in the DEIR are inaccurate:
•

The DEIR claims that "Gar/on is being phased out from use in Natural Areas and is only used for invasive plants in
biologically diverse grasslands due to its target specificity." (DEIR, page 365)

According to the official reports of NAP's pesticide use, Garlon (active ingredient Triclopyr) was used more often

04
(Cont.)

than any other pesticide in all three years, including the most recent year. This FACT is inconsistent with a claim
that Garlon is being "phased out."
The statement that Garlon is "only used for invasive plants in... grasslands'' is contradicted by this statement in
the DEIR:
"Treatment of tree stumps with San Francisco-approved pesticides (such as Roundup and Gar/on) (DEIR, page

386)
•

The DEIR claims that Glyphosate is the "primary product used." (DEIR, page 365). This statement is inaccurate.
Official reports of NAP's pesticide use prove that Triclypyr was used more often than Glyphosate in all three
years for which we have data.
2. Pesticide use by the Natural Areas Program frequently violates San Francisco's IPM Ordinance

In lieu of providing any information about the actual use of pesticides by the Natural Areas Program, the DEIR claims
that the mere fact that these pesticide applications comply with San Francisco's IPM Ordinance ensures that there will
be no significant impact on the environment from its pesticide use:
"Pesticide use... would adhere to the /PM Program. As a result, water quality impacts from herbicide and
pesticide use as part of programmatic projects would be less than significant." (DEl R, page 365)

There are two problems with this claim:

05

•

NAP has been granted exceptions to the IPM Ordinance to use toxic chemicals that are not used by other
agencies in San Francisco: lmazapyr and Triclopyr.
o

Garlon (Triclypyr): Tier I, Most Hazardous. Use Limitation: "Use only for targeted treatments of high
profile or highly invasive exotics via dabbing or injections. May use for targeted spraying only when
dabbing or injections are not feasible and only with use of a respirator. HIGH PRIORITY TO FIND
ALTERNATIVE." (San Francisco IPM policy 2011}

o

Habitat (lmazapyr}: Tier II, More Hazardous. Use Limitation: "Preferred alternative to triclopyr for use
on invasive weeds in natural areas such as broom, cotoneaster, or Arundo grass." (San Francisco IPM
policy 2011}

•

Even after having been granted these exceptions, NAP has frequently violated the IPM Ordinance. Many of
these violations have been reported to the Department of the Environment by the public and are therefore a
part of the public record:
o

NAP's report of pesticide use is frequently incomplete: targets for applications, locations of
applications, etc., are frequently missing from NAP's reports. (See Attachment A}
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o

We have photographs of notices of pesticide applications for which there are no corresponding entries
on the official record of pesticide use maintained by the Department of the Environment. This suggests
that the official reports of NAP's pesticide use are not complete. These photographs have been sent to
the Department of the Environment.

o

NAP's notices of pesticide application are frequently missing the date of application, thereby making it
impossible for the public to know when the area is safe to enter. Photographs of these incomplete
notices have been sent to the Department of the Environment.

o

05
(Cont.)

o

NAP used lmazapyr in 2008 and 2009, prior to its approval for use by San Francisco's IPM policy in 2011.
NAP sprayed Garton (Tridopyr) prior to 2011 when only "dabbing and injection" were approved
application methods by the IPM policy.

o

NAP sprayed Garton (Triclypyr) in 2011 without using a respirator, as required by the IPM Ordinance in
2011. (see Attachment B)

o

NAP sprayed herbicides containing Glyphosate in the water of Lake Merced which is officially designated
red-legged frog habitat in violation of US Fish and Wildlife regulations which ban the use of many
herbicides, including Glyphosate, from designated habitat for red-legged frogs and other endangered
amphibians.

o

Volunteers working in the natural areas are not authorized to use herbicides because they have not
been trained and do not have the proper equipment with which to safely apply herbicides. Some of
these unauthorized volunteers have been seen spraying herbicides without posting the required
notification of pesticide application. These incidents have been reported to the Department of the
Environment.

3. The DEIR makes inaccurate statements regarding the toxicity of the pesticides used by the Natural Areas
Program
The DEIR contains little information regarding the toxicity of the pesticides being used by the Natural Areas Program.

06

What little information it provides is entirely inaccurate:
"[Gar/on] degrades quickly in the environment and has low toxicity to aquatic species (Dow2009)." (DEIR, page

365)
The following are the accurate statements regarding biodegradability and toxicity to aquatic life quoted directly from
the Material Safety Data Sheet which is mandated by the federal government and prepared by the manufacturer of the
product (Dow) based on laboratory studies conducted by the Environmental Protection Agency which are also mandated
by federal law (see Attachment C):
"Persistence and Degradability
Chemical degradation (hydrolysis) is expected in the environment. Material Is expected to biodegrade only very
slowly (in the environment). Fails to pass OECD/EEC tests for ready biodegradability."
(emphasis added)
"Ecotoxicity
Material is highly toxic to aquatic organisms on an acute basis... " (emphasis added)
This flagrant misrepresentation of the toxicity of Garton is appalling. The DEIR contains no accurate information about
the toxicity of any of the pesticides used by the Natural Areas Program. In the only case in which it provides any
information, it resorts to egregious lies.
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4.

The DEIR provides no information about the increased use of pesticides that will be required to
implement the SNRAMP

The DEIR's claim that NAP's herbicide use will have no significant impact on t he environment is apparently based on
historic data from 2004 (which it does not share with the reader) and an assumption that historic use was in compliance
with San Francisco's IPM Ordinance. As we have shown, data from 2004 does not describe NAP's present use, NAP is
granted exceptions for most of its pesticide use, and NAP has a substantial public record of violating IPM policy.
However, the DEIR is supposed to evaluate the environmental impacts of implementing the SNRAMP. It is therefore
obligated to look forward, not backward. The DEIR tells us nothing about NAP's use of herbicides in the future as a

07

result of the implementation of the SNRAMP.
This is the most significant failing of t he DEIR because destroying thousands of trees will require the use of more
pesticides. Most of the non-native trees that will be destroyed will resprout if their tr unks are not sprayed immediately
with Garlon. This initial application of Garlon is often insufficient to kill the roots of the tree. Repeated applications are
often required to kill the roots of the tree.
The DEIR acknowledges the need to use Garlon on t he stumps of trees that have been destroyed: "Treatment of tree
stumps with San Francisco-approved pesticides (such as Roundup and Gar/on) (DEIR, page 386)

However, the DEIR provides no information about how much more pesticide must be used as a result of destroying
thousands of non-native trees. We turn to the University of California at Berkeley for t his information. UC Berkeley has
been dear-cutting all non-native trees from its properties for over 10 years. Several years ago it applied for grant
funding from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to continue its eradication of all non-native trees
from its property. It submitted the attached letter with its application to FEMA (obtained with a FOIA request) to
document the cost of poisoning all of the stumps of the trees with Garlon which it predicts must be done twice per year
for 10 years. (See Attachment D) Both UC Berkeley and East Bay Regional Park District are on record in their "vegetation
management plans" that Roundup is not capable of preventing the resprouts of trees. Garlon is the only pesticide
known to be effective for this purpose. The Material Safety Data Sheet documents that Garlon is a "Hazardous
Chemical" which is very toxic to aquatic life, slightly toxic to birds, and biodegrades slowly in the environment. (See
Attachment C)
Conclusion

05
(Cont)
06
(Cont)
07
(Cont)

The final Environmental Impact Report for the SNRAMP must:
•

Provide specific and current data about pesticide use by the Natural Areas Program

•

Provide accurate information about the toxicity of the pesticides being used by the Natural Areas Program

•

Quantify, evaluate and mitigate the increased pesticide use that will be required as a result of destroying
thousands of trees that will resprout unless their stumps are treated with pesticides.

If this information is provided in the final Environmental Impact Report it is unlikely that the EIR will be in a position
to claim that there will be no significant impact on the environment resulting from the implementation of the
SNRAMP. The animals that live in our parks and the humans who visit them therefore deserve the mitigation
required to ensure their health and safety. Furthermore, CEQA law requires such mitigat ion.
Karin Hu, brainz ca@yahoo.com
Mary McAllister, marvmcallister@comcast.net
October 24, 2011
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Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1043

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

McAllister-3
Mary McAllister
From:
To:
Cc:
Sent:
Attach:
Subject :

"Mary McAllister'' <marymcallister@comcast.net>
"Lisa Wayne" <Lisa.Wayne@sfgov.org>
<Chris.Geiger@sfgov.org>; <Ralph.Montana@sfgov.org>
Wednesday, February 09, 2011 9:03AM
twin-peaks-garlon-feb-2011-notice.jpg; spraying-garlon-twin-peaks-feb-2011.jpg
Violation of City's IPM policy

Dear Lisa, Attached are photos of a pesticide application on February 3rd on Twin Peaks, near
the reservoir. According to the corresponding Notice of Pesticide Application, the person was
spraying Garlon 4 Ultra. It appears that the person doing the spraying is not wearing a
respirator.
As you know, the IPM policy that was approved on January 25th by the Commission on the
Environment has approved the restricted use of Garlon 4 and Garlon 4 Ultra as follows: "Use
only for targeted treatments of high profile or highly invasive exotics via dabbing or injection.
May use for targeted spraying only when dabbing or injection are not feasible, and only w ith
use of a r espirat or. HIGH PRIORITY TO FIND ALTERNATIVE." (emphasis added). Therefore, the
person photographed spraying Garlon 4 Ultra was not in compliance with the city's IPM policy.
I hope, for the safety of your staff and your sub-contractors, that those who are responsible for
spraying this toxic chemical will be informed that they must wear a respirator in the future. As
you know, the City's IPM policy classifies this chemical as ''Tier I Most Hazardous." The Material
Safety Data Sheet for this chemical reports that OSHA classifies this chemical as both an
"Immediate" and a "Delayed Health Hazard."
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Mary McAllister

10/13/2011

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1044

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

McAllister-3

Page 2 of3

10/13/2011

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1045

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

McAllister-3

Page 3 of3

10/ 13/201 I

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1046

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

McAllister-3

Attachment C

Material Safety Data Sheet
Dow AgroSclences LLC
Issue Date: 03/09/2009
Print Date: 12 Mar 2009

Product Name: GARLOW 4 Herbicide

Dow AgroSciences LLC encourages and expects you to read and understand the entire (M)SDS, as
there is important information throughout the document. We expect you to follow the precautions
identified In this document unless your use conditions would necessitate other appropriate methods or
actions.

11.

Product and Company Identification

Product Name
GARLON" 4 Herbicide

COMPANY IDENTIRCATION

Dow AgroSciences LLC
A Subsidwy of The Dow Chemical Company

9330 Zionsv~le Road
Indianapolis, IN 46268·1189
USA
Customer Information Number:

800-992-5994

EMERGENCY TELEPHONE NUMBER
24-Hour Emergency Contact:
local Emergency Contact:

12.

800-992-5994
800·992·5994

Hazards Identification

Emergency Overview
Color: Yellow
Physical State: Liquid.
Odor: Gasoline-like
Hazards of roduct:
WARNING! May cause skin irritation. May cause allergic skin reaction. May cause
e e irritation.

OSHA Hazard Communication Standard
This product is a "Hazardous Chemical" as defined by the OSHA Hazard Commumcatlon Standard, 29
CFR 1910.1200.

II

Potential Health Effects
Eye Contact: May cause eye irritation. Corneal injury is unlikely. May cause pain d1sproport10nate to

the level of mitation to eye tissues.

• Indicates a Trademark
'Indicates a Trademark of Dow AgroSciences LLC
Page 1 of 10
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Issue Date: 03109/2009

Skin Contact: Brief contact may cause moderate skin irritation with local redness. Prolonged contact
may cause moderate skin irr~ation with local redness. Repeated contact may cause moderate skin
irritation with local redness. May cause drying and flaking of the skin.
Skin Absorption: Prolonged skin contact is unlikely to result in absorption of harmful amounts.
Skin Sensitization: Has caused allergic skin reactions when tested in guinea pigs. With the dilute
mix, no allergic skin reaction is expected.
Inhalation: Prolonged excessive exposure to mist may cause adverse effects. Mist may cause
irritation of upper respiratory tract (nose and throat).
Ingestion: Low toxicity if swallowed. Small amounts swallowed incidentally as a result of normal
handling operations are not likely to cause injury; however, swallowing larger amounts may cause
injury.
Aspiration haz:ard: Aspiration into the lungs may occur during ingestion or vomiting, causing lung
damage or even death due to chemical pneumonia.
Effects of Repeated Exposura: In animals, effects have been reported on the following organs: Skin.
Repeated excessive exposure may cause adverse effects.
Cancer Information: In a lifetime animal dermal carcinogenicity study, an increased incidence of
skin tumors was observed when kerosene was applied at doses that also produced skin irritation. This
response was similar to that produced in skin by other types of chronic chemicaVphysical irritation. No
increase in tumors was observed when non-irritating dilutions of kerosene were applied at equivalent
doses, indicating that kerosene is unlikely to cause skin cancer in the absence of tong-term continued
skin irritation. In long-term animal studies with ethylene glycol butyl ether, small but statistically
significant increases In tumors were observed in mice but not rats. The effects are not believed to be
relevant to humans. If the material is handled in accordance with proper industrial handling
procedures, exposures should not pose a carcinogenic risk to man.
Birth Defects/Developmental Effects: For the active ingredient(s}: Has been toxic to the fetus in
laboratory animals at doses toxic to the mother. For the minor component(s): Has caused birth
defects in lab animals only at doses producing severe toxicity in the mother. Has been toxic to ltle
fetus in laboratory animals at doses toxic to the mother.
Reproductive Effects: For similar active ingredient(s). Triclopyr. For the minor component(s) In
laboratory animal studies, effects on reproduction have been seen only at doses that produced
significant toxicity to the parent animals.

I 3.

Composition Information

Component

CAS#

Triclopyr-2-butoxyethyl ester
Kerosene (petroleum)
Ethylene glycol monobutyl ether
Solvent naphtha (petroleum), light aromatic
Balance

6470G-56-7
8008· 2G-6
111-76-2
64742-95-6

I4.

Amount
61 .6%
>~ 18.6·<~31.0%

0.5%
0.2%
19.1%

>~6 .7 - <a

First-aid measures

Eye Contact: Hold eyes open and rinse slowly and genUy with water for 15· 20 minutes. Remove
contact lenses, if present, after the first 5 minutes, then continue rinsing eyes. Call a poison control
center or doctor for treatment advice.
Skin Contact: Take off contaminated clothing. Wash skin w~ soap and plenty of water for 15-20
minutes. Call a poison control center or doctor for treatment advice. Wash clothing before reuse.
Shoes and other leather items which cannot be decontaminated should be disposed of properly.
Inhalation: Move person to fresh air. If person is not breathing, call an emergency responder or
ambulance, then give artificial respiration; if by mouth to mouth use rescuer protection (pocket mask
etc). Call a poison control center or doctor for treatment advice.
Ingestion: Immediately call a poison control center or doctor. Do not induce vomiting unless told to do
so by a poison control center or doctor. Do not give any liquid to the person. Do not give anything by
mouth to an unconscious person.
Page 2 of 10
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Notes to Physician: The decision of whether to induce vomiting or not should be made by a
physician. If lavage is performed, suggest endotracheal and/or esophageal control. Danger from lung
aspiration must be weighed against toxicity when considering emptying the stomach. No specffic
antidote. Treatment of exposure should be directed at the control of symptoms and the clinical
condition of the patient. Have the Safety Data Sheet, and if available, the product container or label
with you when calling a poison control center or doctor, or going for treatment.
Medical Conditions Aggravated by Exposure: Skin contact may aggravate preexisting dermatitis.

I 5.

Fire Fighting Measures

Extinguishing Media: Water fog or fine spray. Dry chemical fire extinguishers. Carbon dioxide fire
extinguishers. Foam. Alcohol resistant foams (ATC type) are preferred. General purpose synthetic
foams (including AFFF) or protein foams may function, but will be less effective.
Fire Fighting Procedures: Keep people away. Isolate fire and deny unnecessary entry. Consider
feasibility of a controlled burn to minimize environment damage. Foam fire extinguishing system is
preferred because uncontrolled water can spread possible contamination. Use water spray to cool fire
exposed containers and fire affected zone until fire is out and danger of reignition has passed. Fight
fire from protected location or safe distance. Consider the use of unmanned hose holders or monitor
noz.zles. Immediately withdraw all personnel from the area in case of rising sound from venting safety
device or discoloration of the container. Burning liquids may be extinguished by dilution with water.
Do not use direct water stream. May spread fire. Move container from fire area if this is possible
without hazard. Burning liquids may be moved by flushing with water to protect personnel and
minimize property damage. Contain fire water run-off if possible. Fire water run·off, if not contained,
may cause environmental damage. Review the ·Accidental Release Measures" and the "Ecological
Information' sections of this (M)SDS.
Special Protective Equipment for Firefighters: Wear positive-pressure self·contained breathing
apparatus (SCBA) and protective fire fighting clothing (includes fire fighting helmet, coat, trousers,
boots, and gloves). Avoid contact w ith this material during fire fighting operations. If contact is likely,
change to full chemical resistant fire fighting clothing with self·contained breathing apparatus. If this is
not available, wear full chemical resistant clothing with self-contained breathing apparatus and fight fire
from a remote location. For protective equipment in post-fire or non-fire clean-up situations, refer to
the relevant sections.
Unusual Fire and Explosion Hazards: Container may rupture from gas generation in a fire situation.
Violent steam generation or eruption may occur upon application of direct water stream to hot liquids.
Dense smoke is produced when product burns.
Hazardous Combustion Products: During a fire, smoke may contain the original material in addition
to combustion products of varying composition which may be toxic and/or irritating. Combustion
products may include and are not limited to: Phosgene. Nitrogen oxides. Hydrogen chloride. Carbon
monoxide. Carbon dioxide.

j 6.

Accidental Release Measures

Steps to be Taken If Material is Released or Spilled: Contain spilled material if possible. Small
spills: Absorb with materials such as: Clay. Dirt. Sand. Sweep up. Collect in suitable and properly
labeled containers. Large spills: Contact Dow AgroSciences for clean-up assistance.
Personal Precautions: Use appropriate safety equipment. For additional information, refer to Section
8, Exposure Controls and Personal Protection.
Environmental Precautions: Prevent from entering into soil, ditches, sewers, waterways and/or
groundwater. See Section 12, Ecological Information.

!1.

Handling and Storage

Handling
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General Handling: Containers, even those that have been emptied, can contain vapors. Do not cut.
drill, grind, weld, or perform similar operations on or near empty containers. Spills of these organic
materials on hot fibrous insulations may lead to lowering of the autoignition temperatures possibly
resulting in spontaneous combustion. Keep out ol reach of children. Do not swallow. Avoid breathing
vapor or mist. Avoid contact with eyes, skin. and clothing. Use with adequate ventilation. Wash
thoroughly after handling.

Storage
Store in a dry place. Store in original container. Keep container tightly closed. Do not store near
food, foodstuffs, drugs or potable water supplies.

8.

Exposure Controls I Personal Protection

Exposure Umlts
Component

List

Type

Kerosene (petroleum)

Dow IHG

TWA astotal 10 mg/m3 SKIN
hydrocarbon

Value

vapor
ACGIH

TWA Nonaerosol. as
total
hydrocarbon

200 mg/m3
P: Application restricted to
conditions in which there are
negligible aerosol exposures.

vapor
lfrriclopyr-2-butoxyethyl ester

Dow IHG

TWA

2 mg/m3 D-SEN

RECOMMENDATIONS IN THIS SECTION ARE FOR MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL
BLENDING AND PACKAGING WORKERS. APPLICATORS AND HANDLERS SHOULD SEE THE
PRODUCT LABEL FOR PROPER PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT AND CLOTHING.
A "skin" notation following the inhalation exposure guideline refers to the potential for dermal
absorption of the material including mucous membranes and the eyes either by contact with vapors or
by direct skin contact.
It is intended to alert the reader that inhalation may not be the only route of exposure and that
measures to minimize dermal exposures should be considered.

Personal Protection
Eye/ Face Protection: Use safety glasses.
Skin Protection: Use protective clothing chemically resistant to this material. Selection of specific
items such as face shield, boots, apron, or full body suit will depend on the task. Remove
contaminated clothing immediately, wash skin area with soap and water, and launder clothing before
reuse or dispose of properly. Items which cannot be decontaminated, such as shoes, belts and
watchbands, should be removed and disposed of properly.
Hand protection: Use gloves chemically resistant to this material. Examples of preferred
glove barrier materials include: Chlorinated polyethylene. Neoprene. Nitrile/butadiene rubber
("nitrile" or "NBR"). Polyethylene. Ethyl vinyl alcohol laminate ("EVAL"). Examples of
acceptable glove barrier materials include: Butyl rubber. Natural rubber ("latex"). Polyvinyl
chloride ("PVC" or "vinyl"). Viton . NOTICE: The selection of a specific glove for a particular
application and duration of use in a workplace should also take into account all relevant
workplace factors such as, but not limited to: Other chemicals which may be handled, physical
requirements (cuVpuncture protection, dexterity, thermal protection), potential body reactions
to glove materials, as well as the instructions/specifications provided by the glove supplier.
Respiratory Protection: Respiratory protection should be worn when there is a potential to exceed
the exposure lim~ requirements or guidelines. If there are no applicable exposure limit requirements
or guidelines, wear respiratory protection when adverse effects, such as respiratory irritation or
discomfort have been experienced, or where indicated by your risk assessment process. In misty
atmospheres, use an approved particulate respirator. The following should be effective types of airpurifying respirators: Organic vapor cartridge with a particulate pre-lmer.
Ingestion: Use good personal hygiene. Do not consume or store food in the work area. Wash hands
before smoking or eating.
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Engineering Controls

II

Ventilation: Use engineering controls to maintain airborne level below exposure limit requirements or
guidelines. If there are no applicable exposure limit requirements or guidelines, use only with
adeq uate ventilation. Local exhaust ventilation may be necessary for some operations.

l9.

Physical and Chemical Properties

Physical State
Color

Liquid.
Yellow
Gasoline-like

Odor
Rash Point- Closed Cup
Flammable Limits In Air
Autoignition Temperature
Vapor Pressure
Boiling Point (760 mmHg)
Vapor Density (air 1)
Specific Gravity (H20 1)
Liquid Density
Freezing Point
Melting Point
Solubility in water (by
weight)
pH
Decomposition
Temperature

=

!1 0.

=

64 'C (147 "F) Closed Cup
Lower: No test data available
Upper: No test data available
No test data available
0.1 mmHg@ 37.8 'C Literature (kerosene)
>= 150 'C (> = 302 "F) Literature (initial).
1 Literature
1.08 Uterature
Pyknometer
1.09 glcm3 Calculated
No test data available
Not applicable
emulsifiable
6.4 pH Electrode
No test data available

Stability and Reactivity

Stability/Instability
Thermally stable at typical use temperatures.
Conditions to Avoid: Active ingredient decomposes at elevated temperatures. Generation of gas
during decomposition can cause pressure in closed systems.
Incompatible Materials: Avoid contact with: Acids. Bases. Oxidizers.

Hazardous Polymerization
Will not occur.

Thermal Decomposition
Decomposition products depend upon temperature, air supply and the presence of other materials.
Decomposition products can include and are not limited to: Carbon monoxide. Carbon dioxide.
Hydrogen chloride. Nitrogen oxides. Phosgene. Toxic gases are released during decomposition.

!11.

Toxicologicallnformation

Acute Toxicity

II
II

Ingestion
LD50, Rat, male 1,581 mglkg
LD50, Rat, female 1,338 mglkg
Skin Absorption
LD50, Rabbit, male and female > 2,000 mglkg
Inhalation
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> 5.2 mg/1

Sensitization
Skin
Has caused allergic skin reactions when tested in guinea pigs. With the dilute mix, no allergic skin
react10n IS expected.

II
Il

Repeated Dose Toxicity
in animals, effects have been reported on the following organs: Skin. Repeated excessive exposure
may cause adverse effects.

Chronic Toxicity and Carcinogenicity

Active ingredient did not cause cancer in laboratory animals. In a lifetime animal dermal
carcinogenicity study, an increased incidence of skin tumors was observed when kerosene was
applied at doses that also produced skin irritation. This response was similar to that produced in skin
by other types of chronic chemicaVphysical irritation. No increase in tumors was observed when nonirritating dilutions of kerosene were applied at equivalent doses, indicating that kerosene is unlikely to
cause skin cancer in the absence of long-term continued skin irritation. In long-term animal studies
with ethylene glycol butyl ether, small but statistically significant increases in tumors were observed in
mice but not rats. The effects are not believed to be relevant to humans. If the material is handled in
accordance with proper industrial handling procedures, exposures should not pose a carcinogenic risk
to man.
Carcinogenicity Classifications:
Component
List
Classification
Kerosene (petroleum)
ACGIH
Confirmed animal carcinogen with
unknown relevance to humans.; Group A3
Confirmed animal carcinogen with
IEthylene glycol monobutyl
ACGIH
unknown relevance to humans.; Group A3
lether

I

Developmental Toxicity

For the active ingredient(s): Has been toxic to the fetus in laboratory animals at doses toxic to the
mother. Active ingredient did not cause birth defects in laboratory animals. For the minor
component(s) : Has caused birth defects in lab animals only at doses producing severe toxicity in the
mother. Has been toxic to the fetus in laboratory animals at doses toxic to the mother. For kerosene:
Did not cause birth defects or any other fetal effects in laboratory animals.

Reproductive Toxicity
For similar active ingredient(s). Triclopyr. For the minor component(s) In laboratory animal studies,
effects on reproduction have been seen only at doses that produced significant toxicity to the parent
animals. For kerosene: Limited data in laboratory animals suggest that the material does not affect
reproduction.

Genetic Toxicology

II

For the active ingredient(s): For kerosene: In vitro genetic toxicity studies were negative. For the
active ingredient(s): For the component(s) tested: Animal genetic toxicity studies were negative.

! 12.

Ecologicallnformation

ENVIRONMENTAL FATE
Data for Comoonent: Triclopyr-2-butoxyethyf ester

Movement & Partitioning
Bioconcentration potential is moderate (BCF between 100 and 3000 or Log Pow between 3
and 5). Based largely or completely on information for similar material(s). Potential for
mobility in soil is medium (Koc between 150 and 500).
Partition coefficient, n-octanol/water (log Pow): 4.09 - 4.49 Measured

Persistence and Degradability
Chemical degradation (hydrolysis) is expected in the environment. Material is expected to
biodegrade only very slowly (in the environment). Fails to pass OECD/EEC tests for ready
biodegradability.
Stability in Water (1/2-fife):
12 h;25 "C: pH 6.7
6.6d: pH 5
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Method
Theoretical Oxygen Demand : 1.39 mgfmg
Data for Component : Kerosene !petroleum>

Movement & Partitioning
Based largely or completely on component information. Bioconcentration potential is high
(BCF > 3000 or Log Pow between 5 and 7).
Partition coefficient, n-octanol/water (log Pow): 3.3 • 6 Estimated
Bloconcentration Factor (BCF): 61 • 159; fish

Persistence and Degradability
Biodegradation under aerobic static laboratory conditions is high (BOD20 or BOD281ThOD >
40%).
Data for Comoonent: Ethvlene glycol monobutyl ether

Movement & Partitioning
Bioconcentration potential is low (BCF less than 100 or log Pow less than 3). Potential for
mobility in soil is high (Koc between 50 and 150).
Henry's Law Constant (H): 1.60E·06 atm"m3fmole Measured
Partition coefficient, n-octanollwater (log Pow): 0.83 Measured
Partition coefficient, soli organic carbon/water (Koc): 67 Estimated

Persistence and Degradability
Material is readily biodegradable. Passes OECD test(s) for ready biodegradability. Material is
ultimately biodegradable (reaches> 70% mineralization in OECD test(s) for inherent
biodegradability).
OECD Biodegradation Tests:
Blod radatlon
Ex osure Time
Method
28d
OECD 301 E Test
OECD 302B Test
28d
Biological oxygen demand (BOD):
BODS
BOD 10
BOD20
BOD28
5.2%
57%
72.2%
Chemical Oxygen Demand: 2.21 mgfg
Theoretical Oxygen Demand: 2.30 mgfmg
Data for Comoonent: Solvent naphtha !petroleum). light aromatic

II

Movement & Partitioning
For the major component(s) : Bioconcentration potential is moderate (BCF between 100 and
3000 or Log Pow between 3 and 5). Potential for mobility in soil is low (Koc between 500 and
2000). For the minor component(s): Bioconcentration potential is low (BCF < 100 or Log Pow
<3).
Partition coefficient, n-octanol/water (log Pow): No test data available:

Persistence and Degradability

II

For the major component(s): Biodegradation under aerobic static laboratory conditions is high
(BOD20 or BOD281ThOD > 40%) . For some component(s): Biodegradation under aerobic
static laboratory conditions is low (BOD20 or BOD28/ThOD between 2.5 and 10%).

ECOTOXICITY

II
II
II

Material is highly toxic to aquatic organisms on an acute basis (LCSOIECSO between 0.1 and 1 mgfL in
the most sensitive species tested). Material is slightly toxic to birds on an acute basis (LDSO between
501 and 2000 mgfkg).
Fish Acute & Prolonged Toxicity
LC50, fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas), static, 96 h: 2.2 - 6.3 mgn
LC50, rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), flow-through, 96 h: 0.8- 0.98 mgfl
Aquatic Invertebrate Acute Toxicity
LCSO, water flea Daphnia magna, static, 48 h, survival: 1.7- 18.8 mgfl
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II LCSO, water flea Daphnia magna, flow-through, 48 h, survival: 0.43 mg/1

II

II
II

Aquatic Plant Toxicity
ECSO, green alga Pseudokirchneriella subcapitata (formerly known as Selenastrum capricornutum),
biomass growth inhibition, 5 d: 13.3 mg/1
Toxicity to Non-mammalian Terrestrial Species
oral LDSO, bobwhite (Colinus virginianus): 1,350 mglkg
oral LDSO, Honey bee (Apis mellifera): > 100 micrograms/bee
contact LDSO, Honey bee (Apis mellifera) : > 100 micrograms/bee
Toxicity to Soli Dwelling Organisms
LCSO, Earthworm Eisenia foetida, adult, 7 d: 910 mg/kg

!1a.

Disposal Considerations

If wastes and/or containers cannot be disposed of according to the product label directions, disposal of
this material must be in accordance with your local or area regulatory authorities. This information
presented below only applies to the material as supplied. The identification based on characteristic(s)
or listing may not apply if the material has been used or otherwise contaminated. It is the
responsibility of the waste generator to determine the toxicity and physical properties of the material
generated to determine the proper waste identification and disposal methods in compliance with
applicable regulations. If the material as supplied becomes a waste, follow all applicable regional,
national and local laws.

l14.

Transport Information

DOT Non-Bulk
NOT REGULATED

DOT Bulk
Proper Shipping Name: COMBUSTIBLE LIQUID, N.O.S.
Technical Name: CONTAINS KEROSENE
Hazard Cl ass: COMBUSTIBLE LIQUID 10 Number: NA1993 Packing Group: PG Ill

IMDG
Proper Shipping Name: ENVIRONMENTALLY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, LIQUID, N.O.S
Technical Name: Contains Triclopyr-2-butoxyethyl Ester, KEROSENE
Hazard Class: 9 10 Number: UN3082 Packi ng Group: PG Ill
EMS Number: f·a,s·f
Marine pollutant.: Yes

ICAO/IATA
NOT REGULATED
Additional Information
MARINE POLLUTANT (Contains Triclopyr and Kerosene
This information is not intended to convey all specific regulatory or operational
requirements/information relating to this product. Additional transportation system information can be
obtained through an authorized sales or customer service representative. It is the responsibility of the
transporting organization to follow all applicable laws, regulations and rules relating to the
transportation of the material.

j1s.

Regulatory Information

OSHA Hazard Communication Standard
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This product Is a "Hazardous Chemical" as delined by the OSHA Hazard Communication Standard, 29
CFR 1910.1200.

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 Title Ill (Emergency Planning
and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986) Sections 311 and 312
Immediate (Acute) Health Hazard
Delayed (Chronic) Health Hazard
Fire Hazard
Reactive Hazard
Sudden Release of Pressure Hazard

Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 Title Ill (Emergency Planning and
Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986) Section 313
To the best of our knowledge, this product does not conla.in chemicals at levels which require reporting
under this statute.
Pennsylvania (Worker and Community Right-To-Know Act): Pennsylvania Hazardous
Substances List and/or Pennsylvania Environmental Hazardous Substance List:
The following product components are ctted in the Pennsylvania Hazardous Substance List and/or the
Pennsylvania Environmental Substance List, and are present at levels which require reporting.
Component
CAS II
Amount
Kerosene (petroleum)
8008-20.6
>~ 18.6- <= 31 .0%
Pennsylvania (Worker and Community Right-To-Know Act): Pennsylvania Special Hazardous
Substances List:
To the best of our knowledge, this product does not contain chemicals at levels which require reporting
under this statute.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA)
Section 103
To the best of our knowledge, this product does not contain chemicals at levels which require reporting
under this statute.

California Proposition 65 (Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986)
This product contains no listed substances known to the State of California to cause cancer, birth
defects or other reproductive harm, at levels which would require a warning under the statute.

Toxic SUbstances Control Act (TSCA)
All components of this product are on the TSCA Inventory or are exempt from TSCA Inventory
requirements under 40 CFR 720.30

!16.

Other Information

Hazard Rating System
NFPA

Health

2

Fire
2

React.i vity

1

Revision
Identification Number: 50683 / 1016 / Issue Date 03109/2009 1 Version: 8.0
DAS Code: XRM-4714
Most recent revision(s) are noted by the bold, double bars in left-hand margin throughout this
document.

Legend
I N/A

I Not available
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Time Weiahted Averaae
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, Inc.
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data contained in this (M)SDS and any hazards associated with the product. The information herein is
provided in good faith and believed to be accurate as of the effective date shown above. However, no
warranty, express or implied, is given. Regulatory requirements are subject to change and may differ
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all federal, state, provincial or local laws. The information presented here pertains only to the product
as shipped. Since conditions for use of the product are not under the control of the manufacturer, it is
the buyer's/user's duty to determine the conditions necessary for the safe use of this product. Due to
the proliferation of sources for information such as manufacturer-specific (M)SDSs, we are not and
cannot be responsible for (M)SDSs obtained from any source other than ourselves. If you have
obtained an (M)SDS from another source or if you are not sure that the (M)SDS you have is current,
please contact us for the most current version.
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PROJECf MAINTENANCE COSTS:
The University of Califomia, Berkeley, Associate Director of Physical Plant, Robert Costa, completed an estimate of Ufe-cycle
maintenance costs for the 2 UC projects. The letter containing Mr. Costa's opirtion is embedded on the page that follows:
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Public Comment
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
RE: Support for the Maintenance Alternative
The Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan (SNRAMP) which is evaluated by the Draft Environmental
1

Impact Report (DEIR) identifies the Maintenance Alternative as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. This is
consistent with CEQA law which requires that the alternative that will have the least negative impact on the
environment be identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
My support for the Maintenance Alternative is based on the fact that it is the least destructive of the alternatives
presented by the DEIR:
•

The Maintenance Alternative will destroy the least number of trees and existing vegetation

•

The Maintenance Alternative will require the least amount of pesticide

In addition to being the Environmentally Superior Alternative, the Maintenance Alternative is also the only viable and
sustainable alternative because:
•

08

The Maintenance Alternative will not require that native plants which are no longer adapted to present
conditions be planted where they will not grow

•

The Maintenance Alternative will not require that the City of San Francisco substantially increase the budget
of the Natural Areas Program so that native plant gardens can be expanded
1. The Maintenance Alternative will have less negative impact on the environment

The Natural Areas Program (NAP) has destroyed hundreds of trees in the "natural areas" in the past 15 years. The
destruction of these trees has given NAP the opportunity to demonstrate that removing trees is beneficial to native
plants. In fact, there is little evidence that the destruction of trees has resulted in successful native plant gardens.
The Pine lake "natural area" is an example of the destruction of trees which did not result in a successful native plant
garden. In 2004, about 25 trees were destroyed at the western end of Pine lake. I documented that destruction
(because the trees were not posted as required by department policy) by testifying to the Recreation and Park
Commission and submitting the attached letter on May 4, 2004. (see Attachment A) My testimony is also recorded in
the minutes of that meeting.
The area in which the trees were destroyed was then planted with native plants and surrounded by the limbs of the
trees that were destroyed. This is what that garden looked like in May 2008, four years later:

1

This assumes that page 2 is corrected to be consistent with pages 525-526, as the Planning Department has said in writing that it
will be corrected in the final EIR.
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West end of Pine Lake, May 2008
And this is what that area looks like now:

West end of Pine Lake, July 2011
Little remains from that effort. This is not an isolated example of the results of 15 years of attempting to restore native
plants in places where they have not existed for over 100 years. In addition to the 25 healthy trees that were destroyed
at the western end of Pine Lake, 132 trees judged as hazardous were destroyed around the lake in 2006 (these tree

08
(Cont.)

removals are documented in SNRAMP). The southern and northern shores of Pine Lake have been planted repeatedly.
These areas are now dominated by foxtails and non-native nasturtiums which are thriving, despite being eradicated
repeatedly.
Other parks have had similar experiences in their "natural areas." Sometimes toxic herbicides are used in the attempts
to eradicate the non-native plants. Here is a picture of a field of oxalis in Glen Canyon Park that has been sprayed with
toxic Garlon numerous times. There is no evidence that the oxalis has been defeated by this chemica l warfare.

2
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Oxalis In Glen Canyon Park, February 2011
According to "UC (Oavis) IPM Online"l, Garton only poisons the visible part of the plant; it doesn't kill the root of the
plant (in this case, the "bulbil"). So, the plant grows back the next year and is poisoned again. Between March and
October 2010, the Natural Areas Program and its contractors (Shelterbelt Builders) sprayed Glen Canyon with herbicides
10 times. If this futile effort continues, it will be sprayed again every year, for as long as the public is willing to tolerate
this poisoning of its public parks. There is a creek at the bottom of this canyon that is probably being poisoned as well.
According to the federally mandated Material Safety Data Sheet for Garton, it Is "highly toxic" to aquatic life. Alongside
the creek is a day camp that is attended by children year around. Do their parents realize that this toxic chemical is
being sprayed repeatedly in proximity of their children?
More fortunate "natural areas" have essentially been abandoned by the Natural Areas Program. Tank Hill has not been
gardened by the NAP staff for several years. It has been spared the spraying of herbicides. However, it is visited by an
unsupervised volunteer who hacks at the trees that remain. in other words, so many acres of parkland have been
designated as "natural areas" that the staff is unable to garden them and is unable to supervise the volunteers who are

08
(Cont.)

free to do whatever they want in them, including mutilate trees.

2. The conditions that supported native plants In San Francisco have changed
One of many questions that was asked during the public comment period for the Initial Study was: is it still possible to
sustain native plant gardens in San Francisco, given the radical changes in underlying conditions, e.g., higher levels of
Carbon Dioxide, higher temperatures resulting from climate change and urban heat effect, changes in soil as a result of
non-native vegetation, etc.?
This is one of many questions that were raised at the time of the Initial Study that are neither acknowledged nor
answered by the DEIR. We wlll therefore ask and answer this question because it is our last opportunity to do so. The
evidence that the ranges of native plants and animals have changed is overwhelming. We should not be surprised that
the Natural Areas Program has had little success in achieving their goals after 15 years of effort. NAP and its supporters
would like the public and the City's policy makers to believe that its lack of success is because they are not adequately
funded.

2

http://www.ipm.ucdavis.edu/PMG/PESTNOTES/pn7444.html
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Even if the City had the resources to substantially increase the staff of the Natural Areas Program-and chose to use
them for that purpose--we would not see a substantially different outcome from their efforts. To demonstrate the
futility of this effort, we turn to the living roof on the California Academy of Sciences.
When the California Academy of Sciences reopened in Golden Gate Park in August 2008, its "living roof' was considered
its most unique feature. Thirty species of native plants were candidates for planting on the roof. They were planted in
test plots with conditions similar to the planned roof and monitored closely. Only nine species of native plants were
selected for planting on the roof because they were the only plants that were capable of self-sowing from one season to
the next, implying that they were "sustainable." A living demonstration of "sustainability" was said to be the purpose of
the living roof.

3

So what have we learned from the living roof about the sustainability of native plants in San Francisco? Two of three of
the predominant species on the roof after 2-1/2 years were native. The third-moss--is a "cosmopolitan" species that
occurs everywhere. It is not considered native or non-native. It was not planted on the roof and therefore should be
considered "invasive" in this context. The Academy's monitoring project has divided the roof into four quadrants. By
February 2011, non-natives outnumbered natives i n two of the quadrants. Although natives outnumbered non-natives
in the other two quadrants which are actively gardened, non-natives were also growing in these quadrants.•

08
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The consultant hired by the Academy to plan the roof garden, Rana Nursery, advised the Academy to walk the streets of
San Francisco and identify the plants growing from the cracks in the sidewalks. These are the plants he advised the
academy to plant because these are the plants that are adapted to current conditions in the city. The academy rejected
this advice because they were committed to planting exclusively natives on the roof.
The designer also advised the academy not to irrigate the roof, because the point of the roof is that it is a demonstration
of sustainability. Again, the academy refused because they knew that without irrigation most of the native plants would
be brown during the dry season, roughly half the year. They wanted the public to believe that the plants t hat are native
to San Francisco are beautiful year around.
There Is a lesson here for anyone who is willing to learn from it. The living roof Is not natural because it i.s irrigated
and intensively gardened (e.g., weeded, fertilized, replanted, reseeded, etc. 5), yet non-natives not only found their
way there on their own, but were dominating it within only 2-1/2 years. Native plants are not sustainable In San
Francisco without i ntensive gardening effort. The living roof on the Academy is a tiny fraction of the acres that have
been designated as unatural areas." The Academy is one building in Golden Gate Park. All of Golden Gate Park is
about the same acreage as all of the 1,100 acres of "natural areas."
Peter Del Tredici has been telling us this for several years. He is a Senior Research Scientist at the Arnold Arboretum at
Harvard University and a Lecturer in the Department of Landscape Architecture at the Harvard Graduate School of
Design.
In a recent publication, he advises t he managers of public lands in urban areas to abandon their fantasy that native
plants are sustainable in urban settings:

3

http://www.calacademy.org/academy/building/the living roof/

• http://www.calacademy. orglpd(slliving-roat:project-results. pdf.
5

"High Maintenance Superstar, • Linda Mcintyre, Landscape Architecture, August 2009.
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"The notion that self-sustaining, historically accurate plant associations can be restored to urban areas is an
idea with little credibility In light of the facts that 1) the density of the human populations and the
infrastructure necessary to support it have led to the remova l of the original vegetation, 2) the abiotic growing
conditions of urban areas are completely different from what they were originally; and 3) the large number of
non-native species that have naturalized in cities provide intense competition for the native species that grew
there prior to urbanization."

6

Sure, he says, we can grow native plants, but they require at least the same amount of effort as growing any other plant
and are therefore just another form of gardening: "Certainly people can plant native species in the city, but few of them
will thrive unless they are provided w ith the appropriate soil and are maintained to the same level as other intentionally
cultivated plants."
He concludes that native plant advocates are making a "cultural value judgmene

08
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" ... people are looking at the plant through the subjective lens of a cultural value judgment which places a
higher value on the nativity of a given plant than on its ecological function. While this privileging of nativity
may be appropriate and necessary for preserving large wilderness areas or rare native species it seems at odds
with the realities of urban systems, where social and ecological functionality typically ta ke priority over the
restoration of historic ecosystems."
Conclusi on
The Maintenance Alternative is the only viable alternative going forward.
•

The Natural Areas Program has had 15 years to demonstrate that destroying trees and spraying our parks with
herbicides will enable them to recreate sustainable native plant gardens. They have failed.

•

NAP has little to show for the destruction of hundreds of healthy trees, the use of gallons of toxic herbicides,

•

At a time of extreme economic sacrifice, It is unseemly to suggest that further destruction of trees, poi.sons

•

Furthermore, greater sacrifice of money, trees, and public safety will not result in sustainable native plant

and the investment of millions of dollars of taxpayers' money.
spread and money squandered would be worthwhile.
gardens.
Mary McAllister
marymcallister@comcast.net
October 24, 2011

6

"Spontaneous Urban Vegetation: Reflections of Change in a Globalized World," Nature and Culture. Winter 2010, 209-315.
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Attachment A

Mary McAllister, 2484 2151 Ave., San Francisco, CA 94116
May4, 2004
Commissioner John Murray
Recreation and Park Commission
City and County of San Francisco
RE:

Forest Assessment for Stem Grove/Pine Lake Park

Dear Commissioner Murray:
The staff of the Recreation and Park Department has destroyed and/or mutilated many healthy trees
(see attached photos) at the western end of Pine Lake Park recently, compromising the windbreak for
this heavily forested park of aging trees. Therefore, I am writing to ask that a complete wind study be
conducted to determine the impact of the massive tree destruction proposed by the forest assessment
that you will consider for approval.

In brief, the tree assessment proposes the following tree removals for this park:
•
•
•

Removal of 550 hazardous trees (15% of all trees)
Reduction of overall density of the forest by 50%
Removal of healthy eucalyptus in several selected areas

I requested only one revision of the proposed plans. I asked that healthy trees not be removed from the
western end of Pine Lake Park. This park is essentially a wind tunnel, a windward facing, upward
sloping canyon that accelerates the wind. I asked that the windbreak be preserved to the extent
possible, i.e., that healthy trees not be removed. Although I spent 6 months negotiating in support of
this small request, I was only successful because I appealed to my District Supervisor who in tum
asked the Stem Grove Festival Association for their support. The report was finally changed at the
request of the Festival Association.
This proved an empty victory. While I was negotiating for the revision of the report, the Natural Areas
Program was expanding their native plant garden into the western end of the park in which natives had
not previously existed. As you may know, the plants that are native to San Francisco are not shade
tolerant. Therefore the trees in this new native plant reserve were destroyed and the surrounding trees
were limbed up approximately 50 feet to the canopy. Furthermore, the trees that were destroyed were
not posted 30 days in advance, as required by law (Park Code 3.19).
If massive tree failure occurs in this park, resulting in the destruction of property or life, the Recreation
and Park Department will be liable for compensation because there is substantial public record that
these failures were predicted and could have been avoided by responsible preventive measures. Please
note that there are 360 acres of non-native trees in the so-called "natural areas". They are all in
jeopardy of being destroyed.
Sincerely,
Mary McAllister
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Public Comment
Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
RE: Flawed Public Review and Comment Process
The public review and comment process for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Significant Natural
Areas Resources M anagement Plant (SNRAMP) was severely compromised by:
1. A major mistake in the identification of the " Environmentally Superior Alternative" and the refusal to correct
that mistake during the public process
2. The last minute rescheduling of the public hearing by the Planning Commission which prevented many
concerned citizens from commenting at that hearing
3. The refusal to inform the public of the extension of the deadline to October 31, 2011
These errors and policy decisions will materially prejudice the public comment and therefore expose the DEIR to a
legal challenge that will require that the process be repeated.
1. The refusal to correct the mistake in the DEIR about the "Environmentally Superior Alternative"
The Summary of the DEIR at the beginning of the document says that the "Maximum Restoration Alt ernative" is the
" Environmentally Superior Alternative" (page 2). This is a mistake. The "Maximum Restoration Alternative" is NOT
the " Environmentally Superior Alternative." The "Environmentally Superior Alternative" is the " Maintenance
Alternative." The correct statement does not appear in the DEIR until the very end of the document:

09

"The Maximum Recreation and Maintenance Alternatives are the environmentally superior alternatives because
they have fewer unmitigated significant impacts than either the proposed project or the Maximum Restoration
Alternative. Between the Maximum Recreation Alternat ive and the Maintenance Alternative, the Maintenance
Alternative would be the environment ally superior alternative for t wo reasons. While the two alternatives have the
same number of significant and unavoidable impacts under CEQA, the Maintenance Alternative has fewer
potential environmental effects than the Maximum Recreation Alternative. First, the Maintenance Alternative
would not create new trails, the construction of which could result in impact s to sensitive habitats and other
biological resources. Second, over time the M aximum Recreation Alternative would result in Natural Areas with less
native plant and animal habitat and a greater amount of nonnative urban forest coverage. The Maintenance
Alternative, on the other hand, would preserve the existing distribution and extent of biological resources, including
sensitive habitats. For these reasons, the Maintenance Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative."
(DEIR, page 525-526) (emphasis added)
Attached is my email correspondence with Jessica Range, the staff member in the Planning Department responsible for
the environmental review process, about this error. Ms. Range acknowledges the error, confirms that t he
"Environmentally Superior Alternative" is the " M aintenance Alternative," but refuses to correct the error until the public
comment period is over. (See Attachment A)
Few readers will read a document that is over 500 pages long. This mistake will therefore mislead the public into
supporting the "Maximum Restorat ion Alternative" which expands the destructive and restrictive aspects of the Natural
Areas Program. Furthermore, and perhaps more importantly, this expansion is NOT legal because it violates t he
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which requires that the "Environmentally Superior
Alternative" have the least negative impact on the environment of all proposed alternatives:

1
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"§21002. APPROVAL OF PROJECTS; FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVE OR MITIGATION M EASURES
The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects
as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially
lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects, and that the procedures required by this division are
intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and
the feasib le alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant
effects." CEQA Guidelines, page 2 (emphasis added)
This mistake will profoundly prejudice the public review and comment period. The mistake was exacerbated by the
refusal to correct the mistake before the public process was complete.

09
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Although the mistake was verbally acknowledged by the staff of the Planning Department at the beginning of the public
hearing on October 6th, it was characterized as a "typographical error." The dictionary definition of "typographical
error'' is: "an error in printed or typewritten material resulting from a mistake in typing or from mechanical failure or the

/ike."1 It is an insult to the public's intelligence to characterize the substitution of an entire phrase ("Maximum
Restoration Alternative") for another ("Maintenance Alternative") as a typographical error. Trivializing this error further
misleads the public by failing to acknowledge the substantive differences between these alternatives. The
"Maintenance Alternative" is at the opposite extreme from the "Maximum Restoration Alternative" in the range of
alternatives.
The "Maximum Restoration Alternative" proposes an expansion of the active restoration efforts of the Natural Areas
Program to 100% of all acreage designated as "natural areas." This represents a 73% increase in the acres subjected to
tree removals, recreational access restrictions, and the planting of endangered plants and animals that could potentially
require further access restrictions.

2. The public hearing for the DEIR limited public comment
The public review and comment process was further compromised by the last minute decision to hold the public hearing
by the Planning Commission earlier than originally announced. The public hearing was originally announced to begin at
1:30pm on October 6th. Shortly before the hearing, the starting time was moved up to noon.

10

The public was further confused about the timing of their opportunity to speak to the Commission about the DEIR by the
placement of the item on the agenda. The DEIR for the SNRAMP was item number 13 on an agenda with 19 items. The
public had no way of knowing when the 13th item would be heard. Many naturally assumed that it would not be at the
beginning of the hearing. They were wrong.
The public comment period on the DEIR for the SNRAMP was completed by 2 pm. Many people came to the hearing,
hoping to speak, only to find that they had missed the opportunity to do so.
A few people arrived in time to speak, but didn't arrive in time to hear the staff of the Planning Department
acknowledge the mistake about the "Environmentally Superior Alternative." Therefore, they wasted their public

1

Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, Random House, 1991
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comment by focusing on an error that the Planning Department had made a commitment to correct. No one showed

10
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them the courtesy of telling them during the hearing that the error would be corrected.
There are many neighbors of the so-called "natural areas" who have been following this issue for 15 years. They were
deeply committed to speaking and they were deprived of the opportunity to do so by the change in the time of the
hearing.
3.

The public was not adequately informed of the extension of the deadline for comment

The President of the Planning Commission requested at the public hearing on October 6th that the deadline for written

11

public comments be extended to October 31' 1• No effort was made to inform the public of this extension of the
deadline. I asked (in writing) the Planning Department to inform any member of the public that had been informed of
the original deadline of October 171h of this extension. That request was refused.
I have been following the destructive native plant restorations in the San Francisco Bay Area for 15 years. I have
therefore received several EIRs and EISs for public comment. When there were extensions of the comment deadline, I
received written notification of that extension. Based on that experience, I believe it is standard practice to notify
members of the pubic who have expressed an interest in an EIR/EIS of an extension of deadlines.
Such refusal to provide the public with notification of the extension of the deadline will further compromise the public
review process.
Conclusion

09
(Cont)
10
(Cont)
11
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The public review and comment process was severely compromised by a serious mistake and by several actions of the
Planning Department staff. The appropriate legal remedies for these mistakes are:
•

Correct the DEIR by accurately identifying the "Environmentally Superior Alternative"

•

Distribute the corrected DEIR in the same manner as the original was distributed

•

Announce another public hearing along with the corrected DEIR

•

Announce another deadline for written public comments that is at least as long as the original period

The public review and comment period for the DEIR for the SNRAMP has been a stunning display of unfair dealing
with the taxpayers who are paying for this project. It is experiences such as this that turn taxpayers into protesters.
Mary McAllister
marymcallister@comcast.net
October 24, 2011
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Attachment A

----- Original Message ----From: <Jessica.Range@sfgov.org>
To: "Mary McAllister" <marymcallister@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2011 10:19 AM
Subject: Re: Question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program
Dear Ms. McAllister,
Please submit your comments to the Planning Department's Environmental Review Officer and we will address
your comments in the Comments and Responses document.
Thank you,
Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018/ Fax: (415) 558-6409
www.sfplanning.org
"Mary McAllister" marymcallister@comcast.net
To Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
09/22/2011 08:18AM
Subject: Re: Question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas
Program
Ms. Range,

Thank you for your reply. This error will seriously compromise the public comment period because the
majority of readers will be unaware of it. The error is made on page 2 of the document and is therefore
prominent to readers. Few, if any readers will read the entire document to find the correct statement that does
not appear until page 525 of the document, nearly the last page of the document. The error will profoundly
prejudice readers to a project alternative that is not preferred by the environmental analysis.
I respectfully request that the document be corrected and recirculated with the correction of the error
prominently displayed to readers. When the document has been corrected and recirculated, a new comment
period should be announced of equal length to that first announced.
The SNRAMP was approved by the Recreation and Park Department in August 2006. The environmental
review has therefore been in process for over five years. It is pointless to jeopardize the environmental review
by rushing it after a long delay and a large investment of public funding in its preparation. After five years,
another month is an inconsequential further investment in the process.
Without such a remedy, the public comment period will be fatally flawed and will expose the City to legal
challenges to both the document and the process used to review and certify it, thereby adding to the expense of
the environmental review at a time when public funding is scarce.
Please inform me of the decision to correct this serious error.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Marv McAllister
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----- Original Message ----From: <Jessica.Range@sfgov.org>
To: "Mary McAllister" <marymcallister@comcast.net>
Cc: <john.bock@tetratech.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 2I, 20 II 4: I6 PM
Subject: Re: Question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program
Ms. McAllister,
You are correct in that there is a contradictory statement in the EIR. The discussion on page 525 contains the
detailed analysis of which alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. The discussion on page 2 is
incorrect and will be revised in the Comments and Responses document. I
am copying the EIR consultant on this email to keep Tetra Tech in the loop.
Thank you for pointing this out.
Regards,
Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018/ Fax: (415) 558-6409
www.sfplanning.org
"Mary McAllister" marymcallister@comcast.net
To "Jessica Range"
09/21/20 Il 0 I :26 PM
Jessica.Range@sfgov.org>
Subject Question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program
Hello Ms Range,
I have a question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program. There are two statements in the DEIR that
appear to be contradictory. Can you reconcile these seemingly contradictory statements? If not, can you refer
me to someone who can?
Page 2: "The Maximum Restoration Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative. "
Page 525: "The Maximum Recreation and the Maintenance Alternatives are the environmentally superior
alternatives because they have fewer unmitigated significant impacts than either the proposed project or the
Maximum Restoration Alternative." (emphasis added)
Thank you for your help to under[stand] the DEIR.
Mary McAllister
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McCalla-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:12AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Please keep dog play areas open!

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:12AM-----

Kim McCalla
<kimmccalla@gmail.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/2011 07:17AM

cc
Subject Please keep dog play areas open!

01

02

[

Dr. Mr. Wycko,
The risk of losing a significant amount of dog play areas is very troubling to me. My quality of
life, as well as my dogs, is made so my richer with the current open spaces for which I can
explore with my dog. In fact, I held off on rescuing a dog for 10 years; until I was able to buy a
home of my own. And it wasn't until then that I felt secure and responsible enough to get a
dog... which I did 4 years ago. Since then, I have seen so much more of this beautiful city, and
the surrounding bay area, because ofthe adventures we take every weekend. It truly is a
wonderful thing to take a walk/hike/run in this wonderful area with your fury friend.
Without the ability to explore these areas with my dog, off leash, I guarantee that I would never
have visited most of them. I am one ofthe many, many, RESPONSIBLE people who have
CONTROL over their dog(s ), RESPECT the environment we are in, and routinely enjoy these
areas.
I implore you to not support a plan that will reduce the amount of off leash dog areas in this city
and it's surroundings. When you consider the sheer number of active dog owners in the bay area
you quicldy realize that the existing off leash open space areas are already at a minimum. One
visit to Fort Funston or Crissy Field on any given weekend day (or week day, for that matter)
will give you an idea ofthe massive volume of dogs that enjoy it. Reducing these types of areas
will force other areas to become dangerously crowded.
Another group of people who will be severely impacted are the dog walkers. What do you think
will happen to these professionals when their "office" is reduced so drastically?
I speak from experience when I say that the number of ill mannered dogs and, hence, ill
mannered dog owners, are the minority. And I wish for there to be consequences for those folks.
Perhaps the threat of fines could be introduced to discourage bad behavior (people who let their
dogs out oftheir site, bring overly aggressive dogs, do not pick up their dogs waste, etc).
Thanks you for your time to read my concerns,
Kim McCalla
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McGinnis-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:28AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR comment

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:29AM-----

Paula McGinnis
<pmcginni111 @comcast.net>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/28/2011 06:12PM

cc
Subject NAP EIR comment

01

Dear Mr. Wyco,
I oppose the closure of any off-leash dog-friendly park. As a
recently retired senior citizen, I am especially interested in keeping
(even creating) areas wher e I
can walk for exercise along with my offleash dog, in contrast to small fenced areas. As the population ages,
accessible (i.e. flat enough to walk comfortably) areas for activities
become more and mo re important. Although I do not live in San
Francisco, I often visit a resident friend in order to walk together
with our dogs.
Please do not close any off-leash parks unless
scientific studies show that there are significant negative imp acts,
and don't forget to include the envir onmental impact created by
forcing people to drive farther to get to a park .
Sincerely,
Paula McGinnis
Berkeley, CA
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Miller-E-1

Chelaea
FadhlmiC'IYPI..NISFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV; Sarah B
Jones/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

101281201111:03 AM

oc
boc
Subject Fw. Glen Canyon Park

-

Fol"\'llarded by Lisa Gibson/CTYPLNISFGOV on 1012612011 10:41 AM-

Bill W)'dciiiCTYPI.N/SFQOV
1012512011 01: 14 PM

To Lisa GibsoniCTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV, Jon
Swae/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

oc
Subject Fw. Glen Canyon Park

-

FoMarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV on 1012512011 01:14 PM-

"eric" <emler10gllllil~
1012512011 01:08PM

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

oc
Subject Glen Canyon Park

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

As a Glen Park resident, homeowner! and parent I am horrified at many of the key elements planned by
your department for Glen canyon Park. As I read the impact report your department published I am
appalled at the sarrealistic objectives you and your fell ow bureaucrats have established for the park.
Your plan is the apex of SF governmental absurdity- in the midst of the starkest economic crisis since
the Great Depression, massive SF budget deficits, reduction in essential services, and cuts in programs
for our children you are going to spend our taxes to chop down 120 beautiful Eucalyptus trees and an
unspecified number of Willow trees, close "social trails/ deny access to rocks my kids like to climb, make
"pools inaccessible to the public," so you can plant "native" grasses, reintroduce a damselfly, and install
larval host plants, etc.?!? It seems you feel Glen Canyon Park is your department's petri dish instead of a
city park? Your plans have been challenged as absurd and misguided by a Distinguished Professor of
Evolution and Ecology·at U.C Davis and other well informed scientists, ecologists, and citizens and yet ·you
wi II proceed?
It seems your plan and your attitude, if not the very existence of your job (SF could probably better
benefit from an extra fireman or policeman) are a clear example of local government gone wrong. The
vast majority of Glen Park citizens are not aware of your plans to waste tax revenue on what can be best
described as a misguided micro-ecology experiment on our park. The group of parents whose children
play in the park are unaware of your specific plans -I have no doubt they anticipate an rational
improvement of the park and playground. A chance encounter with a local ecologist is the only reason I'
m aware of your plan -with the deadlineforfinal commentary looming it seems you may get your way.
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If you proceed with this buffoonery I will take it upon myself to go door-to-door in Glen Park, canvass
the annual GP festival, work the parent Montessori and soccer team network, gather petition signatures,
and conduct whatever other civic action is necessary to ensure t he political hack who oversees your
department is never elected again. If it is possible to float a petition to defund your obviously
out-of-control department I will do that as well.
My natural bias is to trust my local government to make sound choices and establish rational prioritiesyour plan has violated that trust.
Sincerely,
Eric Miller
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Miller-E-2

From:

Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

eric <emillerl@gmail.com>
Wednesday, May 23, 2012 9:22 PM
Wider, Lori
Wycko, Bill; Range, Jessica
RE: Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Wider Given that we have limited time before the current comment period expires, we would like to focus the City's
attention on the big picture. The bottom line is that the City has failed to address our due process
concerns. Our review of City requirements was meant to be illustrative, not exhaustive, and to emphasize that
where significant private property interests are at stake (e.g., where construction or tree removal is planned on
neighboring properties), notice to affected residents is required. This notice is required not only by local law,
but also as a matter of constitutional law. In our initial letter, we offered examples of concrete ways in which
San Francisco property owners will be impacted by the City's proposed project. There may be other impacts
not detailed in our letter. For multiple legal reasons, we believe the City is obligated, in light of the magnitude
of the project and the severity of the impacts, to notify city residents (especially affected property owners and
park users) about the project with sufficient time to allow them to be involved in decision making.

01

We understand from your recent responses that you are unwilling to: (1) modify the April 27th notice to more
clearly set forth the impacts of the proposed project; (2) notify property owners within 150 feet of affected
parks ; (2) post notice in and near the affected parks; (4) hold a public hearing on the project; or (5) or extend
the notice period beyond June 11th.
We believe your response is deficient and we are considering our political and legal options in this regard. In
the meantime, we would like to request that the City provide us with a list of property addresses located within
150 feet of affected parks, so that we can attempt to contact such property owners ourselves prior to expiration
of the current notice period. We also would like to request that the City allow members of the SFFA to post the
City's notice of the project in and near affected parks.
Please respond to these requests by close of business on May 25.
Thank you for your responsiveness in this matter.
Eric Miller
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Miller-J-1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill \Nycko
Jessica Range
Fw : Don't reduce or close
10/04/2011 OS:12 PM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 05:13 PM ----"Jennifer Miller"
<millerjen@aol.com>

10/04/2011 05:02 PM

01

To
cc
Subject

<bill.wycko@sfgov.org >
Don't reduce or close

I want to add my voice to the objection of closing all DPAs in Management Areas 1
and 2. If they, and those spaces like them, SF will become an even more difficult
place to live in. The desirability of living in this city is closely tied to the ability to
escape with my dog in not only 'non-urban' spaces but the variety of environments
to do so. In my experience, those people that respect the non -dog people,
environment, and picking up after their dogs are the vast majority. Like in any
group, there are careless people (with kids, cars, bikes, etc) and education is an
ongoing process!
Jennifer Miller
San Francisco
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Miller-N-2

Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
06104/2012 05:53 PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. NAP Pian

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 06/0412012 05:53 PM-

No1'11'18 Milar
<nonnam2D@mtn.com>
06102/2012 03:54 PM

To .. bill. \A6'Cko@ sfgov.org.. <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org>
cc Melinda McMurray <lindymcm@aol.com>.
••selbygang@att.net•• <sell:rigang@att.net>
Subject NAP Plan

In meetings with several individuals and one group of friends, I learned that
none of them had heard of NAP's plans either by direct contact or by public
means; i.e. Newspapers or television.

01

It seems too important and far-reaching a plan to be carried out without
gener~l

publie inpue. I hope we will be able eo be well-informed before aeeion

is taken and irreversible harm is done to
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Mills-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10131/2011 04:09PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR

-·-Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 04:10PM-Claire Mills
<clarable@yahoo.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/20 11 03:37PM

cc Mark Farrell <FarreiiStaff@sfgov.org>
Subject NAP EIR

01

02
[

03 [

Dear Mr. Wycko,
As an environmentalist with a degree in Environmental Studies, a member of the Sierra club and avid city parks
against the SF Recreation and Parks Department's plans to destroy 18,000+ trees and reintroduce "native" and er
their stead. TI1is plan would limit the SF humans' and their pets' access to the parks we pay tax dollars to RECR
'fl1e SF Recreation and Parks Depattment should remove "Recreation" from it's title if this plan goes forward. 1f
planted and their areas then closed off for recreation, it seems this would not be under the mission of a city recre
but under a natural preservation zone. Such an area would not make sense to put in a densely populated city env
TI1e EIR's arguments to remove off leash dog areas are not solid and ignore the actual usage of these areas by the
EIR's analysis is incomplete and bases mru1y arguments on "potential" negative impacts not on actuality. Who is
sunshine and inclement weather 365 days a year? People with dogs are.
When I got my degree in Environmental Studies and Geography at San Francisco State in 1989, there were grea1
Native Plant Society and their unbalanced views of nature in city areas. I remember a story among other well-ci
group of fanatics which was that one member was disgusted with the British for bringing some non-native specit
Califomia and therefore snuck poison ivy into England for revenge. I run ten·ified that members of the Native Pl
infiltrated the Rec and Parks Dept of our great city and have put forward such an incompatible plan with our Urt
With the health department's focus on obesity, how can a plan like this that limits access to recreation ru·eas be a<
acquire dogs to get them out into nature, get them exercising and get them socializing. It's scientific fact that doi
blood pressure in people. Shouldn't we try to improve life where we live instead of reduce it's quality? The SPC
off leash areas to keep aggression down in dogs. 1l1e dog community in San Francisco is well known and provi<
belonging atld community to many neighborhoods. To repeat a statistic I'm sw-e you know, there are more dogs
children. This reflects the importance of dogs in the lives of the city's inhabitants, voters, tax payers or however ,
EIR's are to take into consideration the impact on the communities that surround the areas in question and this or
I ask how can a dog chase a ball on a leash? I have suffered some immobility issues over the last year due to foe
medical procedures. When I had my foot in a boot for 4 months and could barely walk a couple blocks on a goc
areas 1 could drive to to let my dogs mn free, 1 could not have managed. 1 could walk to pick up after them butt
provide exercise was medically not recommended or possible. We must think of the handicapped. My experien
heatt to the needs of people with mobility issues with service clogs. Those dogs also need exercise.
If an alternative must be chosen, please support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Altematives and pleas
CITY parks, not Yosemite.
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01
(cont.)

For a final more globally based environmental question, how can acountry that "scolds'' AmazoniatlS, Guatemal
tearing down trees for subsistence needs like fuel and/or to grow food have the guts to rip down treesthat keep c
[ the word "native" which seems avery disputable word. I must contest this proposal.
Thank you and I hope you trulyconsider the views of this city's most populous residents, the dog owners.
Claire Mills
2820 Greenwich Street #2
San Francisco, CA94123
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
05116/2012 1 2:30 PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. NAP

~

-

This message has been forwarded.

F oowarded tri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 05/1 6/201 2 12:30 PM-

•

Prabhe Mlttei11
<p2mil@,bqiloki.Mt>

To

05116/2012 1 0:35AM

cc

bill.~cko@sfgov.org

Subject NAP

Dear Mr . 1Jycko:

I live on Mt. Davidson in the city.
I have been very upset with the
constant reapplication of pesticides, as I walk my dogs there.
I also
am upset at all the trees that have been felled in the last two

years.

01

This is one of the very few places left in the city that is

still a forest, a little refuge.
My husband went out and talked to
some of the folks from Parks and Rec while they were spraying
pesticides, as well as cutting back thickets.
They told him that the
SF Forest Alliance was an extremist group. Perhaps it would be
helpful if others knew just what the NAP's purpose was, as well as the
fact that the city has a budget crisis and this is an enormous waste
of taxpayer money. Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Prabha Milstein, LMFT
415.200.8093
www.pmilsteintherapy.com

p2mi 1@ sbcglobal. net
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Miner-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31 /2011 09:26AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Writing in support of maintenance alternative

- - Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:27AM - -

laura Brunow Miner
<lbrunow@gmall.com>
10/29/2011 02:22PM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
Subject Writing in support of maintenance alternative

01

i Bill! As a responsible dog owner in SF without a backyard, dog walkers and
dog parks are a necessity in my life . Please consider t he Maintenance
Alternative to the City Parks Plan to maintain more space for our furry
friends . Thanks !

O
LBM
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 09:21AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: comments on NAP EIR

- - Forwa rded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 12011 09:21 AM-"Sue Minsuk"
<sue.doggie.doright@gmail.co
m>
10130/2011 11 :06 AM
Please respond to
<sue@doggie-do-rightcom>

01 [

02

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject comments on NAP EIR

I' m writing to respond to the Natural Areas Program Environmenta l Impact Review. J strongly
oppose the expansion of the Natural Areas Program and support the maintenance altemative
described in the EIR.

1 am a dog owner, like so many other San Francisco residents and also a professional pet dog
trainer. 1 have been walking and training dogs in the proposed restricted areas for over 15 years.
TI1e Natural Areas Program already plans to eliminate dog play areas in San Francisco city
parks, and if it is expanded, it could eliminate large swaths of off-leash dog walking areas at
McLaren Park and Bernal Hill. I walk my dogs in these parks and appreciate the fact that they
are large enough that I can get some exercise while also exercising my dogs. If these large
off-leash areas are made smaller or eliminated, it will negatively impact me and thousands of
other dog enthusiasts in San Francisco.

Meanwhile, there is cu1rently no way for San Francisco residents to propose new dog play areas
in city parks. Tims the NAP could take away our current areas and leave us with no way to
propose new dog play areas.

San Francisco is a city with limited open space. I rely on the open spaces we do have to get out
into the outdoors and get some exercise. We cannot afford to give up recreational space in San
Francisco to make way for more native plants. Less recreational space will negatively impact the
quality of lite in our city.

03 [

I urge you to implement the maintenance altemative and not to implement the maximum
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03 [
(Cont.)

restoration altemative or any other alternative that will take away recreational space in San
Francisco city parks.

Sincerely,

Sue Minsuk
Doggie Do Right Dog Training
415-786-9157

sue@doggie-do-right.com
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Monagle-1
Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:21AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: GGNRA

- ·- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 09:22AM - -

Patricia Monagle
<mizmonagle@sbcglobal.net>

To "Bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <Bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
10/30/2011 09:22AM

01
[

Subject GGNRA

It wil l bring such great sadness to so many people and f ami lies to have these
areas closed off to people and thei r dogs . So much of the world ha s been
walled off in my 70- year lifetime . We need to be able to walk , hike and take
our dogs with us so we can still feel our relationship to the Earth . These
are almost sacred places for us , and our lives will greatly impoverished
wi thout them .
Sent from my iPad
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RECEIVEr .
:JCT : ; l.a;.
CITY & COUNT' .

October 10, 2011

/>tANNING DEP y (j FM F 'l~fiTM[Nl

S. .~ ·

BiiiWycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 941 03

RE: Support of DEIR for Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan (SNRAMP)

Dear Mr. Wycko:
01

l am writing to give my support to the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program. I believe the
findings are adequate, accurate and complete and should be accepted by the San Francisco
Planning Department.

C

I have been a volunteer with SF Park and Recreation/Natural Areas Program since 2004. I am
familiar with many of the City's Natural Areas such as Bayview Hill, Glen Canyon and Twin
Peaks where I have participated in habitat restoration . I look forward to my volunteer days with
the Natural Areas Program staff and other comm itted volunteers. It is time that this plan be
adopted and implemented for the good of the whole city.
I think the report addresses impacts where possible as well as proposes practical mitigation
measures. The plan lays out a reasonable path for natural resources management for The City
and is consistent with other city departments, mandates and plans.
I appreciate having the opportunity to comment on this important issue. I hope it is passed
favorably.
Regards,

Efo;oi;.JM-{(_
Beth Moseley
136 Guerrero #303
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Moyer-1

Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
1()13112011 04:17PM

To Jessica RangeiClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. NAP EIR I No reduction of off-leash areas

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill WyckoiClYPLNISFGOV on 1013112011 04:17PMleiah~er

<leiahmo@abcslobal.net>
1()13112011 01:56 PM
Please respond to

Leigh M~er
<leighmo@sbcglobal. net>

01

02

03

04
05

To ""bill. \A6'Cko@ sfgov.org.. <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org>
cc Leigh Moyer <leighmo@sbcglobal.net>
Subject NAP El R I No reduction of off-leash areas

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am a SF resident, and I have two small dogs, which were both rescued from shelters. I walk
daily with my two dogs on Bernal Hill, after I finish work. My dogs are well behaved, under
voice command, and I pick up after my dogs. In addition to this being my main form of
exercise, there is also a social aspect to walking on the hill, and I have made many wonderfUl
friends and acquaintances by walking my dogs. I adamantly oppose any change in the off-leash
area in this park for the following reasons:
1) The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildlife, yet offers no
evidence that any impacts are a au ally occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be
based on solid scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on
plants and wildlife is based on unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.
2) The NAP EIR's analysis of the impaas ofthe closure of all or part of Dog Play Areas
(off-leash areas) is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the im paas on other DPAs and
other parks, on recreation, and on transportation, global warming and climate change because
people must drive to other DPAs because of DPA closures if up to 80% of the total off-leash
space in city parks is closed (the amount of off-leash located either within or adjacent to
natural areas).
3) The NAP EIR defines dogs as "nuisances". The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA
closures (especially the 80% potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of
people who walk with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures
(especially the 80% potential closures) on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in
the neighboring communities surrounding the parks.
4) The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to plant threatened and
endangered species throughout the natural areas. Because of their special status, these plants
trigger automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more negative impacts on
recreation and access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
5) I support the Maintenance Alternative, which EIR identifies as being environmentally
superior alternatives.
Thank you for taking the above into consideration.
Sincerely,
Leigh Moyer
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From:

Bj!! Wycko

To:

Jessjca Range

Subject:

Fw: Don't close the Bernal Dog Park
10/05/2011 09:06AM

Date:

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:07 AM ----Laurel Muniz
<lmunizsf@gmail.com>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/05/2011 06:34AM

Subject

Don't close the Bernal Dog Park

Dear Mr. Wycko:
I am opposed to the closure of the DPA on Bernal Hill. I don't own a dog, but I love walking
the hill and meeting friends and fellow Bernal residents that do have dogs. The Bernal DPA
is a safe and beautiful place to bring dogs and it must be protected. Kids, dogs, residentsyoung and old, all mixing together. It's refreshing to see such activity in the middle of an
urban area.
01

If the Bernal DPA is reduced in size as purposed, there will be no space for all of this
activity. Dogs and their guardians will have no choice but to walk the concrete surfaces in
our neighborhood and a years-long tradition of meeting on the hill will be gone.
The Bernal DP A is our URBAN PUBLIC SPACE! Please don't isolate members of our
community by closing this area. Keep the Bernal DPA open and free for all to enjoy. Please
do not reduce the size of this DPA Our community needs every inch of this space.
Laurel Muniz
Bernal Resident
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SANTA CRUZ , CA 95062

(83 1 ) 475·6037
( 63 1 ) 475· 1942 FAX

RECEIVED

October 13, 2011
San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wyco, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St., #400
San Francisco, CA 941 03

oc~

H 2011

CITY &COUNTY OF S.F
PLANNING OEPARTMF.NT

MEA

Re: Supporting "Historical Resource"
Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areas, etc.
DEIR No. 2005.1912E
Dear San Francisco Planning Department:
The constant avalanche of so-called do-gooders who are trying to end the glorious life of the
Sharp Park Golf Course is almost laughable. This majestic piece of gorgeous land has been
wonderfully open and available for thousands of people, and many more animals for so many
years.
All kinds of interesting animals and a wild variety of birds have had the run and flight of the
place for a long, long, time. The fact that some of these players are retired old gentlemen
chasing a dream or lovely ladies trying to dodge a little housework or some dirty dishes for an
hour or two makes beautiful old Sharp Park even more a treasure than ever before.
Driven by political ideas or the foibles of misguided values, some folks in this day and age just
like to take nice things away from people just to show how dedicated they are to their specific
causes.
Sharp Park has been there for eighty years, much longer than most of the complainers, and it
has produced wonderful fun and exercise for many thousands of people .... and, provided
marvelous open space for millions of birds (and a good number of "birdies", too), wonderful
ambiance and nesting areas.

01

What better balance could there ever be between birds, animals and a few folks chasing their
golf balls and staying well out of the way tor all the wild life?
[

God Bless Sharp Park. It is a glorious combination for man, bird, and beast!!!
Sincerely,

~~
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Murphy-D-1

2945 Ulloa St.
San Francisco, CA 94116
October 31 , 2011
BiiiWycko
SF Planning Department
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission St. Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Wycko:
We support the draft EIR for the Significant Natrual Resource Areas
Management Plan. It makes sense on a number of levels. The San Francisco
elements need to be approved because they will guide the restoration of a very
small part of our parklands and open spaces within the City.
We agree that trees need to be removed in limited numbers. For example at
Lake Merced restored areas need to be opened to light so native species can
survive. In many cases those trees are eucalyptus which impact soil chemistry
and block light from coastal scrub. In other cases the trees may be pines or
cypress growing on slopes that are shading out native vegetation. Often these
trees sprouted from seeds burried by Western Scrub Jays, so they are not part
of a planned parkland. These trees also fall when they reach maturity and cause
significant erosion. The plan for removal of selected trees is appropriate and
necessary, not only at Lake Merced but in other natural areas.

01

02
[

We encourge the removal of Sharps Park Golf Course from the plan . The golf
course should be considered in much more detail. In fact, the failure to include
the option to remove the entire golf course and restore it to nature should have
been included , even if it were not the preferred alternative. The failure to do so
suggests a failure in the CEQA process.
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Very truly yours,
Dan and Joan Murphy
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Mr. Taylor Gowan Nagle
720 Junipero Serra Blvd
San Francisco, CA 94127
(415) 715-8816

M r. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Email: bill.wycko@sfgov.org

October 31, 2011

REP: Comment to Draft EIR I Natural Areas Program
Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am w riting today to comment on the Dra ft EIR. In particular my fam ily opposes the M aximum Restoration
Alt ernative and supports the Mainte nance Alternative
I was born in San Francisco in 1968 and have lived here my whole life. My extended family resides here and I have
recently had a child who I plan to raise on the west side of San Francisco. My son an d I love the trees and forests
of this area; we hike on Mount Davidson, wal k in Stern Grove and enjoy the peaceful respite t hat the dense forests
give from t he hustle and bustle of the city. The trees and urban forests have shaped my existence during my life
here, and I would hate to see them d rastically change.
I became aware of the NAP program and their plans to restore native habitat only recently w hen I observed some
cleared areas at Pine Lake in Stern Grove. The cleared and newly planted area was struggling and I wondered w hy
this was done since the nearby forest was flourishing. This piqued my interest and since then I have researched
the NAP program and reviewed the Draft EIR, so I feel I have a good understanding of what is at stake here.

01
While I understand NAP's ra tionale in restoring native habitat in general, I d isagree with their aggressive plan to
remove non-native trees and brush in the majority of open spaces in the city. I object to their practices, including
the spraying of voluminous amounts of herbicides to prevent non-native plants from re turning. The areas where
they have done their restoration appear to be failing in many instances; to allow the restorations to proceed on a
city-wide scale would be in effect rewa rding fail ure.
There are budget concerns as well; can San Francisco truly afford to spend the money to clear and re-plant the
amount of forested area envisioned by the NAP El R? We should spend money on schools, homeless ness and a
plethora of other pressing matters before we pay to clea r forested hil lsides.
A compromise is in order; I think NAP should be allowed to do native restorat ions in un-forested areas where they
have less clearing to do. Please leave the older trees and forested areas alone so that t he next generation of San
Francisco families can enjoy them as much as I have.
Sincerely,
Taylor Nagle
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Bil \tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
1()131/2011 04:12PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPL.N/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: Comment on NAP El R

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:12PM-

RezaNaima
<me@rez•.net:>

To

1()13112011 03:22 PM

cc

bill.~cko@sfgov.org

Subject Comment on NAP EIR

Bill,
Hi, I've been living in SF in the lower haight for 8 years now, and have recently opened a
business downtown. My dog and I frequent duboce park, alamo square, crissy field, fort
funston, and other offieash dog areas. The large presence of off-leash dog play areas was a very
important factor in my decision to move to San Francisco.
I am writing in response to the solicitation for comments on the proposal to reduce the off-leash
dog play areas. I am very opposed to the reduction of off-leash and would like you to consider
the following:
•

•

01

!feel that biggest negative factor affecting the parks is the maintenance staff of the parks,
and the presence of dogs- especially at night- have made the parks a much safer
environment by keeping drug dealers, and other unsavory individuals out of the parks
(thanks to the responsible owners).
Examples I've seen of the problems caused by maintenance staff at the parks:
• No automated sprinkler system has been installed at duboce park and thus
someone needs to turn the sprinklers on/off manually. I've found the park flooded
many times by having the sprinkers not turned off
• Drainage has been a huge problem at duboce park, and although the park service
promised to do something aboutityears ago, no solution has been deployed. the
park has recently been aerated, but this is a stop-gap solution and it should have
happened years ago.
• The excessive amount of rain from last year caused the ground to be soft (thanks
to the lack of drainage). The maintenance staff would mow the lawn after heavy
rains constantly, causing huge trenches to form in the grass from the wheels of the
mower digging into the ground. My dog suffered a hip injury as he fell into one
of these trenches while chasing after a ball.
• Additionally, when the ground becomes damaged, and holes form which can be
dangerous to individuals and dogs who can trip in them, they are not filled for
weeks.
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•

A gardener sprayed pesticide/herb,i cide at a local park that a friend frequents and
did not post any signage. 111e position got into my friend's dog's system and
almost killed him.
• 1l1ere have been reports in the papers of unionized garden workers not planting
plants and instead giving them out to friends while taking the day off
• If the fear is that dogs will damage plants, wouldn't adding fencing or other means of
isolating dogs from vegetation be a more eifccti ve solution than to ban off-leash dogs?
•
'TI1e NAP EIR provided no evidence that dogs have an impact on plants and wildlife. Is
this all from wild speculation or is there any proof that can substantiate such a dramatic
change in the city policy.
•
Quite the opposite, the NAP EIR does not take into account scientific studies that show
off-leash dogs have little impact on plants and wildlife
•
the NAP EIR does not take into account the damage caused by people or children
•
any reduction on the number of off-leash play areas will put more of a strain on the
remaining areas. Titere are more dogs in SF than children (so l've been told) and dogs
need places to play. People, like myself, move to SF because it provides an urban
enviromnent that is dog friendly. Taking these away (potentially up to 80% given the
wording of the proposal) will cause a huge strain on the remaining 20%, making them
into unsustainable mud pits.
• I'm al~o shocked that the NAP is planning on c utting down 18,000 healthy trees because
they are not-native. Sounds very much like something that happened in germany many
years ago to non-nati ve peoples. why? are you going to replace them with 18,000 nati ve
trees'?
1llank yo u,
RezaNaima
229 Steiner St
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From:

~

To:
Subject:
Date:

Jessi;a Range
Fw: NAP EIR and off-leash dog areas
~1onda y, October 31, 2011 4:19:00 Pr>1

••••• Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:20PM •••••
Tiffany Nelson
<tcnSOOO@yahoo.com>

To bill. wyc ko@sfgov .org
cc
SubjectNAP EIR and off-leash dog areas

10/31/ 2011 04:17 PM

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I am writing in regard to the NAP EIR and the potential impact on offleash dog areas. I am a dog owner, live and vote in San Francisco, and
enjoy the public parks with my dog, neighbors and friends.
01

I am a member of SFDOG. I fully support UC Professor Arthur Shapiro's
analysis of the NAP EIR. In addition, the NAP EIR offers no concrete
evidence that dogs negatively impact plants or wildlife . Use of the term
"may" in the report reveals the weakness and inadequacy of the report.
The NAP EIR's analysis of the impact on dog play areas is inadequate. The
NAP EIR's definition of dogs as a "nuisance" discloses its bias against dogs
and ignores the scientifically proven benefits that dogs bring to society and
nature as an integral part of the environment. Dogs serve humans and
nature in numerous, beneficial ways.

02

03

[

Finally, the NAP EIR would have a negative impact on San Francisco's
economy with the loss of jobs (e.g., professional dog walkers), more dogs
being surrendered to the city shelter for lack of adequate venues for offleash exercise, and loss of international status as a dog friendly tourist
destination.

04

05

The NAP EIR fails to recognize the further restrictions on public access to
areas planted with "native" and endangered species of plants.

[

I fully support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreational Alternative and
urge you to do the same.
Thank you,
Tiffany Nelson
28th Ave and Clement St.
San Francisco
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RECERVED
Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
Planning Dept.
1650 Mission St
San Francisco, CA 94103

NOv ( 1 £~11

CITY &COUNTY OF S.E
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
r.• F ~

Donald Norton I Nancy Sack
4750 25th St
San Francisco, CA 94114
415.309.9502

October 27, 2011
Dear Mr. Wycko,
As a concerned citizen and owner of a well-trained dog (puppy 1&2, SFSPCA
animal assisted therapy , SFSPCA agility 1&2) it is of vital importance that we
maintain the status quo of current off-leash dog areas in San Francisco. By
reducing the current size and/ or number of off-leash dog play areas, 1) the
potential to introduce crowding (an environment where dogs can often get
aggressive) and/ or 2) Force owners to utilize marginal areas which could end up
causing more degradation of NAP areas; grows.

01

02

[

As such, I support the "Maintenanc.e Alternative" which Parks & Recreation has
designated the environmentally superior option.
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:10AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
separate out from Sharp Park

---Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:10AM-----

Veronica Oliva
<veronlcaollva @sbcglobal. net
>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc

10/31/2011 08:24 AM
Subject Fwd: Significan Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
separate out from Sharp Park

Begin forwarded message:
From: Veronica Oliva <VERONICAOLIVA@SBCGLOBAL.NET>
Date: October 31, 2011 8:23:45 AM PDT
To: john.rahaim@sfgov.org
Cc: Linda.Avery@sfgov.org
Subject: Significan Natw·al Resow·ce Areas Management Plan sepamte out from
Sharp Park
RE draft EIR for Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Dear Mr. Rahaim,

01

I'm writing to recommend that the Sharp Park and golf course be separated out from the
Natural Areas plan.
I recommend this so that San Francisco's natural areas can get the stewardship they need
without the potentially significant delay the Sharp Park golf course issue could bring.
Thank you for your attention.
Best regards,
Veronica Oliva
33 Seward Street
San Francisco CA 94 114
tel415.337.7707
veronicaoliva@sbcglobal.net
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From:

To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill \IVycko
Jessica Ranae
Fw: Flease don't restrict off leash access for dogs

10/05/201110:43 AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 10:43 AM -----

"Hugh Olliphant"
<hugh@wednesdays.com >

To

<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
10/05/201110:12 AM

Subject

Please don't restrict off leash access for dogs

Bill,
I needn't tell you about the positive impacts dogs have on our community. Dog owners make our
city's parks safer (e.g. look at the history of Dolores Park). I'm writing to encourage you to think
01

through alternatives to closing off leash dog runs, particularly given that the draft environmentalimpact statement by the Golden Gate National Recreation Area has already shown no direct link
between dog walking and any environmental damage in GGNRA lands.

Thanks,

-H

Hugh Olliphant
225 Murray St, SF, CA 94112

650 814 7476
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Date:

October 21,2011

RECEIVED

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

OCf 2 5 2011

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PlANNING DEPARTMENT
••rA

Dear Mr. Wycko 1 understand there is currently under review a proposal by the Natural Areas Program of the Recreations and Parks Department to
expand the areas impacted by "Natural Areas Habitat Restoration."
I strongly object to this on several fronts.

01

[

First, as always, this plan would seriously restrict off-leash dog-walking areas available. 1 am a 64-year old woman who walks
daily in McLaren Park with my two dogs. 1t is a matter of health and well being for us all that we can walk up and down hill for
considerable distances. My doctor is always pleased to hear that I am getting this regular exercise- my dogs are inspiration,
companion and, should it be necessary, protector. To deny them access to the wonderful open space we now enjoy in McLaren
Park would be to deny me an important avenue for maintaining my health. I am sure this is true for many people throughout San
Francisco.

Also the fact that there are an estimated 110.000 dogs in San Francisco means there is an ongoing and significant need for offleash areas and a considerable constituency in support of them. Surely, it is obvious it is far better for dogs, people and our city
streets that there are off-leash areas for them to gel their exercise. To paraphrase Cesar Milan, "A t·ired dog is a happy and
obedient dog." Nothing allows them to expend their energy in such a happy, healthy way as a good off-leash romp.

02

Fi nally, putting aside the important considerations regarding why off-lease areas, which this plan would restrict, are so important
to dogs and their owners,! question the validity of expansion of the Natural Areas Program on it's face. It seems to me that the
Natural Areas Program has as its ultimate goal a restoration of San Francisco to its "natural" state, which they define as limited to
flora and fauna dating from a time before major settlement. In order to recapture this environment, they propose:
I. Restricting use of our parks to large segments of San Francisco's population,
2. Destroying healthy living trees and plants because they came into the environment after the time the Natural Areas
Program has deemed 'natural' and therefore permissible*, and
3. Introducing toxins into the environment in order to destroy plants and trees not meeting their criteria.
It seems to me they want to turn the City's parks into museums to a time past, rather than living, evolving environments for this
City's citizens to enjoy. Let's face it, our lovely Golden Gate Park exists largely outside of the parameters of the "Natural Areas."
It is my understanding they currently are involved in many open areas of San Francisco. While 1 do not wish to expel them from

those areas,} strongly object to their goals being the controlling vision for San Francisco's parks.
Thank you,

~,;u

312 Athens Street
San Francisco, CA 94112
(* Note: I know there are proponents of "Natural Areas" who would destroy every Eucalyptus tree in San Francisco. One of their

claims is that Eucalyptus trees prevent anything else from growing. Well, I walk every day through a Redwood grove in McLaren
Park and not much else grows there either. However, it is a lovely place to be. And, I assume given their age, the Redwoods
would escape the Natural Areas ax.)
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863 Elizabeth Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
October 17, 2011

,

Mr. Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RECEIVED
OCT 3 1 2011
C\IY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MEA

Re : Draft EIR, Natural Areas Program
Dear Mr. Wycko:
I have lived in San Francisco since 1988 and bought my first home in Glen Park in
1992. Since then I have been a devoted Glen Canyon Park visitor. In fact, I walk in
Glen Park almost every morning.
I have never given public comment before about anything in San Francisco. I am a
consultant and extremely busy. However, I am so bothered by the use of pesticides
by the Natural Areas Program of Park and Recreation that I had to get involved. I
have been actively trying for the past year to stop the Natural Areas Program from
using Tier 1 and Tier 2 pesticides to "kill" non-native plants.

01

In San Francisco, the Board of Supervisors legislated that all San Francisco officers,
boards, commissions, and departments of the City and County implement the
Precautionary Principle in conducting the City and County's affairs. The
Precautionary Principle states, "where threats of serious or irreversible damage to
people or nature exist, lack of full scientific certainty about cause and effect shaH not
be viewed as sufficient reason for the City to postpone cost effective measures to
prevent the degradation of the environment or protect the health of its citizens."
And yet, the Department of the Environment and the Natural Areas Program justify
using Tier 1 and Tier 2 pesticides even though they lack full scientific certainty
about how safe they are to use. For Garton 4 Ultra, a Tier 1 pesticide, the
Department of the Environment has told me directly that while there is a study that
has been conducted that raises serious concern, the methods of the study are not
strong enough to justify outright banning of Garlon 4 Ultra.
I know of so many people, very close friends, who have been diagnosed with cancer
in San Francisco. We are all too familiar with corporate claims that there is not
strong enough proof that the products they make can be directly linked to cancer.
That was the similar case with tobacco. How many people had to get sick and die
before the government put restrictions on the sale of tobacco because there wasn't
enough proof? There simply is not enough money to test every pesticide
thoroughly, and every new variation of a pesticide, to stay ahead of the harm that
might be caused.
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As citizens, all we can rely on is the information that the San Francisco Department
of the Environment and the manufacturer of the pesticides tell us. For Garton 4
Ultra, the Department of the Environment limits its use "only for targeted
treatments of high profile or highly invasive exotics via dabbing or injections. May
use for targeted spraying only when dabbing or injection are not feasible and only
with use of a respirator."

02

The Natural Areas Program sprays the whole hillside of Glen Park Canyon with
Carlon 4 Ultra to get rid of oxalis, commonly known as clover.
The manufacturer of Garton 4 Ultra publishes in their Material Safety Data Sheet
that it degrades slowly in the environment, fails tests for ready biodegradability, is
"highly toxic" to aquatic life and "slightly toxic" to birds.
In Glen Park Canyon, along the stream, there are signs heralding this riparian
community and how it serves as a resting spot for migratory birds. How ironic that
the Natural Areas Program then uses pesticides that are "highly toxic" to aquatic life
and "slightly toxic" to birds.
The Precautionary Principle is supposed to be there to protect all of us. I worry
about the wildlife that live in Glen Canyon Park and rely on the vegetation to
survive. I worry about the pre-school children who come and play in the park
everyday. I worry about all the dogs who run on the trails and eat the grasses. And I
worry about my city that I love so much ignoring the repeated concerns of its
citizens and refusing to alter course.
This doesn't feel like a truly democratic process to me.

03

Jam vehemently opposed to the recommendations of the draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Natural Areas Program. The Natural Areas Program has not
effectively demonstrated its ability to:
1. kill the non-native invasive species it poisons each year- it grows back each
spring
2. comply with regulations on how to administer the poisons- they are
frequently caught applying the poisons without adequate notice or using
appropriate respirators
3. create a sustainable native plant garden without relying on toxic pesticides.
I cannot understand how we would then turn around and give the Natural Areas
Program more authority over more land to continue with these same practices.
Sin~rely,

f

.

/ ,

' -.

/;~ ~',,
Nancy 9'tto

·. · '

'
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October 27, 2011
Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department
City of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Ste 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479
RE:

Sharp Park Golf Course- Historic Resource Evaluation

Dear Mr. Wycko,
I have reviewed Appendix C of the DEIR for the Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan: Sharp Park Golf Course and question the determination of e ligibility
for listing on the National Register of Historic Properties (NRHP). O n page 5-4 the author
suggests that Sharp Park Golf Course has historic significance under Criterion A and C
under the NRHP and Criterion 1 and 3 for the California Register of Historic Resources
(CRHR). Criterion C/3 requires that "a property embody the distinctive characteristics of
a type, period, or method of construction that represents the work of a master, or that
possesses high artistic values". Based on the number and extent of a lternatio ns that have
taken place since the period of significance (1929- 1932) I question the validity of
finding Sharp Park eligible as a historic resource.
Bulletin 18 "How to Evaluate and Nominate Designed Historic Landscapes,"' states "As
defined by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and the National Register
criteria, to be eligible for the National Register a designed historic landscape must
possess significance ..... and integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship fee ling and association ." Sharp Park Golf Course lacks integrity.

01

[

The Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. describes
many alterations made to the course since 1932 . Comparing the course layouts depicted
in the two exhibits included in the Evaluation Report2 one finds very few similarities
between how the course was designed and how it exists today.

1
National Park Service, "How to Evaluate and Nominate Designed Historic Landscapes," National Register
Bulletin No. 18, p. 6.
2 The original Sharp Park Golf links plan prepared by Mackenzie, Hunter & Egen (Figure 3) and the aerial
of the Existing Golf Course (Figure 2).

Chris
Pattillo

Cathy
Garrett

Christopher
Kent

444 . 1 7., Street Oakland CA 9 4612
Tel510.465. 1284 Fox 510.465.1 256
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1. The original hole 1 (now hole 11) was a long, straight shot. The reconfigured
hole doglegs to the right.
2. The original hole 2 (now hole 12) was a dogleg that wrapped around the south
end of the course. Hole 12 is now a lot shorter with no dogleg.
3. The original holes 3, 4, and 8 were destroyed in a big storm and not replaced.
4. The original hole 5 offered multiple fairway options- a unique design feature of
Mackenzie. Hole 17 which replaced 5 is a single straight shot.
5. The original hole 6 that ran east-west at the north boundary no longer exists.
6. The original hole 7 appears to be similar to current hole 16 identified on figure 2
as having been built after 1941, after the period of significance.
7. The original holes 9 and 10 each offered double fairways. The replacement holes
13 and 14 eliminated these special features.
8. The original hole 11 -a short run- appears to be similar to current hole 15.
9. The original hole 12 was a long straight shot. It has been replaced by hole 18
that is longer with a dogleg.
10. The original holes 13, 14 and 15 were on the east side of the county road and
generally paralleled the road running north-south. Today this area has four holes
that all run east-west.
11. The original hole 16 was a dogleg left replaced by hole 3 a straight shot.
12.The original hole 17 ran east-west and was a long shot with a dogleg. Hole 8, a
short, straight fairway replaced it.
13. The original hole 18 was a dogleg. This hole has been replaced by hole 2, a
straight shot.
In summary only hole ll (now hole 15) is similar to the original design. The layout of
the remainder of the course has been substantially altered. The change to the order of
how the holes are played is significant as it materially alters the sequence and nature of
views the player experiences making it unlike what was intended by the designer. Other
major changes implemented since the period of significance include:

A. Elimination or reconfiguration of several sand traps.
01
(Cont.)

B. Construction of a seawall in 1941 to prevent flooding of the golf course. This
eliminated views to the beach and Pacific Ocean and the essence of the links
design concept.
C. Filling a portion of the lagoon as part of the reconfiguration of hole 10.
D. Installation of concrete golf cart paths along the back nine holes in 1996 where
none existed previously.
E. Culverting of water features on five holes and the elimination of water hazardsan important component of the original design.
F. Installation of a 4000-gallon pump to help with annual flooding of Laguna
Salada.
G. Alternations made between 1985 and 1994 to accommodate female players such
as shortening of the fairways.
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Adding together all of these alterations it is apparent that Sharp Park Golf Course lacks
sufficient integrity to qualify as a historic resource under criterion C/3. The course no
longer reflects the work of Alister Mackenzie. The land use remains a golf course but
otherwise there are few similarities between the course that existed during the period of
significance and what remains today.
The Evaluation Report notes that Alister Mackenzie attained status as a master golf course
architect. Appendix Con page 4-7 notes, "George Shackelford, in his book Grounds for
Golf, describes Mackenzie as a master designer and offers that Mackenzie's secret to
creating unique courses was his talent for routing." Regrettably, today nothing remains
of Mackenzie's unique routing. He continues to explain that his work "was known for its
original and distinctive bunkers, with irregular shapes and each with its own design." And
"Distinctive bunkering, the use of small hillocks around greens, and exciting hole
locations were Mackenzie's trademark".

01
(Cont.)

Another of Mackenzie's trademarks was his talent for working with natural landform and
subtlety integrating his courses with a site's topography to take full advantage of the
unique qualities of each site. Quoting from the HRER, "Mackenzie felt that the success of
golf course construction depended entirely on making the best use of natural features
and devising artificial ones indistinguishable from nature." The HRER continues with,
" ....... while many architects try to create a special course, Mackenzie could figure out
how best to fit holes into a property and situate a golf course to evoke a comfortable,
settled, connection to the ground. His course routings are always functional and original
but rarely do they fight the contours of the property."
In summary, defining characteristics of Mackenzie's design style included unique course
routing, a talent for adapting a course to fit the land, an ability to offer challenge to
players of varying skill levels, distinctively designed bunkers, and inclusion of multiple
fairway options- offering advantage to those to took greater risks in their play. The vast
majority of these features have been eliminated from the course. According to Wexler, in
a recently published article "no appreciable trace of his strategy remains in p lay."3
Unfortunately, Sharp Park Golf Course began to fail even before the course opened in
1932 because Mackenzie failed to fully understand the forces of nature at this site. Page
4-3 of the Evaluation Report notes that the opening was delayed twice due to "drainage
problems on the course due to winter rains." Shortly after the course opened a major
storm washed out a large portion of the course and necessitated construction of the
seawall in 1938 intended to prevent similar damage in the future. This type of damage
has continued -as recently as 1982 a major storm wiped out several holes. In 1990
another breach killed many of the cypress trees on the course. Few of the golf courses
designed by Alister Mackenzie remain intact today. It would be ironic and misplaced if
this course- one that represents a failure in design- became a lasting representative of
h is life's work by being officially designated as a h istoric property.

3

Dr. Alister Mackenzie, "Sha rp Park Golf Course", Pacifica, CA page 113
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The determination of historic significance is tied to a site's level of integrity. According to
A Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports: Contents, Process, and Techniques4 "The historic
integrity of a cultural landscape relates to the ability of the landscape to convey its
significance." And "Historic integrity is assessed to determine if the landscape
characteristics and associated features, and the spatial qualities that shaped the
landscape during the historic period of significance, are present in much the same way
as they were historically." Emphasis added.

01
(Cont.)

The guide continues, "Historic integrity is determined by the extent to which the general
character of the historic period is evident, and the degree to which incompatible elements
obscuring the character can be reversed". In the case of Sharp Park Golf Course the
changes to the course were not the result of the normal evolution of a living landscapematuring trees and other plantings, but rather major changes that were forced to solve
functional problems that resulted from flaws in the original design- a failure to fully
understand the power of nature and it's ability to wreak havoc. The changes made to
Sharp Park Go lf Course cannot be reversed because doing so would recreate the
conditions that necessitated that the alterations be made in the first place.
Page 5-2 of the HRER notes, "Because landscape features change over time, a landscape
need not retain all of the original features it had during its period of significance, but it
must retain the essential features and characteristics that make its historic character
clearly recognizable."
In essence for a site to meet the criteria of historic significance most of the designed
features must look as they did during the period of significance. This may be true for the
Clubhouse and maintenance building which are not addressed here, but it is not the case
at Sharp Park Golf Course and no doubt explains why "None of the state or national
registers identified Sharp Park Golf Course as a historical resource" as noted on page 4l of the HRER.
By making the finding that the existing golf course represents a historic resource under
criterion C/3 it seems that Tetra Tech failed to appreciate not only the subtleties of golf
course architecture but its essential features. Just because there was a golf course
present in 1932 the fact that there is still a golf course present today, does not qualify the
current course as a historic resource.

4
A Guide To Cultural Landscape Reports: Contents, Process and Techniques by Robert R. Page, Cathy A
Gilbert, and Susan A Dolan , US Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resource
Stewardship and Partnerships, 1998.
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Sharp Park Golf Course lacks integ rity. W hile a g olf course. at th is sit e is consistent with
th e hislo ric land use, th ai fad is insuffici ent evidence for a fi nding of hisloric significance.
Failure lo demonstra le significance voids eligi:>ility fo r hisloric resource sla lus. I urge yo u
lo consider th is a s you p lan for Ihe fulure use o f Sharp Park.
Sincerely,

Chris Pallill o, ASLA
Historic Landscape Architect
Presidenl, PGAdesign;"
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:21AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: My comment on the Natural Areas Program
Environmental Impact Review

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:21AM----Georgie Perrins
<georgle@puppethorse.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/30/201110:19AM

cc
Subject My comment on the Natural Areas Program Environmental
Impact Review

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
Dear Mr Wycko:

01

02

[

I'm writing to respond to the Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact Review. I strongly
oppose the expansion of the Natural Areas Program and support the maintenance alternative
described in the EIR.
I am a dog owner and resident of San Francisco for the past 11 years. I appreciate the
recreational space we have in the city to exercise my dog and to feel these health benefits myself,
especially at Bernal Hill. We adopted our dog from the San Francisco SPCA and by nature of her
herding breed she is a high energy dog that requires considerable running daily. We see this
exercise as maintaining her good health and is the secret to her behavioral well-being. Like most
residents in this city we do not have our own garden and completely rely on the recreational
space of parks for exercise for canine companion. Ifthe dog play areas described in the The
Natural Areas Program are to be eliminated in San Francisco city parks, where will we go with
our dogs? And will this be a continuing trend where we will loose more areas in the future? The
reality is that San Francisco is a city of dogs, and dog lovers who are largely responsible
contributing citizens. Please consider alternative areas to our recreational space to grow more
native plants. Together we can support both efforts.
I aooreciate vour time and consideration.
Sinl)cn.:l.Y~

Georgina Perrin.s
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
05131/2012 02:55 PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Don' cut trees on Mt. Davidson

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFG OV on 05/31/2012 02:55 PM-

Aftdnuo P.ny
<~~tdi'N.nwie3@con-'.Mt
)

05131/2012 01:17PM

To bill ~cko

<bill.~cko@sfgov.org>

cc sfforestnews @gmail. com
Subject Don't cut trees on Mt. Davidson

Dear Mr. Wycko
I became aware of the NAP's intention to cut down many of the healthy and beautiful
trees on Mt Davidson from the local paper. and some fliers. My husband and I are both
completely against it. and are disgusted by this plan First. as residents of Westwood
Highlands. located on the south side of Mt. Davidson. we can't even understand how
this idea could have ever been considered a good one. The beautiful trees. and the
smell of Eucalyptus are wonderful and add to the beauty of this mountain and the park
01

With all the government 'wasteful" spending going on not only in the federal. but state
government as well. I would think that there are better ways to spend local taxpayers
money
Don't do it.
Feel free to call us if you want more information regarding our thoughts on this particular
matter.
Andrea & Arie Perry
118 Cresta Vista Dr.
San Francisco. CA 94127
415.494.5552
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nom:

~

To:
Subject:

Jessica Range

Date:

10/11/2011 05:06 PM

Fw: Don't close the Bernal & other Dog Parks

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/crYPLN/SFGOV on 10/11/2011 05:06 PM ----John Perry
<bensdad41S@yahoo.com >

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc

r--------=-1=0..:...:09""'2=0=11;...;0;.;...7=:28.;;..:...;.;AM-'------, Subject Don't close the Bernal & other Dog Parks
Please respond to
John Perry <bensdad415@yahoo.com>

Dear Mr. Wycko:
I am opposed to the closure of the DPA on Bernal Hill, McLaren, and Lake Merced.

01

We have lived in Bema! Heights for 13 years, just a block from the Hill down Wool Street.
We have three dogs and two kids, and our entire family relies on access to this incomparable
recreation space. It is integral to our urban quality of life.
With more dogs than children currently living in San Francisco, we need to find ways to
encourage healthy, sustainable use of our open spaces, not restrict dogs to more confined
sites. A whole host of problems will come of that kind of crowding.
Please keep Bemal, McLaren, and Lake Merced open to dogs and people.
John Petry
Bema! Resident
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/3 1/2011 11:50 AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
DEIR- Comments

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/201111 :50 AM--

pri <nopuedo@earthllnk.net>
10/31/2011 10:00AM
Please respond to
pri <nopuedo@earthlink.net>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan DEIRComments

Page 141
Pine Lake Park

01

PL- 7c & PL- 7b are inadequate measures to protect the lake from dogs . Dogs do
not read signs and cannot be made aware of a prohibition of entering the lake.
The l eash law must be enforced in this area of the park . Many park visitors
with dogs have a tradition of ignoring the leash law and this can only be
changed through enforcement .
I would also like to see measures enacted to reduce run off into the lake,
incluidng from dog feces through enforcement of the statute requiring picking
up after dogs .
Pages 143 ff
III . I . 23 Sharp Park (SP)

02

The Recommended Management Actions that do not involve extensive ecological
restoration seem half- baked and unlikely to be successful . Is there any
scientific basis for believing that these specific actions will protect
endangered species? Pumping , building mounds , educating golf course staff ,
and monitoring water levels and species do not seem to be actions for which
implementation is realistic . These types of actions seem to me apologies and
cover frequently found in EIS plans for not really addressing the problem of
endangered species .
My suspicion seems to be supported by the op1n1ons of special i sts who
submitted declarations as part of a lawsuit :
http : //wildequity . org/entries/3177
The analys i s of Sharpe Park done by Wild Equity (www . wildequity . org) seems to
be thorough and science based . Although I can understand that some golfers
have an affinity for the golf course, it seems that a cost benefit analysis
does not support maintaining the golf course for such a specialized use,
especially given many other golfing alternatives in the area .
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03
[

It appears that any alternative that does n o t involve extensive ecological
restoration is not science based . The Plan should ack nowl edge that support
for other a l ternatives is political in nature .
Nature in the City (www . natureintheci ty . org ) advocates separating Sharp Park
f rom the Natural Areas Plan to avoid tying up the Plan i n lit igati on . If th is
is necessary to avoid typing up the Plan , then I support thi s Action because I
believe that those making legal chal lenges to the current recommended Actions
in Sharp Park based on endangered species statutes wil l succeed .
I also s upport Nature in the City in the following :

04

[

- For the purposes of the SNRAMP DEIR, recreation should inc lude community
stewardship . This would c hange the balance of purported recreational i mpacts .

05

- That the recreation and maintenance a l ternatives are the
sup erior alternatives " and neither the restorat i on nor the
are, i s, apparently, an unfortunate par adox of CEQA, where
c onsidered no more i mportant than aesthetics or recreation
environment .

" environmenta l ly
propo sed pro j ect
b i odivers i ty is
wi th i n the h uman

06

- The true i mpacts (and benefits ! ) of the maximum restoration alternative
cann ot be properly evaluated against the proposed project, since the
description is on ly two pages long . Thus , no such def initi ve conclusions about
recreation impacts or biological benefits c a n be made becau se there i s no
s ub s tance to the a l ternative . I t is totally ge n eral .
Pag e 155
IV . A . 5 San Francisco Dog Policy
" The SFRPD welcomes dogs on leash es in most of its parks ; dogs are allowed
o f f - leash in 19 designated areas . "

07

Off- leash dogs are an important threat to biological d ivers ity in the p ar ks .
There needs to be more enforcement of the leash law to l imi t off- leash
activity to t he designated areas .
Charles Pfister
Sa n Franci s co , CA
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
1 ()131/2011 04:37PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Comments- NAP EIR

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:37PM-

Renae Pitlin
<rpi1tin@gmail.com>

To

1()13112011 04:32 PM

cc

bill.~cko@sfgov.org

Subject Comments- NAP EIR

Dear J:...fr. Wycko,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Natural Areas Program EIR.
Errors and assumptions in the EIR demonstrate that there is a basic lack of research underlying
this EIR, and this is not a basis for going forward with the plan.

01

For example, assumptions are made regarding the impact of dogs, whereby it is stated that "Dogs
may be impacting plants or wildlife", while there is no evidence given or reference made to any
studies which state that such impacts *are* being made or felt. These hypotheti cals are then
used as fact, and the EIR then seeks to remove dogs' *continuing* impact, while the initial
impact has never be en demonstrated or justified by statistical, scientific, or other reasonable
basis. The City cannot truncate a primary form of recreation, walking in our local parks and
open spaces with our off-leash dogs, on the basis of hypotheticals and unproven assumptions.
Dogs are generally regarded as nuisances in this EIR, and I find this position to be a very big
problem indeed. The parks and the Dog Play Areas already created were established based on
proven need. Indeed, there were to be more DPAs created after Rec and Park studied the issue,
following the sun setting of the Dog Advisory Committee (DAC). Rec and Park has never made
this study, and has never come out with a plan for more off-leash areas. The NAP EIR seems to
have been written in a vacuum, without consideration of the recreational requirements being met
by already established DPAs, or the need for more space for off-leash and other forms of
recreation. San Franciscans need more space for recreation, not less.

02

I have another very great concern with the NAP, which is its use of pesticides and herbicides.
As a resident of Upper Noe Valley, I often walk in Glen Canyon. So do thousands of others, day
after day. And yet, Glen Canyon is one of the areas where the NAP uses herbicides and
pesticides, again and again. Rec and Park itself recognizes that "visitors, kids and dogs might
come in direct contact with the weed [killer]", but their only solutions are to "limit the areas"
where they spray and to seek other solutions, which they state they have not found. (SF
Recreation & Parks Department," Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
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Overview", n.d., p. 4).

02
(Cont.)

The NAP applied Garlon, a Tier I (most hazardous!) pesticide, in its "Natural Areas" 36 times in
2010 (up from 16 times in 2009). It used Roundup or Aquamaster, Tier II (hazardous)
pesticides, 42 times in 2010, up from 7 times in 2009. Not only are we- adults, seniors, kids
and dogs -affected by these chemicals, so are all the critters living in the NAP open spaces. In
Glen Canyon, the coyotes, racoons, skunks and other wildlife have no place to go and no place to
hide when these poisons are laid down, which then become part of the environment.
While such applications are legal, they are neither safe nor right. The NAP should be reduced in
scope, so that manual methods of weeding and maintenance can be used, not toxic chemicals.
The native plants in Sutro Forest are not doused with chemicals; this is the direction that the
NAP should go. With a smaller area, the NAP could use environmentally appropriate methods,
not spraying and daubing with herbicides and pesticides.

03

The NAP EIR does not recognize the other needs and uses for San Francisco open space, and
does not reflect the pressures which are created also by possible changes in the GGNRA, our
other recreational space. We cannot dedicate our recreational and open spaces primarily
to creating a plant museum from an arbitrary "pre-European" era when all was "natural" and
"native". The EIR, in its focus on expansion, also does not reflect the possibility of reducing the
NAP program so that the San Franciscan population- people and wildlife- are no longer subject
to the effects of NAP chemical warfare.

04
I ask that the EIR be redone to reflect the realities of recreation and alternative uses of our shared
open spaces, and to reduce the toxicity of our already all-too-polluted urban environment. A
new, science-based EIR should be prepared for consideration.
Sincerely,
Dr. Renee Pittin
671 28th Street
San Francisco, CA 94131
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 04:10PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR Comment

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:11 PM-----

Georgette Petropoulos
<georgettekp@sbcg lobal.net>

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc

10/31/2011 03:29PM
Please respond to
Georgette Petropoulos
<georgettekp@sbcglobal.net>

Subject NAP EIR Comment

October 31, 2011
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
SF Planning Dept.
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Wycko,
We are life-long San Francisco residents and have owned dogs as since the 1960s. During those
many years we have enjoyed walking with our dogs in many of the varied locations this city has to
offer: Golden Gate Park, Pine Lake Park, Mt. Lake Park, Ft. Funston, the Presidio, Lake Merced,
Sutro Park, Lands End, Buena Vista Park to name a few.

01

One of the joys of living in San Francisco is the availability of so m any dog-friendly areas, both on
and off leash. Since we live in the western part of the city, most of our walks take place there. It's a
huge concern to me that so many dog play areas are being threatened by the Rec and Park

Department's proposed Natural Areas Program. I have been a member of the years o f both the
Sierra Club and the League of Conservation voters, so I am very aware of the impact on the
environment of various activities. However, I don't believe that restricting off-leash recreation in
this urban setting and replacing it with " natural" flora is the best decision

02

03

The NAP EIR does not show evidence proving that dogs have an adverse impact on wildlife in
natural areas, nor does it take into account studies that show dog s have little or no impact on plants
[ and wildlife.
O ne thing that seems to be missing from many decisions being m ade regarding dogs and recreation
in and around this city is that San Francisco is an URBAN area, not a wilderness area. We also h ave
more households with dogs than children. It's not just about the dogs, it's also about the people
[
who own the dogs and walk their dogs for exercise and rec reation. My observation has been that
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the majority of dog owners are very conscientious and work together to keep areas clean and safe.
Restricting the currently available areas will adversely impact the remaining Dog P lay Areas. The
dogs are not going away.
We do not believe it is in the best interest of the residents of San Francisco to implement this
restrictive plan.
Sincerely,
Michael Popoff
Georgette Petropoulos
656-39th Ave .
San Francisco, CA 94121
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
05116/2012 09:39AM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. ci1y parks

~

-

F oowarded tri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 05/1 6/201 2 09:39AM-

•
01

This message has been forwarded.

Jaaon Potta

<wh•lll•pi188@y•hOG.com>
05116/2012 07:53AM

Please respond to
Jason Potts

To "bill. \A6'Cko@ sfgov.org" <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org>
cc
Subject ci\Y parks

<wheelspin68@yahoo.com>

I have lived in San Francisco for almost 30 years. Years ago I lived atthe
base ofMt. San Bruno and used to go for daily hikes after work until one
fine afternoon I came around the corner to find the entire mountain had
been clear cut. I have only been back one time since. In my humble opinion
the park and the beautiful tails that once threaded along under the
eucalyptus grove was completely ruined do to that plan to restore the
mountain to it's original habitat.
Now all these years later I live in Glen Park just one block away from the
canyon, where my two daughters go to Glenridge co-op nursery school,
needless to say after 10 years of living here i have come to find out that the
city plans to cut down the eucalyptus there now and start the application of
pesticides to prevent unwanted growth in the canyon. I can't begin to tell
you how upsetthis has made me.
What is next? Golden Gate Park started as sand dunes, will it be returned
to it's original state too?
PI ease do not let this happen!
Thanks for your time and consideration,
Jason Potts
Jason Potts
Photography
P.415 595-7397
F.415 334-2851
wheelspin68@yahoo.com
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Pruitt-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 04:08PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR Comments

--- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 04:09PM - -

Beth Pruitt
<prooproo@yahoo.com>
10/31/2011 04:00PM
Please respond to
Beth Pruitt
<prooproo@yahoo.com>

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc "Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org" <Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>
Subject NAP EIR Comments

Dear Mr. Wycko,
Cc: Supervisor Eric Mar

01

02

03

As an environmentalist and professor of engineering al Stanford who educaLes our nexL
generation of engineers to design products and environments with sustainability in mind,
and as a member of Ltre Sierra club cmd avid cily parks user, I' m wriling lo oppose Lhe SF
Reerealion and Parks OeparLment's plans to destroy 18,000+ lrees aod reinLroduce "oalive"
and endangered small plan ts in their stead. This plan would. limit the SF' humans' and
thejr· pels' access Lo Lhe parks we pay l.ax dollars Lo RECREATE wilhin. San Francisco prides
itself (up to now) for having one of the highest population of dog owners/ guardians of any
city and it was exactly the welcoming attitude of the city and its parks to pets that
attracted us to rent then buy in San Francisco. If the parks become less accessible. then
San Francisco becomes a less attractive place to live and recreate.
The SF Recreation and Parks Department should remove '!Recreation" from it's title if this
plan goes forward. lf restricted plants are planled and their areas then closed off for
recreation, it seems this would not be under the mission of a city recreation and parks
deparlrnent bu Lunder a natural preservalion zone. Such an area would noL rnake sense to
pul in a densely populated city environmenl.
The EIR's argumen ts lo remove orr leash dog areas are not solid and ignore Lhe acLual
usage of these areas by the city's inhabitants. The EIR's analysis is incomplete and bases
many arguments on "potential" negative impacts not on data. Who is present in the parks
in sunshine and inclement weather 365 days a year? People with dogs are.
With the health department's focus on obesity, how can a plan like this that limits access
to recreation areas be accepted'> People often acquire dogs to get them out into nature.
gel lhern exercising and gel Lhern socializing. IL's scientific facl that dogs help reduce
slress and blood pressure in people. Shouldn'L we Lry lo improve life where we live instead
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Pruitt-1

of reduce it's quality? The SPCA argues that dogs need off leash areas to keep aggression
down in dogs. The dog community in San Francisco is well known and provides great sense
of belonging and community to many neighborhoods. To repeat a statistic I'm sure you
know, there are more dogs in San Francisco than children. This reflects the importance of
dogs in the lives of the city's inhabitants, voters, tax payers or however you want to
describe us. EIR's are to take into consideration the impact on the communities that
surround the areas in question and this one does not.

03
(Cont.)

I ask how can a dog chase a ball on a leash? I have suffered some mobility issues over
the past year due to injuries (as do many of our dog owning residents, especially the
elderly or disabled, a large dog owning population in my observation), and if I had not had
access to areas where my dog could run free, the situation would have been inhumane.
While I could get around enough to pick up their waste, providing the necessary exercise
was medically not recommended or possible.
04

If an alternative must be chosen, please support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation
[

Alternatives and please remember these are CITY parks, not Yosemite.
Thank you and I hope you truly consider the views of this city's most populous residents,
the dog owners.
Beth Pruitt
618 47th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94121
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Quinn-1

Bill WydcD/ClYPI.HISFOOV

To Jessica RangeiCTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

1012412011 01:13PM

oc
boc

Subject Fw: quinn@cruzio.oom

-

Forwarded by Bill Wyckp/CTYPLNISFGOV on 1012412011 01 :13 PM Chill Qul'ln

cquinnf/CN.zio.eom ..

TP bill.wycko@sfgov.org

101241201111:50 AM

oc

Subject quinn@cruzio.oom

I am commenting on the NAP EIR.
First of f, I suggest t he San Francisco Governme nt take a page out of what
other local government agencies in the bay area are doing and adopt a public
dialogue process. The process has strengthened the communities who have

adopted i t (Cupert i no , Redwood City, San Car l os - to name a fe••) a nd given the
~conomic shifts ot our time , bui l ding community is what is needed most . I am
no expert on public dialogue processes, only a fan . For more info, please
refer to www .publicdialogue.org - web site for the Public Dialogue Consortium,
or reach out to t he Communications department at San f rancisco State
University.

01 [

That sai d, my r eques t is the mai nt enance alternative of the EIR be adopt ed. I t
is the most rea l ist i c and hea l th? option.
Also, do not restrict off leash access for dogs. Exclusion is not going to
solve any problem. History shows, however, it always does. San f rancisco is a
tolerant, i nclusive city, wh ic h is what makes t his city feel more Eur opean
than most. Go to London, off leash is the norm at all the wonderful parks. The
experience increases the inhabitation o f the parks, which are beautif ul, and

02

the gross of people and spread of dogs makes them sate and love ly. Restric ting
ott l eash access is simp l y discriminatory. Look at who i s out there walking
dogs . The majority are older peo ple . Notice the sense of community this
builds. These people are out getting exercise, meeting people, building
community. Please, take actions that strengthen unity and community rather
than tear it apart.

Thanks
Chris Quinn
2147 42nd Avenue
Sari f rancisco, CA
94116
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Radetsky-1
From:

To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill Wvcko
Jessica Range
Fw: dog play areas: Please reduce the number and size
10/03/2011 05:52 PM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/03/2011 05:52 PM ----Ruth Radetsky
<Ruth@Radetsky.org>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/03/2011 05:49 PM

01

Subject

dog play areas: Please reduce the number and size

I us e d to love walking on Bern a l Hill, but I have h ad t oo many
encounter s with agressive dogs with i r responsibl e own ers, and no
longer wa lk on Bernal Hill .
I read on SFGate that the city is
considering redu cing or eliminating off- l eash dog play on Bern a l Hi ll .
Please , please take this step.
Th e city needs to cons i de r the n eeds
of people first, and animals second .
There ma y be fewer p lay a r eas
for dogs in the city tha n d o g-owners would like, but do gs don't belong
in the city, p e opl e do, a n d t h e r e a r e c e rta i nly to o f e w outdoor p l ay
areas for people!
It is irresponsib l e t o own a big dog in the ci t y , a nd it i s not
surprising that people who are irresponsible enou gh to own a b i g d og
in the city are not responsible enough to tr a in t h e i r do gs to be safe
share r s of t he city's parks .
Thank y ou .
Ruth Radetsky
Math and Statistics teacher
Balboa High Scho o l
San Franc i sco , California, USA .
Radetsky . org

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1118

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Raffaelli-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:24AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: SFNAP review comments

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:25AM-----

Paulo Raffaelli
<pauloraff@gmail.com>

To Bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/29/2011 07:10PM

cc
Subject SFNAP review comments

To Mr Wycko :
I am a l ong- time Sa n Fra nci sco r esid e n t - s ince 1 990 - and a dog
owner. When my spouse a nd I purctased a house i n the city, we chose
one due to its p roximity to a p ar k with off leash dog play a reas. Al l
o f o ur dog s h ave b een rescues, a nd t e nd to b e l a r ger than th e a v erage
dog, those being harder to find tome s for . If t h ere had b een no
sui table park available, we wo ul c. have moved out o f t h e c ity, despite
both owning bus inesses in the city .

01

I oppo se, in the strongest terms, a ny e x pansion o f t he Natural Areas
program a t th e e xpen se o f e xistiLg o ff- leas h areas . Areas wh i ch are
off-leash areas are multi- use; I see other people who are not dog
owners usin g the park, and we all co- exist n ice l y . Desi gnating t he
off- leash areas as Natural Areas would affect more peopl e t han j us t
t h e dog own e rs .
It i s disturbing to me that there is no way to propose new dog p l ay
areas , s h o uld any curtailme n t occur, and in a n y case the approva l
process is s ur e to take years and l eave dog owners who own dogs now
without r ecou rse .

02

With th i s in mind , I ask you to imp l ement the maintenance alternative
and no t the ma x imum restorati on a l ternat i ve or , f or that mat ter , any
alternative wh ich re duces recreational space in ou r c i ty . I wou l d
point o u t that add ing r ecreati o n2 l areas in Crocker Amazon playground
h as d o ne wo nders f or the ten or o f the park . I t' s a p opu l ar and
welcoming spec compar ed to what it was five year s ago .
Thank y ou ,
Paulo Raffae l l i
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Rafferty-1

Hl:t;I:IVE D

Patrick Rafferty
29BemisSt.

San Francisco, CA 94131
415.584.3110

unnda t0 ·3,,1 r·<

n

OCT 27lUll
CITYPlANNING
& COUNTY OF S.F.
DEPARTMENT
~n=

11

October 23, 2011

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
Suite400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas Management Plan
Dear Mr. Wycko,

I am writing on behalf of the Friends of Fairmont Paxk, an organization of neighbors who live in the area of the park.
We have worked over the last few years with the San Francisco Parks & Recreation's Natural Areas Program to help
restore our natural area. Under the supervision of the Natural Areas Program we have assisted with the implementation
of the plan to help prevent the local extinction of plants and animals, improve habitat for wildlife, increase safety, and
improve access and recreational use in Natural Areas. The plantings and improvements we have accomplished are
consistent with several directives, including the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE), the Public Utilities
Commission (PUC) water saving mandates, and the City's Sustainability Plan.
The Natural Areas Program is an innovative management plan to safeguard our City's Natural Areas. Under the
leadership of Christopher Campbell and Lisa Wayne we have embraced the goal of returning Fairmont Plaza to a
thriving eco system. We realize this goal will take time, but through our on going work parties and the guidance from
Parks & Recreation we are enjoying the positive changes in our green space.

01

The Plan is the most cost effective method for managing resources and protecting these areas for future generations. It
also engages the neighborhood in ongoing maintenance of the plaza. Our group has been inspired by the improvements
and we are in discussions to work with the Parks Trust to set up an ~otmt to fund further restoration work in the park.
The plan provides clear direction to the City on how to prioritize management and restoration of our Natural Areas.
Recently the Parks & Recreation in conjtmction with the Natural Areas Program worked with PG&E to mitigate
potentially disfiguring addition of power lines in our natural area. I have every confidence that they will have the same
influence when the AT&T boxes tentatively scheduled for this green space are up for approval These are but two
examples of how they looked at a range of alternatives and the potential impacts for both natural and recreational
amenities of the City's Natural Areas.

02 [

The Draft Environmental Impact Report for SNRAMP is an adequate, accurate and complete review of the plan. Our
group looks forward to our ongoing work parties to improve Fairmont Parle
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Randt-1

From:
To:

Bill Wvcko

Subject:

Jeg;jca Range
fw : city life for dogs and pet owners

Date:

10/04/2011 05:37 PM

----- F01warded by Bill Wycko/ CTYPLN/ SFGOV on 10/04/ 2011 05:13 PM -----

bill randt
<randt_bill@hotmail.com>
10/ 04/2011 04:38 PM

To
cc
Subject

<bill.wycko@sfgov.org >
city life for dogs and pet owners

Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

I'm a pet/dog owner in the city of San Francisco, and I understand that there are park
areas that may be closing soon--or are up to discussion regarding closure . I won't be
able to attend the meeting on October 6, but I want to note my support for dog parks in
the city: both on-leash and off-leash areas (for dogs under voice command); the
GGNRA's newest policy amendments to reduce spaces for dogs has been very
disconcerting as a pet owner. Places like Muir beach and other notable spots in the Bay
Area may soon become off limits.
If the city has some agenda against pets, I hope it would reconsider its efforts. If the city
is concerned about erosion control and restoring natural habitats, then I would hope
some thoughtful balance would be struck. (However, I don't always believe that erosion
is from overuse by pets.) If the city is going to close access to parks or pets, then it
should consider making the areas off-limits to those who deface, destroy, and vandalize
our local park facilities. I think those individuals do more harm to a healthy city.
I'm not sure why the city wants to reduce or close certain DPAs, but if it's due to
budgetary constrains, then perhaps a vol unteer resource could be put into place, including
getting local groups (e.g., Boy Scouts of America) involved for service projects. I read
Jennifer Scarlett's piece on SF gate. She stated : "Closing all DPAs in Management Areas 1
and 2 would virtually eliminate DPAs at Bernal Hill, Buena Vista, Golden Gate Park
Southeast, and Mclaren-Shelley Drive. And if dosing some DPAs leads to greater usage
in the remaining play areas, "any observed impacts of dog use on sensitive natural
communities" would be addressed by closing or reducing those DPAs." I wish the city
would reconsider restrictions to those areas.

I will await the outcome of the decisions, and my voting powers that be will go toward
those who I see as dog-friendly. The city needs more dog parks, not fewer. Thank you
for your attention to this.
Sincerely,
Bill Randt
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Ray-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/3112011 04:07 PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR Comments from the Director of San Francisco
Wildlife Hospital

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/3112011 04:08PM----

Jamie Ray
<jamie_ray@comcast.net>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/201104:01 PM

cc
Subject NAP EIR Comments from the Director of San Francisco
Wildlife Hospital

October 31, 2011
Dear Mr. Wycko,
My name is Jamie Ray, I am the founder and director of San Francisco's first and only wildlife hospital,
San Francisco Rescued Orphan Mammal Program (SFROMP.org)
SF ROMP was founded in 2001 with the following mission statement: Dedicated to preserving and
enhancing San Francisco's rich biodiversity and increasing public appreciation of our native wildlife.
SF ROMP rehabilitates injured and orphaned wildlife under license of the California Department ofFish
and Game, works on state and local issues that effect wildlife, and provide educational programs about
the wildlife we share our environment with, including a helpline that helps residents peacefully coexist
with wildlife. SF ROMP has worked with Recreation and Parks Capital Improvements Division on
wildlife management plans, mitigation measures for wildlife effected by projects, and planted thousands
of plants that provide habitat for wildlife in our local parks. I define habitat plants as those plants that
provide the best food and/or shelter value for wildlife. With very few pockets of park space that has not
been trail blazed by people and dogs, it is my view that the best policy is to promote the planting of plants
that provide the best habitat for wildlife, and in particular, dense and/or thorny plants that provide wildlife
with protection from people and dogs, and safe nesting and denning sites. When habitat plants are also
aesthetically pleasing, as they often are, this is a win-win for everyone. We're so fortunate in San
Francisco to be able to grow drought tolerant plants from Mediterranean regions, Australia, New Zealand,
South Africa and even the cloud forest regions of Central and South America! The list of SF native plants
is a short one to be sure. The list of native trees contains four species, including two that need to grow in
or near water. (willow and buckeye) Oak and a native plum tree are the only other trees native to San
Francisco. To limit planting to these few plants is a net loss for wildlife and the enjoyment of park goers .
Thank you for supporting the No Project Alternative.
I support the No Project Alternative. NAP jurisdiction should not be expanded beyond the areas of their
detrimental activities. Most plants require at least one or two summer waterings to establish. The NAP
01
policy
to not water any of the plants they install is instrumental in the monumental failure of many of
[
their planted areas.
The Natural Areas Program defines "natural areas" as areas planted only with plants that grew here when
San Francisco was all sand and sand dunes . Before our city was built. Before our lush parks were created.
02
This
narrow definition of what is "natural" is absurd. A natural area should be defined by the amount of
[
wildlife it supports. By this definition, our parks are natural areas.
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Ray-1

02
(Cont.) [
03

04

05

06

[

Why on earth would we want to return our parks to sand with tiny sand dune plants and coastal scrub
when our parks have such incredible nah1ral beauty and support such an incredible diversity of wildlife?
San Francisco is a bird watcher's paradise. The hawks and owls that nest in monterey cypress and pine
trees cannot nest in any of the four (tediously slow growing) San Francisco "native" trees.
Pines and Cypress are the backbone trees of our parks. They're not only beautiful, but provide habitat for
countless species of wildlife. Removing these trees because they're "not native" would be criminal.
Removing the plants that generations of gardeners have planted and tended to return these areas to sand,
planted only with "native" coastal dune plants would decrease wildlife biodiversity. NOT increase
wildlife biodiversity.
We should not remove any existing vegetation (never mind 1100 acres, 113 of our parklands) to return
these acres back into sand, with only coastal scrub plants.
I love the lush vegetation in our parks and do not want ANY of it removed for any reason- but
particularly for the ridiculous reason that a radical group (funded with my tax dollars) defines "natural" as
only what was here before the city of San Francisco was built, and before our beautiful parks were
created.
As SF's population continues to grow and more large housing developments are planned, demand for
recreation and relaxing in our parks increases.
The Natural Areas Program fences off the areas that they first denude then plant with insignificant I tiny
dune plants to create their plant museums.
Spending tax dollars to take away recreation areas from residents is outrageous.
I would like more Rec and Park gardeners to be hired and less staff positions paid to the Natural Areas
Program, who are intent on removing the lush vegetation that I enjoy in our parks .
Thank You
Sincerely,
Jamie Ray, Director
SF ROMP wildlife rehabilitation
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Rehling-1

Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV

05116/2012 09:41AM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. NAP draft EIR

~ This message has been forwarded.

-

Foowarded tri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 05/1 6/201 2 09:41 AMLuRehling
<lur.hlinp@glnllil.""m>
To bill.~cko@sfgov.org
05115/2012 05:42PM
cc "sean.elsbernd" <Sean.Eisbernd@sfgov.org>.

•

Please respond to

LuRehling@gmail. com

mayoredwinl ee@sfgov .org

Subject NAP draft El R

Hello, Bill Wycko--As Environmental Review Officer for the city, I expect that you already are
aware of concerns about the NAP draft EIR. I want to add my voice to those of many others who
feel that the draft EIR does not accurately represent either NAP's agenda or the likely outcomes
of its pi ans
What NAP plans to do is not sound environmental stewardship, as claimed, but a damaging
course of action that could do lasting harm to beloved and much-used urban forests and other
recreation areas within the city. The draft EIR minimizes and misleads, not addressing some
critical concerns and misrepresenting others, without consideration of the full range of expert
opinion and without sufficiently considering community, ecological, and property impacts. The
draftEIR does not acknowledge how reduction of trails and of dog-friendly acreage will affect
the community, nor does the EIR accurately represent the potential consequences of using toxic
pesticides on the health of children. Of course, these pesticides also threaten wildlife directly,
and that wildlife also is threatened by the other changes to habitat that the NAP plan includes.
The draft EIR does not appropriately address legitimate concerns about erosion, loss of
windbreak and shade, and aesthetic consequences of NAP's plans. The draft EIR seems too
informed by the voices of NAP staffers protecting their office and their budget and not
sufficiently informed by those outside of NAP, but familiar with the areas and issues under
discussion. I hope that you will seek out more sources and listen to them objectively, while
bearing in mind the well-being of all residents and the importance of managing our parkland in a
balanced way.

01

02

03

[

One other thing: I live in 11iraloma Park, just opposite the Stanford Reservoir which is just
below Mt. Davidson Park. I should have been notified about NAP's plans and, specifically, about
the methods that NAP would take to impose its extremist vision on my neighborhood and others
in the city. Therefore, I also want to bring your attention to that failure to properly inform the
public, especially those living in areas most affected by NAP's plans.

[

Thanks for listening. I am copying the mayor and the supervisor for this district on this message,
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Rehling-1

03
(Cont.)

so that they also will be aware of my concems. Although the supervisor has been quoted in the
SF Chronicle as dismissing the concerns of citizens such as me for being so much "rhetoric" and
implying exaggeration, the fact is that approval of the E IR as it stands would privilege NAP to
execute its misguided plan as it saw fit and on its own discretionary time fram e. TI1at seems
reason enough to me to sound an alanu. Of course, the huge cost of NAP's plans at a time when
the budget should be managed most carefully also is a real shame.--Lu Rehling
Lu Rehling
751 Rockdale Drive
San Francisco . CA94127
650·208-8678 (cell)
LuRehling@gmail.com
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Reichardt-1

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
1650 Mission St,
San Francisco, CA 94103

RECEIVEL•
UCl

October 9, 20 11

~

I

t·J ~·

C!IY & COUNTY OF SJ
1'1..ANNtNG OEPAfHtA tl< J
MF.I\

Dear Mr. Bill Wycko,
I am writing in regards to the National Areas Program's proposed EIR.
01

[

I support the Maintenance Alternative in the EIR. While l am a hundred percent for the
betterment of the natural areas in the City of San Francisco, the EIR identifying the Maximwn
Restoration Alternative as the "Environmentally Superior Alternative" is contradictory to the rest of the
evidence presented in the document. I am particularly disappointed to learn that the NAS management
plan calls for the destruction of healthy trees even after failed attempts to sustain the native plants. It
seems unreasonable to spend any more of taxpayers' money to bring back the plants that simply don't
do well in these places that are surrounded by populated urban areas.

[

The fact that this is an urban city also brings to question the toxic herbicides that are used in the
natural areas concerned, as this might cause troubling health risks to park users including seniors and
children. The plan that calls for the restrictions of trail access in the City also doesn't seem to take into
account the recreational needs of its residents, whose health clearly depends on the activities these parks
provide. The closing of legal off-leash spaces will also pose a tremendous threat to the behavioral health
of dogs that live within the city limits, which are estimated 150,000 total and more than that of the
estimated 120,000 children in the City. With the proposed GGNRA plan to close 90% of the off-leash
access out of that l% now available to dogs, keeping city parks open is all the more important to counter
the negative effects that the federal government's plan may trigger.

02

03

Although J am unfamiliar with the financial costs that are associated with the four alternatives in
the EIR, I trust that the SF Recreation and Park Department will allocate the appropriate funding to
make the Maintenance Alternative possible. Thousands of people as well as their dogs' health depend on
this park. Please do not take it away.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Kathy Reichardt
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Reque-1

From:

Bill \11/ycko

To:

Jessica Range

Subject:

Fw:

Date:

10/03/2011 04:38 PM

Restricting Dog Play Areas

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/03/2011 04 :38 PM -----

Peter Reque
<petereque@gmail.com>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/03/2011 02:13PM

Subject

Restricting Dog Play Areas

Dear Sir,

01

I urge the city not to further restrict the areas where dogs are allowed to run free. Far and
away the majority of dogs are pleasant and friendly. A few dogs have been badly trained, but
they can be (slowly) removed from the parks. And some people just don't like dogs, or are
worried about small children. These folks can easily avoid the free dog areas, there's a lot
more park space just for people. I'm not a dog owner/guardian, but I do like dogs.

Thank you,
Peter Reque
1073 Bush St
SF, CA 94109

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1127

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

RileyHoppes-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:11AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Off-Leash Policy

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:11 AM - ---

Donna Riley
<dlrdlh@pacbell.net>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/2011 07:28AM

cc David.Campos@sfgov.org
Subject Off-Leash Policy

01

Dear Bi l l - I'm a 17-year San Franci sco res i dent , a n d for the last 8 years ,
I ' v e lived in Bernal Heights . My do g and I en j oy Bernal Hi ll daily, and we
frequent ma ny other city parks . Dog owners are s ome of the mo st responsible
citizen s i n our c ity . We c l ean up a ft er ourse lves and our d ogs, a nd we take
t i me v ia cleanup days to catch those few pi l es that we may h ave mi ssed. We
respect our c ommunity and our parks and cheri s h them more than any other San
Francisco citizens .
It ' s not a good u s e of police time to chase after and
ticket dog owner s . There are f a r more signif icant issues to take up police
and par k s ervi ce time , money a nd energy .
Of a ll of my p o li t i cal repre sentatives , Supervisor Campos i s the o n ly one who
never resp o nds t o ema ils with signif icant issues . Nonethe l e ss , I ' m copyi ng
him in here . It ma y sound cl i che , but I hav e a d og , I ' m act i v e in my
commun ity , and I vote . The policy you propose i s u nreasonable, u n enforceable ,
poor l y conceived and not i n the i nteres ts o f the ma jor i ty of San Franciscans .
Tha nk you for your cons i der ati on .
Regards Donna Riley Hoppes
128 Montca lm St .
San Francisco , CA 94 110
415 920 9861
d l rd l h@pacbe ll. net
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May 19, 2012
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
Natural Area Management Plan
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

:t=ttCEIVEu
MAY 2 1 2012
1
: \ , & COUNTY
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l.~"'N!NG DEP,,RTMFII: l '- . .
ME A
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Re: Deticiencies in DEIR, Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
(SNRAMP): Mt. Davidson
Dear Mr. Wycko:
We bought our home in Miraloma Park in 1972 and raised our family here. One of our
favorite activities has always been to walk the trails through the Mt. Davidson Forest. So
it came as quite a shock to us to learn that the San Francisco Recreation and Parks
Department plans to remove large numbers of trees from the forested side of the
mountain.
01

We were first informed of those plans in February 2012 on a walk led by local historian
Jacquie Proctor. It was most disconcerting for us to be told that the NAP plan has been
under consideration since 1997, was finalized in 2006, and that the plan's DEIR is
currently under review. Even though we were the ones who would be most affected by
those plans, the Recreation and Parks Department has never organized any community
informational meetings in our neighborhood or posted any signs on the main forest trail
entrances to notify us of those plans.
Here are our major objections to the Natural Areas Plan for Mt. Davidson:

* The plan would replace 1600 or more mature and healthy trees in the middle third of
02

the 30-acre Mt. Davidson Forest with "native scrub and grassland habitats." (MA-l c,
MA-2c and MA-2e on the attached SNRAMP map) Native plant enthusiasts already
have access to the entire open eastern slope of Mt. Davidson. This past year a huge
swath of trees was removed by the Water Department when they installed the new
pipeline to the water tank at the top of the mountain. We do not want any more sections
of the forest to be removed.

* According to the NAP plan, some ' non-native trees' would be removed and replaced
03

with ' native' species. But there is no guarantee that those new trees will be planted in the
same location, or even on Mt. Davidson. And there is a strong likelihood that ·native'
trees such as scrub oaks may not survive on the windy western slope of Mt. Davidson. If
there are hazardous or unhealthy eucalyptus trees that need to be removed, we ask that
they be replaced with Monterey Cypress, a beautiful non-native tree that already thrives
in this location.
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* Contrary to statements in the DEIR, we believe that removing 1600 trees would have a
significant negative impact on the Mt. Davidson Forest. It would mean increased wind
exposure, increased erosion, reduced carbon dioxide absorption, and loss of animal and
bird habitat. And it would certainly alter our woodland hiking experience.
* Each year the Natural Areas Program relies on the use of larger and larger quantities of
four toxic herbicides classified by the City as Tier I (Most Hazardous) and Tier II (More
Hazardous) to prevent "invasive" plants from re-establishing themselves. All of these
chemicals have been associated with serious health problems in animal and human
populations. The DEIR does not specify how much pesticide will be used to maintain Mt.
Davidson as a "Natural Area. " On our recent walks we saw several signs posted to notify
the public that Imazapyr had been applied in the area. This is a new pesticide. What is
known about it is that it does not degrade so it travels through the environment. It's a
neurotoxin that can cause irreversible eye damage. And it has been banned in the EU
since 2002.

05

[

06

07

[

* The DEIR does not include any cost estimate for implementing the SNRAMP and does
not explain how it will be funded. We object to spending scarce park funds on the
Natural Areas Program when other essential services are being cut, Recreation Directors
have been laid off, and fees are being charged for use of formerly free Park facilities.
In summary, we object strongly to the Significant Natural Areas Management Plan
proposals for Mt. Davidson and to the lack of community involvement in the drafting of
those plans. We also contend that the Draft Environmental Impact Report of the
SNRAMP is deficient in many respects.
Thank you for extending the comment period for the DEIR. We know that most of our
neighbors are as concerned about the future ofMt. Davidson as we are. We value the Mt.
Davidson Forest as a quiet sanctuary in the midst of our dense urban area. Please help us
to keep it that way.

Since~~~~~~

Janeand~d
64 El Sereno Court
San Francisco, CA 94127
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/27/2011 11:22AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee

Subject Fw: Keep our parks for DOGS AND PEOPLE

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/27/2011 11:23 AM ---

Marilyn lnes Rodriguez
<mlrstudlo@oomcast.net>
10/27/2011 10:25 AM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject Keep our parks for DOGS AND PEOPLE

To whom it may concern :
Re : NO LEASH LAW

01

I am a responsible dog owner. I represent 99% of all dog owners. There is
only a small percentage that gives us a bad name, as in any area. If my dog
can't run around free, I don't know how I would be able to consume her
energy? Dogs need to RUN freely! Second ly, these walks are as much for my
dog 's health as they are for mine.
Please lets keep our parks for all, dogs and people .
Thank you,
Marilyn I. Rodriguez

Marilyn Ines Rodriguez
Master Sculptor
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415·948·3099
mirstudlo@comc~st.net

For more Information about Rne Art Sculptures, Family & Pet Portraits,
Sculpture Classes and upcoming Book please visit bttp·/twww mar!!ynrodrtguez com
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October 31, 2011

Alder Landscape Architecture
Glenn Rogers, ASLA
3425 Alemany Blvd.
San Francisco, CA 94132
Phone/fax 415 333 9317
SF Planning Department
Bill Wycko
Natural Areas Management Plan
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco C A 941 03
Dear Sir,

01

I would like to ask you to realize the importance of the 'Significant Natural Resource
Areas Management Plan' for the City of San Francisco, please. With over 150 to
250 species being lost daily to extinction, preserving of our wild area or natural
habitats, is essential. San Francisco, as you know, has many species of plants
found no where else. Along with these unique plants are fauna that depend on
them exclusively, i.e. the 'Hairstreak Butterfly'. Therefore, preserving these
wild areas is even more important.

02

May I suggest, so that San Francisco's biodiversity is not threat ened, that you
separate the 'Sharp Park ' project from the 'San Francisco Natural Areas Plan',
please. Furthermore, I believe there should be professional management of our
City's natural areas and a program of ecological restoration for the City, also.

U

In passing, I would like to state that golf courses environmentally are very
destructive to the land. The tremendous quantities of water to keep a golf course
alive is unsustainable, not to mention, the heavy use of fertilizers to keep the turf
green, is destructive. Fertilizers, when they are part of rain water run off, can
cause algae blooms in bodies of water, can pollute water causing it to become
toxic and can cause other environmental damages. Most importantly, however,
is that the grass monoculture, provides no habitat for fauna. Really, isn't it time
for golf courses to be realized to be what they are, an energy trap, where all the
work and effort to keep the golf courses desirable, is destroying the environment
in so many ways!
I hope you will consider these suggestions. Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Glenn Rogers, ASLA
Landscape Architect
License 3223
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/27/2011 11:22 AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: GGNRA Dog Policy

---Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/27/2011 11 :22 AM----

"J. Roman"
<cartman743@sbcglobal.net>

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc

10/27/2011 10:31 AM
Please respond to
"J. Roman"
<cartman743@sbcglobal.net>

Subject GGNRA Dog Policy

Please support off-leash dog walking in the GGNRA and NOT limit current areas.
I walk my dog daily, yes daily rain or shine, in either Crissy Field or Land's End. We enjoy walking together
off-leash. My dog is trained to remain nearby and to respond to my recall. I pick up her waste and we keep
to the trails.
01

The NAP EIR does not convince me putting dogs on leash will have a favorable impact nor does off-leash
walking have any unfavorable impact. In addition, I've observered much unfavorable impact by people using
these areas such as walking through native plants without regard as well as other negative items such as
loud music or leaving behind trash. It seems that their are many negative aspects attributed to off-leash
dog walking and dog owners that simply are not true or untested.
Confining all dogs to smaller off-leash areas will not be tenable. There simply does not seem to be enough
land devoted to be able to accomodate all the dogs in the city during reasonably used times. Off-leash
space is needed and some workable manner can be accomodated.
Please contact me if you need any more detail. I am happy to share.
Jonathan Roman
San Francisco, CA 94121
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1616 Taylor Street, Apt.#3
San Francisco, Ca 94133-3635
yb09nr@yahoo. com
October 6, 2011

RECEIVED
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

'JCT 0 i 2011
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
f'l.ANNING DEPARTMENT
MEA

Re: DEIR SNRAMP
Dear Mr. Wycko:
As a thirty year resident of San Francisco, a volunteer with the Natural Areas Program
for the last eight years, and a member of the Yerba Buena Chapter of the California
Native Plant Society, I have been patiently waiting for the DEIR of the SNAMP to be
released. I am very familiar with the issues the DEIR addresses because I spend twenty
hours a month working in the natural areas of our parks.
After reading the report in detail, I believe the DEIR to be adequate, accurate, and
complete. It is not a radical plan and lays out a reasonable, conservative approach to
natural resources management, and considers a broad range of potential impacts to our
City's resources.
01

The report should be accepted for the following reasons. It proposes mitigation
measures to address impacts where possible. It is based on detailed studies and
scientific experts. It is consistent with several directives: the Recreation and Open
Space Element {ROSE), the Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) water saving
mandates, and the City's Sustainability Plan. It also looks at a range of alternatives and
discusses the potential impacts for both natural and recreational amenities of the City's
Natural Areas, which are in dire need of the protection this management plan
addresses.
This report is long overdue. I hope it will be implemented in a timely manner.

Thank you for the opportunity to express my opinion,

Nancy Rosenthal
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:20AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Draft EIR

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:21 AM----"Belgrave HouseR
<neff@belgravehouse .com>

To "Bill Wycko" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

10/30/2011 03:00PM

cc
Subject Draft EIR

October 30, 2001
Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Areas Resource Management
Plan
Dear Mr. Wycko:
01

C

Contrary to what it says on page 2 of the Summary of the EIR , the preferred alternative
of the EIR is the Maintenance Alternative. And we agree with that choice.

We live between two "natural areas" at either end of Belgrave Avenue. Tank Hill and the
Interior Greenbelt have both seen the work of NAP-where many non-native trees have
been destroyed and replacement trees (on Tank Hill) have either not survived or have
achieved no real growth. In fact, NAP no longer works on Tank Hill, though neighbors
were volunteering to keep an eye on whether they were living up to their promise not to
remove any more eucalyptus trees until replacement trees had grown.

02

03

In the Interior Greenbelt many healthy, young trees were destroyed to develop a trail
under the auspices of the Natural Areas Program . So claims that only dead, dying,
diseased trees would be destroyed for implementation of the management plan are
totally untrue.
And we know that the claim that every destroyed tree will be replaced by a native tree is
[ not possible because we've seen what happened on Tank Hill.
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[

There is no way the NAP could expand their efforts to another 42% of the parkland in
San Francisco, which is what the Maximum Restoration Alternative would require. The
city does not have the resources, nor should it have the will, to destroy healthy trees
that flourish here-just because they aren't native.
On Tank Hill we enjoy the native wildflowers that thrive under the non-native trees, and
we are grateful that no pesticides are being used there to "correct" the situation.
Thank you for your consideration.
Elizabeth W . Rotter
190 Belgrave Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94117-4228
415.661 .5025
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10-1s-2011

Mr. BiiiWycho
Environmental Review Offtcer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RECEIVED

OCl 2 1 LOH
CITY &COUNTY OF S.F.
PlANNING DEPARTMENT

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Areas Resource Management Plan

ME"

Dear Mr. Wycho:
The purported reason for the creation of the Natural Areas Program (NAP) within the Recreation and
Parks Department (RPD) was to provide ecological and scientific management for selected areas of
parkland within San Francisco. The essential work of NAP has been an attempt employ restoration
ecology to restore lands in their control to an imagined condition at some time in the past (before a
European presence?). If this program was to preserve 'native' plant species within the evolving ecological
environment I believe there would be little opposition. However, NAP demands that the evolutionary
nature of the environment be destroyed, that is to say Eucalyptus and other 'non-native' plants have to go.
Wholesale habitat restoration and conversion is neither scientific nor environmentally sound. That
program requires destruction of massive numbers of healthy trees, eradication of large areas of animal
habitat, applications of hazardous herbicides over long periods of time.
01

[

In the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) that is now under consideration, four different
alternatives are given: Proposed Project, Maximum Recreation, Maximum Restoration, Maintenance.
ONLY the Maintenance Option is a suooortable ecological proaram. as the DEIR states:
"The Maximum Recreation and Maintenance Alternatives are the environmentally superior alternatives because
they have fewer unmitigated significant impacts than either the proposed project or the Maximum Restoration
Alternative. Between the Maximum Recreation Alternative and the Maintenance Alternative, the Maintenance
Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative for two reasons. While the two alternatives have
the same number of significant and unavoidable impacts under CEQA, the Maintenance Alternative has fewer
potential environmental effects than the Maximum Recreation Alternative. First, The Maintenance Alternative
would not create new trails, the construction of which could result in impacts to sensitive habitats and other
biological resources. Second, over time the Maximum Recreation Alternative would result in Natural Areas with
less native plant and animal habitat and a greater amount of nonnative urban forest coverage. The Maintenance
Alternative, on the other hand, would preserve the existing distribution and extent of biological resources,
including sensitive habitats. For these reasons, the Maintenance Alternative ls the environmentally superior
altel'nat/n." (page 525/6, emphasis added.)

We had the good fortune to read a letter (10-6-11) to you on this matter from Professor Arthur M. Shapiro,
Distinguished Professor of Evolution and Ecology at UC Davis. We hope you will have read his letter to
gain some understanding of the long range environmental issues at stake. The NAP program of massive
tree removal, animal habitat destruction, extensive herbicide use is not a sound policy under the
conditions of global environmental changes that have been evident for many years. We ignore this at
great peril.

02

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Sec. 21002 states:
• ... it is the policy of the state that public $Qencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant
environments effects of such projects, ... •

In simple language only the Maintenance Alternative is a legal alternative.
03

[

One alternative for San Francisco not proposed is shutting NAP down, or redirecting NAP in a direction of
co-habitation, preserving 'native' plants in an evolving environment.

;f£~'11h~
p';IR~tter

190 Belgrave Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94117
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Saino-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 09:21AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: Off-leash access comment on Natural Areas Program
(NAP) plan

--- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:22AM ---Celia Saino
<celia .saino@gmail.com>

To Bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/30/2011 09:33AM

cc
Subject Off-leash access comment on Natural Areas Program (NAP)
plan

01

[

I am writing to request that the proposed change of off-l.eash access t.o San Francisco parks such
as Bemal be modified to allow off-leash access but increase signage waming dogs and people
about sensitive plant areas. To demonstrate the benefit'l of raising awareness rather than legally
restricting access, please read tl1e following summary of two very different eli.'Periences I had in
local parks.
Pulgas Ridge Open Space Preserve in San Mateo:
About a year ago I was walking my dog in the Pulgas Ridge Open Space Preserve in San Mateo.
l had walked in the park a couple oftimes before with my friends and their dogs. We are all
literate women who kept out dogs on leash until one of us who used the park ti·equently told us
that we were in an otl._leash area. On this particular day, a man walking in the park had warned
us that a ranger was ticketing for letting dogs off-leash in the restricted areas, and we payed
particular attention to the signs to try to make sure we were leashing the required areas. A park
ranger appeared during out walk and told me that she was giving me a ticket for having my dog
o.tr-leash. I explained that I and my friends were all trying to observe the rules, and that none of
us had seen any signs noting the end of the off-leash area. 'TI1e ranger stated the the signs were
clearly marked and was unsympathetic even though we pointed out that if three women who
were all ttying to observe the signs had repeatedly missed them even after walking in the parks
many times. I received a fine of over $200 and refuse to go back to the park because I still don't
understand where the boundaries of the off-leash areas are, and my experience was so negative
that Tdon't want anything to do with the park.
Bemal Heights Park
I was walking my dog in Bernal Heights Park a few months ago. A city employee doing
plantings told me that she had a dog herself, and petted my dog. She pointed out the plantings
she had just put in, and asked me politely to keep my dog out of that area. I was happy to
comply. My dog and 1 stayed out of the restricted area as requested.
I regularly visit Bernal Heights Park but would visit it much less frequently if I had to constantly
worry that if my dog chased a ball or another dog for a few seconds outside the designated area
that I would receive another huge fine. If the sensitive areas were clearly marked, I would be
happy to steer my dog away from those areas. I understand that plants are important too, and
would be happy to help protect those areas if I had better infonnation that was clearly marked.
'Thank yo u,
--Celia Saino
San Francisco, CA 94114
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:27AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Please help the dog owners of SF

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:28AM-----

Lisa Salamone
<gesparky9@sbcglobal.net>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/29/2011 10:01 AM

cc
Subject Please help the dog owners of SF

Dear Mr . Wycko,

01

I am s ure that you h ave heard all of the comments from hundreds of dog owners
in Sf but here is j u st one more .
I adopted my dog over six years ago during a
time when both of my parents were quite ill and ultimately passed away. Th e
breaks that my dog and I took at Fort Funston and Chr issey Field beach walk
together f or a r un o ff leash was liberating for both of us and quite litera l l y
helped us to remain strong for my parents .
Please help u s not lose this most magnif i cent g ift to all ow us all to be f ree.
I d o understand with a great gift comes great responsibility to be good
custodians of the land which I am. I will also continue to be vigilent and
outspoken t o those that I see b r eaking t he rules.
Please help us t o save this gift for the 99% who do a g o od job instead o f
removing it for the 1% who are j ust n o t careful people .
Yours sincerely ,
Lisa Salamone
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Saltzer-Lamb –1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 11:44 AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: city dogs deserve the space to run and play

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 11:44 AM----saltzerlamb@comcast.net
10/31/2011 11:00 AM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject city dogs deserve the space to run and play

Hi Bill,
01

[

As a San Francisco resident (and a City employee), I would like to ask you for your help
in supporting the Maintenance Alternative plan as an answer to the issue facing SF dog
owners and walkers.
Thank you,

Vicki Saltzer-Lamb
Glen Park resident

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1142

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Schlund-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/20 11 11 :4 1 AM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP comments

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/ SFGOV on 10/31 /2011 11:42 AM-----

"Claus Schlund \(HGM\r
<claus@HeiiGateModels.com
>

To < bi ll.wycko@ sfgov .org>
cc

10/31/2011 11 :36 AM
Subject NAP comments

Hi ,
I' d l i ke to post a few comments regarding the NAP program

01

(1 ) NAP reduces the amount of space avai lable for off- l eash dog recreat i on .
The dog population is increas i ng, so t h is is a clear
[ s t ep in t he wrong direct ion

(2) The NAP program makes use o f h erb ic ides - this is an unhealthy and unwise
dec i sion for land that is designated for park and
02 [
r ecrea ti ona l use
(3) The NAP program removes non- native veg i tat i on , includi ng mature trees .
Whi le these plants and mature trees might not be native,
03
t hey a r e beautiful and desirable . It does not seem c lear wh y r eplacing them
[ with native species is a desirabl e goa l .

04

(4) The NAP program wi ll produce a n ongo i ng ma i ntenance b u r den - since th e
pre- exi sting native species were d i sp l aced by the c u rrent
non-natives , it seems logica l that once planted native species will once aga i n
be displaced in a matter of time unl ess ongoing
maintenance i s app l i ed . Maintenance = dollars l a st t ime I checked . I s t his a
good us e of our l imited fu nds?
Thanks for you r t ime - CLaus Schlund
Bernal Hts
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Schmoll-1

Jeanie
Poling/CTYPLN/SFGOV
10/31/2011 01:06PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw: Natural Areas Plan Draft EIR

----Forwarded by Jeanie Poling/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 01 :06PM----

Gisela Schmoll
<g@schmolldesign .com>

To j eanie.poling@sfgov.org

10/31/2011 12:42 PM

cc
Subject Natural Areas Plan Draft EIR

01

I am writing to you to ask you in support of the main goals of the Natural Areas Plan. Also, I am
urging you to separate out Sharp Park from the Natural Areas Plan so that we can move forward
[
with restoring and preserving San Francisco's natural areas and biodiversity.
g1sela schmoll
g@schmolldesiqn.com
415.474 3467 tel
·115.871 0534 c~U on skype
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Scott-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 01:18PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Comments on Natural Areas Program

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31 /2011 01:19PM-----

"Jan ScottR
<jan@qb-soft.com>
10/31/2011 12:10 PM

01

02

03

[

[

[

04
[

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc "Carmen Chu" <Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, "David Campos"
<David.Campos@sfgov.org>, "David Chiu"
< David.Ch iu@sfgov .org>, <Eric. L. Mar@sfgov .org>,
<Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>, "John Avalos"
<John.Avalos@sfgov.org>, "Malia Cohen"
<Malia.cohen@sfgov.org>, <Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, "Scott
Weiner" <Scott.Weiner@sfgov.org>,
<Sean. Elsbernd@sfgov.org>, <Ross. Mi rkarim i@sfgov .org>,
< mayoredwi nlee@sfgov .org>
Subject Comments on Natural Areas Program

Expanding the Natural Areas Program as has been proposed is a wrong-headed idea that will waste
scarce budget dollars and will not serve a majority of city residents.
The NAP attempts to turn the clock back to a time when San Francisco was primarily sand dunes. Most
of us enjoy our parks with large non-native, but healthy trees. Not enough money is allocated to
maintenance of the existing natural areas, resulting in high use of herbicides and weedy unattractive
areas. Why does anyone want more of that?
Native Areas are off-limits to people, dogs, and almost any type of recreation. The new proposal could
close up to 80% of the legal off-leash space in SF city parks. Added to the new dog management
proposal by the GGNRA, the limits on dogs would be severe and unwarranted considering the number of
people who wish to walk their dogs in city parks and pay to maintain those parks.
While I am not opposed to preserving existing areas of natural habitat, I am strongly opposed to cutting
down non-native trees, using heavy doses of herbicides, destroying existing non-native areas that are
home to birds and animals that have adapted, and removing large areas of our parks fro m recreational
use by people and dogs.
Thank you,
Joanne Scott
40-year resident and voter, San Francisco
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Sebastian-1
Bock, John
Jessica. Range@sfgov.o rg
Monday, November 07, 2011 9 30 AM
Bock, John
Fw: Save current off leash areas for Dogs

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018/ Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/07/2011 09:30AM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO

V

To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV @SFGOV
11/07/2011 09:27
cc
AM
Subject
Fw: Save current off leash areas
for Dogs

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 11/07/2011 09:28AM----Sandi Sebastian
<ssebasti@byer.co
m>
To
" bill.wycko@sfgov.o rg"
11/04/2011 02:01
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cr
PM
"sa ndi@vinlan.com "
<sandi@vinlan.com >
Subject
Save current off leash areas for
Do~s

Dear Mr. Wycko ... ,

01

[

Please save current off leash areas for Dogs. Also add more since there is not enough.
There are many dog owners that follow rules and t here have been more & more places posted in neighborhood parks:
No Dogs Allowed.
Thank-you,
Sandi Sebastian
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Shapiro-1

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS
Department of Evolution and Ecology

RECE\VED

October 6, 2011

~Cl

0 i 201\
C\TY & COUNlV OF Sf

Mr. Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Office
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

,>LANNING OEP.\ATMENT
ME~

Re: DRAFT EIR, NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM
Dear Mr. Wycko:
Consistent with the policy of the University of California, I wish to state at the outset
that the opinions stated in this letter are my own and should not be construed as
being those of the Regents, the University of California, or any administrative entity
thereof. My affiliation is presented for purposes of identification only. However, my
academic qualifications are relevant to what I am about to say. I am a professional
ecologist (B.A. University of Pennsylvania, Ph.D. Cornell University) and have been
on the faculty of U.C. Davis since 1971, where I have taught General Ecology,
Evolutionary Ecology, Community Ecology, Philosophy of Biology, Biogeography,
Tropical Ecology, Paleoecology, Global Change, Chemical Ecology, and Principles
of Systematics. I have trained some 15 Ph.D.s, many of whom arc now tenured
faculty at institutions including the University of Massachusetts, University of
Tennessee, University of Nevada-Reno, Texas State University, and Long Beach
State University, and some of whom are now in government agencies or in private
consulting or industry. I am an or the author of some 350 scientific publications and
reviews. The point is that I do have the bona fides to say what I am about to say.

01

At a time when public funds are exceedingly scarce and strict prioritization is
mandatory, I am frankly appaiJed that San Francisco is c()nsidering major
expenditures directed toward so-called "restoration ecology." "Restoration ecology"
is a euphemism for a kind of gardening informed by an almost cultish veneration of
the "native" and abhorrence of the naturalized, which is commonly characterized as
"invasive.'' Let me make this clear: neither urestoration" nor conservation can be
mandated by science-()n/y informed by it. The decision of what actions to take may
be motivated by many things, including politics, esthetics, economics and even
religion, but it cannot be science-driven.
In the case of "restoration ecology," the goal is the creation of a simulacrum of what
is believed to have been present at some (essentially arbitrary) point in the past. I
say a simulacrum, because almost always there are no studies of what was actually
there from a functional standpoint; usually there are no studies at all beyond the
merely (and superficially) descriptive. Whatever the reason for desiring to create
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such a simulacrum, it must be recognized that it is just as much a garden as any
home rock garden and will almost never be capable of being self-sustaining without
constant maintenance; it is not going to be a "natural," self-regulating ecosystem. The
reason for that is that the ground rules today are not those that obtained when the
prototype is thought to have existed. The context has changed; the climate bas
changed; the pool of potential colonizing species has changed, often drastically.
Attempts to "restore" prairie in the upper Midwest in the face of European
Blackthorn invasion have proven Sisyphean. And they are the norm, not the
exception.
The creation of small, easily managed, and educational simulacra of presumed preEuropean vegetation on San Francisco public lands is a thoroughly worthwhile and,
to me, desirable project. Wholesale habitat co1tversion is not.
A significant reaction a~ainst the excesses of the "'native plant movement" is setting
up within the profession of ecology, and there has been a recent spate of articles
arguing that hostility to " invasives" has gone too far-that many exotic species are
providing valuable ecological services and that, as in cases I have studied and
published on, in the altered context of our so-called "Anthropoceoe Epoch" such
services arc not merely valuable but essential. This is a letter, not a monograph, but
I would be glad to expand on this point if asked to do so.
01
(Cont.)

I am an evolutionary ecologist, housed in a Department of Evolution and Ecology.
The two should be joined at the proverbial hip. Existing ecological communities are
freeze-frames from a very long movie. They have not existed for eternity, and many
have existed only a few thousand years. There is nothing intrinsically sacred about
interspecific associations. Ecological change is the norm, not the exception. Species
and communities come and go. The ideology (or is it faith?) that informs
"restoration ecology" basically seeks to deny evolution and prohibit change. But
change will happen in any case, and it is foolish to squander scarce resources in
pursuit of what are ideological, not scientific, goals with no practical benefit to
anyone and only psychological " benefits" to their adherents.
If that were the only argument, perhaps it could be rebutted efft.•ctively. But the
proposed wholesale habitat conversion advocated here does serious harm, both
locally (in terms of community enjoyment of public resources) and globally (in
terms of carbon balance-urban forests sequester lots of carbon; artificial grasslands
do not). At both levels, wholesale tree removal, except for reasons of public safety, is
sheer folly. Aging, decrepit, unstable Monterey Pines and Monterey Cypresses are
unquestionably a potential hazard. Removing them for that reason is a very
different matter from removing them to actualize someone's dream of a pristine San
Francisco (that probably never existed).
Sociologists and social psychologists talk about the "idealization of the underclass,"
the " noble savage" concept, and other terms referring to the guilt-driven self-hatred
that infects many members of society. Feeling the moral onus of consumption and
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luxury, people idolize that which they conceive as pure and untainted. That may be
a helpful personal catharsis. It is not a basis for public policy.

01
(Cont.)

Many years ago I co-hosted John Harper, a distinguished British plant ecologist, on
his visit to Davis. We took him on a field trip up 1-80. On the way up several
students began apologizing for the extent to which the Valley and foothill landscapes
were dominated by naturalized exotic weeds, mainly Mediterranean annual grasses.
Finally Harper couldn't take it any more. "Why do you insist on treating this as a
calamity, rather than a vast evolutionary opportunity?" he asked. Those of us who
know the detailed history of vegetation for the past few million years-particularly
since the end of Pleistocene glaciation-understand this. ''Restoration ecology" is
plowing the sea.
Get real.

rthur M. Shapiro
Distinguished Professor of Evolution and Ecology
(530)752-21 76, fax 752-1449
amshapiro@ucdavis.edu
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Sharp-1

From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Bill Wvcko
Jessica Range

Fw: Dog parks
10/03/2011 05:04 PM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/03/2011 05:04 PM----Alisa Sharp
<alisa.sharp@gmail.com>

To

"bill.wycko@sfgov.org" < bi ll.wycko@sfgov.org >

cc
10/03/2011 04:55 PM

Subject

Dog parks

Dear Bill ,

01

[

As a dog owner and frequ ent visitor of dog pa rk areas I would like to
request t hat you reconside r the c l osure of amy such spaces .
The dog park
s pace my d og u til izes i s a n integral part o f h i s socialization .
Thank you for your t i me .
Best ,
Ali sa
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Shepard-A-1
Jun 11 23 01 :49p

4157530325

Shepard

p. 1

To: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
Date: June 10, 2012
From Avrum Shepard
Subject: DEIR for the SNRAMP File No. 2005.0912E
Unfortunately, I faxed the wrong copy of my comments on the above subject. Th e following
pages replace my oridina l fax . Thanks.

~~

Avrum Shepard
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Shepard-A-1
Jun 1 i 23 01 :49p

4157530325

Shepard

To:

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

Date:

June 10, 2012

From:

Avrum Shepard
1037 Portola Drive
San Francisco, CA 94127
( 415)661-9255

p.2

Via f ax (415)558-6409
Subject: D raft Environmental ImPact Report for the Significant Natural Resources
Area Management Plan (Planning pepartment File No. 2005.0912El

01

NAP is fundamentally flawed and misses t he point entirely. It is not what San Francisco
want s or needs. We want accessible, attractive, safe, and well maintained parks and
recreation areas. We need more services that attract and keep famil ies in our city. NAP not
only does not provide these v itally needed resources, it sucks fu nding away from t h em.
Some of the con t radictions caused by NAP facing the fami lies in our neighborhood are
illustrated by recent activities by RPD.
All playground directors were fi red leaving a gap in children's recreation in our ci ty. RPD saw
this as a money saving endeavor. We see it as a giving up of one o f RPD's most basic
functions. At the same time, RPD spends money on NAP, a program that serves very few
people. Although t he city department name begins with "recreation" they have apparently
abandoned th e requirement to provide that service.

02

03

NAP introdu ced this plan to remove trees, reduce tra ils and severely restrict access to
recreation, repeatedly spra y toxic herbici des in areas where children recreate, destroy
existing habitat that supports animals which live in our parks, and v iolate state law
governing the use of herbicides. And they spend money on cutting down healthy trees which
provide habitat for many animals, instead of spending the money on maintaining trees in
parks fo r citizen safety. For example, in 2003, a study was done t o ident ify the health of t he
t rees In Stern Grove. Many t rees were identified as hazardous and in need of maintenance.
RPD did not perform the prescribed maintenance on t hose trees, but did cut down nonnative trees. In 2008 a woman was killed by a fa lling t ree branch t hat had been identified 1n
this study.
Bathrooms at playgrou nds t hroughout the city are in pitiful condition. No human wants to
go into these horrible pits, but RPD spends money on developing a NAP plan. NAP has been
working on this pla n for many years instead of providing the services that citizens want.
And how is it tha t NAP is exempt from the standards established by Proposition C that apply
to all other parks?
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Shepard-A-1
Jun 11 23 01 :50p

p.3

NAP has forged ahead with developing this plan and with few exceptions, excluded citizen
involvement. None of the neighborhood organizations west of twin peak s have ever been
asked to host a presentation by NAP of their plans, even though Mt Davidson is in our
backyard. On the other hand, we were asked to host presentations of RPD bonds in 2008
and currently for the 2012 bond. So each time RPD needs money, they come t o us asking
for help. They do not involve us in planning for how to spend the money. Please reject the
NAP plan and DEIR and dem and t hat RPD be accountable to the citizens of our ci ty and
provide needed services.

04

One more thing needs mention . The idea of a city department taking so long to come up
with a plan for what it is to do is completely absurd. NAP has been a major section of RPD
since 1997. How much money should we spend developing a plan t hat provides so little
ret urn? And how long can we afford to keep the section of a city department function ing
without a plan?

03
(Cont.)
04
(Cont.)

4157530325

Shepard

[

NAP did finally make a presentation on at t he West of Twin Peaks Central Council in May,
2012 of the NAP plan, but only after repeated calls t o RPD. After reading t he plan and
listening to the NAP presentation I voted to oppose the plan and ask for you t o do the same.
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Shepard-J-1

From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

~

Jessica Range
fw: NAP EIRcomments
Monday, October 31,20114:48:00 Pf-1

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/ CTYPLN/ SFGOV on 10/ 31/ 2011 04:48PM ----Jane Shepard
<janecshepard@yahoo.com>

Tobill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
SubjectNAP EIR comments

10/31/2011 04:44 PM

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

There are so many things wrong with the NAP EIR that one hardly knows
where to begin. let's start with the lack of scientific evidence, just some
unknown person(s) observations. The fact that the EIR repeatedly says
that dogs "MAY" harm native plant gardens without proof or evidence of
any kind is an excellent start. Well, they "MAY" be beneficial too.
My biggest concern is what was intended to preserve the few remnants of
San Francisco's historical habitat has changed into an ever-expanding
program that controls over 25% of our City's parkland and with more
areas being closed to the public all the time.

02

We live at the foot of Mt. Davidson. NAP is closing the trails, fencing off all
the views, removing the benches we sit on, cutting down thousands of
healthy trees, using poisons to sustain these native plant gardens, and
actively ENCOURAGING POISON OAK!!! Where are we supposed to
recreate?
What is wrong with this City? We are planning for higher density but
taking away parkland where people recreate? NAP calls for "passive
recreation". Just how is that supposed to remedy the obesity in this
country?

[

01
(Cont.)

I urge you to reject this EIR and send them back to the drawing board to
incorporate scientific evidence and to evaluate the impact to other parks
when they close all these dog play areas, not just to people with dogs but
all people.
Sincerely,
Jane Shepard
1037 Portola Dr
San Francisco, CA 94127
415- 661 -9255
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Simons-1

From:

Bill Wvcko

To:
Subject:

Jessica Range

Date:

10/04/2011 09:32 AM

Fw: Dogs in the Parks

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/ SFGOV on 10/04/2011 09:33 AM ----Kevin Simons
<kevin_si mons@yahoo.com >

To

"bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
r-------=1'-"'0'-"04-'L-:2.;;.;01:..:1-=0:..:...7.:..:::5"'"6..:...;A::....:M_ _ __, Subject
Please respond to
Kevin Simons <kevin_simons@yahoo.com>

Dogs in t he Parks

Mr. Wycko,
Jennifer Scarlett, co-President of the San Francisco SPCA, stated my beliefs
perfectly:

01

It's so important that those of us who share this beautiful part of the world remember
the word "share." Dogs and dog people are part of a community of extremely varied
interests. For decades, San Francisco has worked to balance and blend those
interests-not just informally but under the law. The city's Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan could tip that balance away from the needs of the city's
responsible guardians and their dogs and undermine their quality of life.
And, in a real way, others' quality of life as well. How? Urban recreation isn 't just a
private pursuit; it has civic va[ue . In this case, by fostering everything from wider
environmental awareness to phvsical fitness (who doesn't take obesity seriously
these days?); by encouraging dogs to be less anxious and more trainable, to be
people-friendly and sociable with their fellow dogs (leading to a safer city); by
acknowledging the value of animal companionship; and, in the broadest sense, by
sustaining a community that looks out for its animals, adopts them, and insists on
humane conditions everywhere.
Kevin Simons
5800 Third Street #1404
San Francisco, CA 94124
(415) 378-2347
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Skippy-1

From:
To:

Bill Wvcko

Subject:

Fw: Dogs in Parks

Date:

10/03/2011 04:38 PM

]essjca Range

-- --- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/03/2011 04 :39 PM ----Skippy
<skippyskippyskippy@gmail.com>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/ 03/2011 03:29PM

01

Subject

Dogs in Parks

lr am a dog owner and not only should we keep, but we should expand, our dog parks. Dr.
LScarlett DMV in the SF Gate today said it best:
Urban recreation isn 't just a private pursuit; it has civic value . In this case, by fostering
everything from w ider environmental awareness to physical fitness (who doesn 't take obesity
seriously these days?); by encouraging dogs to be less anxious and more trainable, to be
people-friendly and sociable with their fellow dogs (leading to a safer city); by
acknowledging the value of animal companionship; and, in the broadest sense, by sustaining
a community that looks out for its animals, adopts them, and insists on humane conditions
everywhere.

Tell me, what else should I have done?
Doesn't everything die at last, and too soon ?
Tell me, what is it you plan to do
with your one wild and precious life?
~Mary Oliver, "The Summer D ay"
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Smith-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 11:48 AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: I disagree with closing any more land for native plants

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 11 :49 AM---Megan Smith
<megan@sierra.net>

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

10/31/2011 10:02 AM

cc <sfdog@yahoogroups.com>
Subject I disagree with closing any more land for native plants

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

02

[

I appreciate the beauty of native plants and the history behind showing what vegetation grew before
the city was here. Also, they make sense for saving water. But please do not close off any m ore land
in San Francisco for this purpose- I think we have enough areas set aside already.

[

This latest plan would cut off traditional uses of parks and trails and we already have so few places to
hike. The anti-dog bias seems based on people's opinions and dislike of dogs rat her than facts or
scientific studies. If you add this plan to the ridiculous and onerous GGNRA plan, dog owners will have
no other option than to head to the nearest city parks - which already overcrowded for baseball and
soccer games.

03
[

In my own small back yard, I grow native plants, never use pesticides or fertilizer, allow certain weeds
to grow just because of butterflies, let bushes get overgrown for birds, try to grow sunflowers for bees
etc. I would like to see more of this type of thing encouraged for the backyards of San Francisco, but
I am very much opposed to closing areas where people now go with dogs or with their children (or
both!) to devote to more native plant areas.
Thank you for your consideration.
Best regards,
Megan Smith
Little League/soccer mom and dog owner
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Stafford-1

Bock, John
From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01, 2011 3:49 PM
Bock, John
Fw: NAP EIR

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018/ Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfplanning.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/ClYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:50PM----Bill
Wycko/ClYPLN/SFGO
V
To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:27
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: NAP EIR

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/ClYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:28 PM ---nancy stafford
<nancyn42penguins
@sbcglobal.net>
bill.wycko@sfgov.org
10/31/2011 04:59
PM
Subject
NAP EIR
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To: Bill Wycko
Environmental Review Officer

01
[

I am very concerned about the NAPEIR and the lack of sound science behind it.
I support the Maintenance Alternative so more people will be able to use these areas for multiple recreational
activities. To designate so much parkland for passive recreation when the population is growing makes no sense.
The NAP is the largest user of herbicides and there is nothing "natural" about using so much poison to get rid
of an existing ecosystem to replace it with a supposedly more natural one.

Nancy Stafford

2

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1159

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Stevenson-1

Jan Stevenson
1341 29th Ave.
San Francisco. CA 94122
SF Park and Recreation Dept.
c/p Park Natural Areas Program
BiiiWycko
Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco. CA 94103

01

01
(cont.)

[

Mr. Wycko and Planning Department:
I :-"ish to submit my strong objection to the proposal to limit off lease areas in the San FranCISCO.

Sometimes it seems to me that rules are created that have the direct opposite effect as are intended. I think every dog walker I have ever used was highly sensitive to the environment,
using parks, cleaning up after animals, watching the areas for dangerous situations and generally taking care of the area they use on a regular basis.
I can not tell you how many people I have known that have moved out of the San Francisco
area because it felt unfriendly to them in their attempts to raise children.
It begs the question of who do you want left in the city and who is going to use the city?
Animals have been shown to reduce stress and calm heart rates for all ages. It feels like you
are driving out animals and children in the city with all these rules.
Please have more consideration for the benefits derived from people being able to keep and
excercise animals.
This seems a little far fetched to me that animals could have such a negative effect on the environment as to want to ban their being able to run loose entirely.
The worst fights I have witnessed were in enclosed dog parks like the one in Golden Gate
Park. It makes big dogs predatory, small dogs fearful and owners with dogs that are problems
tend to bring their dogs to enclosed areas.
Please don't pa s this law.
Thank you
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Stewart-E-1

Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
06104/2012 05:54 PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Mt. Davidson Natural Area Plan DEIR

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 06/0412012 05:54 PM-

ethan dewart
<rlewltrtethan@hotmlli.com>

To

06101/2012 09:55 PM

cc

<bill.~cko@sfgov.org>

Subject Mt. Davidson Natural Area Plan DEIR

01

Hello, my name is Ethan stewart. My family and I live on Stanford Heights Avenue in M iraloma, and I
am writing about the proposed natural area plan for Mt. Davidson. I am opposed to the current pian of
healthy tree removal in native plant restoration. The trees that exist there are already part of the urban
environment. There is really no such thing as being able to return any area to a "native" habitat,
especially when tree removal resu Its in the potential for greater wind erosion, harsher treatment through
pesticides to control non-native plants and animals and in fact greater destruction to the Mt. Davidson
recreation area through greater potential for non11ative species to crowd out any attempts at restoration.
If hazardous or unhealthy trees need to be removed, they should be immediately replaced with Monterey
Cypress and more amenities (benches, etc.) should be installed near native plant zones. As a frequent
hiker to the area, the trees provide habitat for binds, butterflies and other species now living on Mt.
Davidson, and should be protected. Additionally, as someone who is concerned about native
environments and habitats along with quality of urban living, I am opposed to the plan simply because it
seems misguided. Urban environments are by definition non-native and the most reasonable solution is
to preserve what makes the area wonderfu I while doing whatever is possible to minimize damage
elsewhere. Attempting to recreate something that may or may not have existed can very well lead to
even greater problems. Please consider rev ising or rejecting the proposed draft for Mt. Davidson.
Mahala for your time and consideration. Ethan stewart
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Stewart-M-1

From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Bill VVvcko
Jessica Range
Fw: Please don't take away our DPAs in Bernal Heights

10/05/2011 05:35 PM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CfYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 05:35 PM - ----

Matt Stewart
<mjfstewart@gmail.com>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/05/2011 05:28 PM

Subject

Please don't take away our DPAs in Bernal Heights

Bill - I live at 171 Coleridge St in Bernal Heights. I'm lucky to have two amazing leash-free
parks in Holly Park and Bernal Hill where my dog frolics every single day without hurting a
blade of grass. Alas, I saw that a plan's coming up that threatens to undo that.
Please don't take away dog play space from me (and my dog, Otis!).
Actually, it'd be useful if you could first explain what the problem is re: Dog Play Areas .. .I've
never heard of anybody saying anything but terrific things about them. Why are people
01
chipping away at these? They're aware that we have more dogs than just about anything else
[
in SF, right?
Every year people try to bend San Francisco into a place that's less special. Look at the
crackdown on Bay to Breakers (no floats? really?) and the periodic attacks on leash-free
dogs in the GGNRA. I love living in SF for many reasons, but a big one is that this city treats
me like an adult. I keep my dog under strict voice control, and so do 99.999% of other dog
owners. I have never seen a problem with an off-leash dog in a park - but I have seen an
incalculable level of love.
Dog Play Areas make San Francisco an amazing place to live. Please, keep them all - or

01
(Cont.) [ expand them. But don't turn this magnificent city into Brisbane by deleting them.

ThanksMatt Stewart
171 Coleridge St.

415.867.0999 :: http-1/matt-stewart com :: http-1/twitter com/mjfstewart
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Strasbaugh-1
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill Wvcko
Jessjca Range

Fw: AGAINST draft Significant Natural Resource Areas Managerrent Plan
10/04/2011 09:31 AM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 09:32 AM ----lalaweese@aol.com

To
10/03/2011 07:24 PM

bill.wycko@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgov.org

cc
Subject

AGAINST draft Significant Natural Resource Areas
Management Plan

Dear Mr. Wycko and Supervisor Campos

01

I am a District 9 homeowner residing at 286 Hamilton St., San Francisco. I am also an
11 year dog volunteer with the San Francisco SPCA. I am outraged that you would
consider the huge cuts you proposing for dog play areas in San Francisco. First of all, a
reminder: a draft environmental-impact statement by the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area has already shown no direct link between dog walking and any
environmental damage in GGNRA lands. Second, what do you think is going to happen
when you cut these DPAs? There will be more pressure on the surviving DPAs because
more dogs will be visiting fewer areas. Is that your ultimate goal? To force dog
owners and walkers out of parks altogether? Or, as you put it- is THIS the
"environmentally superior alternative." ?

Dogs are NOT the enemy; they are members of people's families WHO LIVE HERE AND
PAY TAXES. A well-played and exercised dog is a safer dog. They have learned social
interaction with both dogs and people, which makes our city safer. Our shelter and
the various dog rescue groups have a proud, ground-breaking tradition of supporting
animal companionship and no -kill shelters. Dogs are a fact of life in this city, and this
plan would threaten the well- being of everyone.

I take shelter dogs on hikes in McLaren, and citizens have already taken it upon
themselves to put up poop bag containers, as they have in many other parks. McLaren
is ideal for all kinds of dogs, be they ones that need to be away from other dogs, or
dogs that enjoy dog play. And it is free - paid for by my taxes.
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Strasbaugh-1

If people are so worried about poop, heck, let's just start shooting seagulls, or
pigeons. And what about the trash in parks- should we not allow people in them?
If this plan moves forward, Supervisor Campos, I will be watching very closely to see
how you respond. Meanwhile, shame on you Mr. Wycko.

Louise Strasbaugh
louise
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Stringer-1

Bil WYdtofClYPI..NISFQOV

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

1 ()131/2011 04:20PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw. DEIR SNRAMP comments

-Forwarded 1:ri BiiiWycko/ClYPLNISFGOVon 10/31/2011 04:20PM-

~

VI

Lewi& Strift§&r
<lnlinlrift§er@holmlil.com>

To <bill.~cko@sfgov.org>

1()13112011 04: 14 PM

cc
Subject DEIR SNRAMP comments

Deu Mr. Wycko:
I am writing to comment on the Dm.ft Environmenl31 Impact Report (DEIR) for the Sirn,ificant Natural Resowce

Areas Mana1;0ment Plan (SNRAMP).

01

02

03

I am citit>lnofSan Francisco and a suppor~r of the Natural Areas Pros-ram and the goals in the Natw'al AN as Plan.
am concem.ed howewr that because of the ongoint' le~islation and litigation concerning Sharp Park that it should be
separawd out from the rest of the environmental analysis of the Natw'al Areas Plan.

[

[

I am an ecolo~st working in similar environments and am concerned that the removal of eucalyptus g-roves in the
areas was not fullyevaluaud. The threat these trees pose in the lonr urm to the g-oal of presetving biodiversity

MA~3

is significant and the Proposed plan is-in my opinion~ inade~uaoo at addressing them.

The GGN RA. in their most recent Manat"ement Plan, includes comm wU.ty swwardship as a form of recteation in
thei£ analysis of al~rnat:ives. I encourar;e you to do the same. Such an evaluation may change the eCJ.uation that
evalua«ts impacts to recteation, and ultim.aooly lead to a different conclusion of w-hat is an environmen1:2lly superior
alt@ mative.

Sincerely.
Lew stringer
425 Buena Vista Ave East
San Francisco,CA

94117
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Summer-1

BllwydtofC'TYPI..NSFQOV

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV

1()131/2011 04:16PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw. Comments regarding the NAP EIR

-Forwarded~

~
~

Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/3112011 04:16PM-

wliliMIUrMW

<\WI'Lturmwr@'.fahoo.coM>

To "bill. \A6'Cko@sfgov.org" <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org>

1()131/2011 02·19 PM
Please respond to
\l'lAIIiam summer

cc
Subject Comments regarding the NAP El R

<wm summer@yahoo.com>

Mr. Wycko,
This email is in response to the NAP El R, which is an in adequate pI an that requires additional work.
Buena Vista is my neig hb orhoo d park, which I have been wa Iking in for the past 8 years with my do g. The
NAP EIR will restrict my and my neighbor's access to this park, as well as a number of others.

01

02

It's important that the EIR be based on solid scientific evidence, which is not the case here. The NAP EIR
asserts a number of times that dogs may be impacting pI ants or wildlife but does not offering any
evidence, past or present. while ignoring scientific studies that show the contrary. Ignoring scientlic
studies that do not agree with the plan while not providing any evidence of its own is not acceptable.

[

The analysis of the effects of the proposed closures of up to 80% of the Dog Play .Areas in the city is
incomplete. The impacts on other DPAs, parks, and the impact of park users traveling to the remaining
DPAs on the environment have not been considered.
Thank you for your time,
William Summer
San Francisco home owner

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1166

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Sutch-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 04:08PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Off leash areas for dogs in San Francico

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 04:08 PM-----

Jeff Sutch
<jeff.sutch@gmail.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/2011 04:00PM

cc
Subject Off leash areas for dogs in San Francico

Hello,

01

I ' m wr iting to ensure t hat o ff l eash a r eas for dogs are i n c l uded i n
the vo ices about h ow we s h ou l d manage our natura l resources i n San
Francisco. It should be clear that g r een areas area cruc ial to a
soci able and hea l thy city . San Fra n c i sco benefi t s great l y from not
only allowi ng it ' s citizens to be dog owners , but to increase t he
h e alth o f o f pets and the owners . Many do g owners receive their
exerc i s e by walking a round wi t h dogs and many of o ur citizens who
can ' t easi l y make it out of the hou s e d ue to anxiety or other issues
are coaxed from t he house an d encouraged to walk more and longer . This
effect can ' t be dup l icated by on-l eash walk s . Even breeds that are
smal l er and n o rma lly are co n s i dered l ap dogs be nefit from a l ong run
and impart their hea lth o n the i r owners .
Well exercised d ogs are happier, healthier and exhibit a positive
impact o n the peop l e of a ci ty and their soc i al and mental hea l th . By
h av ing l ega l p l aces for dogs to run you encourage own ers to be more
proactive about reg i str a ti o n a nd shots through the calming hand o f
soc i al p ressu re . Mak i ng o f f - l eash il lega l or squ eez ing i t into the
s hadows t h is will result i n more peop l e who are l aw- abiding citi zens
today becoming a concern for e n forcement l ater .
Pl ease keep o ur o f f-l eash areas sa f e - they are in t he c ity ' s bes t i nterests .
t ha n ks ,
- J eff

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1167

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Swenerton-1

RECEIVED
To Whom It May Concern:

OCT 28 2011
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

MCA

I am writing to express my support for the Significant Natural Areas Management Plan and to
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for that plan.

01

The Significant Natural Areas Management Plan is a decade overdue and is based on painstaking
research and innovative, cutting edge, sustainable land management practices. It represents a step
in the right direction for the Recreation & Park Department, and indeed for the City as a whole.
As a professional ecologist involved in urban restoration for the past 13 years, I can personally
attest to the overflowing positive impact that the restoration activities this plan proposes can have
on the quality of life and ecological integrity of our city. The SNRAMP is the most cost effective
way for managing our precious and quickly disappearing natural gems and will help prevent the
local extinction of plants and animals, improve habitat for wildlife, increase safety, and improve
access and recreational use in Natural Areas.
The SNRAMP is sound and reasonable. In fact, it is based on a decade worth of compromise that
fairly takes into account and mitigates for potential impacts to our City's resources. In actuality,
the habitat restoration element has been watered down to the point that the long-term sustainable
management and control of invasive plants is barely achievable. Its proposed goals are modest,
reasonable and balanced.

02
03

t

i believe that the SNRAP DEIR is an adequate, accurate and complete review of the plan is based
on detailed, comprehensive research and sound scientific studies conducted by experts. My main
criticism is the fact that the analysis does not value community stewardship and restoration
activities in the Natural Areas as a positive impact on recreation. This omission misses the point
that stewardship is a form of recreation and volunteers are park users who improve and value our
natural resources. Secondly, it makes no logical sense that the recreation and maintenance
alternatives are weighed as "environmentally superior'' to habitat restoration of the adoption of
the proposed project. The fundamental goals of the proposed project and restoration alternative
are to benefit the environment. Environmental review is strangely skewed in this circumstance as
it is primarily utilized for projects that intend to cause damage to the environment rather than
those that seek to restore and improve it. Therefore, it should be understood that the gravity of
the particular environmental impacts of the maximum restoration alternative are far lower and
logically preferable to those of the maximum recreation alternative. Restoration and recreation
are not mutually exclusive. Community based restoration is a valid and increasing form of
recreation.

It is high time the city adopt the SNRAMP. I wholeheartedly support it.

. /. ASincerely~/
11
1

~~t1A_
Kirra Swenerton, M.S.
101 Alpine Terrace
San Francisco, CA 94117
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Thayer-1

Bil'WYdlofClYPI..NISFQOV
06111/201212:45 PM

To Irene Nishimura/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV, Jessica
Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Mount Sutro development

-Forwarded~

•
01

Bill Wycko/ClYPLN!SFGOV on 06111/201212:45 PM-

Nici~Th~lf

<l'lick.tlron22@gmail.com>
06108/2012 01:18 PM

To "bill. \A6'Cko@sfgov.org" <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org>
cc
Subject Mount Sutro development

Please don't develop Mount Sutro any further. The area needs to maintain its serenity in order to
remain a nice destination for people from all around the Bay Area, both for hiking and othetwise.
Thank you for your time and for keeping Mount Sutro one of the few natural areas left in the
city.
Nick Thayer
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Thomas-1
Biii\WckoiC1YPLNI8FOOV
06/11/2012 03:41 PM

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/8FGOV@8FGOV
cc
bee
8 ubject Fw: Natural Areas Plan DEIR for Mt. Davidson

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/8FGOV on 06/11/2012 03:41 PM--

Barbara Thornaa

<mi.taltfotl>ot.a~abcolobai.Mt

To BiiiWyco

<bill.~cko@sfgov.org>

)

06/11/201 2 03:34 PM

cc Marieka Thomas <marieka_t@yahoo.com>

8 ubject Natural Areas Plan DEl R for Mt. Davidson

Thank you for ourtelephone conversation this afternoon regarding potential negative impacts on Mt.
Davidson of implementation of the Natural Areas Program of the S. F. Recreation and Parks Department.
As a resident of Miraloma Park for over 40 years. I have become a keen observer of the natural habitat
here. Testimony to the health of the mountain ecosystem is the thriving of our highest predators in the
food chain, red-tailed hawks and peregrine falcons. which control our rat and squirrel population. We
have a natural environment which has evolved over more than 100 years. Nature has done a good job,
better than humans can!
If our wild animals' habitat is disrupted, they will flushed out of their homes and into abutting housing,
potentially bee om ing not only pests but also disease vectors and a danger to humans and domestic pets.
There is a huge population of dog owners in this neighborhood who daily take their pets outside, and a
few "free range" pet cats .

01

02
03
04
05
06

1 am vehemently opposed to poisoning of the ground to protect newly reintroduced "native species". si nee
the toxins enter animals' food chain and work their way up through many species to top predators. The
mountain supports both local birds and flocks of migratory bird species. so the effects of poisoning
transcend our city/county boundaries. Also, children and domestic pets can be poisoned. Many dog
walkers regularly use this park and need full, safe access.

Although there is Franciscan formation bedrock on Mt. Davidson. it is overlaid with many feet of topsoil
which is held by eucalyptus tree root systems. Removing wide swaths of these trees could destroy that
stability and cause landslides. i mpelili ng houses downhill. Existing underground springs could also be
disrupted or re-routed. Wind tunnels would be created by tree rem oval and pleasant micro-climates would
be altered.Poisoned ground water could enter our storm drains and S .F. Bay. Loss of trees would result
in less sequestering of carbon dioxide and motor vehicle exhaust products. adversely affecting local air
quality.Piease help us block this insane program I Sincerely, Barbara Thomas
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Thompson-C-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:07AM

cc
bee
Subject

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:08AM -----

"Clare M. Thompson"
<cleoleo@sonlc.net>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/2011 08:49AM

cc SupervisorScottWiener@sfgov.org
Subject

01

Dear Bil l Wycko , This is a r esponse from a Glen Canyon Park s upporter
who has lived in Glen Park for over 26 years and has
enjoyed and loved da ily wa lks through Glen Canyon Park . Please,
please, please, stop the misguided people who claim
to have and share
the best interests of most of us who love this
park . The park first a nd f oremost belo ngs to ALL of us ;
it exists for us all.
It is a NATURAL HABITAT and as such should be
protected from ruin by the above over earnest small group
of very vocal people who want to turn it into another botanical
garden. We already have a S.F. Botanical Garden where
people can en j oy al l kinds of f l ora ( including a l arge area of native
plants of the Bay Area }.
Glen Canyon is a home to birds of many kinds.
It provides a safe
haven to migratory birds . Habitats of this nature are becoming fewer
and fewer . We need to be extremely careful that we not be persuaded
to citify, if you will, and thus
r uin this n atu ral area . Many of us who wa l k through Gl en Canyon on a
daily basis have noticed that the willow trees that
shel t er numerous birds (red tail h a wk s , owls , and many oth er
creatures} have been unnecessarily cut back severely and almost on a
weekly basis .
In no time , ALL of us who love this natural habitat
will find very little vegetation and beauty
to enjoy, relax in, and be inspired by. This is not restoration;
it ' s more like mutilation or destruction .
Thi s is self- serving ; this is NOT for the common good .
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Thompson-D-1

From:
To:
Subject:

Bill 'Ntcko
Jessica Range
Fw: Dogs: we live in THE CITY. Should we get rid of the buildings too?

Date:

10/05/2011 05:00 PM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 05:00 PM ----Doug Thompson
<dougthompson67@yahoo.com>

10/05/2011 04:55 PM
Please respond to
Doug Thompson <dougthompson67@yahoo.com>

01

To

"bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
<bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

cc
Subject

Dogs: we live in THE CITY. Should we get
rid of the buildings too?

Dear Sir,
This restoration movement doesn't make sense. We live in THE CITY. Should we
get rid of the buildings too? Should we return Golden Gate Park to sand dunes?
California has a LOT of nature. It just doesn't happen to be in the CITIES, because
they are CITIES.
Thank you for listening.
Doug Thompson
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Tondelli-1
Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/3112011 09:08AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: SF City Parks Plan

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31 /2011 09:09AM---

TopDog
<info@topdogsf.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/2011 08:42AM

cc
Subject SF City Parks Plan

Dear Bill Wycko,

I am writing to you as a concerned professional dog walker and resident of San
Francisco. I strongly feel that the new proposed legislation restricting professional dog walkers
to a maximum of seven dogs is simply disadvantageous for dogs, responsible dog owners,
professional dog walkers, and the city of San Francisco. Dog walkers provide an invaluable
service that many dog owners rely on to keep their dog well exercised, sociable and mannered.
Furthermore, professional dog walkers help keep parks and recreation areas clean and
maintained.

01

I am not in opposition of regulating professional dog walking; in fact I support it as the
industry is growing and regulation is long overdue. However limited the number of dogs to
seven simply is not financially sustainable for myself and other professionals in this industry.
The loss in income from losing one full time client is approximately $6,500 per year, which is a
significant portion of my income. I feel that I speak for all dog walkers in the city of San
Francisco when I say that there is nothing I would love more than to continue providing this
necessary service in a professional manner, however this proposed legislation is something that I
may not be able to overcome financially.
I believe the most beneficial course of action is to follow the recommendation of the
Commission of Animal Control and Welfare of San Francisco. The ACC proposes that
professional dog walkers should be limited to eight dogs and adhere to strict, professional
business practices including a thorough permit process, education and accountability. Eight dogs
is a very reasonable limit that a professional dog walker can certain handle with professionalism
and attentive care, and also is more financially sustainable.
Please consider revising the proposed legislation to concede with the eight dog limit
recommendation from the San Francisco ACC. I truly feel that this is the most beneficial to all
parties who participate in dog walking services, including other park users.
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Tondelli-1

Sincerely,
Natalie Tondelli, CTC
SPCA Certified Trainer and Counselor
Top Dog SF
3150 Rivera Street
San Francisco, CA 94116
415 225-3081
www.topdogsf.com
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Tully-1

\RE©fEgV~D
OCT 3 l 2011

Sean Tully
tO Golf Ave.
San Rafael, CA
stully@meadowclub.com

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
RECEPTION i/ESK

October 1, 2011

San Francisco Planning Department
Attn: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission St., #400
San Francisco, CA. 94103
Re: Supporting "Historical Resource"
Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course
Significant Natural Resource Areas, etc.
DEIR No. 2005.1912E

Dear San Francisco Planning Department,
My name is Sean Tully and I have been associated with golf in the
Bay area for the last 11 years when I became the Assistant Superintendent at
Meadow Club, another Alister MacKenzie designed golf course that is in Marin
County. From 1999 to 2005, we did a restoration at Meadow Club to restore as
dose to the original design as possible. In doing some research on Meadow Club,
I rediscovered some of the early history of golf in the Bay area. For the last 10
years, I have been researching golf in the Bay area with the intention of writing a
book. I'm also involved with a small group of researchers from around the world
that are working on a chronology of the life and times of Alister MacKenzie. In
addition, I have assisted a number of golf architects engaged in restoring golf
courses by providing historical documentation of the work done on those
courses.

In 1997, I made my first visit to the Bay area and one of my first stops was to see
Sharp Park. I was taken by the seaside setting and what would have been there
originally in 1932 when the course was first opened. Over the years of my
research I have found some interesting things about Sharp Park:
1
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Tully-1

In 1919, John McClaren envisioned the Sharp Park property to one day be
a golf course and was already laying the groundwork to plant trees and
make a fresh water lake on the property.

In 1925, even before Harding Park was open there was still concern that
there were not enough golf couxses to satisfy the number of golfers. There
was already talk of adding another golf course to meet the needs of public
golfers and some options were looked at including the property at Sharp
Park and another at McOaren Park.

In 1929, with nothing done to address the still growing numbers of
golfers, ad<litional plans were floated that included turning Harding Park
into a 36 hole facility and plans had already been drawn up for both Sharp
Park and M<£laren Park by both Alister Mackenzie and his partner
Robert Hunter!

Sharp Park had at least two benefits that helped to get the golf course built. The
first is that the property was already owned by the city and the only cost was
building the golf course itself. Secondly, the property would have made it one of,
if not the only, municipal seaside links courses in the country.
In giving Sharp Park a historical significance one only needs to look at the body
of work that Alister MacKenzie <lid in his capacity as a Golf Architect. His career
spanned 27 years with his latter years showing a very distinguished list of golf
couxses. He had been a consulting architect for the R&A and St. Andrews in
particular. He had only just recently finished the Cypress Point Golf Oub,
Pasatiempo Country Oub, and Union League Golf Oub (now Green Hills
Country Oub)so his work was well known in the Bay area and he was known
around the world as one of the best architects in the business. When the Jockey
Oub in Buenos Aires, Argentina was looking for a world renowned architect,
they contacted Findlay Douglas a top amateux golfer and President of the United
States Golf Association-he gave them the name of Alister MacKenzie.

In looking at the Top 100 couxses in the world as compiled by Golf Magazine for
2011, MacKenzie has four courses in the Top 20! The next closest architect is Old
Tom Morris with three, considered one of the greatest golfers in his day as well
as a noted architect-not bad company.
MacKenzie not only designed world class golf courses, he also designed and
built courses with the simple idea that there should be economy in design and
construction. One of his major selling points was the money that he could save

2
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on construction costs compared to other architects of the day. If he could build a
golf course over a shorter period of time and have it grown in and open for play,
the course would be in a better financial situation from day one.
His designs over the later part of his career in the early 1930's show a shift to a
reduced use of bunkers that relies on a more strategic placement. This work is
exemplified at Augusta National, Bayside Golf Unks(no longer existing), and
Sharp Park. The added benefit of fewer bunkers is a reduction in construction
costs and a reduction in the daily maintenance of the bunkers after the course
opens.
Of all the courses MacKenzie built, Sharp Park is the only course where he was
able to use one of the most famous holes in golf, the Lido Hole. The Lido Hole is
named after The Lido Golf Oub that was being built on Long Island in the early
1910's. To draw attention to the project a world-wide competition was formed
with the intent of designing a hole for the golf course with the winners drawing
being implemented into the design of The Lido Golf Club.
The hole at Sharp Park that follows this design is the original 5th hole, which is
now the 17th hole. Annually there is a Lido competition held by the Alister
MacKenzie Society that celebrates his original design by holding a similar
competition of designing a two-shot hole.
Sharp Park Golf Course was and is a wonderful site for golf and the possibility of
restoring parts of it to its original design would be incredible. Increasing the
playability and sportiness of the course will bring more golfers to the course and
add to the enjoyment of golfers of all age and skill levels.

01

In addition to what the San Francisco Public Golf Alliance has already laid out in
making its case for Sharp Park Golf Course, I acknowledge that I have read and
strongly agree with the determination that Sharp Park Golf Course be considered
a "historical resource" under the California Environmental Quality Act.

~1Jh~
Su~endent
Golf Course
Meadow Cub
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COMMENT ON THE EIR FOR
THE NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM
1.0

INTRODUCTION

The Natmal Areas Program ("NAP") has proposed alterations of the San Francisco Parks system that
are not in the best interest of the residents of San Francisco, and in doing so violate the public
confidence. The Mission Statement for SFRPD reads:

"The San Francisco Recreation and Park Department's Mission is to provide enriching recreational
activities, maintain beautiful parks and preserve the environment for the well-being of our diverse
community."
In an attempt to bring the NAP into compliance with this Mission Statement,
Lisa Wayne, Natural Areas Program Director, described the intent of NAP as being, "Preserve what is
left of the original habitat and protect it from further degradation ... enhance these little remnants
that are degraded".
In reality, a review of this EIR reveals NAP to be a wholesale takeover of at least one third of San
Francisco parldands in a manner that violates current law, violates the social conscience of San
Franciscans, violates scientific principles and deprives San Francisco families of the recreational
opportunities they require for health and happiness.

This violation of the public confidence is highlighted in the EIR itself. On page 2, the EIR misleads the
public by asserting the "Maximum Restoration Alternative" is the "Environmentally Superior
Alternative." THIS TS WRONG. When this error was brought to the attention of the SFRPD, they
refused to publish a retraction or correction until AF"I'ER the public comment period was over. In
reality, the "Maximum Recreation" and "Maintenance Alternative" are the environmentally superior
alternatives because they have fewer unmitigated significant impacts than either the proposed project
or the Maximum Restoration Alternative.

01

2 . 0 NAP VIOLATES CURRENT SAN FRANCISCO LAW

''In June 2003, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco ber.ame the first
government body in the United States to make the Precautionaxy Principle the basis for all its
environmental policy". It is Chapter 1 of SF's Environment Code.

"When an activity raises tlu·eats ofharm to human health or the environment, precautionary
measures should be taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established
scientifically. In this context the proponent of an activity, rather than the public, should bear the
burden ofproof The process ofapplying the Precautionary Principle must be open, iriformed and
democratic and must include potentially affected parties. It must also involve em examination of the
full range ofaltematiues, including no action." -1998 Wingspread Statement on the Precautionary
Principle
NAP is a wholesale abandonment of this promise.

02

NAP ENDANGERS THE PUBLIC SAFETYBY EXPOSING US TO VECTOR BORNE
DISEASES AND PESTICIDES

2.1
[
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Habitat restorations diminish public safety by encouraging the proliferation of mosquitoes and ticks,
along with the <liseases they carry which affect people, dogs and horses.

02
(Cont.)

NAP advocates the construction of water features which become mosquito bree<ling grounds in San
Francisco and Pacifica recreational areas. The artificial habitats created and suppmted by NAP have
resulted in the propagation of stagnant pools of water, standing water in the stumps of trees that have
been cut down, abandoned tires, and brush piles. These sites are all ideal breeding grounds for
disease-borne mosquitoes. Evidence of such can be seen at such sites as Glen Park (near the children's
day care facility). NAP merely states: Staff should be provided education regarding the most
effective way to avoid contracting WNV, which is to not get bitten by mosquitoes. Clothing such as
long pants, long-sleeved shirts, and application ofa mosquito repellent may all be helpful in this
regard. What about the public?
The outbreaks of West Nile encephalitis in the U.S. highlight the potential threat of viruses spread by
mosquitoes, ticks, and ee1tain other insects, and the need for assays to screen, diagnose and
differentiate them from each other. In the U.S., public health officials first recognized West Nile virus
(WNV) in 1999, and the disease has since become established in this countiy. Outbreaks ofWNV
infections have occurred for 12 consecutive years, infecting two to four million people, causing illness
in tens of thousands of people, including more than 13,000 cases of neurological disease, and over
1,150 deaths between 1999 and 2009.
In 2002 WNV was identified as a threat to the blood supply. The potential for human-to-human

transmission of WNV through organ transplants and blood transfusion raised concerns among public
health officials about the safety of the blood supply. In response, FDA collaborated with industly and
blood collection facilities to develop new donor screening tests. In the summer of 2003, the FDA
approved these tests for use by scientists studying this problem, and blood testing laboratories began
using them to screen the blood supply for this virus.
Of special concern is the fact that these viruses can cause asymptomatic infection during which the
virus circulates in the blood. Individuals with such ''silent" infections pose a threat oftransmission
through blood donation because they are not identified as being infected.
The environmental features the CDC instructs you to remove to protect you, your family and your
community from ticks are precisely the environmental features NAP is implementing.

02
(Cont.)

The CDC recommends landscaping techniques to create a tick-safe zone around homes, parks, and
recreational areas:
• Removal leaf litter, brush piles and woodpiles.
• Clear tall grasses and brush.
• Place wood chips or gravel between lawns and wooded areas to restrict migration to
recreational ru·eas.
Plans for "habitat restorations" already implemented and proposed for Sharp Park confirm the
objective of enhancing habitat for small mammals and creating ''wildlife corridors" which bring these
mammals into close proximity to residential neighborhoods. Excerpts from San Francisco's "Natural
Areas Program" (NAP) state: "Issue: Important elements within natural habitats for the survival of
small mammals as well as reptiles and amphibians include underbrush, fallen logs ... debris such as
lumber, brush piles...piles of abandoned lumber may be aesthetically unpleasing but prov:ide
important refuge habitat for many species ...
2
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Recommendation: The natural or biodegradable (branches trees and logs) elements shall be
preserved during vegetation management activities or replaced with brush piles." (note-the phrase
"vegetation management activities" refers in part to their plan to cut down 15,000 eucalyptus trees
merely because they are non-native. They don't intend to remove the resultant lumber or leaflitter,
and the remaining stumps will become mosquito-breeding sites as well).

02
(Cont.)

The Bio-Integral Resource Center is a non-profit organization here in the Bay Area dedicated to
"Integrated Pest Management" as a means to suppress the pest population below the level that causes
economic, aesthetic or medical injury. Their international network of advisors design strategies that
minimize effect to human health and the environment. They state: "To stop vectorborne diseases, we
should apply our knowledge ofpest biology and ecology. We should manipulate ecological factors to
discourage transmission. What we should not do is indiscriminately apply massive amounts of
insecticides through aerial spraying. Such an act of desperation will not provide a long-term
solution, will kill important beneficial insects, and needlessly expose the population to toxic agents".
03

[

2.2

NAP EXPOSES THE PUBLIC TO EXCESSIVE USE OF DANGEROUS HERBICIDES

We are finding out that poisons- poisons more potent than ever before- are now being used in city
parks, because most city parks have a p01tion of them characterized as a "natural area". The reason
poisons are being used in our natural areas is to sustain aitificially created landscapl".S as they might
have appeared in the year 1776 - "museumscapes" of fragile native plants. We are finding that these
are not sustainable on their own, due to changed (and changing) ecological conditions. Without
artificial management, which includes poisons, they become failures - as can be seen by the growing
failure of the roof garden at the Academy of Sciences, where nonnative plants now outnumber the
preplanted "native" species in two of the four roof quadrants. These museumscapes do not belong in
our recreational areas where we spend time with our children and pets.
The San Francisco Department of the Environment issued NAP a variance to allow the spraying of
Garlon Ultra 4, a poison that had not been permitted for use in parks in San Francisco except under
extreme and limited circumstances, and then only by dabbing. The variance now allows the spraying
of this chemical.

03
(Cont.)

Glen Canyon Park is a case in point. Notices were posted of impending spraying of Gar! on 4 Ultra.
This park has a constant stream of walkers- adults, children and dogs. A preschool and a summer
camp use the park. And there is a natural creek and resident wildlife. Not only is this dangerous to
utilize these types of chemicals around the public, posted notices that NAP is applying pesticides or
herbicides are frequently missing the required date and time of application. People seeing the notice
don't know whether the poisons were used and whether it's safe to re-enter. This is a clear violation of
the SF Department of the Environment's rules regarding the use of herbicides.
Roundup is another of the poisonous pesticides currently used in our parks and being considered as a
substitute for the Garlon Ultra 4· The use of Garton and Roundup by NAP is increasing. In 2009,
NAP applied Roundup (or Aquamaster, or glyphosate) only 7 times. One year later, in 2010, they
applied it 42 times. In 2009, NAP applied Garlon 16 times. In 2010, NAP applied Garton 36 times.
NAP has also applied pesticides that the Dept. of the Environment has not approved. For example,
NAP applied Imazapyr at Pine Lake in 2009; it was not approved for use by the Dept. of the
Environment until 2011. NAP has applied pesticides incorrectly. In November 2010, NAP posted that
they were spraying Aquamaster near the shoreline of Lake Merced to killludwigia, an aquatic weed.
However, Lake Merced is red-legged frog habitat, and Aquamaster is not supposed to be used within
3
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60 feet of water bodies in red-legged frog habitat. NAP staff have been observed spraying Garlon
without a respirator, as required by the Dept. of Environment.
Garlon Ultra 4 and Roundup are not meant to be used in recreational areas.
Scientific American published an article addressing the toxic nature of Roundup's formula in "WeedWhacking Herbicide Proves Deadly to Human Cells". Most cancers have a cumulative variety of
causes. The incidence of cancer cases is growing in dogs, and pesticides are included as one of the
culprits (www .health-report.co.uk/cancer-pesticides-245T-24D.html). Indeed, Garlon may be more
toxic for dogs than people because dogs' kidneys cannot excrete the chemicals of which it is
composed. Will the Garlon have a similar negative effect on coyotes who call Glen Canyon and other
natural areas home? No one really knows the impact of the herbicides on the wildlife (raccoons,
coyotes, possums, etc.) that are currently living in the natural areas, so collateral damage to the
environment and its long term effects are as yet unknown. NAP's use of chemical substances is a clear
violation of the Precautionary Principle.

03
(Cont.)

2.3 NAP REFUSES TO PRITOITIZE LEGITIMATE SAFETY ISSUES OVER HABITAT
CREATION
NAP proposals for Lake Merced and Sharp Park make no mention of the need for toxic lead waste
cleanup as part of any rehabilitation of these parks. In both cases, there is toxic lead in the soil in old
rifle range areas that currently endangers wildlife and water quality. At Sharp Park, SFRPD has been
promising cleanup since 1994, often citing the expense as a factor preventing completion of this task.
How is it SFRPD justifies spending miJlions of dollars "reinventing" our parks to suit the desires of a
few native plant enthusiasts, while toxic waste is allowed to persist in damaging our environment?

04

The NAP proposal acknowledges that erosion in the park properties endangers the public safety. Yet,
repeatedly, the NAP plans to remove non-native plants and trees that are proven superior to resist
erosion and replace them with native plants. Native plants are inferior in resisting erosion. NAP
planners are not deterred.
05

06

Even worse, in Sharp Park, SFRPD intends to create a "Natural Area" in over 200 of the 400 acres
there. Despite acknowledgement that there is a serious erosion problem within this park, the NAP
states specifically it does not intend to add1·ess the erosion unless "capital funds are made available".
SFRPD intends to utilize capital funds to remove over 200 acres of healthy, non-native plants, remove
15,000 trees in Sharp Park and plant native plants throughout those 200 plus acres. However, SFRPD
has no capital funds allocated to resolve a serious erosion problem which poses a significant public
safety risk!

[

3.0 NAP DOES NOT MEET SCIENTIFIC SCRUTINY
There has been some dispute over the scientific basis for the Natural Areas Plan. While it is true that a
Scientific Advisory Board was created, we have the testimony of Professor Edward F. Connor,
Professor of Ecology at San Francisco State, before a Board of Supervisors committee last summer. He
stated that while he was listed as a member of the Advisory Board, he had never seen The Plan, never
been asked to comment on The Plan, and was actually denied a copied of The Plan when he requested
one.
Professor Connor stated: "Imagine how much more I was surprised when I finally djd obtain access to
and read this report to find that the names of scientists on the Scientific Advisory Board, and the
4
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names of scientists who were invited to but never participated in the Advisory Board were all invoked
to sanctify a report to which they had no contribution."

06
(Cont.)

In regard to t he Management Plan itself, Professor Connor stated: "I have read this plan and it is
without scientific basis, it does not articulate clear, achievable, nor appropriate conservation goals for
a set of small urban parks, it is void of an examination of the cost, feasibility, or utility of the
management actions recommended, and it is wit hout any sense that our urban parks must satisfy the
needs for a 'lvide variety of uses. I acknowledge t hat conservation numbers among the uses to which 1
would like to see our parks put, but not necessarily at the expense of other uses that are appropriate
for urban parks and inappropriate in wild lands."
Arthur M. Shapiro (Professor of Evolution and Ecology at UC Davis) states the following. It cannot be
allowed to trump the clear preferences ofthe vast: "The Natural Areas Program has its place, and it
needs to be kept in that place majority of parkland users in San Francisco. The hatred of "exotic"
trees, some of which are California natives anyway, is not only ideological but sometimes verges on
the pathological, and has strong overtones of xenophobia and racism (look at the anti-"exotic"
rhetoric yourself!). He also notes, "... the extensive adoption of introduced host plants has clearly
been beneficial for a significant segment of the California butterfly fauna, including most of the
familjar species of urban, subtuban, and agricult ural environments. Some of these species are now
almost completely dependent on exoties and would disappear were weed control more effective than
it currently is." (S.D. Graves and A.M. Shapiro, "Exotics as host plants of the California butterfly
fauna," Biological Conservation, no (2oo:~), pp. 413-4~~3) A classic example of this is the migrating
Monardt butterfties who overwinter in eucalypt us trees in several locations on the coast of California.

Ecologist James H. Brown provides us with useful advice: "It has become imperative that [as]
ecologists, evolutionary biologists, and biogeographers ... we use our expertise as scientists not for
the futile effort to hold back the clock and preserve some romantic idealised version of a pristine
natural wor·ld, but for a rational attempt to understand the disturbed ecosystems that we have
created and to manage them to support both humans and wildlife".
An official in the State Forest1y Department was shocked to learn of the areas NAP had designated for

their use. NAP fails to identify park areas which are underutilized and/or undeveloped to become
Natural Areas. The decision instead to create nat ural areas in the portions of the parks already
vegetated and utilized very heavily for recreation is not reflective of good land use management
practices and not mindful of the responsibility the Department has to provide recreation and
enjoyment of the parks for the majority of the population.

4.0 NAP DIMINISHES NECESSARY ACCESS TO PARKS FOR
RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITY SO IMPORTANT FOR OUR FAMILIES
07

This City has already forfeited a significant amount of recreational parkland to the GGNRA. Much of
this land has been converted from its originally intended recreational purpose to off-limits habitats.
Now we are looking at losing an additional one third of our SFRPD parks to natural areas. In this
densely populated metropolis, where are we supposed to go for recreation? As tl1e old Cat Stevens
ballad asks, "Where will the children play?"

5
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(Cont.)

We can utilize off-leash recreation as an example opf the loss of legitimate recreational use.
Currently, there are as many or more dogs in the City of San Francisco as there are children.
Additionally, the City of San Francisco enacted a law in 2005 that •·equires dog guardians to provide
their dogs with adequate exercise. The ordinance states: "Adequate exe•·cise means the
opporturnty for the animal to move sufficiently to maintain normal muscle tone and mass for the age,
size and condition of the animal." Clearly for many of the medium to large size breeds, this can only
be accomplished by off-leash recreation. Even a s imple game of "fetch", the most basic of activities
humans engage in with theiT dogs, cannot be played unless the dog is off-leash. Yellow Labrador
retrievers are a very popular breed of dog in the City, yet they are genetically predisposed to being
overweight. These dogs require a good deal of off-leash running exercise as well as some swimming in
order to maintain an acceptable, healthy weight. Furthermore, there are some breeds of dogs which
require swimrillng as a primary form of exercise. If they are exercised primarily on grass, pavement
or the ground, they develop arthritis at an extremely young age. One example of this would be the
Nevvfoundland-a dog bred primarily for water rescue. This NAP program not only reduces the
available area for off-leash recreation at a time when the number of dogs is ever-increasing, it also
eliminates all areas where dogs are legally allowed to swim. One of the Commissioners pointed this
out to Lisa Wayne at a meeting, and asked if NAP had considered alternative areas for swimming
since they planned to eliminate the current areas, and she merely replied, "No". This is not indicative
of an attitude which seeks to fulfill the legitimate recreational needs of perhaps the largest "special
interest" recreational group in the City-dog guardians. This attitude puts guardians at substantial risk
of violating their legal duties and is unconscionable. This NAP cannot be approved without
modific:ations whkh would increase the available area for off-leash recreation beyond what it is now,
as well as designate specified areas for dogs to swim. Anything less would subject the City of San
Francisco to litigation; the City has enacted an ordinance placing requirements upon dog guardians,
acknowledged in same ordinance it is expected public property wiU be utilized to fulfill these
requirements, and subsequently systematically removed the ability to fulfill these requirements by
eliminating access to public property for that use. These actions are dea1·ly discriminatory, and will
serve to inflame the dog guardian community. Litigation over this issue would be inevitable and
costly. Monies would be better spent fulfilling the City's obvious responsibilities to the recreational
needs of the public in order to avoid litigation entirely.
NAP plans call for the immediate closure of about 15% of the legal off-leash space (Dog Play Areas, or
IWAs) in San Francisco city parks- the complete closure of the DPA at Lake Merced and reductions
in the DPAs at McLaren Park and Bernal Hill. NAP says that dogs "may" impact the plants in natural
areas, and therefore the closures are needed. The NAP refers to dogs as "nuisances". NAP offers no
proof, however, that any impacts actually occur or ever have occurred. Hard, scientifically rigorous
proof must be provided if NAP is to kick people out of areas they have enjoyed for years. The way it's
set up now, NAP can take areas that have been legally off-leash for decades and, with the stroke of a
NAP staffer's pen (and no real proof), the off-leash is gone. NAP could close up to So% of the
legal off-leash space in SF city parks

08

In this regard, mention must be made of the incredibly ill-advised idea to convert Sharp Park Golf
Course into an additional natural area, a habitat for the red-legged frog. The Sharp Park Golf Course
is currently generating net income for the City, and provides a valuable recreational resource for a
diverse community with respect to age, race, and affluence. To destroy such a valuable recreational
resource for a ridiculous notion that red legged frog habitat could be an ecotourism draw is patently
absurd. Let us remind you that the terms "recreation" and "park" are a part of the depattment name
for good reason; recreation is an activity the staff is paid to foster, and that happens in parks, not in
habitat.

6

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1183

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Valente-1

09

[

5.0 NAP DOES NOT REFLECT THE SOCIAL CONSCIENCE OF SAN
FRANCISCANS
Imagine a society with closed borders. Where only those native to that society are allowed to e,Ost.
Should you be foreign to that society, or non native, you will be persecuted. You wiU not be allowed to
enjoy the simple entitlements of that society, i.e., liberty and the pursuit of happiness. In this case,
however, you will not only be denied the ability to prosper in the foreign land, but you will also be
deprived the most precious and fundamental of rights endowed upon all living things by their creator
-the right to Life. You will not be sent back to your homeland with a mere admonishment. Instead,
you will pay the ultimate price. You will be e>..1:erminated. Your executioner will be the very society
that had welcomed you with open arms a short time ago.
Am I describing an immigration policy gone amok? Is this where our current policies and practices

are leading us with respect to our friends south of the border? Perhaps. But in actuality, what I am
describing is the Natural Areas Program as perpetrated by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks
Department, the Golden Gate National Recreation .Mea, the Center for Biological Diversity, the Sierra
Club, the Yerba Buena Native Plant Society and the Audubon Society. These groups are advocating the
violent dest ruction of trees, plant'l, flower and fauna that are non native to the San Francisco area.
This is what the Natural Areas Program is all about - i.e., biological racism, or nativism, at its worst.
Is this the incarnate of Nazi Germany right here in San Francisco in the form of death camps for
Eucalyptus, Cypress, pond turtles, etc., simply because they are non native? Consider the hypocrisy of
the aforementioned groups the ne>-1: time you hear their members ranting and raving about the
nativism/racism exhibited by our proposed restrictive bmder policies, and their insistence that San
Francisco be a sanctuaty city. For these inclividuals, the borders extend no further t han their own
backyards.
Those advocating natural areas would have you believe the opposition to them is made up of
extremists. They attempt to marginalize opposition as dog lovers or tree huggers. Let's talk about the
dog lovers. Dog owners comprise 30% of the households in this community. That's a big voting block
in anyone's book.
Think about how to assess how people feel about theiT trees. There is the obvious- the countless
projects implemented as we grew up to "plant a tree" here in our urban community as an approach to
improving air quality. We all know trees suppo1t the existence of many animal species. But what of
their spiritual contribution to our daily lives? I did a search on the Web. I found thousands of
poems, extolling the virtues of trees. I couldn't find one poem about lessingia.

09
(Cont.)

The NAP plans to destroy 18,400 mature (defined as over 15 feet tall) trees and untold numbers of
seedlings and saplings merely because they are non-native. There can be no legitimate dispute that
this does not reflect the desires of the population at large. The overwhelming majority of the public
loves trees, and does not care about their origin.
We appreciate the fact that mature trees improve the air quality in our urban environment and
improve the beauty of the City. Thus, on one hand, we have the Mayor's program to plant more trees
in the City, and on the other hand, we have NAP removing them. This is tantamount to digging a hole
and then filling it up. We would point out the trees to be planted under the Mayor's program are nonnative.
Additionally, there is the matter of NAP proponents historically girdling healthy trees, and City NAP
gardeners not routinely removing damaging ivy growing up non-native trees or providing routine
care, so that they decline in health. Thereafter, NAP insists these trees be removed as they are dead or
7
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dying. Such action is akin to denying routine medical care to children, and watching them die. At
best, such conduct is reckless, but wjth NAP it is intentional and malicious. The planned tree removal
is so extreme at Sharp Park that it violates anti-logging ordinances in the City of Pacifica. An extreme
agenda such as this has no business commandeering one third of public park property as tllis NAP
proposes to do.

09
(Cont.)

In many cases NAP declares all or po1tions of city parks directly adjacent to residential neighborhoods
as "natural areas." Often no plants, birds or animals in the park are listed as endangered or
threatened by the State or Federal government. Nor are there any "sensitive" species here as
designated elsewhere in the NAP proposal by local native plant and bird enthusiasts. Yet, there is as
part of the plan an objective to reduce "predation pressures". This would refer to the killing of feral
cats and any other wildlife NAP deems unacceptable. Considering the proximity of this park to
residential development, the trapping of cats and other wildlife on thls park property could result in
the destruction of pets. NAP proposes to kill bullfrogs and non-native turtles because they are
believed to be competitors to native animals. This certainly offends the sensibilities of San
Franciscans and our long history of devotion to animals in general and our pets in particular.

6 .0 NAP SIPHONS FUNDS FROM LEGITIMATE PARK PURPOSES

10

11

NAP is exorbitantly expensive. At a time when SFRPD is not fulfilling its mandate to repair, maintain
and improve existing park facilities, it is poor planning to incur even greater financial responsibility
by undertaking the creation of Natural Areas within the parks. These areas are expensive to create
and their maintenance is labor intensive and thus expensive to maintain. When children still are
forced to play on fields so riddled with gopher holes that they risk serious injury, play in recreational
centers that are severely in need of repair, and utilize bathrooms that are so unclean they present a
health hazard, serious discussion of this NAP becomes ludicrous.
The SFRPD has failed to even complete the audits that were mandated by the Proposition C that
provided SFRPD money to be used for recreational interests. The excuse given was that SFRPD ran
out of money. Yet funds have been created to continue the planning of the NAP, and to produce tllis
current plan document. It is rather transparent that funds have been arbitrarily and poorly allocated
within the SFRPD, and now is the time for the S.F. Recreation and Park Commissioners to step in and
put a stop to this type of irresponsible behavior. The two largest "special interest" recreatjoual groups
in the City-- parents and dog guardians -- are currently poorly se1ved by SFRPD; the NAP proposal is
one glaring example of this fact. The very small segment of the population who are native plant
advocates and avid bird enthusiasts are the few people who are pleased with NAP and whose interests
are being served by NAP. The needs and desires of the masses must override the preference of the
few, because the masses are for the most part footing the bill. There must be accountability when you
take tax monies given to you by citizens in good faith. The NAP was never spelled out to the voters in
Propositions they voted on; the citizens were not told they would be sacrificing recreational prope1ties
to create "Natural Areas". This plan would never have been funded and approved by the voters if it
were explained in detail at the time the voting took place. At best, the NAP should devote s% of the
park properties to Natural Areas; a figure proportionate to the population these areas bring pleasure
to. That limited development should be put on hold until SFRPD can put its house in order; they
must complete their audits, and set and reach standards for all existing park facilities before NAP is
even brought up again for implementation in no more than s% ofthe SFRPD's undeveloped or
underdeveloped park properties.
Stop to compare the condition of neighborhood parks before NAP to the condition of those parks
today. Stern Grove, for example, showcased beautifully manicured lawns and putting greens. Today,
8
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you will find dead grass and weeds in their place. The substant ial cut in gardening resources gives one
a due as to how this could have happened. In fact, many of the facilities in our neighborhood parks
have been neglected over the years - the victims of numerous budget cuts. How can we even consider
pouring millions of dollars into NAP when there are so many pressing needs? The once coined
"greatest park system in the world" is in danger of becoming a distant memory.

12 [

7.0 NAP DESTROYS PARK PROPERTY AND IS UNSUSTAINABLE
Is NAP s ustainable as proposed? The answer can be found in another project with a significant native
plant component and similar concerns, which was created 70 years ago and manned by experts whose
credentials would be unlikely to be questioned by anyone. We should look to the UC Davis
Arboretum.
The Arboretum is self-described as a "living museum", an outdoor classroom, a HUGE garden
encompassing 100 acres isolated at the edge of campus. A 10 year Wildlife Management and
Enhancement Plan was recently completed, and the following is clear: even after 70 years, this is still
necessarily a HIGHLY MANAGED ECOSYSTEM.
There are no plans to expand the Arboretum. The challenge is to preserve the Arboretum and reduce
damage to the project as it is. Wildlife eanies diseases that present a public safety risk. Protect ed
species of wildlife have settled at the Arboretum and are killing certain important plant displays. The
public does not condone the killing of wildlife that jeopardizes the health of the Arboretum. The
concerns are many despite the wealth of expertise UC Davis has to manage this property.
NAP intends to destroy current flora and fauna on noo acres, not a mere 100 acres. NAP
subsequently must revegetate these areas with native plants, and supervise them until they have
matured. Beyond that, those proposing this NAP have failed to advise you that these properties will
require intense management in perpetuity.

12
(Cont.)

NAP as proposed and as it is currently implemented is a miserable failure. The NAP Management
Plan states that trees (at least those t aller than 15 feet) removed will he replaced on a nearly one-toone basis, although it acknowledges that the replacements may not be planted in the same area, or
even in the same park. However, there are reasons to doubt this claim.

In a few parks, NAP has planted native plants to replace non-natives that it cut down. Most of the
trees did not survive. NAP and its supporters cut down 25 young trees at Tank Hill about a decade
ago. The few trees that NAP left standing had their limbs severely cut back to allow more sunlight to
reach a newly planted native plant garden. Only four of the more than two dozen live oaks that were
planted as replacements have survived. NAP may claim they will plant native trees to replace the
healthy non-natives cut down, but most won't survive and the character of the paJks that once had
healthy forests will change.

8.0 NAP UNJUSTLY ENRICHES NAP PROPONENTS
Those proposin g these "natural areas" have been given unwarranted credibility by management at
SFRPD who share their philosophy. Many of these people arrived as eonsultants from other places
years ago--they are not long term residents of San Francisco. I'm referring to the likes of Lisa Wayne,
Elizabeth Goldstein, Yomi Agunbiade and the entire cast of non-native humans who have been
attempting to impose their vision as to what our parks should be on the citizemy of San Franciseo.
Their vision is complet ely arbitrary - one of San Francisco circa 1850.
9
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Those of us born and raised in San Francisco can speak for friends, family and acquaintances when we
say the majority of people in San Francisco prefer the status quo. They treasure their recreational
areas, and wish they had more. They love mature trees in the landscape, and they want their parks to
look as they did before NAP. The consultants originally proposing these natural areas have reaped
great financial gains as NAP is implemented. There has been no effort in this EIR to balance their
obvious bias against the wants and needs of the citizens of San Francisco.
NAP is a financial imperative for the highly paid NAP bureaucrats, the specialized NAP gardeners,
NAP consultants, the vendors who supply the goods and services to the program and the special
interest environmental groups who have conned their big dollar contributors into thinking they are
actually saving the planet. Rather than a noble attempt to save embattled species of plants, in reality,
NAP is a veritable cash cow for those even tangentially associated with the program.

9.0 IS THERE A PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE?
Yes, but this EIR does not include it. This EIR is designed only to promote NAP which for the reasons
outlined above is unconscionable.
Our Preferred Alternative would set aside so acres scattered about the City where conversion to
natural areas is not overly destructive. This would:
13

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

minimize loss of recreational facilities in our crowded urban environment
recognize preferences of native plant advocates
still provide areas to protect all species endangered or otherwise
provide an edueational forum for native plant advocates
save lots of taxpayer money
minimally impact air quality by saving approximately lOO,OOO trees
preserve the landscape the way the vast majority of San Francisc..ans like it

Our own, as well as previous generations of San Franciscans have expended eonsiderable blood,
sweat, tears and capital to beautify our parks from their barren state of the 185o's. They did so with
the ve1y flora that these non-native humans today so callously label "non-native invasive weeds".
Fifteen years ago, we were still planting Cypress, Monterey Pines and Eucalyptus in order to beautify
our parks. Years from now, after NAP has destroyed the ecosystem, we will once again be planting
Cypress, Monterey Pines and Eucalyptus.
Comment submitted by:
Dr. Suzanne M. Valente and Stephen R. Golub

10
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Bock, John
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01, 2011 3:51 PM
Bock, John
Fw: NAP comments
NAP letter. pdf

Jessica Range, lEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfulanning.org
····· Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPlN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:51 PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPlN/SFGO

V

To
Jessica Range/CTYP l N/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:28
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: NAP comments

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPlN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:29 PM----lisa Vittori
<lisavittori@yaho
o.com>
To
" bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
10/31/2011 04:53
<bill.wvcko@sfgov.org>
~
PM
lisa Vittori
<lisavittori@yahoo.com >
Subject
Please respond to
NAP comments
lisa Vittori
<lisavittori@yaho
o .com>
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Dear Mr. WyckoI did restoration as a professional and a volunteer for 20 years. I ran a crew with the California Conservation Corps and
the National Park Service doing habitat restoration all over the Bay Area. I worked on Bernal Hill, Mclaren Park, Glen
Canyon, and Sharp Park as a volunteer and community member. Unfortunately, what I have seen has saddened me; I
think we've betrayed the principles of integration and inclusion that we started out with. OJer time the restoration
movement has become exclusionary, pushing the community out of the parks.

01

This process is a perfect example of community exclusion. I go to Bernal Heights, Glen Park, Stern Grove, Pine lake, and
Mclaren Park with my dogs several times a week. There are no official notices anywhere inviting public review. When
advocacy groups place notices on the bulletin boards, they've been torn down.
Please pay attention to the numerous efforts we have made over the years to make the Natural Areas Program more
integrated with city life. I've attached a summary written by Sally Stephens ofSFDog. She states, better than I could, the
numerous attempts by the public to make this process fair and inclusive. I attended many of these meetings, and have
come out with a much more jaded view of the democratic process.
The saddest part is that we could do habitat restoration right. We could easily integrate restoration with existing park
uses.
Thank you for your t ime.
lisa Vittori
PO Box 31897
San Francisco, Ca 94131
415-931-3075(See attached file: NAP letter. pdf)

2
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T HE N ATURAL AREAS PROGRAM
B ACKGROUND I NFORMATION
The Natural Areas Program (NAP) of the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (RPD) was originally
intended to preserve the few remnants of San Francisco's natural heritage that still existed in city parks. The plan
bas morphed, however, into an empire that controls one-quarter of all the parkland in San Francisco (one-third of
all parkland managed by RPD if you include Sharp Park itl Pacifica). lts management plans have become quite
controversial, with proposals to cut down healthy trees, drench hillsides in herbicides, close trails and off-leash
areas, relocate or kill feral cats, and restrict access for aU people to large sections of om parks.
For nearly two decades, NAP has operated with no real oversight and little input from the public about its plans.
Its modus operandi is akin to " I know better than you, so go away." Despite years of attempts to get even small
amounts of accountability from NAP. the program continues to do pretty mucb whatever it wants in our city
parks. Because, in many cases, NAP claims contJol of entire neighborhood parks, San Franciscans are losing
access to their common "backyards", and most have no idea it's happening until it's done.

BEGINNINGS
In .1991, Policy 13 was added to the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE), a document that gives general
policy directions for open space in San Francisco. Policy 13 (actually Policy 2. 13) sets forth a general policy
goal to " preserve and protect significant natural resource areas. " Policy 13 sets the fo llowing criteria to determine what is a natural area:
J) The site is undeveloped and relatively undisturbed, and is a remuant of tl1e original natural. landscape a.nd
either suppmts a significant and diverse or unusual indigenous plant or wildlife habitat or contains rare geological fo1mations or riparian zones.

2) The site contains rare, threatened, or endangered species, as identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service or California Department of Fish and Game, or contains habitat that has recently suppo1ted and is
likely again to support rare, threatened, or endangered species.
3) The site is adjacent to another protected natural Jcsource aJea and, if protected from development, the
two areas together would support a larger or more diverse natural habitat.
The policy also says: "Native plant habitats should be preserved and eff01ts undertaken to remove exotic plant
species from these areas."
Policy 13 has been used by NAP advocate.s to imply a city mandate to preserve natural areas, a mandate that justifies all the restrictions, herbicides, closures, etc. However, the ROSE is actually an advisOJ)' document that sets
out guideli nes, oot mandates. It does n<Jt have tbe force of law.
On January 19, 1995, tbc SF Recreation and Park Commission approved the first management plan for natural
areas. This plan identified "candidate" natural areas, and established guidelines for management programs in the
areas. The plan called for a consultant to develop the specifics of the implementation of the plan. It also made a
commitment to include the public and community organizations in d iscussions as the. plan evolved. The Natural
Areas Program, however, did not honor this commitment.
Jn 1.997, tbe Recre.ation and Park Department (RPD) signed a contract with EIP Associates as the consultant to
develop the ways to implement the plan. According to the contract, EIP was to form a Scientific Advisoty Board
(SAB) that would meet two to three times per year for a period oftbrec years. SAB members would be paid an
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honorarium for each meeting; the cost of the honorariums was included in the RPD budget. A 2001 draft of the
consultant 's repo1t stated: "A scientific advisory board, made up of cxpe1ts in related fields, provided directi on
and advice during the project's planning and preparation."

NO OVERSIGHT
In fact, Dr. Ed Connor, a member of the SAB, told the SF Board of S upervisors in August 2002, " ... the
members of the SAB bad never seen or been asked to comment on a draft of Stich a plan in any state of its
preparation." They were not paid any honoraria. Drafts of the management plan developed by ETP Assoc iates
were supposed to be. circulate-d to a citizen's task force and local community groups. Instead, the first draft was
seen only by NAP staff, who then returned it to EIP for Tevision without seeking any public input on it. NAP
was steaming full speed ahead without any rea.! community oversight or input.
In the parks, NAP and its supp01ters cut down and gird led hundreds of trees (in which the bark is cut completely
around the tree, interrupting the now of sap and nutrient<; and eventually ki lli ng the tree). Fences were erected,
blocking access to large sections of parks. NAP staff did not bother to consult witb (or even tell) park neighbors
and users what they were doing in the natural areas. NAP operated in a secret and arrogant manner.
At the. same time, the consultant's draft management plan was finally made available to the public at only one
location (the main library). For the first time, people saw the extent of NAP's plans- removing and killing
non-native animals, including feral cats; closing trails; putting up fences; and prohibiting fishing and boating
where it had traditionally been allowed. The draft management plan made clear that NAP staff and advocates
had intentionally planted species of endangered and threatened plants and animals in natural areas. Because
of the special status of these s pecies, federal law requires severe restrictions on access wherever they occur.
NAP essentially presented the public with a fait accompli of access restrictions before people knew what was
happening.
By 2002, people had noticed major changes in some natura l are.as that tbey d id not like, a11d tbey began complaining. In response, RPD formed a Green Ribbon Panel to advise RPD and EIP about the NAP management
plans under development. C ritics were not happy with the composition of the Green Ribbon Panel, which they
viewed as composed primarily of native platlt advocates. The Park and Recreation Open S pace Committee's
(PROSAC) representative to the Green Ribbon Panel, Dr. Joan Rougbgarden, confirmed the Panel's bias. In a
report to PROSAC, Dr. Rou ghgarden wrote, "The Green Ribbon Panel was selected on the basis of political
advocacy, not ou tec hnical credentials, so tbat discuss ion of the technical merits of tbe plan is immediately interpreted in an advocacy framework. " Roughgarden continued,
"The. management plan advances a highly interventionist view of resource management that is not viable ecologically, economically, or culturally."

[Dr. Roughgarden's critique: Appendix ll
In response, PROSAC passed a resoluti on calling for a scientific review of the management plan. The
Recreation and Park Commission did not respond to the request.

NAPCAC
NAP critics complained to the SF Board of S upervisors that the way the management plan was being implemented had not been properly vetted, and that NAP was not considering the public's input, as promised by the
Recreation and Park Commission in 1995. The Board held three hearings on NAP, beginning in July 2002,
and, in response, on September 24, 2002, tbe Board created a Citizen's Adv isoty Committee for tbe Natural
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Areas Program (NAPCAC). The Board of Supervisors gave NAPCAC a year to develop a management plan for
natural areas and provide a s ummary report of its findings. NAPCAC would meet under Sunshine Ordinance
rules, so tbe public would be able to see exactly what it was doing. The Board's resolutiou dis banded the Green
Ribbon Panel and replaced it with NAPCAC. The resolution allowed NAP statT to continue to maintain natural
areas as long as their actions did not include: "the removal of healthy trees that pose no safety hazards; trail
closures. o r restrictions o n access and recreation: trapping and removal of wild or feral animals currcJltly inhabiting parks and lakes; and expansion of activities into areas that no longer support predominantly native Hora
and fauna. "
NAPCAC had 12 members, four who were knowl edgeable in issues related to natural areas (e.g., restoration,
ecology, environmental advocacy), four who were interested in access to and use of parks and open space (e.g.,
recreational users, neighborhood activists, youth and tree advocates), two at-large members recommended by
the Board of Supervisors, and two at-large members recommended by RPD. The Board of Supervisors approved
th e twelve appoin.tments to NAPCAC o n December 18, 2002.
The Board's resolution creating NAPCAC directed RPD to assist NAPCAC, including giving notice of meetings, providing meeting space and publishing minutes. However, RPD repeatedly denied NAPCAC members'
requests for meeting space. Finally, NAPCAC members took it upon themselves to find meeting space.
NAPCAC met for the first time on February 13, 2003 in the Mission Police Station Community Room. Later
meetings were held in a classroom at C ity College.
At its first meeting, NAPCAC vote unanimously to ask RPD for stafT suppo1t to provide minutes and to copy
and distribute materials to the Committee and member of the public. RPD declined to provide staff to take minutes, but offered to copy materials as long as they were submitted two weeks in advance. Since NAPCAC met
every two weeks, this "offer" was largely me.aning)ess.
NAPCAC members complained t.o the Board of Supervisors about the lack of RPD s uppo!t. At a City Services
Committee hearing on May 15, 2003, speakers showed pictures of fences in three different natural areas that
had been built since the Board's NJ\PCAC resolution had been passed, in direct violation of the resolution's
ban on controversial management actions while NAPCAC was meeting. At the hearing, RPD General Manager
Elizabeth Goldstein claimed a verbal agreement with Supervisor Mall Gon:£alez that RPD would not be required
to provide any support to NAPCAC. After th e hearing, an aide to Supervisor Gonzalez told the Chair of
NAPCAC that the Supervisor had made no such agreement.
NA PCAC continued to meet. A member oft he NAP staff attended every meeting, and their message to
NAPCAC, given at tbe end of eve1y meeting (during general public comment) was fairly consistent- you're
wasting yom time aJld we will ignore you and your findings. For example, on May 8, 2003, Lisa Wayne, the
bead of NAP, to ld the Committee, "The Committee has misinformation and misperceptions. The Committee
is spinning its whee.ls, creating controversy where there isn't any. There is fear being perpetuated in this room.
I'm the person that knows these parks better than anyone else in the City." NAP supporters in the audience at
meetings verbally attacked NAPCAC members, and disrupted the meetings by talking loudly among themselves
during panel discussions.
NA PCAC met for nine months. At these meetings, NA PCAC members who were critics of NAP actively
engaged in negotiations, introducing repeated iterations of plans that tried to address concerns raised by NAP
advocates. NAP advocates did not introduce their own plan until the next to the last meeting, instead choosing to react to plans introduced by the "other" side and insisting on compromise from them. For example, NAP
advocates insisted that NAPCAC accept all 31 of the natural areas tbat NAP had claimed for itself, even though
many bad no native plants in them and bad been designated as natural areas without any public input.
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NAPCAC FINAL REPORT
Because of the repeated compromises by their s ide, NAPCAC's fina l re.port was barely acceptable to those
members who had opposed the way NAP was being administered. Yet the.y voted to accept the final repmt
because it created a process of scientific and community oversight of the NAP. Unable to convince a majority of
NAPCAC members to acquiesce to fmther demands, NAP advocates on the Committee refused to support the
fina l report that contained the compromises t11at tbey bad insisted upon. Tbe NAPCAC fina l report was passed
by a vote of 7-5 on November 14, 2003, meeting the one-year deadline imposed by the Board of Supervisors in
the resolution that created NAPCAC.
The NAPCAC Final Repo1t, co-authored by two ecology/conservation biologists on the Committee, Drs. Joan
Roughgarden and Ed Connor, set up a Natural Areas Program Review Committee (NAPRC) that would review
and consult with NAP about its plans to manage natural areas. NAPRC wou ld be composed of 12 members,
including four scientists with research credentials in relevant fields (ecology, botany, zoology, conseJvation,
etc.), four representatives of citywide advocacy groups, and four representatives of local neighborhood and
park advocacy groups. Committee meetings would be conducted under a ll Sunshine Ordinance requirements, to
ensure no backroom deals were made.

[NAPCA C Fi11al Report: AppendL"' 2}
The Final Report called on NAP to develop a system-wide "portfolio" plan that would (section 5.l): "provide
an overview of the entire system of Natural Areas, sbowing, how each site contributes to the overall goal of tbe
program. This portfolio plan should outline the overall Natural Areas Program conse1vation and educational
goals, specify the priolities for implementation of conservation plans for individual parks, and outline how the
acquisition of additional properties will enhance tbe ability oftbe NAP to meet its conservation and educational
goals. " The Final Report recognized that every city park has different issues and doesn't try to enforce a citywide, one-size-fits-all solution to those problems. The Final Report went on to say (section 5.3): ''Detailed plans
for the conservation measures to be implemented at each site and how public input will be integrated into each
site plan wi ll be develope.d simultaneously and in parallel by tbe two subcommittees of NAPRC ... "
According to the Final Report. the NAPRC wou ld have two subcommittees, a Scientific Subco mmittee and a
Community Relations Subcommittee, with six members each. The Scientific Subcommittee would review the
management plan at each natural areas site to determine (section?.!):
1. Is it scientifically plausible that the proposed management activities will ach ieve the proposed outcome?
2. Are the proposed monitoring plans adequate to identify any unforeseen consequences that may arise during
the implementation of the plan?
3. Have the se,condary consequences of management activities been identified?
4. Is the proposed evaluation plan adequate to determine the success of the plan?
5. Are the educational materials scientifically accurate?
The ScientiJic Subcommittee would provide tbc scientific oversight of the management plans that the 01iginal
consultant and later the Green Ribbon Panel were supposed to do but did not.
The Community Relations Subcommittee would rev iew community out reach plans by the NAP to determine
community wbether tbe commuuity was served (section 9.1):
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1. Does the local community favor the proposed management practices for the sites in their district?

2. Has a good faith effort been made to solicit aud incorporate public comments on iudividual site plans?
3. Has the local community been adequately informed of both the potential benefits and secondary consequences of the proposed plan?
4. Have other relevant city Commissions (e.g., Animal Control and Welfare, Urban Forestry Council, etc.)
been informed and consulted about any management practices proposed for the Natural Areas?
5. Does the community have any changes they wish to make to the proposed plan?
The Community Relations Subcommittee would ensure that adequate community workshops and meetings were
held by NAP, and that professiona.lly designed surveys were conduct(~ to measure public s upport among park
neighbors and users for NAP's plans at each site.
The NAPCAC Fin.al Report expre.ssed strong support for the NAP, and enco uraged increased funding and
staff for it, especially to handle the. added responsibilities of the NAPRC. With the release of its Final Rep01t,
NAPCAC was disbanded.

MINORITY REPORT
On January 7, 2004, the Board of Supervisor's City Services Committee heard testimony on the NAPCAC final
report. NAP staff and NAPsoppo1ters attacked the NAPCAC final report, producing a "minority report" that
called for citywide mediation- not any oversight committee -to resolve NAP conflicts. This minority report
was written over a month after NAPCAC had been disbanded, and is entirely djffere.nt from the final plan NAP
advocates had presented at the next-to-last NAPCAC meeting. Unlike the NAPCAC Final Report, neither
any of the majority mem bers of NAPCAC nor members of the public had an opportunity to comment on the
Minority Report before it was i ntrodnced to the City Services Committee. Despite this lack of transparency,
NAP advocates demanded that it be given equal weight to the Final Report.
NAP critics were concerned. Mediation can work, especially when dealing with a single issue. But NAP issues
are many and varied, and affect a multitude of park users and neighbors. In addition, mediation typically takes
place in secret, allowing NAP to continue to operate witho ut public oversight. In practice, the people invited to
mediation (especially a citywide mediation) represent advocacy groups, not average citizens, further diluting tbe
ability of park users and neighbors to influence what happens in their neighborhood parks.
Ultimately, the City Services Committee took no action on the NAPCAC Final RepoJt. As a result, NAP was
allowed to continue on its meny way with little oversight or input from the public.
Later in 2004, an informal working group, with both NAP advocates and NAP critics was established to discuss
changes in the way NAP managed the lands under its wutrol. RPD staffer Dan McKenna mediated the negotiations. The idea of tluee diilerent management zones, from MA -1 for the most sensiti ve parts of a natural area to
MA-3 for the least sensitive, came out of these informal negotiations. The group met for about six months. The
informal working group thought they had reached an agreement on what the NAP Management Plan would look
like.
But when the NAP Draft Management Plan was released in June 2005. NAP critics who bad taken patt in the
informal working group felt that promise.s made had been reneged upon, and they fought against its adoption.
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MANAGEMENT PLAN APPROVAL AND EIR
In Ju ly 2006. the Recreation and Park Commission considered whether to approve the Draft NAP Management
Plan or not. The hearing was attended by hundreds of people. So many people wanted to speak that, even
though people were given just one minute to speak, the Commission ran out of time. The item was continued to
the August 2006 Commission meeting. At botb meetings, people exp ressed concerns a bout cutt.ing down healthy
trees, killing feral cats, closures of trails and off-leash areas, overuse of herbicides, and general concerns about
the Joss of access for people to large parts of their parks, the same concerns expressed from the beginning of the
program.
The Commission tlllanimously approved the NAP Draft Management Plan, after adding two minor changes to
the plan: 1) the least sensitive MA-3 parts of natural areas would be managed by the RPD Urban Forestry staff,
and both native a nd non-native trees could be planted in. MA-3 areas; 2) feral cat " relocation" (a nice euphemism for "killing") would happen only after the Recreation and Park Commission determined that other means
of population red uction had failed to acle.q uately reduce the number of feral cats in a natural area. These two
changes were the only changes made to th e Draft Management Plan by the Commission in response to the torrent of criticism the NAP plan bad received.
The Commission then ordered an Environmental impact Review of the NAP Management Plan that it had
approved. The Initial Study for the NAP EIR was publis hed in April 2009. The comments submitted are included as Appendix A of the Draft Environmental Impact Review (EIR) for the NAP Management Plan that was
released in August 20 I I. [Click here to see Appendix Al
Interestingly, many of the concerns about the NAP Management Plan raised in the Initial Study are still problems with the Draft EIR. Those who prepared th e Draft EIR do not appear to incorporatcd ve ry many of the
criticisms. Indeed. they don ' t seem to have listened to the critics at all.
This lack of concem for what people think by NAP bas been a problem since its inception. NAP seems to onl y
listen to its most zealous supp01ters, and ignores the rest of us.
Public comment on the Draft EIR is due on October 3 1, 20 ll. A final EIR (that will s upposedly address comments submitted about the Draft EIR) is sche.d uled to be released in Spring or Fa ll 2012. Once the ElR is
finalized and certified by the Planning Commission, we have been told that it will go back to the Recreation
and Park Conm1ission to acknowledge the certification and authorize the implementation of the NAP General
Management Plan that it approved in 2006. Major changes in your neighborhood parks arc coming as the NAP
pla11 is fully implemented, whether you want them o r not.
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APPENDIX

DR. R OUGHGARDEN'S

1:

CRITIQUE OF

NAP

Sept. I, 2002
Dear Fellow Members of PROS A C.
I' m sony to be out of town on Tuesday and not able to pa1ticipate personally in the discussion of the Natural
Areas Program (NAP) scheduled o n the agenda for Sept. 3. Perhaps I can be of help by offering some. comments
in this note.
As your representative to the Green Ribbon panel, I have attended the two meetings since I was appointed, have
read through the entire draft plan, and have participated in the process. Several conclusions and recommendations can be drawn at this point.

Content of Management Plan
The management plan advances a highly interventionist view of resource management that is not viable ecologically, economically, or culturally.
Tbe plan was developed by a consulting firm , ETP Associates, speciali zing in environmental impact repotts.
a. About half of the specific recommendations have some varian\ of the words, kill, clear, cut, or control.
To illtL<;tratc, consider Lake Merced, c hosen here s imply because Lake Merced is the first of the parks mentioned
in the repo1t. Recommendations for the other parks follow in the same vein. On p. 6.1-12--6.1-20, the phrases,
" remove eucalyptus, pine, acacia ... remove cape ivy ice plant, English ivy, ehrharta, Bermuda buttercup, pampas
grass, and sheep sorrel... clear pest species, monitor annually for new invasions ... create open grass land thr<>ugh
vegetation management and control of invasive plants... trap aud remove nou-native turtl e species... remove all
bullfrogs... stock with largemouth bass and catfish... signs, fences and increased enforcement to discourage freerunning dogs in unautho1ized areas" illustrate the flavor of the specific recommendations made for each park.
Yet, in dry parks, water fountains are planned to benefit some favored species.
b. General rec<>mmendati<>ns that apply to all parks include, "areas <>f native-do minated vegetation shall
be weeded on a routine basis to preserve the integrity of the native plant species and reduce the infestation of
non-native species (p. 5-2)... as stands age small groups of trees could be removed within the forest and replanted with the appropriate native species (p. 5-2)... control feral cat populations through a trapping and removal
program (p. 5-6). " Furthermore, th e "vegetation management decision process" includes two decision points
that lead to the use of herbicides: " Is Plant Safe to Handle? No->Is Animal Control Feasible and Efficient?
No->Apply Herbicides" and " Is Hand Removal Feasible and Efficient? No->Apply Herbicides" (p. 4-13). The
herbicide used is Roundup Pro (p. 4.4).
c. These recommendations are not ecologically viable. Introduced species cannot be eliminated by weeding because of dispersal and presence in the soil's seed bank, bullfrogs cannot be eliminate.d by volunteers with
pitchforks tromping tbr<>ugh tbe marsh at night speari ng frogs when thousands of tadpoles s wim in the waten;
(also, usua lly only a subset o f the males call at ni ght, and the non-call ing males and females are not locatable),
feral cats cannot be trapped out against a stream of influx from neighboring sources, herbicide use is anathema
to natural ecosystem function, and so forth. F urthermore, the entire suite of recommendations is not gauged
against an index of the conservation potential of each si te, as would be revea led in total species-area and nestedsubset species area graphs and tables. I have called for this information, but these elementary statistics used io
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conservation and restoration ecology have not been provided. All in all, the recommendations are ad hoc. The
recommendations are simply listed without j ustification, or reference to any justifying literature.
d. The recommendations a re. not economically viable. The ecosystem envisione.d is a human subsidized
syste.m, not a self-sustaining ecosystem. The envisioned ecosystem amounts to a grand exercise in hoJticultlll'e,
not to the restoration of a natural ecosystem.
e. Of particular impottance to PROSAC, the continuing expenses these recommendations require would
apparently be debited from the capital improvement account, and be tantamount to coding maintenance expense
as capital expense.
f. The recommendations are not culturally viable. As many have noted, the language used for introd uced
species is racist and se.xist. Introduced plants and animals are not people of course, and cannot object to how
they are described. Still, the language. in the management plan is insensitive, inviting a carry-over to human
affairs, and opening the possibility of naturalizing racist rhetoric in the name of science. In fact, ecology does
not privilege the native over the introduced. Every species is native somewhere. The N in NAP has been appropriated to mean native. T he goal of the NAP should be to create natural self-sustaini ng ecosyste.ms that serve
the citizens of San Francisco. The NAP should include native species to conserve our biological heritage, as a
" natural museum," just as human museums conserve and exhibit our maritime traditions. Even maritime buffs
don't suggest that North Beach be restored to a fishing village. Our moral obl igation to prevent the extinction of
uat ive species does not license tbe persecution of introduced species.

Public Process for Review of Management Plan
Tbe process being implemented for review of the management plan is not viable politically.
a. No protocol is available to ensure that CQ mments raised by tbe Green Ribbon Panel are incorporated
into the management plan. Although written comments about each of the specific recommendations have been
solicited from panel members, EIP has stated publicly that they will make their own subjective and private
evaluation about which comments to take into account in any rev isions. T his absence of any guarantee tbat comments will be considere.d is a disincentive to offering feedback, and has provoked fmstration and anger among
parties who wish to influence the result.
b. The Green Ribbon Panel was selected on the basis of political advocacy, not on technical credentials,
so that discussion of tbe techn ical merits of tbe plan is immediately interpreted in an advocacy framework . With
public attention and opposition building to the NAP, a circle-the-wagons atmosphere has formed, with any criticism of the plan seen as the onslaught of barbarians. This polarization has subve1ted the capability of the Green
Ribbon Panel to offer substantive feedback.
c. By keeping the public at arms length, the consultants doomed the management plan to controversy
from the statt. The modem approach to ecosystem management uses the concept of ecosystem services. and
asks how an ecosystem should be configured to deliver the services people desire. By knowing what people
want from their NAP's to begin with, a plan that melds these needs, including the need for conservation,
can be achieved. Even more recently, ecosystem management is being cast in an economic framework usi ng
the approach of ecological economics to help s01t the allocation of ecosystem resources among competing
demands.
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Recommendations
A two-tier process for developing a NAP management plan s hould bt~ substituted for the current process, and
EIP Associates should be terminated as the contractor responsible for developing the plan.
a. The first tier of review should be a small working group o f six people, four of whom are appointed
for technical expe1tise and two of whom represent community constituencies. The group's meetings should be
public, but focused on a technical review of the management plan. This body should be charged with making
recommendations for revisions to the plan, and the contractor s hould be required to accept the recommendations, or to state publicly why not. This group should meet for six months, and interact with the tier-2 group
below.
b. The second tier should be a large.r revie.w body of twelve people, eight of whom represent community constituencies, and four selected for tecltnical expe1tise. This group should be charged with evaluating the
extent to which the community's needs are being served by the management plan, to suggest revisions, and ultimately, to endorse the plan before release for general public comment. This group should meet for four months,
overlapping the last four months of the tier- l group, and pmviding opportunity for interaction.
c. The repo1ts of both tiers of review should be refened to the Recreation and Park Conunission or
Board of Supervisors, for forwarding to the Department, to ensure that the recommendations are taken serious ly.
d. EIP should be terminated because:
1. EIP has not developed a credible resource management plan for the NAP.

2. ETP bas not effectively facilitated a public review of the management plan for the NAP.
3 . EIPdoes not have the personnel to develop a management plan for the NAP EIP's strengths
lie in hydro logy and geographic information systems (GIS). Yet, the controversial aspects of the NAP pertain
primarily to biological restoration and conservation aspects of the parks, not to geologic and geographic issues.
Instead, a different firm s hould be retained that can build on the foundation of GIS maps and the species database that EIP has generated.
Sincerely,
Joan Ronghgardcn
PROSAC Representative
Supervisoral District 6
San Francisco CA
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APPENDIX

2

M ANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM

Developed by the Natural Areas Program Citizen Advisory Committee
(NAPCAC) as per resolution 653-02
November 14, 2003

1.1
San Francisco is bles..o:;ed with a diverse biological heritage in addition to its beautiful physical sunoundin gs.
Tbe same geologic processe.s that produced its rugged coastl ine, the bay eutrance at Sea Cliff, the hills of Twin
Pe<lks, and the wetlands of Mission Bay produced many opportunities for the plants and animals of our peninsula to differentiate into u.uique and precious forms not found anywhere else. Moreover, the varied microclimates
in our city support a range of ecological communities and ecosystems from maritime to grassland, from rocky
coasts to shallow salt marsh. The histmy of volunteer stewardship in our natural areas helped raise awareness
ofthe need for responsible stewardship of these natural treasures and bas prompted the city's General Plan to
include Policy 13 declaring the City's clear and strong intention to support conservation. The Natural A reas
Program (NAP) of the Department ()f Recreation and Parks is one of tbe city's methods to tbis goal.

1.2
The goal of conserving San Francisco's biological heritage ne.eds to be accomplished in au urban settin g, taking
into account the many uses that our park lauds serve. Also, the tactics employed to conserve our biological
resources need to have a reasonable promise of s uc.cess, and their seconda1y consequences spelled out. The local
communities and park users must be involved in designing and agreeing to the various trade-offs required in the
balancing of requirements for multiple uses, and city-wide goals must be fmthered as well.

1.3
The Natural Areas Program Citizen Advisory Committee (NAPCAC) was establ ished by the Board of
Supervisors Resolution No. 653-02 adopted on September 24, 2002. T his document offers NAPCAC's recommendations to the Board of Supervisors on how the NAP should be managed. Our vision is that the city's
system of Natural Areas should be a source of civic pride and should take its place along with museums, art galleri es, conce1t halls, libraries, and other assets that define San Francisco as one oft he world's best places to live,
work and visit.

SAN FRANCISCO NATURAL AREAS

2.1
Appendix l lists the 31 sites presently considered Natural Areas. We appreciate that many members of the
public have disputed the listing of specific parks within this list because the public process that has led to their
designation has at times been irregular. N()netheless, we accept this list as a de f"C!ct.o starting point, and focus on
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process to ascertain what activities shall occur within these sites, and on procedure by which new sites might be
added and others dropped as the program evolves.

2.2
Figure l presents a map of the location of these s ite.s. Collectively, they span places ncar the ocean on the west
to the bay on the e.ast, and include lowlands and hills.

GOALS AND CONSIDERATIONS

3.1
During our meetings we heard many statements of goals and values that members of the public wish to see
achieved and respected by NAP. By offering a brief narrative of t hese, we set the stage for the speci fie recomme ndations th at follow.

3.2
One conservation goal,. and the one we recommend here, places highest value on species and varieties that are
unique to San Francisco, as well as those listed species the City is required by the endangered species act to protect. The area encompassed by the city features native plants and animals found nowhere else, plus others found
only in the San Francisco Bay region. We recognize that mme species are of special value than presently listed
as endangered or threatened in Federal and State lists, and that being proactive using local knowledge can supplement such lists. Focusing on the inherent value of species and varieties means habitats are valued as places
that provide a home for tbem. The importance of conserving habitats therefore derives from the imponaoce of
conserving species and varieties. For this goal, conservation practice should consist of steps that promote the
population viability of the species and varieties of special interest.

3.3
Another conservation goal places value on representat ive habitats themselves. Pre-colou ial San Francisco featured dune-scrub communities, oak woodland, freshwater ponds, and riparian corridors. Appendix 2 from the
Society of Ecological Restoration (SER) in April 2002 is 111e SER Primer on Ecological Restoration. Accordi ng
to SER, ecological restoration assists the recove1y of a degraded, damaged, or dest royed ecosyste m, and returns
it to its historic development.'\] trajectOJy. Criteria for a restored ecosystem include: it contains the characteristic
assemblage of species seen in a reference ecosystem, all functional groups necessary for the continued developme.ut a nellor stability of the ecosystem are present, and the restored ecosystem is self-susta ining to the same
degree as its reference ecosystem. Focusing on restoring healthy ecosystems means species are valued because
of their role in ecosystem functions. The importance of conserving species therefore derives from their importance to ecosystem function . Biodiversity is not valued for itself, but for its possible contribution to ecosystem
resi lience. For this goal, conservation practice should consist of steps that protect native species and reintroduce
missing species that are essential for ecosystem function.
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3.4
Many people affirm both species and habitat conservation goals, but others do not. To some, certain habitats
have little value in themselves whereas the species are of primary interest, and to others the aesthetic or spiritual
sense of the landscape is more imp01tant than the details of which species occur there.

3.5
Another goal debated at NAPCAC meetings is whether a Natural Area should be self-sustaining. The ecological tradit ion, especially in No11h America, emphasizes attaining self-sustainability, whereas the boJt iculturaJ
tradition envisions continual human involvement. As SER writes in their Prim.er, when "the ecosystem under
manipulation may no longer require external assistance to ensure its future health and integrity ... restoration can be considered complete." In contrast, many have spoke.n of limitations inherent in au urban park, and
argued that eve1y species and habitat will always require continual maintenance, and that self-sustainability is
an impossible goal. By this view, Natural Areas are relatively large botanical and zoological gardens stocked
mostly with native species. This view of Natural Areas is s imilar to a European model, in which people even
construct the nest boxes for bird populations in wooded parks.

3.6
It is impossible to reach compromise later on furtlter issues such as criteria for success, program costs, multiple
uses, and openness of access without offering guidance on how the connicts concerning the goals of conserving
species, conserving habitat, and attaining sustainabi lity are resolved to begin with. We endorse both the goals o f
conserving species and of conserving habitat, but suggest a greater present emphasis on species rather than on
habitats per se for reasons below. We endorse the goal of long-tem1 sustainability for natural areas, including as
much self-sustainability as possible, following the No1th Americau rat l1cr than the European model, for reasons
below.

3.7
The reason for emphasizing species over habitats is that the goal of species conservation is presently more
attainable and defensible than that of habitat conservatiou. To obtain self-sustainability for a populat ion. clear
criteria exist: the demographics for the species must be positive, that is, its birth rate plus immigration rate must
exceed its death rate and emigration rate. Appendix 3 shows the species-area graph for the natural areas. Seven
oft he largest presently support over 100 native species of plants plus an unknown number of animal species as
well. Eve1y species inhe rently has a "self-seeding" scale, wh ich is the minimum area a site must have to suppo1t
a self-sustaining population of that species. Species with low reproductive rates and long dispersa l distance need
bigger sites than species with high reproductive rates and short dispersal distances. The large sites in the NAP
are already sustaining many species. Meanwhile, the small sites could sustain more than their area might suggest provided the species in them are subsidized by seed and pollen flow from native plantings in neighboring
residential areas, thus leveraging the conservation value of the small sites. Fmthermore, species and varieties
arc relatively well-defined, managing for species conservation is not new, and has a track record of l e~:islative
support and judicial precede.nt.
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3.8
In contrast, objective criteria cannot be given even to define habitat types. No official definitions exist for
"coastal scrub," "coastal prairie" and so fo1th. The Literature supplied by NAP contains limited citations, not
because of poor research on NAP's part, but because a habitat type is fundamentally not as well defined as
a species is. Without a reliable definition of the habitat types, it's nearly impossible to indicate what wou ld
constitute success for its conservation---is 50% of tbe original species enough, will 25% do, or even one or
two species if they're conspicuous enough? Funhermore, ecologists do not know how to tell whether an ecosystem is stable or resilient without perturbing it. Simply looking at what's in the ecosystem doesn't indicate
much about its dynamic integrity A glance at current publications in professional journals such as Restoration
Ecology shows a great deal of present debate and research about how to defute restoration tactics and endpoints.
As Margaret Palmer of the University of Maryland wrote in 1997, "Many untested assumptions concerning
th e relationship bet ween physical habitat structure and restoration ecology are being made in practical restoration effons. We need rigorous testing of these assumptions" (Restoration Ecology, 5:291-300). We wish to
see NAP participate in the ongoing development of restoration ecology. Still, we feel the majority of present
emphas is s ho uld be tilted toward species conservation, with habitat conservation developed as an outgrowth of
species-conservation plans. Furthermore, we await legislative and judicial experience with habitat conservation. There is for example, presently no "endangered habitat act" analogous to the endangered species act, nor
have the objectivity of programs focused on restoring ecosystem function been tested in court. Nonetheless, we
endorse tl1e objective of conserving a spectrum of the. habitats tbat represent San Francisco's overall environment. We do not wish to exclude future options for the conservation of ecological process~o'S, envimnmental
e.ducation and enjoyment by allowing the indiscriminate loss of habitats because of over-tilting toward the value
of species alone.

3.9
We support the No1th American model of a natural area as sustai_nabJe, including a possible long-term role for
human participation, rather than the European modeL vVe see human activities in the Natural Areas as potentially being included among the other ecosystem processes that also occur there. We are also conscious that
establishing a program of intensive human intervention in an ecosystem can be expensive and may eli vert
resources from acquisition aud capital improve ments or from social services supplied by other city departmettts.
Furthermore, a European-model natural area program would tend to duplicate the missions of the City's existing botanical gardens and zoo. Also, we suspect that most San Franciscans prefer the Natural Areas to contain
large ly self-sufficient ecosystems rather than intensively managed systems. So, we endorse plans that promote
self-sustainability while encouraging justified and programmatically sustainable human activities as well.

3.10
The NAP also serves a valuable education role in San Fraucisco, a ro le we endorse and encourage. Still, objection has been raised to the tone in some of the materials distributed by NAP, especially with respect to the value.
of non-native species. As SER states in their Primer, "not all exotic species are harmful Jndeed some even fulfill ecological roles formerly played by the nati ve species that have become rare or extirpatc.cl. .In such instances,
the rationale for their removal may be tenuous. " Demonizing introduced species as enemies bas raised unnecessary opposition to NAP, and we endorse a scientific review of the educational literature distributed by NAP.
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3.11
Finall y, we return to tbe resolution that authorized NA PCAC. Among the conclusions of the 13oard of
Supervisors, as expressed in the Resolution, were the following concerns:
"The Recreation and Park Department has nOt fulfilled its responsibilities to ensure public and open process
with regard to the Natural Areas Program... ··, "Legitimate concerns regarding access to and use of open space
[within natural areas] were raised" at a Board of Supervisors Committee hearing on July 11, 2002., "The acti vities oftbe Recreation and Park Department Natural Areas Program ... have ignored both public process and
public policy ... "Therefore, a simple continuation of the status quo for managing the Natural Areas is not a
viable option. To address the Supervisor's concerns we ofl'e r the following recommendations.

PLANNING AND REVIEW PROCESS
4.1
The Natural Areas Program Review Committee (NAPRC), will convene within 30 days of the appointments,
under sunshine rules. This Committee of volunteer citizens will meet as needed to review and consult with
NAP about its plans for management of Natural A mas. NAP should submit both a system wide work plan (the
portfolio plan) as well as work plans for individual sitc.s.

4.2
This committee should be composed of 12 voting members and the Manager of the Natural Areas who will
serve ex officio. The voting members will include four scientists with research credentials, preferably PhOs in
relevant disciplines such as ecology, botany, zoology, conservation and natw·al history, four who are representatives of city-wide advocacy grollps, and four representatives of local neighborhood and park advocacy groups.
The Board of Supervisors will appoint committee members initially. However, the Rec and Park Commission
will appoint individuals to fil l al l s ubsequent vacancies to the committee.

4.3
The ittitial appointments of members for the committee will be for periods of 1-4 years. In each of the three
subgroups defined above (scientists, city-wide community advocates , and neighborhood and park advocates),
one member will be appointed for one year, one member for two years, one member for three years, and one
member for four years. These staggered terms will result in the entire committee being rep laced after 4 years,
but only one quarter of the committee will be replaced in any single year.

4.4
Three months prior to tbc cud of a committee member's term, public notice of the vacancy will be made via
the RPD website and during regularly scheduled and announced meetings of the NAPRC. Applications from
individuals wishing to serve on the committee will be received by the NAPRC and forwarded \\~th comment to
the Parks and Recreation Commission for their review and decision. All individuals filling vacancies will serve
a term o f two years. No committee member can serve for more s ix consecutive years wit bout rotating o ff the
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committee for at least one year. Committee members will normally be selected from among individual who are
res idents of the city of San Francisco, but exceptions can be made to secure the participation of scientists.

4.5
The committee will contain two subcommittees, a Scientific Subcommittee and a Community Relat ions
Subcommittee. Each subcommittee should consist of at least six members. The scientific subcommittee should
normally include, but not be limited to, the four scientists (preferably Ph.D.s), and the community relations
s ubcommittee should normally inc lude, but not be limiu~d to, the four rep resentatives of local neighborhood and
park advocacy groups. The responsibilities of this committee and the. subcommittees are. specified below.

4.6
The s uccess of the NAPRC should be reviewed and evaluated after five years. A written report should be provided to the Board of Supervisors and Rec and Park Commission. At that time, the Board of Supervisors may
decide to reauthorize the NAPRC, modify its function, or terminate its existence.

4.7
We invite NAP to contribute a letter of support for such a committee at this time.

SYSTEM-WIDE PORTFOLIO PLAN
5.1
The NAP should develop a system-wide or portfolio plan that will provide an overview of the entire system of
Natural Areas, showing how each site contributes to the overall goal of the program. This po11fol io plan s hould
outline the overall Natural Areas Program conservation and educational goals, specify the priorities for implementation of conservation plans for individual parks, and outline how the acquisition of additional properties
will enhance th e ability of theN AP to meet its conservation and ed ucational goals.

5.2
This portfolio plan will necessarily be more conceptual than will the individual plans for each site. Each year
at the first meeting of the full NAPRC, tbe NAP should submit an update of the Portfolio Plan and the specific
activities anticipated for the upcoming year. NAP should ind icate their allocation of effort across the s ites. Also
at this occasion, NAP should indicate potential acquisitions to the system, as well as any sites that have ceased
to be etrective and are slated for removal from the program. The P01tfolio Plan and its updates should be available to the public on the RPD website. The entire committee will receive the system-wide portfolio plan and
forward their evaluation to the RPD Gene ral Manager and Rec and Park Commission.

5.3
Detailed plans for the conservation measures to be implemented at each site and how public input will he integrated into each site plan will be developed simultaneously and in parallel by the two subcommittees of NAPRC
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(e.g., the scientific subcommittee for the site plan and the community relations subcommittee for the community
outreach plan).

INDIVIDUAL SITE PLANS

6.1
NAP should pre.sent to NAPRC a plan for each site for detailed consideration by both subcommittees and eventual review and endorsement of the full committee by majority vote. Each individual site plan should also be
available to the public on the RPD website. Each Plan should contain the following information:

The steps and management practices to be carried out at the site in relation to both long tem1 and short term
objectives. ll is anticipated that the degree of intervention on behalf of a species or habitat will be scaled to the
degree of conservation risk faced by the species or habitat of concern
The proposed outcomes of the Plan.
A timeline for both the proposed management practices and the anticipated outcomes.
A summary invent01y of the plant and animal species that currently exist at. the site, including any indications of
tbe special s ignificance of these species.
A summary inventory of the present environmental condition at the site, such as wind exposure, and soil and
erosion conditions. Significant alterations by humans to original conditions s hall be identified if known.
A summary of present recreational uses at the site, as well as any cultural or historical value of the presellt condition of th e site.
A description of tbe secoudaty consequences of the management practices, such as:
remova l or killin g of trees, trail closures, fences and other restrictions on access, restiictions on existing forms
of recreation, such as boating, fi shing, etc., the potential impact on existing an imals, including trapping and
removal of animals, use of herbicides, potential for erosion and wind damage resulting from the removal of
trees and other non-native vegetation.
A description of the educational aspect of the Natural Area Plan, such as signage and other educational
mate1ials.
A plan for monito rin g tht' project during its development, and evaluat ing its success periodically to its completion. Participation of children and volunteers in these experiments with reported results will contribute to the
educational val ue of the Natural Areas Program.
An estimate of the resources necessary to implement the proposed plan including the current level of volunteer
activity and the potential benefit to the NAP site of enhancing volunteer participation and advancing the goal of
stcwardsbi p.
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Scientific S ubcommittee Responsibilities

7.1
The responsibilities of the scientific subcommittee of the committee s hall be w review the Natural Area Site
Plans prepared by the Natural Areas Program to determine the following:
Is it scientifically plausible that the proposed management activities will achieve the proposed outcome?
Are the proposed monitoring plans adequate to identify any unforeseen consequences that may arise during
the implementation ofthe plan?
Have the secondary conse.quence,s of management activities been identified?
Is the proposed evaluation plan adequate to determine the success of the plan?
Are the educational materials scientifically accurate?

7.2
The subcommittee will also review progress reports including monitoring data during the implementation of
the plan in order to identify potential problems and make modification to the plans as needed. Recognizing that
conservation and restoration practices are experimental, i.e. the outcome cannot be accurately predicted, conservation practices shall inc!udc. a protocol f~)r on-going monitoring to measure the effectiveness of the practice
and to determine whether modifications are require-d. Therefore records shall be kept of management practices,
such as plant lists and planting techniques.

7.3
Records include baseline measures and descriptions of any manipulations of native species, introduced species,
and substrate. Subsequent monitoring (annual monitoring, at the minimum) will determine the relative success
of different management practices so that future effons will be informed by the results. T he monitoring data
will be repor1ed to the Scientific Subcommittee for their review and possible recommendation of modifications
to the individual site plans. Participation of children and volunteers in these monitoring programs and reporting
the results to the public will contribute to the educational value oftbe Natural Areas Program.

7.4
The meetings of the scientific subcommittee shall be an nounced in advance on the we.bsite of tbe Recreation and
Park Depaitment and be open to the public.
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COMMUNITY OUTREACH PLAN

8.1
NAP should a lso present to NAPRC a community outreach plan for each site for detailed consideration by the
community re lations subcommittee. The Plan should contain the following information:
A record of community workshops held in each district regarding the natural area sites in the district, and
presenting and explaining the site plan for relevant sites within that district. T hese public meetings are t{l be
coordinated with Friends Groups, Neighborhood Associations and other interested parties. The neighbors of
each site shall be informed by mail of these public presentations as well as other interested groups by appropriate means. Announcement of the presentation should also be posted at the site so that visitors to the site are
informed of the meeting aud given the oppo1tuuity to attend. Anyone. wishing to provide their feedback on the.
plan in writing can submit comments to be reviewed by the NAPRC. NAP should use available databases to
notify as many interested parties as possible. Interested p<uties may be informed of the meetings by email,
postings in a park, posting o n the RPD website, and by US mail. NAP will solicit and report on any concerns
and issues that were raise.d. This report will be made available to the public on the RPD website.
Explanation o f the ongoing outreach plans at that site to continually recruit and replace volunteers.
Profe-ssionally designed surveys to determine the support of the public shall be distributed to the users of the
park and the neighbors of the site of the project after the conummity meeting. The returned surveys shall be
rev iewed by NAPRC and NAPRC shall consider the survey responses as an impo1tant factor in detcrminiug the
public's suppo•t for the NAP plan.

8.2
To facilitate the meetings and help the NAP with public outreach and communication, the NAP should hire a
public relations or community-outreach intern. This intern should be working toward an advanced degree in a
relevant discipline. T he NAPRC may recommend that ttnd the Manager of the Natural Area<; Program employ a
professional mediator to assist in resolving contentious issues.

Community Relations Subcommittee Respous.ibilit.ies

9.1
The responsibilities of the Community Relations Subconunittee of the Committee shall be to attend the community meetings and to review the Natural Area Outre.ach Plans prepared by the Natural Areas Program to
determine the following:
Does the local community favor the proposed management practices for the sites in their district?
Has a good faith effort been made to solic it and incorporate public comments on individual site plans?
Has the local community been adequately informed of both the potential benefits and secondary consequences
of the proposed plan?
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Have other relevant city Commissions (e. g.. Animal Control and Welfare, Urban Forestty Council, etc.) been
informed and COilSnlted about any management practices proposed for the Natu ral Areas?
Does the community have any changes they wish to make to the proposed plan?

9.2
The meetings of the Commu11ity relations subcommittee shall be announced in advance on the website of the
Recreation and Park DepaJtment and be open to the public.

Whole Committee Responsibilities
10.1
The full NAPRC will prepare a wJitten evaluation of the portfolio plan and forward these reports with their findings to the RPD General Manager and Rec and Park Commission. The full committee will receive and evaluate
the reports of the subcommittees for each site. Upon favorable review of the repo1ts for individual sites, the full
comm.iue.e will rec.ommend that NAP schedule a final public meeting to receive comments on the final draft
plan. After integrating the final public input, the full committee will prepare a written eval uation of the site plan
and forward these reports with their findings to the RPD General Manager and Rec and Park Commission.

10.2
Until an individual site plan has been endorsed by the majOiity of the full col11lllittee removal of adult trees,
relocation or closure of trails, removal of animals, intToducing plants or animals that are listed (endangered,
threatened, special coocero) or endemic, erection of fences, or other capital improvements specifically proposed
in the Natural Area site plan should be delayed.

11.1
The NAPCAC is committed to the success of the Na tural Areas Program. Increased staffing and enhanced
financial resources will allow the NAP to advance its conservation goals more rapidly. The creation of a Nat ural
Areas Program Review Committee will also incur additional costs to the RPD. The NAPCAC therefore recommends increasing the staff and funding available to the NAP beginning with the City's 2004-2005 budget.
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 11:50 AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Comments on the NAP EIR

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 11:51 AM-----

Karen <kv@peoplepc.com>
10/31/2011 09:29AM
Please respond to
Karen <kv@peoplepc.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject Comments on the NAP EIR

Dear Mr. VVycko -

01
02

03

04

05

[

I'm writing to express concern regarding the proposal to reduce access for me and my dog for recreation
activities and spiritual well-being- the two main uses for me in SF's parks. Hiking with my dog is a main
source of exercise for me- it keeps me active and allows me to enjoy nature. I especially enjoy
observing the changes that occur with the seasons, such as the many varied mushroms that sprout up
after the rains in the Winter, and the flowering trees in the Spring. I frequent Mclaren Park and Bernal
Hill, as well as Golden Gate Park and several other parks. The Dog Play Areas (DPA) are important for
adults and children, and this impact comes as the GGNRA is also proposing radical cuts to dog
recreation space. The cumulative impacts to recreation from these plans are unacceptable. No legal
off-leash space should be removed from our parks.
The Plan should be more precise and identify specific problem areas where observations directly
attributable to dogs have been made. This is not done. It is especially curious why the small DPA at
Lake Merced is proposed for closure. This area is hardly used- mainly because its not big enough- but
the City should specifically state what the plans are for this area and how restoration is not compatible
with continued recreation with our dogs. Mitigation measures should be explored and evaluated for each
area that is proposed to be limited, to see if any documented imapcts can be reduced through mitigation
before closures are considered.

I personally see much more damage from people without dogs- especially kids hanging out, breaking
glass, littering, The EIR should identify which percentage of impacts are attributable to dogs versus
[ humans.
I am also concerned with the use of chemicals, including herbicides like Garlon, which is harmful to dogs.
The City should stick with its IPM strategy and emphasize non-chemical methods, or discuss an
[ adaptation strategy for non-natives that considers any ecosystem services they provide
ThanksSincerelyKaren Vitulano
4124 Moraga St.
San Francisco . CA 94122
People PC Online
A better way to Internet
http://www.peoplepc.com
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/27/201112:11 PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Leave the off leash areas for dogs and their owners
alone.

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/27/ 2011 12:11 PM-----

Jon Von Erb
<jvonerb@gmail.com>

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org

10/27/2011 11:25 AM

cc
Subject Leave the off leash areas for dogs and their owners alone.

01

It is ridiculous tha t your org . keeps attempt i ng to cl ose par ks and open state
and federal land to d ogs and their owners . Some time ago S F govt . p ut sect i on
8 units all over t h e city open ing up t he wa y to theft, prope r ty a n d civil i a n
harm . We on l y have our t r us t ed dog s to ass i st us i n prot ecti ng ourselve s f r om
harm. Dogs, like peop le, mu st exerc ise t o remai n healthy.
If there are no
p l aces in the city wi th wi de ope n spaces to r u n a nd p l a y and e liminate t h en
we, t he owners , will be forced to use our neighbors l awns and o ther pri vate
property to achieve t h is function .
If you expect the voters i n the bay area t o vo te in i mprovements f or f i re and
police and par ks in gener a l then STOP t h is outrage against th e peopl e of t he
Bay Area and San Francisco in particular .
It is h i gh t i me th a t the needs of , We t he People, are considered by our
e l ec te d and a p pointed offi c i a l s .
Look at what is happe ni ng al l over America as wel l as in San Francisc o and
Oakland.
The people a re tired of all th i s oppress ion a n d REVOLT i s going to
be t h e o nly answer t o si t ua tion s like th i s .
LEAVE OFF LEASH AREAS ALONE AND CREATE MORE SPACES FOR US, THE DOGS AND THEI R
OWNERS, TO OCCUPY .
J on Von Er b , Taxpayer , born San Franc i scan , and dog owner .

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E

B-1210

Responses to Comments
November 2016

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Wade-1

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/201111:53AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: NAP EIR

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31 /2011 11:53 AM-----

npc
<isabelwade@gmail.com>

To Biii.Wycko@sfgov.org

10/31/201111:51 AM

cc
Subject NAP EIR

To: Bill Wycoff
Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
From: Isabel Wade
Date: October 21, 2011
Re: Natural Areas Plan EIR

01

02

03

Dear Bill,
The essential environmental issue related to the proposed Natural Areas Program Management
Plan is still the same one that many of us have spoken about at public hearings for the last
decade: the planned destruction ofthousands of mature trees. The plan is based on naive
species preference related to habitat values( always ignoring the scientific studies on habitat
value of non-native trees), with seemingly no acknowledgement ofthe vital role that mature
trees play in many other aspects of the environment from air quality, storm water reduction, and
carbon sequestration, wind and dust/particulate reduction. There is also the important visual
environment for city dwellers and removal of tall trees (usually eucalyptus are the target) in
many parks such as Buena Vista will significantly alter the vistas and unique visual aspects of
some of our signature parks.
Finally, the cost of the proposed NAP Plan tree removals must be considered in relation to
implementing this plan. San Francisco's park trees need serious attention and many older ones
do need to be removed because they are dangerous. However, the Recreation and Park
Department has almost no funding for this critical task. We cannot afford to maintain even the
most hazardous trees in the most visited areas of popular parks; how can we possibly justify
prioritizing the removal of perfectly healthy trees, all at huge financial and environmental cost to
our City?
Sincerely,

Isabel Wade, Ph.D.
Founding President, Friends of the Urban Forest, Founder, Neighborhood Parks Council
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From:

Bjll 'Mcko

To:

Jessjca RanQe

Subject:
Date:

Fw: draft EIR
10/11/2011 05:02 PM

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/11/2011 05:02 PM -----

Josh Walker
<josh.walker@gmail.com>

To

bill.wycko@sfgov.org

cc
10/11/201110:29 AM

Subject draft EIR

Hello,
I ' m writing to you because I read t hi s article on SFGa te . com :
http : //blog . sfgate . com/jscarlett/2011/10/03/dogs - in- the -parks - speak - up - now/

01

I ' d like to add my voice to those of us who feel that dogs are
overrunning our public spaces . Everywhere I go there are dogs running
around , often off -leash, uriniating and defecating everywhere , and the
owners frequently don ' t clean up after them . I can ' t take my children
to the beach because peop l e simply let their dogs run wild . I take
them to the park and I ' m havi ng to constantly hover over them to make
sure they dont fall into a big steaming pile or run afoul of some
aggress i ve off - leas h dog .
I want to let my kids r un free and play, but I real ly can ' t . Instead ,
they end up in the fenced- in playgrounds while the dogs run free i n
the tall grass .
Please add my support to t he idea of more public spaces that are
si mpl y off-limi ts to dogs , regardless of leash status , and t o t he idea
of stricter enforcement of existing leash laws .
Thanks for readi ng ,
Josh Walker
2535 45th Ave
SF , CA 94116
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/20 11 11 :47 AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Remove Sharp Park From The Natural Areas Plan!

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 11 :47 AM ----ThomasWeed@aol.com

10/31/201110:32AM

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject Remove Sharp Park From The Natural Areas Plan!

01 [

Please consider removing the Sharp Park from the Natural Areas Plan. Thanks,

Thomas Weed
360-32nd Avenue #12
San Francisco, CA 94121
(415) 387-3448
ThomasWeed@aol.com
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Bock, John
Jessica. Range@sfgov.o rg
Tuesday, November 01, 2011 3 :00 PM
Bock, John
FwNap

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfola nning.o rg
-----Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201103:01 PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V
To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/201102:58
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: Nap

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 02 :59PM----AI Werger
<a lisonwerger @yah
oo.com>
To
" bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
11/01/201107:54
<bill. wycko@sfgov.o rg>
AM
a
Subject
Nap
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01

Hello- I was working late last night and was not able to get an email to you .... I am a sf voter/homeowner/business owner
and am completely against the nap plan to take over off leash dog areas- there are more dogs than children in San
Francisco and the dogs need a place to go. Especially with all that is happening with the ggnra, it boggles my mind to
think that the city would ok this action. What's even more distressing is that most dog owners don't realize that it's
happening. I take my dogs to Mcclaren park and bernal hill regularly and those offleash dog areas need to remain as
such.
I am disheartened that this issue is a constant battle. I would think that the city would realize how many dogs are here
and how important they are to their owners- who by the way, are the residents and voters of San
FranciscoPlease do the right thing and leave the off leash dog areas alone.
Thank you for your time
Alison Werger
Citipets pet store and animal care
member of Fort Funston dog coalition
alisonwerger.com
Sent from my iPhone

2
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Bock, John
From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 0 1, 201 1 3 51 PM
Bock, John
Fw: NAP EIR

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Plann ing Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfulanning.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/C1YPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:52PM-----

Bill
Wycko/C1YPLN/SFGO

V

To
Jessica Range/C1YPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:29
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: NAP EIR

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/C1YPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:30PM----linda W
<tamdiablo@att.ne

t>

To
bill.wycko@sfgov.o rg
10/31/2011 04:49
PM
Subject
NAP EIR
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01

I am writing in support of the maintenance plan. I was in favor of preserving natural areas in San Francisco when the
plan first started, and when I thought these areas were a few out of the way pockets of land, but I don't want to see the
areas San Franciscans need for recreation being turned into native plant habitats. We city dwellers don 't have big
suburban backyards in which to play; our parks are where we go to run around, throw frisbees, toss balls, etc. I am in
favor of lots of grass meadows with surrounding trees and flowers.
linda Wilford
435 Dewey Blvd.
San Francisco, CA 94116

2
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 04:16PM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Natural Area Plan Comments

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 04:17PM----"Bill Wilson"
<bill.f.wilson@gmail.com>

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org>

10/31/2011 02:15PM

cc
Subject Natural Area Plan Comments

01

[ :Th~:::::; ::1:p~:hg:o:b:e:::::::s, does an excellentjob amlyzffig ilie
environmental impacts ofthe Natural Areas Plan.

[

-The plan is NOT radical. In fact, the Proposed Project neglects to fully address the
long-term sustainable management and control of invasive plants, due to the retention of
weed-nurturing eucalyptus groves in the MA-3 areas, which designation perpetuates a
fragmented approach to natural resources management.

[

-For the purposes ofthe SNRAMP DEIR, recreation should include community
stewardship. This would change the balance of purported recreational impacts.

[

-That the recreation and maintenance alternatives are the "environmentally superior
alternatives" and neither the restoration nor the proposed project are, is, apparently, an
unfortunate paradox of CEQA, where biodiversity is considered no more important than
aesthetics or recreation within the human environment.

05

[

-The true impacts (and benefits!) of the maximmn restoration alternative cannot be
properly evaluated against the proposed project, since the description is only two pages
long. Thus, no such definitive conclusions about recreation impacts or biological benefits
can be made because there is no substance to the alternative . It is totally general.

06

[

-SEPARATE out SHARP PARK
from the Natural Areas Plan!

02

03

04

Bill Wilson
215 Edna Street
San Francisco, CA 94112
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Bil \tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
1()131/2011 04:18PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Comments re: the NAP EIR

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:18PM-

Koltf Win.,i&t
<kv.ftn.,itt@yahoo.com>
1()13112011 01:27 PM
Please respond to
Kelt,- Winquist

To .. bill. \A6'Cko@ sfgov.org.. <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org>
cc
Subject Comments re: the NAP El R

<kwinquist@yahoo.com>

Dear Mr. Wycko,

01

I am writing to comment on the NAP El R. While I recognize the importance of native
plants to the Bay Area, the NAP El R is inadequate and additional work must be done. I
frequently walk in Buena Vista and Bernal Hill parks with my dog, both of which I've
visited for the past 8 years, and this plan will adversely affect the public's access to
those areas, among many others.
An EIR needs to be based on solid scientific evidence. However, the NAP EIR
repeatedly states that dogs may be impacting plants or wildlife without offering evidence
of any impacts, past or present It also ignores scientific studies that show off leash
dogs to have little impact on plants and wildlife.

02

Additionally, the analysis of the effects of the proposed closures of up to 80% of the Dog
Play Areas in the city is not adequate Specifically, the impacts on other parks, DPAs,
and the effects of transportation required to the remaining DPAs on the environment
have not been considered. It also does not consider the impact the DPA closure would
have on the physical and mental health benefits of people who walk with their dogs or
on the social communities that exist within and around the parks
Kelly Winquist
San Francisco home owner/member of the Nature Conservancy
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV

10/31/2011 09:25AM

cc
bee
Subject Fw: Oppose GGNRA Draft Dog Management Plan

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:25AM-----

GinyWoo
<ginylee1@yahoo.com>
10/29/2011 05:29 PM
Please respond to
GinyWoo
<ginylee1 @yahoo.com>

To "Bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <Bill.wycko@sfgov.org>
cc
Subject Oppose GGNRA Draft Dog Management Plan

Mr. Bill Wycko,

I writing to express my opposition to the GGNRA Draft Dog Management Plan.

01

We need place to take our dogs for off leash dog walk. It's vital for our health and our dogs
health. Most of the parks- city, state, federal - are either on leash only or does not allow dogs
at all. Off leash area is so limited and few. We need these spaces. Please do not take away
these spaces but instead expand it. There are 4 millions perfectly adoptabled pets being killed
in shelters each year. We need to encourage caring people to adopt these pets and we need tc
give them a place for them to enjoy time with their dogs off leash. Imagine having to live on
leash all your life. You wouldn't want that for yourself. Why make our dogs? Please please
leave our off leash areas alone.
Thank you!!!
Ginywoo
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Bock, John
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3:47PM
Bock, John
Fw: Comment on NAP EIR

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 /Fax: (415) 558-6409 www.sfulanning.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201103:48 PM-----

Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO

V

To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV
11/01/2011 03:21
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: Comment on NAP EIR

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/201103:22 PM----YunnyYip
<yunnyip@yahoo.co
To
m>
"bill.wycko@sfgov.org"
10/31/201110:37
< bill.wvcko@sfgov.o rg>
~
PM

Please respond to
YunnyYip
<yunnyip@ya hoo.co
m>

Subject
Comment on NAP EIR
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Thank you for taking the time to note my comments:

01

02

03 [

04
05

1)
The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or
wildlife, yet offers no evidence that any impacts are actually occurring now or ever have occurred. An EIR must be based
on solid scientific evidence. Because the NAP EIR's analysis of impacts from dogs on plants and wildlife is based on
unsubstantiated claims, the analysis is inadequate.
2) The NAP EIR's analysis of the impacts of the closure of all or part
of Dog Play Areas (off-leash areas) is inadequate. The NAP EIR must consider the impacts on other DPAs and other parks,
on recreation, and on transportation, global warming and climate change because people must drive to other DPAs
because of DPA closures if up to 80"/o of the total off-leash space in city parks is closed (the amount of off-leash located
either within or adjacent to natural areas).
3) The NAP EIR defines dogs as " nuisances". The EIR does not consider
the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80"/o potential closures) on the physical and mental health benefits of people
who wa lk with their dogs. The EIR does not consider the impacts of DPA closures (especially the 80"/o potential closures)
on the social community of dog walkers in parks and in the neighboring communities surrounding the parks.
4) The NAP EIR does not consider impacts on recreation of NAP plans to
plant threatened and endangered species throughout the natural areas.
Because of their special status, these plants trigger automatic restrictions on access and, therefore, have much more
negative impacts on recreation and access than planting native plants that are not threatened or endangered.
5)
Support the Maintenance Alternative and the Maximum Recreation
Alternative. The NAP EIR identifies them as "environmentally superior."

TYYip
San Francisco
CA 94102

2
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Bil\tw'YdtofClYPI..NISFQOV
06111/2012 02:52 PM

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV
cc
bee
Subject Fw. Public Comment on the Natural Areas Program- DEIR

-Forwarded 1:ri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 06/11/2012 02:52 PM-

Felda <fllliduee@aol.coM>
06111/2012 02:13PM

To Biii.Wycko@sfgov.org
cc
Subject Public Comment on the Natural Areas Program- DEIR

Public Comment on the Natural Areas Program:

01

There are many problems with the Natural Areas Program. I don't have the
time or capacity to enumerate all of them
in my following brief comment. However, the SF Forest Alliance has done a
monumental job of research to accomplish that feat. Hopefully their careful
and incisive research will be given the close attention it justly deserves.
The nap agenda wrongly advocates a concept that puts olants before people .
Several surveys have been taken regarding what park visitors want from
their parks. Not one person asked to please cut down thousands of trees and
replace them with native plants and grasslands- sand dunes and dune
scrub. Nor did anyone ask for a replication of the landscape !Tom a few
hundred years past. Not one! Yet this is the nap ideology and plan for our
urban city parks.
The surveys which have been taken over the years and their results are on
record. Park visitors want trails to walk and jog on. They want clean and safe
parks to relax in. They want clean and accessible bathrooms. They want safe
and clean playgrounds for their children. They want a variety of recreational
opportunities and open recreation centers with someone in charge to
manage them.
However millions of tax dollars are given over to nap while park visitor wants
and needs are on hold due to the ongoing budget shortfall. Nonetheless,
park users and the public will be paying for what they didn't ask for. It's as if
the public's preferences be damned- the nap will prevail- like it or not.
Makes no sense to me.
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There's been no attempt to inform the public at large about nap though it's
been in the works for 15 years. One might ask what is nap afraid of? I've
chatted randomly with over a hundred visitors at the park I go to dailyStern Grove. The people I've talked to give a blank look when asked: do you
know about the natural areas program? And these are the frequent park
users! The few people I've run across at the park who do know about nap oppose it.

02

How does the nap plan translate into the reality of our urban parks? In my
neighborhood park, not so well. At the western tip of Pine Lake, 25 trees
were cut down in 2004. These trees served as a windbreak from the
prevailing western winds for thousands of the other park trees for
approximately a hundred years. Though it's denied by the chairwoman of
nap that the windbreak trees were destroyed so that native's could be
planted in their place - natives were planted in their place. In a very short
time the native's all died and the windbreak trees are gone forever. The nap
chairwoman claims all those 25 trees were hazardous and taking them down
had nothing to do with wanting an unshaded space for planting native's.
However it challenges plausibility that on a narrow hillside not more than
about 100 feet wide that every single one of those 25 trees were in a
hazardous condition. They were not judged all hazardous in 2003 when the
Hort Science Arborists ' examined and graded every tree in the park. It's
been my experience that misleading responses from nap is not an unusual
occurrence .
I've been walking in Stern Grove/Pine Lake park since 1970 when I got my
first dog. So I can vouch for the fact that more trees have fallen onto public
paths since the taking down of the windbreak trees than had happened in
the past 42 years. In fact a death by falling tree limb did occur in 2008 .
Whether or not the removal of those trees played a part in that tragedy can't
be known for certain. However it is certain that park visitor's life and limb
have been more at risk since the irresponsible destruction of all those
windbreak trees.
Lopping off branches in Glen Park and using toxic herbicides have been
carried out illegally by nap during this critical nesting season. Why? Because
a grant would have run out otherwise. Money over ethicst Not surprising. A
much less significant but revealing unsavory tactic has been to continually
rip posters from the Stern Grove bulletin board if they aren't favorable to
nap. Posting a rebuttal would show some integrity and openness to other
viewpoints but that's not how nap conducts itself. As a result, reliance on
ethical conduct regarding nap's pursuits in our parks is questionable and
suggests a harmful risk potential to our parks and environment.
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(Cont.)

Nap needs to be scaled back substantially mainly because it's failed to
accept that urban parks represent a respite from city life and the opportunity
for recreational uses first and aa a very distant second, a museum for native
plants. I see no justification for nap's self-anointed permission to exert
control over how park visitors may use and enjoy their parks- imposing
fences and signage.
The West of Twin Peaks Council, a coalition of 20 neighborhood associations,
upon hearing what nap was about and what it's up to voted unanimously to
eliminate nap altogether. Nap's plan has been noted scientifically not to be
ecologically sound in very many of it's conclusions. For example, that
grasslands absorb as much carbon as trees. Shouldn't these instances give
reasonable pause to decision makers regard ing nap's final certification as it
exists in it's present state? It's my opinion that nap needs to be carefully
scrutinized for it's ecological authenticity before going forward considering
the potential impactful consequences of it's extreme ideology.
Must the public be forced to fund a program they very likely would not want
once they learned what it entailed or afterward when it would already be too
late to find that so many of the trees they cherished were gone and find
themselves very much constrained by nap's bias for plants before people ?

Felicia Zeiger
District 4 Rep: Park, Recreation Open Space Advisory Committee.
Note: I speak for myself not for prosac
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Bock, John
From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3 :48 PM
Bock, John
Fw: Please Preserve O ff-Leash Access in City Parks!

Jessica Range, LEED AP
San Francisco Planning Department
Environmental Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: (415) 575-9018 I Fax: (415) 558-6409 ww w.sfulanning.org
----- Forwarded by Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:49 PM----Bill
Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGO
V
To
Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV @SFGOV
11/01/201103:25
cc
PM
Subject
Fw: Please Preserve Off-leash
Access in City Parks!

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 11/01/2011 03:26PM----"Art Zendarski"
<a rt@zenda rski .co
m>
To
<bill.wycko@sfgov.o rg>
10/31/2011 06:09
cc
PM
Subject
Please Preserve Off-leash Access in
City Parks!
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Mr. Wycko,
One of the great pleasures of living in San Francisco is walking in some of the most beautiful parks in the country with
my four-legged companion.
Crissy Field is the most frequented park we enjoy and hope to continue to enjoy with your help.
Please realize that dog walking is a wonderful form of exercise both physically and mentally. This is true for both me and
Winston. As I would never propose closing parks to people due to the small percentage of people who vandalize and
litter, let's not close the parks to off-leash due to a small percentage of irresponsible dog owners. The majority of dog
owners are good stewards of the parks of San Francisco and are responsible, caring people.

01

I think it is interesting to hear arguments of how dogs have a negative impact on the parks when the facts listed in their
own reports prove otherwise. The beauty of urban parks are the diversification of activities that take place nearly every
day.
Please do not be swayed by the small minority of narrow minded individuals who do not understand the true pleasures
of urban living!
Thanks you,
Art Zendarski
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