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Attachment B Draft EIR Comment Letters 





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 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Please respond to Subject public comments on The Natural Areas plan 
elizabeth creely 

<elizabethcreely@yahoo.com> 

Dear Bill, 

[

As a twenty year resident of San Francisco I wanted to voice my support for the Natural Areas 
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 

Creely-1 
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Crouch-1 

01 

ML Wycko· 

III~N18FOOV 

1012412011 0128 PM (() 

bee 

Subject 

PM-

Thank you much for working towards a and balanced EIR an parkland 
I am a pel 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 a tough 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 
A pel owner who grown up with dags in 
"re sonnm111e pet owners" frequently not. 

family & knowing that people 
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01 

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

RE: Natural Areas Program: 

Dear Bill: 

RECEIVED 

IJCT . ~, ' ''j ' l /. ! I i 

C!TY & COUNTY OF S.f. 
PUINNING DEPARTMENT 

MF<\ 

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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Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3:47PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: 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 
Please respond to it's not too late to stop this 
Pierre Delacroix lunacy 
<subgumdummy@yaho 

o.com> 
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Dear Mr. Wycko, 

[ 
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. 

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. 

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 park lands) 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 

Sincerely, 
Pierre Delacroix 
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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 

lvir. Bill Wycko, 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject NAP EIR thank you! 

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 
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(Cont) 

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. 

[ 
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> To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

10/30/201 1 08:09AM cc 

Subject NAO EIR 

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 Bil l Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:19AM---

Natalie DeWitt 
<natalle.dewltt49@gmall.com To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 
> 

cc 
10/30/2011 07:26PM 

Subject SF City Parks dog walking plan 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

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 
see restricting dog access as the solution to the problem of establishing native plants in San 
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 

DeWitt-1 

02 

01 

01 

(Cont.) 
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Bill Wydco/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 01:20PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: NAP EIR comment. don't close Bernal Hill Park to oft leash dogs 

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/201 1 01:20 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 

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 a thriving 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 responsibi lity. 

Respectfully, 

Lawrence Oot1 
Alabama St, Bernal Heights 
San t:rans:isco 
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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 

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. 

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. 

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 . 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Mary Dougherty 
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Drechsler-1 

Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01 , 201 1 3 50 PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: 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 cc 
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. 

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 unsuccessful. 

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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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. 

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: Jeysjca Range 

Subject: 
Date: 

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.elkins@gmail.com> 

10/10/2011 08:22 AM 

To: Mr. Bill Wycko 

To bil l.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject please table the Significant Natural Resource Areas 
Management EIR (Glen Canyon) 

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. 

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 much
used 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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(Cont.) 

science behind it, or politics? What is driving this bus? 

I urge you: reconsider this policy. As a city that's always challenged fiscally
especially 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 
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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> 

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. 

Elliott-1 
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October 24, 2011 

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

Dear Mr. Wycko: 

RECEIVED 

OCT 2 6 2011 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 
PlANNING DEPARTMENT 

MEA 

1 am 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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Bill ~IC'T'fPI..N/SFQOV 
101271201111:30 AM 

To Jessica Ran9f:ICTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV 

oc 

boc 

Subject Fw: oomments to SFNAP EIR 

- FoiVIarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOVon 101271201111:30 AM-

o-EIIWILIII 
<dtm.Wifii4150gft'lllil.-
1012512011 08:55PM 

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: 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

oc c_olague@yahoo.oom 

Subject oomments to SFNAP El R 

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 reduction 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 justification for 
excluding people with off-leash dogs from natural areas. 
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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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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 

Hello Bill Wycko-

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject 1 support "maintenance alternative" 

[ 

As 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. 

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 

Enzi-1 
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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 

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
SF Flanning Department 
1650 Mission Street, SUite qoo 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
bill .wycko®sfgov .org 

To MrWycko : 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact Review 

[
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 eliminate 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. 

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. 

[ 
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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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 04:18PM-

8uai& 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. 

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. 

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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[ 

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- it's part of a pattern of GGNRA bureaucracy that denies more and 
more and people/activities access to parks. 

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. 

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. 

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., 

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 

~ 
DSC_0001.jpeg 

WANDA 
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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-

Mr. Wycko, 

bob flasher 
<rangerdude333@hotmall.co 
m> 

10/31/2011 04:25PM 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject natural areas plan 

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. 

[

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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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/20/2011 04:23PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: Draft EIR- Comments 

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/20/2011 04:24PM----

Dear S i r , 

Edward Fong 
<emfong@gmail.com> 

10/17/201101:41 PM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Draft EIR -Comments 

I would like to comment on the Draft EIR for the Significant Natura l 
Resource Ar eas Management Plan , CASE NO . 2005 . 1912E , STATE 
CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2009042 102 . 

While the conservation and preservatio n of nat i ve habitats, p l ant s and 
species is very important , in my opinion t he "Maximum Restoration 
Alte rnat ive " p l aces too many r estriction s on the current and f uture 
recreational needs of San Franciscans . I urge y ou to adopt a plan 
that more evenly balances preservatio n a n d recreat i on, e ither t he "No 
Project Alternative ," the "Max imum Recreation Alternat i ve," or the 
"Ma i ntenance Alternat i ve ." 

Tha n k you for your t i me . 

S incerel y , 

Edwar d Fong 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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 ElR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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 
scient ific 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 c ity 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 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: 

s ignature: )11a~\1~ 1 1: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

Signature: __ L _______________ _ 
Print Name: /h,//ry 

Address: _ _,3:.-lt-..<::/L::....!!...,r~V;-""K"'--"~-::...:· :..:;:;.:: ;:..:J:__ _ _ _ _ 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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 ElR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Address: _ __!::;=-....:;;L.>S.L... _7....::__M-----=.) ....:..i _ _ __ _ 
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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: 

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. 

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 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. 

signature: ---+7'-A~·~r_L-"---=------
PrintName: ____ ~~=-~~~~~cJ~·~-~~r~o~~~~r.L~-----------
Address: ___ C"'"-......,, ue;___.,_M.u..%'l.u€6""c:; ..... ?'._i<I-'---_·'£L-..::J-'=---
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. l 

Please consider the following extra points: 

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: 

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. 

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 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: 

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: 

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 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 

m<o"m'"""Y '"""'•' """",;,;,. 8 ___}::;;ld /~ 
Signature~/~<.__-
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

I /:...1? . 
Signature: -++--'~=--------------

Print Name: _l __ '-.._::Ji""""" .. ""k._'\!LI1+i:.u__.~--~-=''-"h-" . ..A.."""'-'..._ __ 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

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: 
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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: 

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, 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 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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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 '"pport tho M~"""~" "' Mo•dnmm Ro<o.ootion~ltomative, which the EIR ide tifies as being 

oo•oroomootol~ '"''""' oltomotw~. ~ =-~ 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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. s;gn•ru.•• 

Print Name: S.A£Vtt1\V 

Address: 349+ Re"S[l?I.J C 1 
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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: 

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, 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). 

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 

•oviro"m'"tally ••p~;o, •lt•mot;,.,. a? fi?r-7 

Signature: ____ ~~~-----=~--~----4'----"---------~-----
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

cA 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Signature4/A~: 
Print Name: -+Y ....... O'-'t-.o--=·~-50_,:....;· (C(---'--~-CX--'-m_, · ___ _ 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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, whic 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Address: _ __::::.....:...:..._...cJY{C!......C'-'-'CVX"\.'-'l· l....!-~~=....--~-=--=::::...._-
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Signature: , /~~ ~ 
Print Name: 5-... .. ~- J!..._ fu .... h \-r 1 , 
Address: 5S 9 T t> IC Iff 
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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: 

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, 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). 

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. 

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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

CA 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-665 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Form Letter-1 

01 

 

 

 

 

02 

 

 

 

 

03 

 

 

 

 

04 

 

 

 

05 

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: 

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 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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Signature: _c!k--J) ___ ~-=----
Print Name: ~w'\::& \ tv-MUf-. 
Address: '1 I I 5 · \J~ Ness A-'t.Q.. 
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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: 

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. 

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 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 

onviro•mo•tally '""'""' ''"'""tiv". . __ :~-
S•gnature:..s::~~.,--__:~:::::._ ___________ _ 
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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: 

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 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). 

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 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 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. 

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ElR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Print Name: -~u· '-l>v\.::..,_.!.,!k-= =--...;.'(a__:. ;.;.;w __ "Z.::::.'-"'U.--==·~t:> ___ _ 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

Signature: b 7Z* 
Print Name:

7 

~/f v ~ Zt!Zo.f 
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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: 

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, 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). 

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. 

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: 

Signature: ~ 
Print Name: ,1114 (T .t:!..t /1 J 

Address: "P3o /2oo.\eve/l t:h.y 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-672 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Signotme~ 
Print Name: M 2-t;:t/V) (Jro.._ 

Address: CJ ] { S · V/\-N tJ 'f J .S" 

--SF I cf1 q4!!0 
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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: 

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 DP As 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). 

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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

::::,. Cf l':?M ;ffs 
Address: qt;'j Og~ st-:e&, Sl== I cA 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Signature:~~--'#-_ ~~-<------
Print Name: ----=U'-----¥<·~'\1\C-~4=0-.rf'!..:...,_ ____ _ 

Address: _"2....£_-""2'--L-~--~---.A-'VC--------
S\' c 
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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: 

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, 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 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: 
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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: 

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, 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 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: 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

Signature: J2 ~ l [l:J£r 
Print Name: :P().vjJ ( lo<Ai MOV'\ 

Address: 1. 't-S PQ. V\ 0 t 0. 'w\ Ov 

~ o-.b fr ~uls "" .. • CA 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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 

'"viroomootal~ ,.,.,;., •ltomot;v.,_ --~ 

Signature: ~~ 
Print Name: ~ ~ L- ( v e'/ J;> 

Address: (0g;S ~ fc rj 
-s~ 3<-t ~~7-
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

s;gnMu:(J ~----
Print Name: "Y~u / (> f 5 :> v r-eo V 

Address: _2---'5=--?"'--o __ -·2-;o;__:.._J -~-r~ft~~--""'<---
<7r c·ft , , 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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). 

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 aceess 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. 

Si~mu'" ~tL 
Print Name: A ·({ e G\ cJ c ( ( 

Address: &j?P~ /2 fl C [ 

71u7 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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 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. 

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. 

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ElR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

£.--dJA-. j1_ ' ~ .... . 
Signature: _..LL,'-"~~-~-=--'-'-~-=..::..:::::__:::.c.::c.::::__~ _ ___ _ 

Print Name: _c_-~· (;"-. _:_R..:..:,!--JI..tA_;,t,.N_DE-=~~Q..--=S~C:__:_' ~\J--==---
Address: 0270 L(c;..~ sr #?ro3 
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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: 

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, 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 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: 

Signature: ~¥R--~--
Print Name: --+~~\<.l.fljt,a>!.....-.V-YM<~~C..LI::l~~--
Address: --+/49--b -Jk,t~~O!.!.!::l-I~C:t:+-----
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Signature: __..skt£1""-------':...._;.l_J)-r~--;-----
Print Name: _.....::'-~~.........::.__.:_t/_( __ G-'--rq....l.· _1/_J.r _ ___ _ 

Address: --J/'-"~"----11l~r .:.._,· r:.._-J_v_"\ _.::S=-:_..f_,_. ----

-.St\" ctrl\ ~ ( ,·\ lO) (F\ 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

Signatur 

Address: ______ ~~~~+-~--~---=~-----------
~f 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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: --'t""'"t>'t~?:_,11AMo~"'+fb~ILI.!tf~h::..L-:·-------

·SM-, ~ C-A '?•·No ~ 
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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: 

[') 

[) 
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, 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) 

[ 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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Sign""''~ 
PrintName: Sf/lRI.X'{ ~()eN 
Address: ? jOT llo 7lf kJ 

Sf CA 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 
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. 

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 being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Signature: ___ :.......!:-=~-------,---..--,--

Print Name: .AOflrA fetl1{iecJt 
. zc-r~ st 

Address: f/.J / { J · 

~t1 Fro..V\ c1' w i Ca./r'iori7/CA. 
C19!11 ' 
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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: 

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 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). 

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 Altemativ~h the EIR identifi as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. /,. / 

. Signature:--+-""""""''-''!!:...:..· -~....,J-----,;>'£=-------
Print Name: ,2J;f? J ~ J)!7 
Address: ---L../J_._.V t..r..J.. 0--=6;::;...:;../t--"'-tfJ.r..;:;;..{le_..:...N-'-9-fl.....=;...~-'bL_ 

<~ 1'/3- £017 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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: 

Signature: Gr-~ 
Print Name: Uao"'n k•hd ~v ; :t 
Address: 4 f;J/ (p 1..<:2 -h-.. 'jJ 

s~, cA q4"·1l4 
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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: 

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. 

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 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. 

Cl41t1 
Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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). 

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. 

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: _ _.?...Ln ""- :..>...( ~' ---="""')'=<.s_~-.· _,~\....l!....!!........l~o~· -r--\+-
SF vt crttd?)=' 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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: 

SE 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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 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). 

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 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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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: 

Signature: ~v\@': 
Print Name: tv\. Mll J..,o-1'\ ~.oorrn vi\ 

Address: l::f-v ~).t..{AnJ?{...v£ . ..:;:.+-•2-

~ J r_p,. qt-\l\-=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: 

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 ErR'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 of DPA closures (especia lly 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 plant ing 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. 

~ C--v' /(7;2 
Signature: ________________ ~----~---------------

11 . . u ' 1 
Print Name: e I f V / er Ct~.1 fJ 

I f 
Address: If i Ak ~ If /sfe(r 51· tn/0. 5" ~ r f! (}If 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Address: _!::,_.;...:::____,=--~:..:::::....__.:_~.:.1.p_l__:_ltp~'--
Sa.._ ~C.IS(_c \ C.A ce.f I 'J_( 

I 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Signature: --~~...:::11', "'-""'---____:;....· _________ _ 

Print Name: __ 22::=~'-· L.:..L. =.__$'..,... t.J:::.h..<..,,_,'v:...__ ____ _ _ 

Address: __ /._£_ ... v_· ....... ;L""'-----'l_,v,'-"c..<=#/(4-'"rE-L=-__....S::..;_"!_· _ _ 

O~k/a.,d ('if 9(/~o) 
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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: 

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. 

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 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. 

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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternaf 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider tile following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Signature: · ~ 
Print Name: ..£tr¥1 Y L 
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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: 

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. 

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 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). 

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. 

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. 

Signature: __..1C~~-· -'--.-J--~-' _[_'-o-----fo~~~~~--
U-c~~~ V\ 7-Lha r-.3 o U 

3 t 4 (.) :::t--(....L- ( --bv1 ~· ·r-
Print Name: 

Address: 

ss ~ q:4 ll y 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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. 

Signature: ~vRJ~ 
Print Name: G lo 0 D. ~ filo reirq 
Address: _5~2(f--.~--f~a L~A l,_--!.fl+t"-'lt~i1-4.-"t/'--'-'e"'--

San fra ne-t'S co CA 
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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: 

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. 

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 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 Maintenanc<e or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

.1 /} /;_ - , 
signature: {tla~7@UC.ut 

Print Name: ~ aJ l/f!ll It P, 4 n C(() 
Address: ·'? 2. I fJaw / f]ve t/.1/ e.-

Otl¥1 frttn ct 's co cA LJ 
1 'f/1-'7 
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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: 

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 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). 

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 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: 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

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: _..L.:::.=----L-L----'S~."---L-l.JL~~O~---

Oo.JdtUA.d1 u1 1lf [a /2... 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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 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. 

Signature: ---"'!o.-2-"'~=.!0~I... --+-H~~~.:.!-: _ _ _ 
Print Name: __,·5~·-'~Ylf-'o...,. .... Vl'-'--"£\...::..__4'4-+-01""'--'-v_.v'---'--' ..._£ ____ _ 

Address: ____....5'--Lq__,_l{ -=---l..--p.gr--"'"'"---"p--'-!~f-------"'5::......~±-...:..· __ 

Da,f-\o. v, d, CA c1j lo c) q 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

Signature: 

Print Name: 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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 identi es as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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. 

I T 
Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-709 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Form Letter-1 

01 

 

 

 

 

02 

 

 

 

 

03 

 

 

 

 

04 

 

 

 

05 

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: 

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 c ity 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 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 ElR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Signature: 2~-
PrintName: k'ev(l) ~~rO{/tt., 
Address: 7 0 2 Foet 5 -kc s+ 
~ f=r-~a9:o r.p! CjL-f I Z7 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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, 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 
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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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, 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). 

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. 

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. 

Signature: _....::~tt:::::::.__·_·.=~--· --- --- --- -

Print Name: ____.~/2::....w8.:_r-J:...:.I ..::C:...:.II~..L5~U..::.).t:.K..L' ! .:_N _____ _ 

Address: --""3_'-1'--"3"---""-io"'-~:......=..J<~/-I~~.!....t-_. _ _ _ _ 

'7t: t/1 ~H//2.. 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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October 30, 20 I I 

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
SF Planning Dept. 

RE:NAP EIR 

( would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan 
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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October 30, 2011 

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
SF Planning Dept. 

RE: NAPEIR 

r would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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. 

r support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

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, 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 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. 

Please consider the following ex.tra points: 

Signature: --4-a..lo<:U.I.-e·~rJt--__,__l}J....L..!.....:.~~-
Print Name: _!...8-JI-+/LL·~u~·~(....-..::::..__..[Eu~· ::IL..\t}L..L.~L------
Address: ____:'];.:.......::~:.....Lt~~-· .L..·z 2--~Atl::-'!:Jc'L.L/-.;fN~---
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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: 

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 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 Altemati 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Address: --'-f~ ..... t ..::.Si..:....I __ 0_4_tC-=-. _S_r_~_Z. ___ _ 

tSF 9<titT 
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

s;gnmwc ~ -/1. ~ 
PrintName: ~ M '?iM~ 
Address: ~ ~ 0~ kJe 

4K Yk '}\\1- \ 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 dentifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Signature: -...::.__-~c----=---+-.:..__.::..._ _ _____ _ 

Print Name: 0 /t IJ IVY 

Address: / S 2.. ,.., 
5 /;' 
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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: 

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, 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 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: 

Signature: ~'=~..__~~llh,.-:~=-~~~~~~ 
Print Name~_.\,.,~-=~P....>-~-..~L..-~~~~--.oz_+ 
Address: · 5"75: 
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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: 

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. 

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 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 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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmen tally superior alternatives. 

Sign 

Print Name: ~al'-'. l.£N~:-.-~ 
Address: ~ ~{~"f'\ ~ 

~P- c~ ~:\,~\ 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

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. 

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 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. ~---= ' 
S 1gn :~ 

. arne: ~M ~Uk/<{ 
Address: Z tlO 'ZO'b. J\Je 
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Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-723 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

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 alternat ives. 

Signature: --'~""·'--'=-. -=-=-· -·-..~..-<.~:::..·_/._e<-_~ _______ _ 

Print Name: ~/i',...,LlR!>..Lllft~Nt£---~--¥-!~'-----
Address: _ _:.s;-_S:;_1-..!.....--1.A~N'-zA__:__.S.:_n-___._ _ __ _ 
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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, 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 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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

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, 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). 

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 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: P ~Sf_ --=J.:o -4:" I ( 
' 
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan 
Planning Department Case No. 2005.0912E
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October 30, 20 I I 

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
SF Planning Dept. 

RE: NAP EIR 

r would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR: 

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. 

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). 

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 . 

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: 

SignoM" ~ke.,.- ~' 
Print Name: Rebec.cft 5: Lr' 

Address: _ ... 3c=..3~C::..'___:IV~t!l<U:..!I...LT_.2-"--...!D<:!'k!......_ _ _ _ _ _ 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

s;.-re~ 
Print Name: Y\G\ \ l <..6\ D l•' If~..-Stt)li\al-Y"' 
Address: 5q~ ~3;~ .~ 

S'£An rYahliSW, &A q412.-1 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 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: 

Signature: _/1~~.M&~[...__P_,~I\-----'---
Print Name: --"-~-'-"~""'-'--'· ~=-=::___;;L_~=--~----
Address: _ Lj..._").-L..tj....!..___I.J-v_ l...:_.)t<_-=---....5£....J.ktu!=-.:...==----
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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: 

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 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. 

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 
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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the ELR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

j ~ {\1r / 
Signature: -·-/<;tkll~~~~\\1-JJ=~\.....:.. ' t-~-· ,__ ______ _ 
Print Name: --~-'-"wL.X!..m""· ..:..::lE"----'\~'-=--)QY_, ____ _ _ 

Address: _ _ _,\'""'b:..::d.=-"1...:.___·:--'-),.v.j{l:c:..:_S.::...+-'-o'-!..\i'--'-(j--v-=~=----
b-\ t \1.-. 9£\- \ d-/ 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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: 

Signature:~~~kc...:....L-1.--___ _ 

Print Name: -lt..,..(\~f-'-'..l-u\u.+.-¥\f\.~>=:'!::.._.....l\A~·....!~_:_=-----
Address: __ q+-J1~0_.J.QAJ1'+'(\~C..:...l<!<llb~-..~.Y--'-t ·_._,f._:.\ 0..;_1,__ 
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Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-732 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Form Letter-1 

01 

 

 

 

 

02 

 

 

 

 

03 

 

 

 

 

04 

 

 

 

05 

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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-733 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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: 

s;~~re~~ 
PrintName: = LW 
Address: 7(o [) - s#t ftvg_ 
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Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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. 

s•sn""'" 1.0u-~ c.~. fl.. 
Print Name: rlvlf) Pa<SctH . 
Address: 2Jt=t :Juda..h ~wr 

~N fra.nc.t:X:o 94 1 2.2-

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-736 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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 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 OP 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). 

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. 

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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Signature:~--'-~-=.>.L..-=:..:..._ ___ _ _ 

Print Name: La 11 y e V\ fl. 0 s;:; I 

Address: I c/ l 0 ' t_f 2 £ted ~ e_ 
S ~~ C /7? 1't..( ( LZ--

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 
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. 

Signature: ___ L _____ ~----"--·----
Print Name: /5! flVV\. U ft V/)fi" 

Address: / .S 53 6 (5L ~A 70 LA/ 

em (?,.~loS' , til 9£P%2 
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

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. 

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). 

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. 

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 alternat ives. 

" ....... 
Signature: ~ fA ~~ 
PrintName:L- 6\.A...~ I~ lA ~l{-?1./t!Y} 

Address: { S $7 0 (S:\... C, klb kP 
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

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. 

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). 

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 be ing 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

s;gnmu" d/&AJ ~-
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

Sign 
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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: 

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. 

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 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. 

C0J!ri): ,--{l; I;, .· 
Signature: ~ X.F \ / J \ ; \....../ 

Print Name: ,.;o /l ((} ( -". vrr f:. 'YJ 
Address: __ 1..J-...02_""--t;"""_ ---.-'"~~~....:::~....:..:....·C..::.C...::'.. .. ~(..J-li..::.1 -~·V_··_, _ _ _ 
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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: 

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, 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 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 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. 

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Signature: _ __~...{ _:(__::=~=.-:;===::.-----
Print Name: --'f<--'M:"---'-<k~:@---=-..:...NGc...;G::_' _ L_t N_c;_._ __ 
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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: 

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. 

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 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 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. 

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 

onvUoomontally ••poiO< altern";'"· . ~ 

S•gnature: "t-~--ii-\--+-\-\----------,------

Print Name: r\\\V(2_. ~ 
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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: 

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 c ity 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 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. 

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. 

s;~~·· ··~~ 
Print Nam:~q 
Address: v:t I aim Mck h'tty 

/foly C Of,. (IJ- ~ Yt'/ V 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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. 

Signature:~ 
Print Name: Crz. ,s-h•AD-.. L-l.::f 

Address: _ __,/L-<-{-!.-CO_S.;_..., _..~~.J..::.;"'-:_(_.o_J_..J.t1&__..J.:::...:=--
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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: 

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, 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 
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: 

Signature:~~ 
Print Name: JA /ln ~ ::e ~- J. C-

Address: -----ll.....:S""=--....ti _ ___,C=·_.rec_::_~=->ce,...~""":......:::..J~AL 
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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: 

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. 

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 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. 

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 . 

~--=ra· :::::=:C;L~~~~--

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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: 

?-
Signature: ~L/~~~~~·:_-;z::_.:::::::::::::===~\=-
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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: 

The NAP EIR repeat.edly 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. 

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). 

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. 

Signature:~ ~ 
,; 

Print Name: ;(;OI(M C!..urvtv ,"w(;) lf-1..-1~ 

Address: _...c2---"'-G"""'s--_-=~=-:_L_L-_t..::.'S_---"5---'-r _ _ _ 
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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: 

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. 

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 
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. 

Signature: 

Print Name: 
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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: 

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wildl ife, 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. 

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). 

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 plant ing 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: 
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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: 

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, 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 
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: 

Signature: ~-. 
Print Name: Ot 0 uihUfe t:
Address: (~I crescent Ave ' 

23t G~ ~ t{fb o 
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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: 

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, 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). 

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. 

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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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 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 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). 

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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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. 

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 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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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 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 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). 

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. 

Signature: __ __:_l/l/t4:J---_:....__.,.--""=----------

Print Name: Vr' ~dJ-. 
1~£ ± 287( ff-v..e_ Address: 

SP, etJ- q<f/2-2-
7 

tltu;&~ cf..f'(/\@'j.d.~dl · ~ 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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. 

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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, 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 
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: 

Signature: _.:.:::::-bt~3Te·:=;:fi::___ 
Print Name: +A-'-~-J..f-'---'-----=g==-u_fii_DAf?..""""--=---!....~_:___.:.. _ _ 

Address: _f:...._:5_fu-I...L-~?"", "'=----(7_/Tf;:;!>__,__,_-=-.::...~.(-=.b_C..:....:r f?,__~_ ~ .....-
~l'rJ-l 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

['' 
[ 2) 

['' 
[ 4) 

[ 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. 

S®>otu"• ~-Ok 
Print Name: J</tfl.tti/!1 - (1/JC!lf! ()? 

Address: _..._l_._fj 4_,_____U-t-,~-I-'=-"--"""--='-----L.~---
){~ C4 9Lft :3 J 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

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: 

Signature: -~f,.., ..... ~-""~ .... =---'-'LJLL...J~:L~..::.::..::...:._ _ ___ _ 

Print Name: -fl~4~tJ!...:~:=..___!W~f~l...,_,S.l.._!,!().!_!N'------

Address: __,"2::...::C:.:....7..__--""~:!!:.=:=::_.c;_r--=-------
S( 
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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: 

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, 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 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: 

Signature: 4k~ 
PrintName: Wt/1;/lA{ /f/(A/N~Al. 

Address: ;;((; '1 {//. L c/ Ef 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

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, 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). 

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. 

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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 

'"'Uoom<Oially ,.,..,..;., •lrenw;'"· ~~ 

Signature: __ #~--~~~--------------------------
Print Name: fm ~ , J-e£ JL :> 

Address: 2-3:"" C l1 HI\-{\.{\·~ ( / , ' 
~ ~'""< S''' C~ 
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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: 

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, 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 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 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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. \ 

PrintNarne: ____ ~~~'--~~------~~~~~--

Address: -1+=~-J..__,C....::..~ =.!.-.~-=---'-----
*'~ 
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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: 

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, 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 
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: 

Signature: ___ /J;H--~h¥Zi-J~{i_...-£_,.,'---------
Print Name: __ ~ ____ j_~---'---+-Ge<z-______ _ 
Address: 500 P _5 ov----4 ffd( Dlvt! 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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: 

Signature: ---'t-9-----------
Print Name: --'"'M~::....;\:.....:\__;~:...__~L,~..=lM___:.c_:CI.c.:..:f\ _ ___ _ 

Address: -'-\ _.._1 ......... }--=C-'-CA.=-~--"lo-'-j....:...ll\_t~....:....yt.~4 _)_J!Vt _ _ 

S'~ Lf\ qt.( I) l 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-768 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Form Letter-1 

01 

 

 

 

 

02 

 

 

 

 

03 

 

 

 

 

04 

 

 

 

05 

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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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: 
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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 ElR: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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. 

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 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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

Signature: <:]2_, U ~. 
Print Name:-~::....=,.__,_. _6.=..-.."Q~o::........>\~¥-=-»o«........:v.J~!:O.:.__,_\<-=-.t....\_ 

Address: \ q "6 0 G 1"cl J<- ~\ 
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Please consider the following extra points: 
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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 EJR: 

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 
scienti fic 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. 

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 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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Signature:(__~ )6? ~ 
PrintNam~/ 'f/j·~ 
Add=' §~~-- -
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Signature: ---·~---------------
Print Name: -( ~vvt ·gechji?ttf 
Address: --~(f::::....'S---=:./_____,(Sl=-->-th---=-_(A_v<-__ _ 

~f- ck- q '-U { ~ 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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. . 

1 
//7 ~ ~ ~ 

Sign~ 
Print Name~~~:;;~JlcL Ckfr:xtdts: ~ l, 
Address: \, \,2 £1 .:p,, V\0 S\--

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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. 

s;gn•m<• AtY 
Print Name: f.Cl[v c,J ~{) vJ AtR.A.J 

Address: 3 7 .<3 ~( C.J}S-1'... 

Sl2 C.l1 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

I 

! J 
Signature:"':::-""""'::.>...-~-./\.__,,__....:; __ ....,--====--------

Print Name: -'(....._' ~-"-'--'-n_.-~\L. -~{+_-li-'Vl'-'-,~-'~---'-'....::....::j).A.:::..' ___ _ 

Address· { ·_) V''~y,- ~(1 G,''fV\ /J ..... ./-{ 
· ~-~--~~------~~~--~\~·~~----
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Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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 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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

Signature: ~ ~ 

Address: 'l-c> 2-s 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-780 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-781 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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, 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). 

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. 

Signature: /3:/. L;: / _§, ~ ~/:'1?~--v/'1 
Print Name: //) ;~; ~ ll/o i/ fJ /::'_ 
Address: -=-Z-_2-_o_· ,_/_..L,./l)_,_;o:_r_J::l~r':+-'.ul2_c.L../...:../ __ _ 
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-782 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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. 

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 
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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-783 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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, 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 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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-784 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

' 
Signature: _ _ flm.L._~'-L..!M....:...,""I....""''--'?uw-o"--'~~------
Print Name: __,fi...,.,} ..... o ..... L__,rYt.....<....>.>ll.........___ -1-N-'--'-/ e.;;;...<.J..;.__e=_<S'---

Address: ---<:e,5~b~'5"""0----'0:::..........;f cJ_=----'-/&.='=du.J=:..>.!O=c£i=..:....._/h-
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-785 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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 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. 

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: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-786 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

.
r .. \ ~ 

Signature: ________ ~r.~----·----------------------
\....v 

Print Name: __.,M~f-,61J.~Il,...,d......, .. 13.~..\o..C-4-I/ 11"-'At ............ ( ....... J..L.l'{ 8(_~-
Address: _ 2..,=-c..:( v:::...." }l...-..lUv...::. ~· ~t:.q.f..u..44-JV1'-"'"~C<..u/\__.,SM:::L.!....!ei.....lek~---
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-787 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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 c ity 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. 

/ ! -

Signature: --\-\'....,),.<~..''-'. ~""-___:::~::..o.-!~ .. _,·'-v~~=/~-----
PrintName: _·-_:~·J~)~l~''~--~l~-'u·t~-~>u'~l~tL~f~;t_ud_n_~ ______ _ 
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-788 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-789 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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, 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). 

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. 

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: - ---=?.AJ _ __...w~v-'<.o ..... {).__-=S"'-T.___ ____ _ 
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Please cons ider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-790 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 ErR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. (-.... 

/\~ \t:/1 I ~. A I'\;' . ~ :1-"1---
Signature: ____ ~-~'-v-----~· ----------------------
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-791 Responses to Comments 
November 2016
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 

•ov;ronmootally '"'"""' •lt<motiv.,. . ~ 

S1gnature: ~ 
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Please consider the following extra points: 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

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, 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). 

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. 

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. 

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

~ ]~ -:J_' :]'\~ 
Signature: ___ ------------------~+----------------

Print Name: . JU f.h.._j L · /}1 I~ 2 ~ LA-

Address: ct <::{ _5 (_ P ~ ( / l. J I · 

l ( <.__P 9jt~~ 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Signature: _ __ l_· ~-~--· _· _:..-_.t_~-;.Y,___..,..----+''!/,__J __ _ 
~ j 

Print Name: __ l_i....!.\ V\__:_.\r;Lc~r_\.:....~-+-·-u-!-1 <_<-_' ____ _ 

Address: _V7~ '....:....·, _1 ____;;;.~_'(_\.+-\ _\\_\_.~_
1 

_ \)_ ( _ _ _ 

\Jc· \ vj Ci t~ L ( (~ ~ , ~\ C j l. ' . 
I 
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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: 

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, 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 
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: 

"\. ' . 
Signature: ~.· ./)

1 
(/(,;~ l[ / It L- Ll/(_-JL.-.. ~z,.... -{(._/-~ ...... 

Print Name: ~ "'' R i ~ e t/ ~· 11:' rv \1-.. ..:;e lL tOY\ 

Address: (c ·? 2 \ ( U \ e ) 1 ~ Q t 
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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: 

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. 

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 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. 

\ . . I !\ 
Signature: __ ~-~~i~~~~~~~~~)L-4t-~~~,-~~~~~---------------

PrintName: ~V~;;~~~·~~L~.\~\~~t\~(~(~r~~~-------------
Address: _ _:\l~:~_J~/~~~~- ~!!.::::-:.._Qffsc;1~v..ss_,u,d~'eL).).l).!:( _ _ 

">\.: c 

Please consider the following extra points: 

t J( J '"'">jo,r ~ c 1 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-796 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Form Letter-1 

01 

 

 

 

 

 

02 

 

 

 

 

 

03 

 

 

 

 

 

04 

 

 

05 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

07 

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. 

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. 

2) The NAP EIR's analysis ofthe 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). 

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. 

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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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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 

ooviroomootallp"porio.,tremotiv". . //. / _ 

S•gnature:~----.-----'~..__ ____________ _ 

Print Name: lJ *f\' ~~1~ 
Address: 1:?Dl (jgMA-re, 
~ CAu(j'ql2:f' 
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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: 

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. 

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 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). 

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. 

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

s;gnoMe~~ 
PrintName~ ~\~e\' 
Address: ----:1~~__._\Y:-=~::........J3~0::_S\-_ _ 

C1L\-t3\ 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

X IAlttlk o.t e·rvJaU v.rttl---~ ~' P&aM'~ 
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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: 

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 wildl ife 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 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). 

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 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. 

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. 

Print Name: -.J-.a.u~~....___,__.,_.=.~...__.._-"-l..._..,_ ___ _ 

Address: --=.~....;.:5:::._-L-_.._Y ....... b""'--·- ......_3-'-?-~_"'_A~u~....._ _ _ 
cS.F cA 97'1/~ 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

:::::,. :t:t~~ 
Address: ______ ~----~~------~------------

-~ vt r-v CZtA c._~; { o 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

s; .. ..,.,<£wti .. ~/..~ . 
PrintName: _L lfY1 ef-/t en S4t#Pt-e~ 
Address: b C> Ch 1-r' r. 4 f2 fc 
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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: [I) 
[ 2) 

[ 3) 

[ 4) 

[ 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 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 EJR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Signature: _ _ _ ,.,.A::...._ _ __;;;¥_.---:s....'------------
7 D 

Print Name: ----4)-.fJ.J.JI?'1~~'\-.c:(]::::.h"--'-"~"-=-----

Address: ------'Z""'--W.&-~.9_/Y.=-----=CJYI----'-·k~ce...,t\~--"}f_,_,._J __ 
eo._ e.,£> co. C A 9 'f-olf-'1-
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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: 

uv 

I 

Signature: , vt{P"-
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

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 ' j ., t 

t r i vh•f 1 
Signature: 1/,ft•/ t. ( !!} J,·L 

Print Name: J{t/(i'i JlO it: 
- r 1 y_:JL ( . 

Address: --....a..~......:.'-----:..l.:.,----'-1_.·· -'. 1,_\:..tt:...'f--''(._·..!.I__,S~' -~....::::::::::...._ __ 

Sf. ( tf l l £/ II () 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 
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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: 

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, 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). 

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. 

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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternativ 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Signature: -+-Y----~--------~-----------------

Print Name: ~tv\_,__~....;..LA~..__._C=:.e~..:.___ ___ _ 
Address: -~--'L.,~~~~M _ _ __ _ 
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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: 

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, 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 
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 alternat ives. 
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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: 

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, 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 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 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. 

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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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: 

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 ElR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

f ~ f //\./ c'/<:/" /!/f¥'ie~- . 7/.K. .rJ 6 61£.~/ Ar(r '$') 
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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: 

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, 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). 

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. 

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. 

Signature: __ _,C----,.;;:------------,--_.._ __ 
Print Name: ____,_G ......... o~v....L..f\ (\c.=~.........,___]m¥-=-w.,_\--'-, ~~· _ 

Address: _ __,4~?J___,_t\.....,\v~2hz~\:....___j!_{sye-O>......_· _. _ 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

1 support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Signature: ----\-I.;}M~~...=..L!::~-----,A.-. '----... _ 
Print Name: ______ ~------------------------------
Address:-------------------

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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). 

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, w 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

V}'f IJ/ 

Please consider the follo~ng extra pointsd 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

~ Signature: 

Print e:~ 

Address: :S'b S" tifiJ f._dv{~ 
S'SF CA tt¥0£0 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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 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 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. 

I support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which e EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Print N 

Plo"'oo"'lddofollo~po;~e r:_o~~ h~:fft • 'i• 
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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: 

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. 

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 
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. 

Signature: 

Ple~er the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Nnsr A~e Nor dt~Ru Ne" fa cu m( *~'( ac~uJ(ts 
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October 30, 20 II 

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
SF Planning Dept. 

RE: NAP EIR 

f would like to note the following problems with the NAP EIR: 

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, 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). 

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. 

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. 

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the E!R identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Signature:_~-Hh_d_~------
Print Name: .,----~'-"""'C,_,"'-b..,u.a.....Jt..Vl'--!J<l~1,._ ____ _ 

Address: _ !:J_5_4-_· -'A~"'-=~;....__" ~S~±_,_. -----
Jvfo~fc0.. l/,'M, C A 59- o 'f ( 

Please consider the following ex:tra points: 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

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 Altern 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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: 

•. ~i 0~ 
. !<t....st' ~L 

' 
t...- o v JL{;\f\.. J; 

Address: __ L_l_(; __ =.S-'-~-·:...;'::..:.(=(.'-\::....._)r __ ~~~.J_ ___ _ 

OCt/<_ 

c.J 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-822 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Form Letter-1 

01 

 

 

 

 

02 

 

 

 

 

03 

 

 

 

 

04 

 

 

 

05 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

33 

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: 

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, 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). 

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. 

Address: 

Please con~er the following extra points: 

~~ 
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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: 

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 ErR'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 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. 

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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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

Signature~ :=5 (P)~ 

Print Name: '-2!1: $;.0:Jh ~l 0 A~ V{}-\....., 
Address: Qo "-jJJ t !:1Lt1~U~--

S--f'" ~ 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

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. 

l support the Maintenance or Maximum Recreation Alternative, which the EIR identifies as being 
environmentally superior alternat ives. 

Signature:;:-~2::> ~--
Print Name: t:>o\i:Jt>--. Ok\clug 
Address: (( S ~""to-., {:(a~ Q--.< , 

1So:.~ I LA q '( CD5 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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. 

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..\_ 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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. 

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 
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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: 

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 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. 
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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: 

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 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). 

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. 

Signature: __ _:_· :_-r-:,;:/C3~2~===========-
Print Name: ---J1.1 I) y l(?t't' tlt\~o~tfr'.-

~--~- --~~--~t--------------------------

Address: _ _ _ !_4-'---() -'-~-i::;~~f!v\._;;_:_Avf:---=-::;___ _ _ _ 

P11e-if;t-A, CA 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

Address: 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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 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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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, 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 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. 

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, w 
environmentally superior alternatives. 

Print 

AJ t c., &- T7 vf_ 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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. 

Signature: 

Print Name: 

Please consider the following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 super ior alternatives. 

.~ /7;. 
Signature: / --- ~ . 

__,- -·~ ( 
Print Name: {d e.Sr1. S .;:} ± 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 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. 

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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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: 

R~cE~tv~o 
ccr ~ 1 2011 

CITY f... CCUI'-lTY C~F S.F: 
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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. 

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). 

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. 

Please consider tlle following extra points: 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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. 

Please consider the following extra points: 

Signature: slb 'v'J\JW \A l ol'ns 
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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: 

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. 

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). 

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 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. 

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: 

s;gn""'" 111~.., ~ 
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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: 

['' 
[ 2) 
[ 3) 

[ 4) 

[ 5) 

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 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). 

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. 

Signature: ~ ~~ 
Print Name: $'U.S 4/) W' h ee,-/ e t" 

Address: ~() ~~LU~ 
S~~~, CA <ilfl~=f 

Please consider the following extra points: · .. _ ,. , .J _ ~ 
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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: 

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, 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). 

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 communit ies 
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. 

<'·~·~ &~· Signature: __.,Y\Joc.-- -y--.-....:::..-+-- .,._---J------

PrintName: ~~~ 
Address: {C) 1., Co {A /l.-1) 
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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: 

The NAP EIR repeatedly says: "dogs MAY be impacting" plants or wild life, 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. 

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 
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: 

\ 

s ignature: __ _,n ... · -~=-=------~c._-~-------
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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: 

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, 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). 

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: ) J 1t < ~' 1'1 4A---z-:._ 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-843 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Fox-1 

Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3:49PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: 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 Bil l 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 
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Re: Natural Areas Program EIR 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

[ 
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. 

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. 

[

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 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. 

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 
Larkspur, CA 94977 
ph: 41S.94S.3232 

chfox@earthlink. net 
2 
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Furney-1 

Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org 
Monday, November 07, 2011 11 :1 0 AM 
Bock, John 

Subject: 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.sfplanning.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 ~ 

Please respond to 

Gary Furney 

<gwfxyz@ya hoo.com 

> 

Subject 

Glen Park Restoration 

[ 
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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Bill Wycko 

Greq Gaar 
440 Hazelwood Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94127 

Environment al Review Officer 
San Francisco Planni ng Department 
1650 Mission Street 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Planning Department Case No . 2005 . 1912E 
State Clearing House No . 2009042102 

Dear Mr . Wycko , 

RECEIVED 

:JCT · i 201i 

Cl fY & COUNTY OF SJ. 
! 'tANNING DEPAATMEN I 

MEt.. 

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 
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 shoul d address the specific negative 
environmental impacts that would occur to the biologi cal 
resources of Corona Heights. 
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(Cont.) 

03 

04 

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. 

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? 
The Maximum Recreation Alternative fails to discuss 
sustainable, nature enhancing recreation . If the priorities 
of the Maximum Recreation Alternative are defined as dog 
walking, 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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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 09:17AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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 

Greetings, 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

Subject Off-Leash Dog Walking 

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. 

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 

Gachowski-1 

01 

02 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31 /201111 :53AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: NAP EIR 

-- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /201 1 11:53 AM-

Ted Garber 
<tdx9997@gmall.com> 

10/31 /201 1 11 :48AM 

Ted Garber 
895 Rockaway Beach Ave . 
Pacifica, CA 94044 

To Bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject NAP EIR 

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 : 

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 run 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 
result 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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01 (Cont) 

[

I visit Laguna Salada at Sharp Park frequently . The cattai l s at Laguna 
Sa l ada p r ov i de i mportant s he l t e r for mi gratory b i rds from predators. 
Remova 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 Mountain and I would 
mourn the los s o f publ i c areas t hat I can t ake my d og . 

Recreation 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 the GGNRA ' s proposed 
reduct i on o f t rai l s and dog- friend l y trai l s , drastical ly reduces 
recreation areas for everyone i n the Bay Area, both wi th and wi thout 
dogs . 

[

It is true for this EIR, as i t was for t he GGNRA DEIR that there a r e 
very few scient i f ic studies on the effect of dogs on wildlife. Some 
s t udi es , in fact , show t hat 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 . 
for people and peopl e with dogs shou ld b e i ncreased. 

Sincerel y , 
Te d Garber 

Recreation areas 
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From: Bill Wvcko 
To: Jessica Range 

Subject: Fw: DPAs 
Date: 10/05/2011 09:08 AM 

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:08 AM -----

Gerard Garbutt 
<gera rd.g@sbcgloba I. net> 

10/04/2011 07:43 PM 

Hi Bill 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject DPAs 

[ 

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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070ct20:..1 

To: Bil: Wyci<o, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department, 

1650 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Off-;r. ash areas like Fort Funston 

To whor.· it may concern: 

RECEIVEr' 

~C1 1 ; ~ i; · 

CITY. & COUNTr· 111 
I LANNING DEf'AH I~~ t ~) I 

•• r: " 

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 ami, Jte having our wedding there we love it so much. I am sad to hear that there are people that 

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 

supp01 t. ~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 

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. 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-858 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Gavin-1 

Gregory Gavin 
* I also 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 10/31/2011 10:31 AM ·-· 

Philip Gerrie 
<glassgerrle@gmall.com> 

10/31/2011 10:28 AM 

Hello Jeanie, 

To jeanie.poling@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Comments on the Significant Natural Resource Areas 
Management Plan 

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 . 

This is a compromised plan and is not extreme or radical . 

[ This plan should include community stewardship of r ecreational use of NAP land 

[
If the environmental superior alternatives are recreation and maintenance, and 
not restoration, the analysis is flawed . 

[ 

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 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November01 , 2011 3:48PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: Fw I am writing in opposition to Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan 
2005.1912E 

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 

11/01/2011 03:24 cc 
PM 

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 To 
PM bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject 
I am writing in opposition to 
Significant Natural Resource Areas 
Management Plan 2005.1912E 
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Mr Wychko, 

[ 

We have far more pressing matters than changing our vegetation back in time. The costs 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. 

[

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 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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D. PETER GLEICHENHAUS 
RECEIVED 

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, 

[
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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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 ty: ~ This message has been forwarded. 

- 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 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

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" 

Subject 
<scott.wiener@sfgov .org> 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas 
Management Plan 

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. 

Ideally I'd like the NAP eliminated all together. 

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. 

Anastasia Glikshtern 
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Oswald L. Gomez 
Carol L. Borden-Gomez 

221 Juanita Way 
San Francisco, California 94127 

Phone (415) 731-5889 

RECEiV r::.D 

JUN 1 1 :-;; :'l 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.E 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

MEA 

ossic ~omez@comcasr.net cbordengomcz@comcast.net 

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. 

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 on 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 our 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 homes from 
erosion caused by the proposed removal of so many trees ncar our property. Who will be 
responsible for this damage~ 

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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(Cont.) 

 

[ 
[ 
[ 

2. Lack of communication by N AP 
We read the Miraloma Park monthly newsletter, the Westside Observer local paper, along 
with the SF Chronicle, 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? 

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 

Our Request 
• 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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(Cont) 

Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV 

10/31/2011 09:18AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

oc 

bee 

Subject Fw: Comment: Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact 
Review 

-- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:19AM-

Kelly Gordon 
<kgordon566@yahoo.com> 

10/30/2011 07:28PM 

Oct. 30, 2011 

Please respond to 
Kelly Gordon 

<kgordon566@yahoo.com> 

Bill VVycko, Environmental Review Officer 
SF Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
bill. wycko@sfgov .org 

Dear Mr. VVycko, 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject Comment: Natural Areas Program Environmental Impact 
Review 

[ 
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. 
Additionally, given that citizens of San Francisco currently have no means of proposing new off-leash 
areas in parks, the reduction of current dog recreation areas would 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 considerat ion of this issue. 
Sincerely, 
Kelly M. Gordon 
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Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3 :47 PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: 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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01 [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, CA 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. 

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 intentofCEQA 
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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. 

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," does 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 types. 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 predators 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. 

[ 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 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV 

10131/2011 04:09PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

oc 

bee 

Subject Fw: Public Comments Regarding Dog Play Areas 

--- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/201 1 04:09PM --

Hello-

Sharon Greenberg 
<sharon.greenberg@sunllnk.c 
om> 

10/31/2011 03:53PM 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject Public Comments Regarding Dog Play Areas 

I wanted to submit my comments regard ing the elimination of 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 city continues to eliminate dog play areas. I believe most dog owners agree that our 
pets are like parts of our family and residents of San Francisco love living here. Please keep our dog play 
areas available so we can cont inue to love both our family pets and living in San Francisco. 

I understand the desire to keep the habitat natural and not have dogs ruin that. In fact I support it. But 
eliminating the dog play areas is not the way to do it. I bet if you ask the dog owner community that 
uses these dog play areas they will be more than will ing to help encourage the growth of natural plants 
in any way possible. Whether it be enforcing the boundaries of the dog play areas or contribut ing to the 
cause financially. Please help us keep our dog play areas available to us. 

Sharon Greenberg I Director of Project Management I Sun link Corporat ion 
v ; 415.306.9826 I f : 415.925.9636 
e: sharon.greenberg@sunlink.com I w: ht tp:/ /www.sunlink.com 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

J§ca Rappe 

Fw: dogs and park land (please read) 
10/05/2011 09:45 AM 

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:45AM -----

Hello Bill, 

"Michael Griggs" 
<mgriggs@avenidas.org> 

10/05/2011 09:24 AM 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject dogs and park land (please read) 

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. 

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 rule-
either on leash or under voice control of owner. Obviously this is often not the case. 
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Griggs-1 

 

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 - 

Dear Bill, 

DemaGrfm 
<godemago@yahoo.com> 

10/31/201 1 10:44 AM 
Please respond to 

DemaGrim 
<godemago@yahoo.com> 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject NAP plans for SF parks 

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. With 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 EVERYONE .... 

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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Janet Haire 
4475 l 71

h Street 
San Francisco CA 94 114 
41 5.860.1942 

RECEIVE[P 

NOV 1 8 201! 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 
PLANNING OEPARTMENl 

"'"' .. 
November 17, 2011 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Attn : Bill Wycko, Environmental 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 of San Francisco, an 
avid golfer, a lover of the history of the great game of 
golf, and 'bow down' to Dr . Alister MacKenz ie , arguably the 
greatest golf course architect that the worl d has ever 
known . 

I am a l so the proud owner of a San Francisco res i dent golf 
card (#9034274) , and consider myself unbelievably fortunate 
that one of the munic i pal courses at which I can make a tee 
time 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 
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@ci.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 
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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, General 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 
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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-

Hi 

Milo Hammer 
<mllohlghschool@yahoo.com 
> 

10/31/2011 11:41 AM 

To "Bil l.wycko@sfgov.org" <Bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Please respond to Subject stop the plan to reduce dog areas 
Milo Hammer 

<milohighschool@yahoo.com> 

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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Hartnett-1 

RECEIVED 

OCT 2 8 lOll 
10/26/2011 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 

[ 

, • .PI.ANNING D5f.A.RJ~ENT 
As a resident of SF,and owner of a dog,l think of SF as a dog 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 1 hour every pm. It is good for me and my dog. 

I oppose any restrictions to off leash areas. 

WILLIAM E HARTNETI 
54 FAIR OAKS ST 
SAN FRANCISCO,CA 94110 
EM whartn@pacbell.net 
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(Cont.) 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Bjll Wvcko 
Jessjca Range 

Fw: Dog play areas 
10/04/201111:06 AM 

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 11:07 AM -----

"Edward Hasbrouck" 
<edward@hasbrouck.org > 

10/04/2011 12:03 PM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Dog play areas 

Pl ease en t e r these comments in your d ocket o f p ubl i c responses to the 
d raf t e nvi r onment al impact revi ew regar ding " dog p l ay areas " on Berna l 
Hill and i n o t her parks in t h e ci t y . 

I s t rongly urg e you t o make elimi nat i o n of o f f - leas e " dog p l ay a r eas" t he 
pre f erred alternati v e o r, as the n e xt-b es t a l ternative , to r educe the 
amount of p ub lic space de d icated t o t h is us e as muc h as poss i ble . 

Of f -l eash d ogs pose a da nger tha t (1) depri ve s othe r members o f the p ublic 
o f use of t hese 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 know with certa i n ty how *their* dogs 
will behave . Dogs c a n and do behave in ways tha t s urprise their "owners". 

I have rout ine l y been menaced and someti mes c hased b y d ogs whose owners 
tol d me , " S/ h e ' s onl y being f riendly". Even if t he d og i n t end e d c hasing or 
lung i ng a t me to be a "friendly " act , its e f fec t wa s to endanger me . 

I have r out ine l y had p e opl e tell me t hey were s urpr ised at t he behavi o r of 
t h e ir dog, or t hat "S /he doe s n ' t usually ac t l ike t h i s ". Al l of whi ch j us t 
goes to s how how fal l i ble dog owners ' b e liefs a nd expectat 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 dogs to surprise thei r owners by c has ing bicycles . 

Dogs are by nature pack animals , and behave differently in p acks than as 
indiv i duals . This make s i t i mpassibl e for a ny dog owne r to predi ct how 
t h e ir dog wil l behave the f irs t t ime they a r e l et loos i n pack , off leash . 

Some peopl e may s a y , " *My* dog woul dn 't do 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 act like t hat . 

A rational ped e s t rian or bicyclist *must* assume -- becaus e there is no 
way to know otherwise -- that *any* d og migh t , wi thout warning , lunge at 
t hem . The onl y way to stay safe a round dogs i s for t hem t o be l eashed , so 
t hat those who don ' t wish to risk b e i ng attacked or chased can stay out of 
reach beyond the length of t he lease . 

An off - leash dog area i s *i n herent l y* danger 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 uch areas 
entire ly . In operating such an area t he City a nd County i s creati n g a nd 
knowi ngly to l e r a ting a dange rous p ubli c nui sance. 

San Francisco i s one of the densest c i t ies , with the l east publ ic s p ace 
per capita , in the country . Choosing to dedicate space to off - l eash dog 
p l a y , whe n tha t denies the use of that s pace to other would - b e users , is 
a n inappropr iate use of public land and resources . 

The Ci ty and County needs to c on s i der the needs o f peopl e f irst , and pets 
second . There may be fewer play areas for dogs i n t he ci t y than dog -
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owners would like , but dogs don ' t b e l on9 in the city, people do , and there 
a r e cer tainly too few outdoor play a reas for peopl e! 

Please, g i ve me back the opportunity t o enjoy Bernal 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 Hasbro uck 
1130 Treat Ave . 
San Fran c isco , CA 94110 
415-824 -8562 

Edward Hasbrouck 
<edward@hasbrouck . org> 
<http : //hasbrouck . org > 
<http :/ /twitter . com/ e h asbrou c k > 
+1-415 - 824-0214 

5th edition o f " The Prac tical Nomad : How t o Travel Around t h e World" 
in bookstores worldwide in Oct ober 2011 , available now for pre -order : 
http : //hasbrouck . 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 

Dear Mr. Wycko 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject Natural Areas Plan 

[ 

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 which 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! 

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 my 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 

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 

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 Fran cisco once had no Urban For est. 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 

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 

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 pre

Ettropean vegetation on San Francisco public lands is a thoroughly worthwhile 

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 Fran cisco. 

Sincerely, 
Alma Hecht, APT.D/TSA 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-888 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Heldman-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

01 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

02 

 

 

 

 

03 

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-

<"*Yhekii!P«cbeii.Mt> To "bill \A6'Cko" <biii.\A6'cko@sfgov.org>. "Scott 

• 

MaryHaklman 

06105/201211:36 PM Wiener"@smtp107.sbc.mail.ne1.yahoo.com. 
scott.wiener@sfgov .org 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

cc "John Avalos" <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>. "Sean Elsbernd" 
<Sean.Eisbernd@sfgov.org>. "David Chiu" 

Subject 

<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> 

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: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Bill WVcko 
Jesgjca Range 

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> To bi ll.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc john lucania <johndabomb@ymail.com> 

10 04 2011 02:33 PM Subject Dogs in the Park 
r---------~~~~~~~~----~ 

Bill: 

Please respond to 
mrdantastic@yahoo.com 

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 
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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 08:50AM-
Cl•raHau 
<eheleneheu@gmlil.com> 
05127/2012 12: 15 PM 

To bill.~cko@sfgov.org 

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. 

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. 

(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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stumps would certainly blight the area. 

(6) According to the SF Forest Alliance, the most toxic herbicides would continue to be used. 

(7) Per the SF Forest Alliance taxpayer funds will be diverted to pay for this destruction and 
blight. 

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 

101271201111:24 AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV 

oc 

boc 

Subject Fw: Save off leash areas 

- Fo!Warded by Bill \1\/ycko/CTYPLNISFGOVon 101271201111:24 AM -

fiiiiCIII Hochldlld 
cthccheclidOYtttoo.com> 
1012612011 09 22 PM 

Please respond lo 
F ranees Hochschild 

<fhochschild@post.harvard.ed 
u> 

To "blll .~cko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

oc 

Subject Save off leash areas 

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 rv 

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

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

BARBARA A. HOLZMAN, PHD 

DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHY AND HUMAN ENVIRONMENTAl STUDIES 

1600 Holloway Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94132 

Tel: 415/338-7506 

Re: DEIR for SNRAMP 

October 25, 2011 

RECEIVED 

OCT 2 8 2011 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 
PlANNING DEPARTMENT 

MEA 

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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[ managing our resources and protecting these areas for future generations. 

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. 

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. 

r1n sum although the potential for impacts of that addressed above may be unavoidable I think that 
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. 

[

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 

10/31/2011 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> To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

10/31/2011 07:26AM 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 
oppose the expansion of the Natural Areas Program and support the maintenance alternative 
described in the ElR. 

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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[ propose new dog play areas. 

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 recreational space will negatively impact the 
quality of life in our city. 

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 you 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, 

[ 
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) . 

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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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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NAP Comment-Madeline Hovland 

October 27, 2011 

Mr. Bill Wycko 
San Francisco Planning Department 

Re: DRAFT EIR., NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM 

Dear Mr. Wycko: 

RECEIVED 

OCT 3 1 2011 

CIT~~EN~We~A~YM£f S.F. 
MEA 

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. 

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 

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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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 a waste of taxpayer money to promote and 
support a program that is essentially unscientific and anti-evolution. 

Sincerely yours, 

Madeline Hovland 
781 Alvarado Road, Berkely, CA 94705 

02 

(Cont.) 
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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@yahoo.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: hi II. 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. 

(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 Hu 

334 San Leandro Way, SF 94127 

brainz ca@yahoo.com 
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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. 

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 Pennsylvania, 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, " 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 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 Park 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 

Hi Bill Wycko, 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc civirmail+r.3.316.b6b81 b2d82f5431 a@sfpeople.net 

Subject Dog Park Area closure and reduction in size 

! have lived 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 ancisco famil y . 

[ 

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> 

10/31/2011 12:03PM 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject NAP EIR comment 

I strongly object to 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 my dog at least once a day. This hill 

is a unique urban park that is shared by hundreds of neighbors with and without dogs every day, and the 
natural areas have not been affected by the recreational use of these SF residents. I disagree with the 
f indings of the EIR regarding this park and I urge the Planning Commission to reject any plans to restrict 
or close areas to recreational use by res idents and their companion animals. 

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> 

10131/2011 03:18PM 

Dear J:..fr. Wycko, 

To <bill.~cko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject NAP El R 

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. 

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 
05116/2012 08:40AM 

To bill.~cko@sfgov.org 

cc • 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 
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 

Dear San Francisco Planning Department, 

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) 

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: 

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. 

[ 

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 

[ 

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. 

[

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. 

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. 

[ 

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. 

Krist Jake 
(415)385-0100 
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BllwydtofClYPI..NISFQOV 
05116/2012 09:38AM 

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV 
cc 

bee 

Subject Fw. NAP 

History: l!i) This message has been forwarded. 

- F o!Warded try Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 0511612012 09:39AM
Belinda Johna 
<klildljohrw1 li!II'Mil.eonP • To bill.~cko@sfgov.org 

05116/2012 08: 11 AM cc 
Subject NAP 

[ 

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. 

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. 

[ If toxic spraying is part of the plan, has the city notified the state and federal EPA? 

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 
<mandy johnson16@hotmail. 
com> 

10[31/2011 07:00AM 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc Scott Bradley <scottyb27@hotmail.com>, Tom Tillinghast 
<ttilli7558@aol.com> 

Subject public comment on dog play areas 

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? 

[

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. 

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 emai l 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 recreational 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 treasure 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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Mr. Bill Wycko 
Environmental Review Office 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco. CA 94103 

RECEIVED 

Carolyn Johnston JUN 0 8 2012 
106 Dorchester Way CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 
San Francisco. CA 94127 PLANNING DEPAATMEN., 

•A C 1\ 

June 7. 2012 

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 within 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 windy day because the trees help block the 
wind. Because we go to Mount Davidson so much, we drive less and are in better shape. 

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: Bjll Wvcko 
To: Jessjca Range 
Subject: Fw: close the Dog Park Area's 
Date: 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! 

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 

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/3112011 04:14PM---

Jason jungrels 
<jasonjungreis@gmail.oom> To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

10/31/2011 03:08PM oc 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

Subject Opposition to "reversion" element of Natural Resource Areas 
Management Plan 

[ 
I support the MINTMU?vl of AP activity in our parks and open space . NAP 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 
Sao .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 1 0:15AM--

•Anton Kelllfati" 
<ekalaf.ti@baideconiiNclion. 
com> 
0611912012 07:30PM 

Dear lv:fr. Wycko, 

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 

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 

10/31/2011 09:22AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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> 

10/30/2011 08:11 AM 

To <Bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject Please preserve off-leash use 

[ 
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 

June 2, 2012 

Bill Wycko 
Planning Department 

Sir: 

25 Vista Verde Court, San Francisco CA 94131 
415- 333-9372 

A Ec ,uqJr.;l~~@hotmail. com 
1:1\f t::S ;· 

JUN C 7 lOll 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.r. 
PLANNING OEPARTMEN1 · 

ME A 

I urge you to follow the plan to thin out or remove many of the eucalyptus trees on Mt. 
Davidson. 

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 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-921 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Kathie-1 

01 

From: Bill Vyycko 
To: Jessica Range 
Subject: Fw: draft EIR ~gnificant Natural Resource Areas Mgmt ~an 
Date: 10/04/2011 02:32 PM 

----- FoiWarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/04/2011 02:32 PM-----

Kathie 
<fogcitykathie@yahoo.com> To 11bill.wycko@sfgov.orgll <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

r----___;;,;,10L..;../(04.;.r...;;l/2;.;;..;;01..;;_1 0;;.;;..2:;.;;..;;31....;_PM~-~ Subject draft EIR Significant Natural Resource Areas 
Please respond to Mgmt Plan 

Kathie <fogc~ykathie@yahoo.com> 

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

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 

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. 

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. 

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. 

[ 

Moreover, I think you should take a close look at the question of whether the staff DEIS 
report reflects a bias in that it appears 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 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-923 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Keats-1 

01 

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. 

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, T believe 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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(Cont.) [ 
~though many of us pay taxes for public sc.hools and do not be~·udge a penny of it, ali we need 
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? 

HPC meeting on_ )?·- .z' /-// 

..< ~dif: / ? / .:(_£ 
(.V: /l~A'¢~ 

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 18-
hole 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. 

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 frog
also 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 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-926 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Keitelman-1 

01 

(Cont.) 

02 

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. 

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. 

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 
> 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 
10/311201111:07 AM 

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 play, 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 use
mostly by the people who live in tbe area (vs. for native p lants that have long disappeared
whafs 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: 

[ • The 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 
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 
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 
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 
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 
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 
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 
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: 

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3:47 PM 
Bock, John 

Attachments: 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-----

Bi ll 
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. 

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 

01 

Kenealy-1 
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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 a ngille @earth 

link. net> To 
"bill.wycko@sfgov.org" 

10/31/201111:09 <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 
PM cc 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

Subject 
SF Natural Areas Plan 

I am writing to advocate that the maximum restoration alternative must 

3 
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Bill Wycko 
Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RECEIVED 

OCl t \ lOti 

r.\TY & COUNTY Of- SJ 
~ PLANNING OEPARTMEN1 

~ E .~>. 

Re: DEIR on Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan 

Mr. Bill Wycko, 

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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October 24, 2011 

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

RECEIVED 

ocr 2 6 2ou 

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. 

[
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 
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 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. 

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 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-934 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Kessler-1 

 

 

04 

(Cont.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

05 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

06 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

07 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

08 

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. 

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 
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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. 

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 lists
lwildlife 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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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 truly
native 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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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> 
1012512011 06:42 PM 

Mr. Bill Wycko 
Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
bm.wycl!.o@sfgoy.org 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

oc 

Subject Public Comment on Draft Environmental I mpsct Report for 
Natural Areas Management Plan 

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 I study the behavior of urban 
wildlife - I spend three or more hours daily doing this. I have had exhibits at The 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 a reno 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. 

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 

• 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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removed for NAP's program. 
NAP is a<.-tually 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 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 oft heir 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 

t
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 
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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> 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject NAP 

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 

Kind-1 

01 
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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 04:15PM-

c.trp&lfioll 
<c.pect#a@tm~il.com> 

1 ()13112011 02:46PM 

Dear J:...fr. Wycko: 

To bill.~cko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Regarding the the NAP EIR for Dog Play Areas 

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.) 

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 

Dear Mr. Wycko. 

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 

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. 

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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Mr. Bill Wycko 
Environmental Review Officer 
SF Planning Department 
1650 Mission St., Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Wycko: 

October 13,2011 

RECEIVED 

OCT 1 7 2011 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F 

RE: Draft EIR Natural Areas Plan 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
MEA 

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. 

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 

Dear Mr. Wycko. 

To bill.~cko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Natural Areas Program comment 

I support the MIN I MUM 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 I ife 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 I ife. 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 I ush 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 I arge 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 I ess staff positions paid to the Natural Are as 
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(Cont.) 

 

[ 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 
1()'2712011 05:10PM 

To Jessica P.ange/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV 

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 
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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 

[ 
1) With respect to the description of the twenty-two natural areas in San Francisco, the DEIR is 
accurate, thorough and complete. 

[ 
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: 

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: 

"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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attached]. 

"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. 

"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. " 

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 61

h 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> 

10/31/201 1 08:44AM 

Greetings Mr . Wycko, 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject pdf footnote for comments on the dEIR for the NAP 

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, separ;•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 ofbigh-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 Marcus 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 ~ month ago 

starch~ild 1 montb :.go 

Nict. e:x'pOll.;. $Q I wo·m.hs:r-, wUI this be etnwgh to getMarc-UJ St'ntiRI,tl), Thc:un!U Toltl, aud .Jou,t.fitnt titr:d, ~nd I.Ltotley Chan's eomp8t.1)' l).<arred Frotn th:ri(l~ b\l.sine..u wil.h t.he c:hy? And what•b¢t~L thP.. mng~' IXQtf$$, 
who've tx:.en leu.iug tbt..'n1 geta...,'Uy with h. Opera dons Manager Dcnni' Rum o.nd Ptarks c:hk'1Phll Cinsbe:rg? Are yo"U liste:uiog. Rcc& P'urk ConuuiuiOI!.er$, Mlt.)'(lr I....cx:? W'b6n )'UU're n.muiug: for ma)'C)r and lhe city's 
f:J.cir.g tm.ssive r«UtTet'lt deti.cits, ~roslike it might nat be the best time tc be letting ~mpMt eo!"t"l'ption tmd overtime abuse &0 uneh~lt~ 
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Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November01, 2011 347 PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: 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. 

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: 

[ -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. 

[

-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 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. 

[ 

-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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Victoria Lansdown 
1 05 Jarboe Ave. 
S.F CA. 94110 

Bill Wycko 
Environmental Review Officer 
1650 Mission St. 
S.F. CA. 94103 

Dear Sir, 

RECEIVE~ 

OCI I 7 iU1i 

CITY & COUNTY OF SJ. 
PLANNING DEPARTMF.Nl 

MEA 

10117111 

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 
n-.·"':t_..l"\..,: J.u A: .~ ... ,., • . "'\ '""' "' "-.,: .'"'\ot;u• -n~l. ... ) l"''e"' ..-1 : ~ + ."'\. h . ..._ .,,.., ..... ,.fi) 
'U VH I ( I.Ill)' \.H 'v l (U._. ll\.1 ~" \ .l UI p<:U.l'\.l " H V 1;, l V V'-' ~! ;>o,..u, 

Furthermore, by their own admission, NAP can harely manage the land they have. Two 
'"~·""'n'•.""': ·""'""" +1 ... ...,. ~ , ., ... ...,+ +I"'""•"' \ . .fn t ·....._ ._.1\T"'' ~"n "' ~"' .rl_.-,. ,_.n•-... A:., ,... ........ ,.. ,.""" ......... " .... ""' -· ~ +~~ t t.. ..., : .. "' .. ",... •• ,..n~ 
J\. (H ;) <tt,~J ; UJ\, J 111'- l l U\. U 1Yl <lJ V I l ~ \.- "Y;>\Jtl11 t, t \..lll( ll l\.UIIb lll\.11 \.. HIV IlvJ 1\JI Ul\.· 11 !-'1 '-Jt:,l(l 11; 

c.laiming they didn ·1 have the hudget for the projects they vvere then attempting . . t-.nd 
....... -~ ~ ,. +1-. .......... ,. .. . .. ,._ ............... - ••. ~·') t •") l.-') 1 Tk.",. . .,.., .,,.. ..... + ......... ...... .... ..,. 1 .... -A "' "" ·...a ..... ~ .... ........ .... , ·"' '""' .... -~ • .,.,.. .... ..... - ..... ·' · ~~ . .,t_ .. • 
U \ ) VV !I t. H \..-] V\'(..ttl l t Jt\I H .... ~ ~~;,; I_ H\v)' \i"V ( U tl lt"J l \, l(Ul\J .._\11\J IH\!l\..- l U t. J lt\...· ) \.\ f f'\... l!T\ ••••." ·• 
!lH 't h t h ni th.<:>; ,~ml r..>.:-t nr,:. tl:» hnr! tn r.r,._r r .lr,m hi :on f'nrlrl iti rm Thn; ic nn f P\: P n r.' ' " "ihl.:> 
( ' ; . ; l.( ~ "''~'"'"-"'- ~~''"',) ~ --' · ~'" .. , ... ,, . ";., "'t ..... .. \A.,:;..I; ,.. .... l ' ' "" ...... , ....... : ; ,. ; o,. ; ;~ ; .. ;...;.. .- , •• _.._ , "'."'' '" · .. . ........ ' ·' 1 1'1..1 ... ~- . ..... . i '" '"; .. ; ; ,.,· , ""' .. 

. 4 .. J . .. ; -· · ........ ; _ .. 1 J" •• : .. 1· ...... : .... ...... 1 .......... 4 . · . ,.- .. T -Tn "r·r1 . . . .. . . .............. 
I • 

... .. .. - _J 

I ' 

. . ~ . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. 
~- 4\.- \\./J, iU .L.l\.ii.i..J\.J V 1- ~.!.i 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-966 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



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): 

[' 

[' 
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. 
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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: Bill Wvcko 
To: Jessica Range 
Subject: Fw: environmental impact report (EIR) 
Date: 10/11/2011 09:14AM 

----- 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, 

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 

November 14, 2011 

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Page I of2 

::0-1""-·,r-
• •i: t'-'Ct v .. : :' 

MJV 1 :; 2011 

CITY & COUNTY OF S F 
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 
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 

http://us.mgl .mail.yahoo.com/neollaunch 

Rich Text Editor 

cc: Cannen Chu, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco Public Golf Alliance 

11114/2011 

Page 2 of2 
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Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 11 :56 AM 
Bock, John 

Subject: Fw : Please Help Save the dog areasl 

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 11/01/201111:57 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 
<bi ll.wycko@sfgov.org> 

11/01/201109:47 cc 

AM 

Subject 

Please Help Save the dog areas! 
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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 
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ALAN S. LEVINS 
180 Twenty-Eighth A venue 
San Francisco, C A 94121 

October 1 8, 2011 

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. 2005.1912E 

Dear Mr. Wycko: 

ReCeiVe;) 

ac·• t 9 '011 

CITY & COUNTY OF- ~J-
PlANNtNG DEPARTMENT 

MEA 

I am not a golfer, so my support for the Historical Resource Designation pending comes 
from a sl ightly 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 tr~~ vours, 

tl \....__ .4- ---· .. 
../ 

\ 

·--· -·- ·· 

lan S. Levins 

Fim1wide: I 0459522 1. 1 999999.11 13 
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RECEIVED 

UCT 0 3 2011 

C\TY & COUNTY OF S.F 
PLANNING,. _ _Hf?ATMENT 

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: 

BO LINKS 
585 Ortega Street 

San Francisco, CA 94122 

P: 415-564-3890 
C: 415-509-4133 
E: bo@slotela-w.com 

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. 

unquestioned master (Dr. A lister MacKenzie, reno-wn the world over as perhaps the greatest 
[ 

Sharp Park is the functional equivalent of fine art- it represents the work of an 
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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. 

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 
255 California Street, Suite 1300 
San Francisco, CA 94111-4925 
Phone 415-393-8001 
Fax 415-294-4545 

San Francisco Plaruling Department 

June 11,2012 

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, 

Robert D. "Bo" Links 
bo@slolelaw.com 

• 
Adam G . Slote 

adam@slotelaw.com 

• 
OfCot~llsel 

Stephen M. Borem~n 
slcvc@slotcl~w.com 

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. 

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. I 005.1912E, dated 
February 8, 20 II, at page 2. 
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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. 
DEIR No. 2005./912£ 

June 11, 2012 
Page2 

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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SLOTE & LINKS 
Attorneys at Law 

Mr. Bill Wyco 
San Fra.ncisco Planning Department 
Re: Supporting "f/istorical Resource" 

Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course 
Significant Natural Resources, etc. 
DEIRNo. 2005.1912£ 

June 11, 2012 
Page3 

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 
map12

, 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 Patti llo 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 Hole 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 I 0 was Opening Day Hole 18; current Hole II was 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-978 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Links-2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

01 

(Cont.) 

 
[ 

SLOTE & LINKS 
Attorneys at Law 

Mr. Bill Wyco 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Re: Supporting "Historical Resource" 

Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course 
Significant Natural Resources, etc. 
DEIR No. 2005.1912£ 

June 11, 2012 
Page4 

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. 

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 l 0; 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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SLOTE & LINKS 
Attorneys at Law 

Mr. BiJJ Wyco 
San Francisco Planning Oeparbnent 
Re: Supporting "Historical Resource" 

Designation for the Sharp Park Golf Course 
Significant Natural Resources, etc. 
DEfRNo. 2005.1912£ 

June 11, 2012 
PageS 

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 Association19

, 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 golf architect 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 
Planning Department. 
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SLOTE & LINKS 
Attorneys at Law 

Mr. Bill Wyco 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Re: Supporting "Historical Re.so11rce" 

Designation for the Sharp Park GolfCowse 
Significant Natural Resources, etc. 
DEIR No 2005.1912£ 

June 11,2012 
Page 6 

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 that 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 3 (lost) 
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. 

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 6 (fallow) 
158 yards - Par 3 
A difficult par. Green well trapped. 

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 
care to risk trees on right for possible par. The 
wide play practically requires three strokes to 
get ou. 

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) 
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.eg. 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 tore
locate. 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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- 1 

ltiTr< O DUC TI O !'i 

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. 

A
t some point in the.ir life every adult 
longs for the "good old days" when 
things were simpler and times were bet
ter. Sometimes, in our desire to paint the 

past as an idyllic time, we selectively ignore cer
t<~in facts that might taint our rosy remem
brances 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 num
ber of golfers in the United States on two hands. 
By 1930 there were 2.25 million Americans play
ing the game. The number of golf courses had 
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The Golden Age of Golf De>lgn 

·· Vit•wiug the monstrosities CTIIIlted on many modern golf courses which are a travesty on Nature, no golfer am but shudder for the soul of golf. 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 of the fairway nre mounds modeled after haycocks or chocolate drops. The very soul of golf shrieks!" 

uu:reased from 742 in 1916 to a total of 5,691 by 
r•no. The people of the United States were put
ling 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 evi
dent than in golf course architecture, where early 
lnyouts were transformed from mundane and 
gcometricaUy-edged mediocrities, to grand
scaled, artistic and strategically designed master
pieces. 

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 

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 archi
tects to try something more bold and daring than 
the Golden Age work. In addition, American 
golfers have drastically changed their expecta
tions 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 consid
ered 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 

- C.B. Macdonald 

a mechanical, numhcrs-drivcn mind-set. If a lay
out 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 spe
cial then and timeless now because of their abil
ity to test the mental as weU as the physical com
ponent 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 conve
niently. Time brought on a negative reaction to 

3 
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C HAPT£"R FIVE 

Tt=IE.. MACKE..!iZIE.. JCMOOL OF D E.JI G!i 
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 medicine 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 evi
dently discovered many philosophic similarities. Colt then requested 

MacKenzie's assistance in the redesign of Alwoodley. Thl"y l"Vl"lllllally 
worked together on several other projects and in 191 '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 con
test-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 dab
bling 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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'I'll<' A·furt-:c·, ~i• s,·hool of Duig" 
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Doctor Alister MacKenzie 

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:1 lwrations with Hunter at the 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. 

..I> 

-; 
·~ 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 09:22AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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 

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

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

D
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, 

T .imla Stark T.ilchis(;r 
78 Ilavelock St. 
Snn francisco. CA 94ll2 
(Uistrict ll) 
415-585-8005 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Bill \11/ycko 
Jessica Range 

Fw: People over pets 
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 <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject People over pets 

I am sickened by the fact that there are so many people out there who believe that the needs of 

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

RE: Natural Areas Program: 

Dear Bill: 

RECEIVEr, 

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. 

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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Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01, 2011 3:49 PM 
Bock, John 

Subject : 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 
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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. 

C
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 

2 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31 /2011 04:14PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: SF Natural Areas Plan 

- -Forwarded by Bil l Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/201 1 04: 14PM - 

Denise Louie 
<denise_louie_sf@yahoo.com To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 
> 

cc 
10/31 /2011 03:06PM 

Please respond to Subject SF Natural Areas Plan 
Denise Louie 

<denise_louie_sf@yahoo.com 
> 

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 family 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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(Cont.) 

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 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc scott.wiener@sfgov.org 

Subject comment on NAP EIR 

[

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. 

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: 
Date: 

Bill VVvcko 
lessjca Range 

Fw: dog management plan 

10/06/2011 09:40AM 

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/06/2011 09:41 AM -----

Eddie Lundeen 
<eddie@jobetty.com> 

10/06/2011 07:19AM 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject dog management plan 

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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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Dete: 

Bill Wxckg 

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> 

10/03/2011 09:46PM 

T o bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject 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 
live ... 

Paul L ynch SF 
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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> To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

10/29/2011 05:45PM 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. 

'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 you 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 Bi ll Wycko/CTYPLNISFGOV on 10/3112011 09:23AM-

Jennifer Madar 
<jayarem415@me.com> To "bill .wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

10/2912011 09:36 PM cc 

Subject Off leash areas for Dogs 

[
Please preserve the few off leash areas left in the city for our pets - it ' s 
i mportant to usl 

Jen 

Sent from my iPhone 3GS 
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Larry Mansbach 
582 Market Street, #217 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

October 28, 2011 

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

RECEIVED 

OCT 3 1 2011 

CI~~~~We~A~t~ S.F. 
MEA 

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

Dear Mr. Wycko: 

[ 
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. 

[ 

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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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/20/2011 04:30PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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, 

[

From. wha.t J''v. e seen, it ~eerns obvious 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 one, no matter how the plants 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 lecJed, 
proprietary and/or confidential information that is for the sole 
use 
o f the intended recipie nt (s) . Any disclos u r e , copying , 
d istrib ution , 
posting , o r use of t he i nfo rma tion cont a ined i n o r att ached t o 
this 
e ma il i s p r ohibite d unless p e rmi tted by the sende r . I f you ha v e 
received t hi s email in error , p lease immed i ately notify the 
sende r 
via return e mai l , te l ephone , o r f a x a nd des troy thi s o r igi nal 
transmission 
a nd its included f iles witho ut 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 10/04/2011 02:12 PM --- --

Mr. Wycko, 

Chuck Masud 
<chuck.masud@asml.com> 

10/04/2011 01:02 PM 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject Draft EIR on DPA's 

[
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 /2011 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> 

10/29/2011 12:19 PM 
Please respond to 

jmattingly@matharch.com 

Dear Mr . Wycko, 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject NAP plan 

I have been 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 betcer s uited 
to this area seem like better options than trying to restore plants that 
may have been nat i ve hundreds of years ago . 

[ 

was also extremely concerned 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! 

[ 

I 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 environment . I underst and many species have 
adapted to the more forested environment, including some endangered 
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 vote no to this plan . 
thank you, 
Judith Ma ttingly 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-1012 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



McAllister-1 

01 

02 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Ms . Range , 

Mary McAllister 
Jessjca Range@sfg oy om 

Re: Question about the Draft EIR for the Natural Areas Program 
09/22/2011 08: 18 AM 

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 therefore prominent t o 
reader s . Few, if any readers will r ead the entire document to f ind the 
correc t s t atement that does not appear until page 525 of the document, 
nearly the l ast page of the document . The error will prof 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 ecirculated 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 theref 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 large 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 public fundi ng is scarce. 

Please inform me of the decision to corre 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 Responses 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 he 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 P::r=ti 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') 

,~ 
s;:Qo 

RE: False assumptions about fire hazards ~ C') 

;::~0 
mO C::: 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Significant Natural Resource Areas Management~ 

Public Comment 

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Resource Areas Management Plan :X 
rr 
n m -< m 

(SNRAMP) makes assumptions regarding fire hazards in San Francisco for which it provides no scientific~ 
experiential evidence: ~ ~ 

0 
::-n 

0 
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 for fire control." (DEl R, 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 flammable, 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. 

The "Mount Sutro Management Plan" was written by UCSF and is avai lable 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 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 mill ions 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 oi ls. 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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(Cont.) 

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 

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 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 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 
3 "Rains expected to help heal Angel Island," SF Chronicle, October 14, 2008 
4 "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 
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elimin.ating 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 

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 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 

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) 

Most fires in California are hot, wind-driven fires in which everything burns. The composition of the fuel load in a wind

driven 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 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 
8 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. 

3 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-1017 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



McAllister-2 

 

02 

(Cont.) 

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 trees provide has the potential to enable a wind

driven 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 

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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Excerpt from Public Comment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Natural Resource Areas Management Plant 

RE: Environmental Impact of Destroying Trees 

Attachment B 

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 the implementation of SNRAMP: 

• 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 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 inter

specific 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 wil l 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 will be removed in select areas. Coastal scrub and reed grass communities 

require additional light to reach the forest f loor 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." 

• 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 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-1021 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



McAllister-3 

01 

Public Comment 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Resource Areas Management Plan 

RE: 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 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 that the 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 

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: 

• 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 tal l. (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} 
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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 

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 is t hat 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. 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 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. 

• Final ly, where native trees have been planted by the Natural Areas Program (NAP) to placate neighbors who 

objected 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 to 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 to destroy. 

• The majority of t rees over 15 feet tall designated for removal 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 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 physical ly 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 sites [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 would 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 
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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 wil l be destroyed. Al l 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 for which the 

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 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 the potential for oaks to be killed by SOD. 

Since the publicat ion of the Initial Study, our local expert (Matteo Garbe lotto, 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." 1 

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

W e have many reasons to challenge the t ruth of the claim in the OEIR that only dead, dying, hazardous or unhealthy 

trees will be removed by the implementation of SNRAMP: 

• 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-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. 

• However, there are many natural predators in Austral ia 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 inter

specific 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 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. 

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 destruction solely t o benefit nat ive 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 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 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." 

• 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 for the 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 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 w ritten word in SNRAMP for the Natural Areas 

Program to 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 

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 

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 

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 

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 

• 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 

• 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 

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, 

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 statement-even if it were true-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. 

a newspaper in England, in which the author of the study has been misquoted and his study misrepresented. 

• 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 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 these f orests are a cri tical 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 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 carbon 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 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 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: 

"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 simi lar 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): 

3Conant, 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. 

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 non
native 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 C02 

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. 

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: 

[· 
[· 

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 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. 

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 

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 2008 2009 2010 Percent Increase 
Triclopyr (Garlon) 17 16 36 
Glyphosate (Roundup) 7 6 31 
Aminopyralid/lmazapyr 

2 2 2 
(Milestone/Habitat) 
Total 26 24 69 265% 
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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 

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: 

• 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 NAP used lmazapyr in 2008 and 2009, prior to its approval for use by San Francisco's IPM policy in 2011. 

o 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. 

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 

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 trunks 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 ki ll 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 

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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Mary McAllister 

From: "Mary McAllister'' <marymcallister@comcast.net> 
To: "Lisa Wayne" <Lisa.Wayne@sfgov.org> 
Cc: <Chris.Geiger@sfgov.org>; <Ralph.Montana@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2011 9:03AM 
Attach: twin-peaks-garlon-feb-2011-notice.jpg; spraying-garlon-twin-peaks-feb-2011.jpg 
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 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 respirat 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 
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Material Safety Data Sheet 
Dow AgroSclences LLC 

Product Name: GARLOW 4 Herbicide Issue Date: 03/09/2009 
Print Date: 12 Mar 2009 

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: 

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

12. Hazards Identification 

Emergency Overview 
Color: Yellow 
Physical State: Liquid. 
Odor: Gasoline-like 
Hazards of roduct: 

800-992-5994 

800-992-5994 
800·992·5994 

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. 

Potential Health Effects 

II 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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Product Name: GARLOW 4 Herbicide 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 
Triclopyr-2-butoxyethyl ester 
Kerosene (petroleum) 
Ethylene glycol monobutyl ether 
Solvent naphtha (petroleum), light aromatic 
Balance 

I 4. First-aid measures 

CAS# 
6470G-56-7 
8008·2G-6 
111-76-2 
64742-95-6 

Amount 
61 .6% 

>~ 18.6·<~31.0% 

0.5% 
0.2% 

>~6 .7 - <a 19.1% 

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. 
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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 

Kerosene (petroleum) 

lfrriclopyr-2-butoxyethyl ester 

List 

Dow IHG 

ACGIH 

Dow IHG 

Type 

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

TWA 

Value 

10 mg/m3 SKIN 

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. 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 air
purifying 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 
Odor 
Rash Point- Closed Cup 
Flammable Limits In Air 

Liquid. 
Yellow 
Gasoline-like 
64 'C (147 "F) Closed Cup 
Lower: No test data available 
Upper: No test data available 
No test data available Autoignition Temperature 

Vapor Pressure 
Boiling Point (760 mmHg) 
Vapor Density (air = 1) 
Specific Gravity (H20 = 1) 
Liquid Density 

0.1 mmHg@ 37.8 'C Literature (kerosene) 
>= 150 'C (>= 302 "F) Literature (initial). 

Freezing Point 
Melting Point 
Solubility in water (by 
weight) 
pH 
Decomposition 
Temperature 

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 

!1 0. 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 
Ingestion 

II LD50, Rat, male 1,581 mglkg 
LD50, Rat, female 1,338 mglkg 
Skin Absorption 

II 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 
Skin 

Issue Date: 03/09/2009 

II Has caused allergic skin reactions when tested in guinea pigs. With the dilute mix, no allergic skin 
react10n IS expected. 
Repeated Dose Toxicity 

I lin 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 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. 
Carcinogenicity Classifications: 
Component List 
Kerosene (petroleum) ACGIH 

IIEthylene glycol monobutyl 
let her 
Developmental Toxicity 

ACGIH 

Classification 
Confirmed animal carcinogen with 
unknown relevance to humans.; Group A3 
Confirmed animal carcinogen with 
unknown relevance to humans.; Group A3 

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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Theoretical Oxygen Demand: 1.39 mgfmg 
Data for Component : Kerosene !petroleum> 

Movement & Partitioning 

Method 

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 

II 
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 
28d 
28d 

Biological oxygen demand (BOD): 
BODS BOD 10 BOD20 
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 
Movement & Partitioning 

Method 
OECD 301 E Test 
OECD 302B Test 

BOD28 

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 
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 

II 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 

II 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 
Aquatic Plant Toxicity 

II 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 

II 
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 

II LCSO, Earthworm Eisenia foetida, adult, 7 d: 91 0 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 Packing Group: PG Ill 
EMS Number: f·a,s·f 
Marine pollutant.: Yes 

ICAO/IATA 
NOT REGULA TED 

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 Yes 
Delayed (Chronic) Health Hazard Yes 
Fire Hazard Yes 
Reactive Hazard No 
Sudden Release of Pressure Hazard 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 

Revision 

Fire 
2 

React.ivity 
1 

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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Wf\N WeiQhtfiNeiaht 
OEL Occuoational Exposure Limit 
STEL Short Term Expesure limit 
TWA Time Weiahted Averaae 
ACGIH American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists, Inc. 
DOW IHG Dow Industrial Hygiene Guideline 
WEEL Workplace Environmental Exposure Level 
HAZ DES Hazard Desianation 
Action Level A value set by OSHA that is lower than the PEL which will trigger the need for 

act.ivities such as exposure monitorina 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 with 
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 

Impact Report (DEIR) identifies the Maintenance Alternative as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.1 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: 

• 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 

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 chemical warfare. 
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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 

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 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 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 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 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 intensive 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 removal 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 soi l and are maintained to the same level as other intentionally 

cultivated plants." 

He concludes that native plant advocates are making a "cultural value judgmene 

" ... 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 take priority over the 

restoration of historic ecosystems." 

Conclusion 

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, 

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, poi.sons 

spread and money squandered would be worthwhile. 

• Furthermore, greater sacrifice of money, trees, and public safety will not result in sustainable native plant 

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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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: 

Attachment A 

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 Management 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 Restorat ion 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: 

"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 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 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 "Maintenance 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: 
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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 feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant 
effects." CEQA Guidelines, page 2 (emphasis added) 

This mistake wil l 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 

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. 

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 

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' 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 171
h 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 

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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----- 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, 

Attachment A 

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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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 09:12AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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! 

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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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

1 0/31/2011 09:28AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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 

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 off
leash 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 more 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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To Jessica Range/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV; Sarah B 
Jones/CTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV 

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 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

oc 

Subject Glen Canyon Park 

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 the 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 priorities

your plan has violated that trust. 

Sincerely, 

Eric Miller 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Wider -

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 

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. 

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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From: Bill \Nycko 
To: Jessica Range 
Subject: Fw : Don't reduce or close 
Date: 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 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject 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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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. 

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 our environment, 
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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 

10/31/2011 03:37PM cc Mark Farrell <FarreiiStaff@sfgov.org> 

Subject NAP EIR 

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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(cont.) 

[ 

For a final more globally based environmental question, how can a country that "scolds'' AmazoniatlS, Guatemal 
tearing down trees for subsistence needs like fuel and/or to grow food have the guts to rip down trees that keep c 
the word "native" which seems a very disputable word. I must contest this proposal. 
Thank you and I hope you truly consider the views of this city's most populous residents, the dog owners. 
Claire Mills 
2820 Greenwich Street #2 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-1078 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Milstein-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

01 

 

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 bill.~cko@sfgov.org 

05116/2012 1 0:35AM cc 

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. 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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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> To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

10/29/2011 02:22PM cc 

Subject Writing in support of maintenance alternative 

O
i Bill! As a responsible dog owner in SF without a backyard, dog walkers 

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 ! 

LBM 

and 
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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 

-- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 12011 09:21 AM-

"Sue Minsuk" 
<sue.doggie.doright@gmail.co 
m> 

1 0130/2011 11 :06 AM 
Please respond to 

<sue@doggie-do-rightcom> 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject comments on NAP EIR 

[ 

I' m writing to respond to the Natural Areas Program Environmental 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. 

[ I urge you to implement the maintenance altemative and not to implement the maximum 
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(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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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 09:21AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: GGNRA 

- ·- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 09:22AM-

Patricia Monagle 
<mizmonagle@sbcglobal.net> 

10/30/2011 09:22AM 

To "Bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <Bil l.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

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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October 10, 2011 

BiiiWycko 
Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 941 03 

RECEIVEr .. 

:JCT : ; l.a;. 

CITY & COUNT' .. 
/>tANNING DEP y (j F- S ~ 

M F 'l~fiTM[Nl . . · 

RE: Support of DEIR for Significant Natural Resources Area Management Plan (SNRAMP) 

Dear Mr. Wycko: 

C
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. 

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 committed 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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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 04:17PM

leiah~er 
<leiahmo@abcslobal.net> 
1 ()13112011 01:56 PM 

Please respond to 
Leigh M~er 

<leighmo@sbcglobal. net> 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

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 

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: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Bj!! Wycko 
Jessjca Range 

Fw: Don't close the Bernal Dog Park 
10/05/2011 09:06AM 

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/05/2011 09:07 AM -----

Laurel Muniz 
<lmunizsf@gmail.com> 

10/05/2011 06:34AM 

Dear Mr. Wycko: 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Don't close the Bernal Dog Park 

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, residents
young and old, all mixing together. It's refreshing to see such activity in the middle of an 
urban area. 

If the Bernal DP A 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 DP A Our community needs every inch of this space. 

Laurel Muniz 
Bernal Resident 
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Murphy-B-1 

~~4~ 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062 

October 13, 2011 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Attn: Bill Wyco, Environmental Review Officer 
1650 Mission St., #400 
San Francisco, CA 941 03 

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: 

(83 1) 475·6037 

(63 1 ) 475· 1942 FAX 

RECEIVED 

oc~ H 2011 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F 
PLANNING OEPARTMF.NT 

MEA 

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. 

[ 

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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BiiiWycko 
SF Planning Department 

2945 Ulloa St. 
San Francisco, CA 94116 

October 31 , 2011 

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. 

[ 

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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M r. Bil l Wycko 
Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Email: bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

Mr. Taylor Gowan Nagle 

720 Junipero Serra Blvd 

San Francisco, CA 94127 
(415) 715-8816 

REP: Comment to Draft EIR I Natural Areas Program 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

October 31, 2011 

I am writing today to comment on the Dra ft EIR. In particular my family opposes the M aximum Restoration 
Alt ernative and supports the Maintenance Alternative 

I was born in San Francisco in 1968 and have lived here my whole li fe. 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 and I love the trees and forests 
of this area; we hike on Mount Davidson, walk 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 drastically change. 

I became aware of the NAP program and their plans to restore native habitat only recently when I observed some 
cleared areas at Pine Lake in Stern Grove. The cleared and newly planted area was struggling and I wondered why 
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. 

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 rewarding failure. 

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 clear 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-

Bill, 

RezaNaima 
<me@rez•.net:> 
1 ()13112011 03:22 PM 

To bill.~cko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Comment on NAP EIR 

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: 

• !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,icide 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 eifcctive 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 cutting down 18,000 healthy trees because 
they are not-native. Sounds very much like something that happened in germany many 
years ago to non-native peoples. why? are you going to replace them with 18,000 native 
trees'? 

1llank you, 
RezaNaima 
229 Steiner St 
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From: ~ 

To: Jessi;a Range 
Subject: Fw: NAP EIR and off-leash dog areas 
Date: ~1onday, October 31, 2011 4:19:00 Pr>1 

••••• Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:20PM ••••• 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

Tiffany Nelson 
<tcnSOOO@yahoo.com> 

10/31/2011 04:17 PM 

To bill. wyc ko@sfgov .org 
cc 

SubjectNAP EIR and off-leash dog areas 

I am writing in regard to the NAP EIR and the potential impact on off
leash dog areas. I am a dog owner, live and vote in San Francisco, 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. 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. 

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. 

Thank you, 

Tiffany Nelson 
28th Ave and Clement St. 
San Francisco 
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Bill Wycko 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Dept. 
1650 Mission St 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Donald Norton I Nancy Sack 
4750 25th St 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
415.309.9502 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

RECERVED 

NOv ( 1 £~11 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.E 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

r.• F ~ 

October 27, 2011 

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. 

[ 
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 

10/31/2011 09:10AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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 
> 

1 0/31/2011 08:24 AM 

Begin forwarded message: 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Fwd: Significan Natural Resource Areas Management Plan 
separate out from Sharp Park 

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, 

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 94114 
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 -----

Bill, 

"Hugh Olliphant" 
<hugh@wednesdays.com > 

10/05/201110:12 AM 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject Please don't restrict off leash access for dogs 

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 

through alternatives to closing off leash dog runs, particularly given that the 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. 

Thanks, 

-H 

Hugh Olliphant 

225 Murray St, SF, CA 94112 

650 814 7476 
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Date: October 21,2011 

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

Dear Mr. Wycko -

RECEIVED 

OCf 2 5 2011 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 
PlANNING DEPARTMENT 

••rA 

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. 

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 off
leash 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. 

Finally, 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 

Re: Draft EIR, Natural Areas Program 

Dear Mr. Wycko: 

, RECEIVED 

OCT 3 1 2011 

C\IY & COUNTY OF S.F. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

MEA 

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. 

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." 

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. 

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 ·. · ' 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-1099 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Pattillo-1 

 

01 [ 

PGA design INC 

lANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS 

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, 

CELEBRATING 

30 
Y E A R S 

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. 

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 Cathy Christopher 
Pattillo Garrett Kent 

444 . 1 7., Street Oakland CA 9 4612 
Tel510.465. 1284 Fox 510.465.1 256 
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(Cont.) 

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. 
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 hazards

an 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". 

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, "Sharp 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 T echniques4 "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. 

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 landscape
maturing 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 Golf 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 4-
l of the H RER. 

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 integrity. While a golf course. at th is site is consistent with 
the hisloric land use, thai fad is insuffici ent evidence for a finding of hisloric significance. 

Fai lure lo demonstra le significance voids eligi:>ility for hisloric resource sla lus. I urge you 
lo consider th is as you p lan for I he fulure use o f Sharp Park. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Pallillo, ASLA 

Historic Landscape Architect 
Presidenl, PGAdesign;" 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 09:21AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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> 

10/30/201110:19AM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

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: 

[ 

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 

Dear Mr. Wycko 

To bill ~cko <bill.~cko@sfgov.org> 

cc sfforestnews @gmail. com 

Subject Don't cut trees on Mt. Davidson 

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 

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: Jessica Range 
Subject: Fw: Don't close the Bernal & other Dog Parks 
Date: 10/11/2011 05:06 PM 

----- 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. 

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 

10/31/2011 11:50 AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan 
DEIR- Comments 

--Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/201111 :50 AM-

Page 141 

pri <nopuedo@earthllnk.net> 

10/31/2011 10:00AM 
Please respond to 

pri <nopuedo@earthlink.net> 

Pine Lake Park 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Significant Natural Resource Areas Management Plan DEIR
Comments 

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) 

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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It appears that any alternative that does no t involve extensive ecological 
restoration is not science based . The Plan should acknowl 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 litigati on . If this 
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 : 

[
- For the purposes of the SNRAMP DEIR, recreation should inc lude community 
stewardship . This would c hange the balance of purported recreational i mpacts . 

- That the recreation and maintenance a l ternatives are the " environmenta l ly 
sup erior alternatives " and neither the restorat i on nor the proposed proj ect 
are, i s, apparently, an unfortunate par adox of CEQA, where b i odivers i ty is 
c onsidered no more i mportant than aesthetics or recreation wi th i n the h uman 
environment . 

- The true i mpacts (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 definiti 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 neral . 

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 . " 

Off- leash dogs are an important threat to biological d ivers ity in the p arks . 
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> 
1 ()13112011 04:32 PM 

Dear J:...fr. Wycko, 

To bill.~cko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Comments- NAP EIR 

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. 

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. 

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). 

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. 

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. 

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 

10/31/2011 04:10PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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> 

10/31/2011 03:29PM 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Please respond to Subject NAP EIR Comment 
Georgette Petropoulos 

<georgettekp@sbcglobal.net> 

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. 

One of the joys of living in San Francisco is the availability of so many 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 

[

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 dogs 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 have 
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 recreation. 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 Play 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 

~ This message has been forwarded. 

- F oowarded tri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 05/1 6/201 2 09:39AM-

• 
Jaaon Potta 
<wh•lll•pi188@y•hOG.com> 
05116/2012 07:53AM 

Please respond to 
Jason Potts 

<wheelspin68@yahoo.com> 

To "bill. \A6'Cko@ sfgov.org" <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org> 

cc 

Subject ci\Y parks 

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 1 0 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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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 04:08PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: NAP EIR Comments 

--- Forwarded by Bi ll 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> 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 
Cc: Supervisor Eric Mar 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc "Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org" <Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org> 

Subject NAP EIR Comments 

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 rein Lroduce "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 L under a natural preservalion zone. Such an area would noL rnake sense to 
pu l in a densely populated city environmenl. 

The EIR's arguments 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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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. 

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. 

[ 
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 
1012412011 01:13PM 

To Jessica RangeiCTYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV 

oc 

boc 

Subject Fw: quinn@cruzio.oom 

- Forwarded by Bill Wyckp/CTYPLNISFGOV on 1012412011 01 :13 PM 

Chill Qul'ln 
cquinnf/CN.zio.eom .. 
101241201111:50 AM 

I am commenting on the NAP EIR. 

TP bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

oc 

Subject quinn@cruzio.oom 

First off, 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. 

[ 
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 ich is what makes t his city feel more European 
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 
the gross of people and spread of dogs makes them sate and love ly. Restricting 
ott l eash access is simp l y discriminatory. Look at who i s out there walking 
dogs . The majority are older people . 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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From: 
To: 

Bill Wvcko 
Jessica Range 

Subject: 
Date: 

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> 

10/03/2011 05:49 PM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject dog play areas: Please reduce the number and size 

I use d to love walking on Bern a l Hill, but I have had t oo many 
encounter s with agressive dogs with i r responsibl e owners, 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 der 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 dog-owners would like, but dogs don't belong 
in the city, p e opl e do, a n d t h e r e a r e c e rtai nly too f e w outdoor p l ay 
areas for people! 

It is irresponsibl e t o own a big dog in the ci t y , and it i s not 
surprising that people who are irresponsible enough to own a b i g d og 
in the city are not responsible enough to tra in t h e i r dogs to be safe 
share r s of t he city's parks . 

Thank y ou . 

Ruth Radetsky 
Math and Statistics teacher 
Balboa High School 
San Franc i sco , California, USA . 

Radetsky . org 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 09:24AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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 ncisco 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 our dog s h ave b een rescues, a nd t e nd to b e l a r ger than the a v erage 
dog, those being harder to find tome s for . If t h ere had been no 
sui table park available, we wo ulc. have moved out o f t h e c ity, despite 
both owning businesses in the city . 

I oppo se, in the strongest terms, a ny e xpansion o f t he Natural Areas 
program a t the e xpen se o f e xistiLg off- leash areas . Areas wh i ch are 
off-leash areas are multi- use; I see other people who are not dog 
owners using the park, and we all co- exist n ice l y . Designating t he 
off- leash areas as Natural Areas would affect more peopl e t han j ust 
t h e dog own ers . 

It i s disturbing to me that there is no way to propose new dog p l ay 
areas , s h ould any curtailme nt occur, and in a n y case the approval 
process is s ure to take years and l eave dog owners who own dogs now 
without r ecou rse . 

With th i s in mind , I ask you to imp l ement the maintenance alternative 
and no t the max imum restoration a l ternat i ve or , f or that matter , any 
alternative wh ich reduces recreational space in ou r c i ty . I wou l d 
point ou t that adding r ecreati o n2 l areas in Crocker Amazon playground 
has do ne wo nders f or the tenor of the park . I t' s a p opu l ar and 
welcoming spec compar ed to what it was five years ago . 

Thank y ou , 
Paulo Raffael l i 
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October 23, 2011 

Mr. Bill Wycko 
Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street 
Suite400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Patrick Rafferty 
29BemisSt. 
San Francisco, CA 94131 
415.584.3110 
u nnda t0 ·3,,1 r·< n 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Natural Areas Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

Hl:t;I:IVE D 

OCT 27lUll 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 
PlANNING DEPARTMENT 

~n= 11 

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. 

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. 

[ 
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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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Bill Wvcko 
Jeg;jca Range 
fw : city life for dogs and pet owners 
10/04/2011 05:37 PM 

----- F01warded by Bill Wycko/ CTYPLN/ SFGOV on 10/04/ 2011 05:13 PM -----

Bill Wycko 

bill randt 
<randt_bill@hotmail.com> 

10/ 04/2011 04:38 PM 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject city life for dogs and pet owners 

Environmental Review Officer, San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission St., Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

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 volunteer 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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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

1 0/3112011 04:07 PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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> 

10/31/201104:01 PM 

October 31, 2011 
Dear Mr. Wycko, 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject NAP EIR Comments from the Director of San Francisco 
Wildlife Hospital 

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 
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. 
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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[ 
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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[ 

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. 

- F oowarded tri Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 05/1 6/201 2 09:41 AM

• 
LuRehling 
<lur.hlinp@glnllil.""m> 
05115/2012 05:42PM 

Please respond to 
LuRehling@gmail. com 

To bill.~cko@sfgov.org 

cc "sean.elsbernd" <Sean.Eisbernd@sfgov.org>. 
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. 

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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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 EIR as it stands would privilege NAP to 
execute its misguided plan as it saw fit and on its own discretionary time frame. 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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Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
1650 Mission St, 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

October 9, 20 11 

RECEIVEL• 

UCl ~ I t·J ~· 

C!IY & COUNTY OF SJ 

Dear Mr. Bill Wycko, 

I am writing in regards to the National Areas Program's proposed EIR. 

1'1..ANNtNG OEPAfHtAtl< J 
MF.I\ 

[ 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. 

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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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Bill \11/ycko 

Jessica Range 

Fw: Restricting Dog Play Areas 

10/03/2011 04:38 PM 

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/03/2011 04 :38 PM -----

Dear Sir, 

Peter Reque 
<petereque@gmail.com> 

10/03/2011 02:13PM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Restricting Dog Play Areas 

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 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 09:11AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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> 

10/31/2011 07:28AM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc David.Campos@sfgov.org 

Subject Off-Leash Policy 

Dear Bi ll- I'm a 17-year San Francisco res i dent , a nd 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 most responsible 
citizen s i n our c ity . We c l ean up after ourselves 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 have mi ssed. We 
respect our c ommunity and our parks and cheris 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 owners . There are f a r more significant issues to take up police 
and park s ervice time , money a nd energy. 

Of a ll of my p oli t i cal representatives, Supervisor Campos i s the o nly one who 
never respo nds t o emails with significant issues . Nonethe l e ss , I ' m copyi ng 
him in here . It ma y sound cl i che, but I have a dog , I ' m act i ve in my 
community , and I vote . The policy you propose i s u nreasonable, u nenforceable, 
poor l y conceived and not i n the i nterests 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 rdl h@pacbell. net 
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Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Natural Area Management Plan 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

May 19, 2012 
:t=ttCEIVEu 

MAY 2 1 2012 

:
1

\ , & COUNTY OF SF 
l.~"'N!NG DEP,,RTMFII: l '- . . 

ME A ·' 

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. 

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 
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 
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. 

* 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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Rodriguez-1 

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 whom it may concern : 

Re : NO LEASH LAW 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Keep our parks for DOGS AND PEOPLE 

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! Secondly, 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 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-1133 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Rogers-1 

 

 

01 

 

 

 

 

 

 

02 

 

 

 

 

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, 

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. 

U
May I suggest, so that San Francisco's biodiversity is not threatened, 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. 

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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01 

Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/27/2011 11:22 AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: GGNRA Dog Policy 

---Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/27/2011 11 :22 AM----

"J. Roman" 
<cartman743@sbcglobal.net> 

10/27/2011 10:31 AM 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Please respond to Subject GGNRA Dog Policy 
"J. Roman" 

<cartman743@sbcglobal.net> 

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. 

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

Re: DEIR SNRAMP 

Dear Mr. Wycko: 

1616 Taylor Street, Apt.#3 
San Francisco, Ca 94133-3635 
yb09nr@yahoo. com 
October 6, 2011 

RECEIVED 

'JCT 0 i 2011 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 
f'l.ANNING DEPARTMENT 

MEA 

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. 

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 

10/31/2011 09:20AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: Draft EIR 

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:21 AM----

"Belgrave HouseR 
<neff@belgravehouse .com> 

10/30/2011 03:00PM 

To "Bill Wycko" <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

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: 

CContrary 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. 

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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Mr. BiiiWycho 
Environmental Review Offtcer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

10-1s-2011 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. 

[

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. 

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. 

[ 
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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01 

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> 

10/30/2011 09:33AM 

To Bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Off-leash access comment on Natural Areas Program (NAP) 
plan 

[

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 T don'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 you, 
--Celia Saino 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 09:27AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: Please help the dog owners of SF 

-----Forwarded by Bil l 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, 

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 Chrissey Field beach walk 
together f or a r un off 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 allow 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 ood job instead o f 
removing it for the 1% who are j ust no t careful people . 

Yours sincerely , 
Lisa Salamone 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 11:44 AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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----

Hi Bill, 

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 

[

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 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

1 0/31/20 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 

[

(1 ) NAP reduces the amount of space avai lable for off- l eash dog recreat i on . 
The dog population is increasi 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 icides - this is 
dec i sion for land that is designated for park and 
r ecreationa l use 

an unhealthy and unwise 

[

(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, 
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 . 

(4) The NAP program wi ll produce a n ongo i ng ma i ntenance b u r den - since the 
pre- exi sting native species were d i sp l aced by the c urrent 
non-natives, it seems logica l that once planted native species will once aga i n 
be displaced in a matter of time unless ongoing 
maintenance i s app l i ed . Maintenance = dollars l a st t ime I checked . I s t his a 
good use of our l imited fu nds? 

Thanks for you r t ime - CLaus Schlund 
Bernal Hts 
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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 jeanie.poling@sfgov.org 

10/31/2011 12:42 PM cc 

Subject Natural Areas Plan Draft EIR 

[

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 
415.47 4 3467 tel 
·115.871 0534 c~U on skype 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 01:18PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc "Carmen Chu" <Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, "David Campos" 
<David.Campos@sfgov.org>, "David Chiu" 
< David.Ch i u@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 from recreational 
use by people and dogs. 

Thank you, 
Joanne Scott 
40-year resident and voter, San Francisco 
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Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org 
Monday, November 07, 2011 9 30 AM 
Bock, John 

Subject: Fw: Save current off leash areas for Dogs 

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.org" 

11/04/2011 02:01 <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 
PM cr 

Dear Mr. Wycko ... , 

"sa ndi@vinlan.com" 
<sandi@vinlan.com> 

Subject 

Save current off leash areas for 
Do~s 

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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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS 
Department of Evolution and Ecology 

October 6, 2011 

Mr. Bill Wycko 
Environmental Review Office 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RECE\VED 

~Cl 0 i 201\ 

C\TY & COUNlV OF Sf 
,>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. 

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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(Cont.) 

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 pre
European 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. 

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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(Cont.) 

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-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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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-----

Dear Bill , 

Alisa Sharp 
<alisa.sharp@gmail.com> 

10/03/2011 04:55 PM 

To "bill.wycko@sfgov.org" < bi ll.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject Dog parks 

[

As a dog owner and frequ ent visitor of dog pa rk areas I would like to 
request t hat you reconsider 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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Jun 11 23 01 :49p Shepard 4157530325 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. The following 
pages replace my oridina l fax. Thanks. 

~ 
Avrum Shepard ~ 
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Jun 1 i 23 01 :49p 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 

Via fax (415)558-6409 

4157530325 p.2 

Subject: Draft Environmental ImPact Report for the Significant Natural Resources 
Area Management Plan (Planning pepartment File No. 2005.0912El 

NAP is fundamentally flawed and misses t he point entirely. It is not what San Francisco 
wants 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 them. 
Some of the cont 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 of 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 the requirement to provide that service. 

NAP introduced this plan to remove trees, reduce tra ils and severely restrict access to 
recreation, repeatedly spray toxic herbicides 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 for citizen safety. For example, in 2003, a study was done to ident ify the health of the 
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 those trees, but did cut down non
native trees. In 2008 a woman was killed by a fa lling t ree branch that had been identi fied 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 that NAP is exempt from the standards established by Proposition C that apply 
to all other parks? 
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Jun 11 23 01 :50p Shepard 4157530325 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 to 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 demand t hat RPD be accountable to the citizens of our ci ty and 
provide needed services. 

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 that provides so little 
return? And how long can we afford to keep the section of a city department function ing 
without a plan? 

NAP did finally make a presentation on at the West of Twin Peaks Central Council in May, 
2012 of the NAP plan, but only after repeated calls to RPD. After reading the plan and 
listening to the NAP presentation I voted to oppose the plan and ask for you to do the same. 
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From: ~ 
To: Jessica Range 
Subject: fw: NAP EIR comments 
Date: Monday, October 31,20114:48:00 Pf-1 

-- --- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 04:48PM -----

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

Jane Shepard 
<janecshepard@yahoo.com> 

10/31/2011 04:44 PM 

Tobill.wycko@sfgov.org 
cc 

SubjectNAP EIR comments 

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. 

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? 

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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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Bill Wvcko 

Jessica Range 

Fw: Dogs in the Parks 

10/04/2011 09:32 AM 

----- 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 Dogs in t he Parks 
Please respond to 

Kevin Simons <kevin_simons@yahoo.com> 

Mr. Wycko, 

Jennifer Scarlett, co-President of the San Francisco SPCA, stated my beliefs 
perfectly: 

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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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Bill Wvcko 
]essjca Range 

Fw: Dogs in Parks 
10/03/2011 04:38 PM 

-- --- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/03/2011 04 :39 PM -----

Skippy 
<skippyskippyskippy@gmail.com> 

10/ 03/2011 03:29PM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

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 wider 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 Day" 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 11:48 AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: I disagree with closing any more land for native plants 

----Forwarded by Bi ll Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31 /2011 11 :49 AM---

Megan Smith 
<megan@sierra.net> 

10/31/2011 10:02 AM 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

To <bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc <sfdog@yahoogroups.com> 

Subject I disagree with closing any more land for native plants 

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 more 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. 

[ 

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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Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01, 2011 3:49 PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: 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> To 

bill.wycko@sfgov.org 
10/31/2011 04:59 cc 
PM 

Subject 
NAP EIR 
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To: Bill Wycko 

Environmental Review Officer 

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 
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(cont.) 

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 

Mr. Wycko and Planning Department: 

[ 
I :-"ish to submit my strong objection to the proposal to limit off lease areas in the San Fran
CISCO. 

Sometimes it seems to me that rules are created that have the direct opposite effect as are in
tended. 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 gen
erally 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 en
vironment 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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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 <bill.~cko@sfgov.org> 

06101/2012 09:55 PM cc 

Subject Mt. Davidson Natural Area Plan DEIR 

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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(Cont.) 

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> 

10/05/2011 05:28 PM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 
cc 

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 
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 
expand them. But don't turn this magnificent city into Brisbane by deleting them. 

Thanks
Matt Stewart 
171 Coleridge St. 

415.867.0999 :: http-1/matt-stewart com :: http-1/twitter com/mjfstewart 
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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 

10/03/2011 07:24 PM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject AGAINST draft Significant Natural Resource Areas 
Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Wycko and Supervisor Campos 

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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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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Bil WYdtofClYPI..NISFQOV 
1 ()131/2011 04:20PM 

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV 

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> 
1 ()13112011 04: 14 PM 

Deu Mr. Wycko: 

To <bill.~cko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject DEIR SNRAMP comments 

I am writing to comment on the Dm.ft Environmenl31 Impact Report (DEIR) for the Sirn,ificant Natural Resowce 
Areas Mana1;0ment Plan (SNRAMP). 

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 
MA~3 areas was not fullyevaluaud. The threat these trees pose in the lonr urm to the g-oal of presetving biodiversity 
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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BllwydtofC'TYPI..NSFQOV 
1()131/2011 04:16PM 

To Jessica Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw. Comments regarding the NAP EIR 

-Forwarded~ Bill Wycko/ClYPLNISFGOV on 10/3112011 04:16PM-

~ 
~ 

Mr. Wycko, 

wliliMIUrMW 
<\WI'Lturmwr@'.fahoo.coM> 
1()131/2011 02·19 PM 

Please respond to 
\l'lAIIiam summer 

<wm summer@yahoo.com> 

To "bill. \A6'Cko@sfgov.org" <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org> 

cc 

Subject Comments regarding the NAP El R 

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 I king 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. 

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 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 04:08PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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, 

I ' m wr iting to ensure t hat off l eash a r eas for dogs are i n c l uded i n 
the voices about h ow we s hou l d manage our natura l resources i n San 
Francisco. It should be clear that gr een areas area crucial to a 
sociable and hea l thy city . San Fra nc 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 ealth 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 due 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-leash walks . Even breeds that are 
smal l er and no rma lly are cons i dered l ap dogs benefit from a l ong run 
and impart their health on the i r owners . 

Well exercised dogs are happier, healthier and exhibit a positive 
impact o n the peop l e of a city 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 owners to be more 
proactive about reg i stra tio n a nd shots through the calming hand o f 
soc i al p ressure . Maki ng o f f - l eash il lega l or squeez ing i t into the 
s hadows t h is will result i n more peopl e who are l aw- abiding citi zens 
today becoming a concern for e nforcement l ater . 

Pl ease keep o ur o f f-l eash areas saf e - they are in t he c ity ' s bes t i nterests . 

t ha n ks , 

- J eff 
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To Whom It May Concern: 

RECEIVED 

OCT 2 8 2011 
CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
MCA 

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

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. 

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. 

ti 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. 

.
1
/. ASincerely~/ 

11 ~~t1A_ 
Kirra Swenerton, M.S. 

101 Alpine Terrace 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
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Bil'WYdlofClYPI..NISFQOV 
06111/201212:45 PM 

To Irene Nishimura/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV, Jessica 
Range/ClYPLNISFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw. Mount Sutro development 

-Forwarded~ 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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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 
) 

06/11/201 2 03:34 PM 

To BiiiWyco <bill.~cko@sfgov.org> 

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 M iraloma 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 1 00 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. 

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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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 09:07AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject 

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:08AM ----

"Clare M. Thompson" 
<cleoleo@sonlc.net> 

10/31/2011 08:49AM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc SupervisorScottWiener@sfgov.org 

Subject 

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 daily walks 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 belongs 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 
haven to migratory birds . Habitats 
and fewer . We need to be extremely 
to citify, if you will, and thus 

many kinds. It provides a safe 
of this nature are becoming fewer 
careful that we not be persuaded 

r uin this natural 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 awk 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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From: Bill 'Ntcko 
To: Jessica Range 
Subject: 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> 

Dear Sir, 

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? 

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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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/3112011 09:08AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: SF City Parks Plan 

----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 09:09AM--

TopDog 
<info@topdogsf.com> 

10/31/2011 08:42AM 

Dear Bill Wycko, 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject SF City Parks Plan 

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. 

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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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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Sean Tully 
tO Golf Ave. 

\RE©fEgV~D 
OCT 3 l 2011 

San Rafael, CA 
stully@meadowclub.com 

CITY & COUNTY OF S.F. 

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, 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
RECEPTION i/ESK 

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: 
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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 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 
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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. 

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~ 
Golf Course Su~endent 
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. 

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 of harm 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 of proof The process of applying 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 of altematiues, including no action." -1998 Wingspread Statement on the Precautionary 
Principle 

NAP is a wholesale abandonment of this promise. 

[
2.1 NAP ENDANGERS THE PUBLIC SAFETY BY EXPOSING US TO VECTOR BORNE 
DISEASES AND PESTICIDES 
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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. 

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 of a 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. 

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 ... 
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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). 

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 of pest 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". 

[ 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. 

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 
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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 "Weed
Whacking 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. 

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? 

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. 

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 
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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." 

In regard to the 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 without any sense that our urban parks must sat isfy the 
needs for a 'lvide variety of uses. I acknowledge that 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 agricultural 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 eucalyptus 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 natural 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 

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?" 
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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 DP As 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 

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. 
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[ 
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 than 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 the iT 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. 

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 non
native. 

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 
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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. 

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 

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, 
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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. 

[ 7.0 NAP DESTROYS PARK PROPERTY AND IS UNSUSTAINABLE 

Is NAP sustainable 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. Protected 
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. 

NAP as proposed and as it is currently implemented is a miserable failure. The NAP Management 
Plan states that trees (at least those taller than 15 feet) removed will he replaced on a nearly one-to
one 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 proposing 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 completely arbitrary - one of San Francisco circa 1850. 
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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: 

• 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 
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Bock, John 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Jessica. Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01, 2011 3:51 PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: Fw: NAP comments 
NAP letter.pdf Attachments: 

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-----

Bi ll 

Wycko/CTYPlN/SFGO 
V To 

Jessica Range/CTYPl 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> 

Please respond to Subject 
lisa Vittori NAP comments 

<lisavittori@yaho 

o .com> 
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Dear Mr. Wycko-

I 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. 

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) 
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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 deter
mine 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 geo
logical 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 jus
tifies 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 direction 
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 Supervisors 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 Associates 
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 girdled hundreds of trees (in which the bark is cut completely 
around the tree, interrupting the now of sap and nutrient<; and eventually ki lling 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 kill ing 
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 com
plaining. In response, RPD formed a Green Ribbon Panel to advise RPD and EIP about the NAP management 
plans under development. Critics 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 Space 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 technical credentials, so tbat discuss ion of the technical merits of tbe plan is immediately inter
preted in an advocacy framework. " Roughgarden continued, 

"The. management plan advances a highly interventionist view of resource management that is not viable eco
logically, economically, or culturally." 

[Dr. Roughgarden's critique: Appendix ll 

In response, PROSAC passed a resolution 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 Supervisors that the way the management plan was being imple
mented 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 Cit izen's Advisoty 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 on access and recreation: trapping and removal of wild or feral animals currcJltly inhab
iting 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 knowledgeable 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 
the twelve appoin.tments to NAPCAC on December 18, 2002. 

The Board's resolution creating NAPCAC directed RPD to assist NAPCAC, including giving notice of meet
ings, 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 min
utes, 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 the hearing, an aide to Supervisor Gonzalez told the Chair of 
NAPCAC that the Supervisor had made no such agreement. 

NAPCAC 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, NAPCAC 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 choos-
ing 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 would 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. 

[NAPCAC 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 city
wide, 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 would 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 achieve 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 review community outreach plans by the NAP to determine 
community wbether tbe commuuity was served (sect ion 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 conse
quences 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 encouraged 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 members 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 crit ics 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 without 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 negotia
tions. The idea of tluee diilerent management zones, from MA -1 for the most sensitive 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 July 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 expressed 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 euphe
mism for "killing") would happen only after the Recreation and Park Commission determined that other means 
of population reduction 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 the Draft Management Plan by the Commission in response to the tor
rent 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 includ
ed 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 A l 

Interestingly, many of the concerns about the NAP Management Plan raised in the Initial Study are still prob
lems with the Draft EIR. Those who prepared the Draft EIR do not appear to i ncorporatcd very 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 only 
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 com
ments 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 1: 
DR. R OUGHGARDEN'S 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 on 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 recommenda
tions 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 ecologi
cally, economically, or culturally. 

Tbe plan was developed by a consulting firm , ETP Associates, specializing 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 turtle species ... remove all 
bullfrogs ... stock with largemouth bass and catfish ... signs, fences and increased enforcement to discourage free
running 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-dominated 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 replant
ed with the appropriate native species (p. 5-2) ... control feral cat populations through a trapping and removal 
program (p. 5-6). " Furthermore, the "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 weed
ing 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 spearing frogs when thousands of tadpoles s wim in the waten; 
(also, usua lly only a subset o f the males call at night, 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. Furthermore, the entire suite of recommendations is not gauged 
against an index of the conservation potential of each si te, as would be revealed in total species-area and nested
subset 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 introduced 
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 appro
priated to mean native. The goal of the NAP should be to create natural self-sustaining 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 CQmments 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 revisions. This absence of any guarantee tbat com
ments 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 technical 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 criti
cism 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 using 
the approach of ecological economics to help s01t the allocation of ecosystem resources among competing 
demands. 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-1197 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Vittori-1 

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 of 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 recommenda
tions, 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 commu
nity 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 ulti
mately, 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 data
base 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 sunoundings. 
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 peninsu
la 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 setting, 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 rec
ommendations 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 gal
leries, 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 these, we set the stage for the speci fie recom
mendations that 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 pro
tect. 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 sup
plement 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 fea
tured 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 ecosystem, 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 devel
opme.ut a nell or 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 impor
tance 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 ecologi
cal 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 ... restora-
tion can be considered complete." In contrast, many have spoke.n of limitat ions 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 atta ining 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 inherently 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 dispersal 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 sug
gest 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 would 
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 eco
system 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 
the relationship bet ween physical habitat structure and restoration ecology are being made in practical restora
tion 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 hould 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 conserva
tion. 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 environ
ment. 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 activit ies in the Natural Areas as poten
tially 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 improvements 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 exist
ing 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 , objec
tion 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 ful
fill ecological roles formerly played by the native 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 unneces
sary 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 responsibil ities 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 vi
ties 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'er 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 representa
tives 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 replaced 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 of two years. No committee member can serve for more s ix consecutive years wit bout rotating off 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 representatives 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 pro
vided 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 imple
mentation of conservation plans for individual parks, and outline how the acquisition of additional properties 
will enhance the ability of theN AP to meet its conservation and educational 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 avail
able to the public on the RPD website. The entire committee will receive the system-wide portfolio plan and 
forward their evaluation to the RPD General 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 inte
grated 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 even
tual 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 con
dition of the si te. 

A description of tbe secoudaty consequences of the management practices, such as: 

removal or killing 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 animals, 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 ring tht' project during its development, and evaluat ing its success periodically to its comple
tion. Participation of children and volunteers in these experiments with reported results will contribute to the 
educational value 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 Subcommittee 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, con
servation 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. The 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 announced 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. These 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 appro
priate 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 on 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 of 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 
reviewed 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. The 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 com
munity 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 Natural 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 find
ings 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 evaluation 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 Natural Areas Program. Increased staffing and enhanced 
financial resources wil l allow the NAP to advance its conservation goals more rapidly. The creation of a Natural 
Areas Program Review Committee will also incur additional costs to the RPD. The NAPCAC therefore recom
mends 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 

10/31/2011 11:50 AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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> 

Dear Mr. VVycko -

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Comments on the NAP EIR 

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 

Thanks-

Sincerely-

Karen 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 

10/27/201112:11 PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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. 

It is ridiculous that your org . keeps attempt i ng to close parks and open state 
and federal land to d ogs and their owners . Some time ago S F govt . put sect i on 
8 units all over t h e city opening 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 ecting ourselves f r om 
harm. Dogs, like peop le, must exercise 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 vote in i mprovements f or f i re and 
police and parks in gener a l then STOP t h is outrage against the people of t he 
Bay Area and San Francisco in particular . 
It is h i gh t i me tha t the needs of , We t he People, are considered by our 
e l ected and a ppointed offi c i a l s . 
Look at what is happening al l over America as wel l as in San Francisc o and 
Oakland. The people a re tired of all th i s oppression a n d REVOLT i s going to 
be t h e o nly answer t o si t uations 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 . 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/201111:53AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: NAP EIR 

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31 /2011 11:53 AM----

npc 
<isabelwade@gmail.com> 

10/31/201111:51 AM 

To: Bill Wycoff 

To Biii.Wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject NAP EIR 

Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
From: Isabel Wade 
Date: October 21, 2011 
Re: Natural Areas Plan EIR 

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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Walker-1 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Bjll 'Mcko 
Jessjca RanQe 

Fw: draft EIR 
10/11/2011 05:02 PM 

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/11/2011 05:02 PM -----

Hello, 

Josh Walker 
<josh.walker@gmail.com> 

10/11/201110:29 AM 

To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject draft EIR 

I ' m writing to you because I read t his article on SFGate . com: 

http : //blog . sfgate .com/jscarlett/2011/10/03/dogs - in- the -parks - speak - up - now/ 

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 peopl 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 - leash 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 

1 0/31/20 11 11 :4 7 AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: Remove Sharp Park From The Natural Areas Plan! 

----- Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV on 10/31/2011 11 :4 7 AM ----

ThomasWeed@aol.com 

10/31/201110:32AM To bill.wycko@sfgov.org 

cc 

Subject Remove Sharp Park From The Natural Areas Plan! 

[ 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 

From: Jessica. Range@sfgov.o rg 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, November 01, 2011 3 :00 PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: FwNap 

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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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 
Francisco-

Please 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: 

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01, 201 1 3 51 PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: 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 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.org 
10/31/2011 04:49 cc 
PM 

Subject 
NAP EIR 
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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 
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Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOV 

10/31/2011 04:16PM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

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 

[ : Th~:::::; ::1: p~:h g:o:b:e:::::::s, does an excellent job 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. 

-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. 

-SEPARATE out SHARP PARK 
from the Natural Areas Plan! 

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 

<kwinquist@yahoo.com> 

Dear Mr. Wycko, 

To .. bill. \A6'Cko@ sfgov.org .. <bill."'6'cko@ sfgov. org> 

cc 

Subject Comments re: the NAP El R 

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. 

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 

1 0/31/2011 09:25AM 

To Jessica Range/CTYPLN/SFGOV@SFGOV 

cc 

bee 

Subject Fw: Oppose GGNRA Draft Dog Management Plan 

-----Forwarded by Bill Wycko/CTYPLN/SFGOVon 10/31/2011 09:25AM----

GinyWoo 
<ginylee 1 @yahoo.com> 

1 0/29/2011 05:29 PM 
Please respond to 

GinyWoo 
<ginylee1 @yahoo.com> 

Mr. Bill Wycko, 

To "Bill.wycko@sfgov.org" <Bill.wycko@sfgov.org> 

cc 

Subject Oppose GGNRA Draft Dog Management Plan 

I writing to express my opposition to the GGNRA Draft Dog Management Plan. 
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: 

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3:47PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: 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) 5 75-9018 /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 
m> To 

"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: 

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 walk 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 
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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: 

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. 

Attachment B: Draft EIR Comment Letters

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

B-1223 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



Zeiger-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

02 

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 daily
Stern 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. 

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 regarding 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: 

Jessica.Range@sfgov.org 
Tuesday, November 01 , 2011 3 :48 PM 
Bock, John 

Subject: Fw: Please Preserve Off-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. 

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 

2 
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PH 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 REPORTER 'S T RAN S CR IPT OF THE 

6 SAN FRANC ISC O PLANNING COMM ISSI ON MEET ING 

7 Agenda I te m No . 13 

8 --- oOo ---

9 Sig n ificant Nat ural Res o u r ces Area Management Plan 

1 0 Hearing on the Dra ft Env i ronmenta l Impact Re port 

11 Case No . 20 05 . 19 1 2E 

1 2 --- oOo ---

13 San Francisco , Ca lifo r n ia 

1 4 Oct o ber 6 , 201 1 

1 5 

1 6 

17 

18 

19 

2 0 ATKINSON - BAKER , INC . 
COURT RE PORTERS 

21 ( 800 ) 288 - 33 7 6 
www .depo .com 

22 

23 RE PORTER : LAURA AXELSEN , CSR 6173 

2 4 F I LE NO.: A508EA7 

25 
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PH 

1 THE CLERK : We a r e now on I tem 13 f or Case 

2 No . 2 00 5.1 9 12 E , Significan t Natu r a l Resources Area 

3 Managemen t Pl an , p ub lic h earing on the dra ft env i ronmenta l 

4 i mpact repor t . 

5 Please note that written comments will be 

6 accepted at th e p l ann in g department's of fice unt il the 

7 clos e o f bus i ness of October 1 7th , 20 11. 

8 

9 

MS . RANGE : Good afternoon , Pres i dent O l ague , 

membe rs of the commission . I am Jessica Range with the 

1 0 Environmenta l P l ann in g Di vis i on of the Plann i ng 

11 Depar t men t. 

12 Thi s i s a hear i ng t o receive pub li c comments on 

13 the d raft environmental impact report for Case No . 

14 2005 . 1912E , the Signif ica n t Natura l Resources Area 

15 Management P l an . 

16 Th e Recrea tion and Parks Departme n t d eveloped 

17 the natural areas program to pro t ect a n d manage t h e 

18 remaining natural areas owned by the City . There are 32 

1 9 designated natur a l areas , 31 in San Francisco and one , 

20 Sh arp Park, i s l oca t ed in Pac if ica. 

21 The management pla n id e n tifies management 

22 actions within each of these natural areas and is intended 

23 to g uide resource protection , habitat restoration, and 

24 tr a i l a n d access i mprovements , o th er cap it a l projects , and 

25 maintenance activities over the next 20 years . The EIR 
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PH 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

also addresses the imp acts o f the rout i ne maintenance and 

the Sharp Par k rest o ra t i on project at the pr oj ec t level . 

Rout in e main te na nc e activities are simila r to 

th e current s ca l e and scope o f th e Nat ura l Areas Program 

and wou ld not change substant ial ly w i th imp lementat i on of 

the management plan . Project level details have been 

deve l oped for the Sh a r p Park res t o r at i on project , enabl ing 

this aspect of the management pl an t o b e addressed at the 

9 project level . 

1 0 

1 1 

1 2 

1 3 

1 4 

1 5 

1 6 

1 7 

1 8 

1 9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

The purpose of th e Sh a rp Park restoration 

project is to enhance the habitat for t he California 

red - l egged frog and the San Francisco garter sna k e . 

main components of the S ha r p Park restoration project 

T he 

inc l u des dredg in g a nd re - contouring of the Laguna Salada 

wetlan d compl ex , creati ng an upland and wetlan d ha b i t in 

an d around the l agoon , and creating a hab i t corridor 

between L a g una S alada and Ho rs e Stable pond . 

The project evaluated in the EIR is the project 

proposed by Rec and P a rk . As part of the env ir onmen tal 

review under CEQA , we are requ ired to analyze alternatives 

to the project . These alternatives are not Rec a nd Park 

p ro p osa l s f o r management o f the natura l areas . 

S taff i s not here to answer comments today . 

Comments w ill be t ran scr i bed and responded to i n wr iti ng 

in a comments and responses document , which will respond 
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PH 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

1 2 

1 3 

1 4 

1 5 

1 6 

1 7 

1 8 

1 9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

to all ve rbal and wr it ten comments receive d and make 

r e visions to th e dra f t EIR as ap p rop r ia t e . 

I would , h owever , like to note one correction 

t hat w ill be made i n the comments and responses document , 

which ma y clarif y some comments rece i ve d today . P age 2 of 

the su mmary erroneous l y i dentifies the env i ronmental l y 

su p e rio r a l t er nativ e as the maxi mum r es t o r atio n 

alternative. 

A comprehens i ve analys i s of the environmentally 

superior alternati ve i s prov i ded on draft EIR pages 525 

through 5 2 6 and determ i nes tha t the ma i ntenance 

alterna ti ve is th e environmentally superio r alte r native . 

Page 2 of the summary chapter will be corrected in the 

comments and responses document . 

Th i s i s not a hear i ng to consider approval o r 

disapproval of the project . That hea r in g w i l l fol l ow the 

final EIR certification . Co mments today should be 

directed at the a dequ ac y and accuracy of the 

information of the information contained in the draft 

EIR. 

Commenters s h ould speak slow l y and c l ear l y so 

that the court reporter can produce an accurate 

tra nscript . Also , commenters s hould state their name and 

a ddr ess so that they can be proper l y ident ifi ed a nd so 

t h at they ca n be sent a copy of t h e comments and responses 

Page 4 

Attachment C: Draft EIR Hearing Transcript

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

C-4 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



PH 

PH-Ballard 

1 whe n completed . 

2 After hear in g comments from t h e general public , 

3 we wi ll a l so t ake any comments on t h e draft EIR by the 

4 Pla n n in g Commission . The p ublic comment period for th is 

5 pr o j ect began on August 31st and it extends until 

6 

7 

5 : 00p . m, on Monday , Aug u - October 1 7th . 

This conc l u des my p resenta tion on this ma t ter , 

8 and unl ess th e commission members h ave an y questions , I 

9 would respectfu ll y suggest that the public hear i ng be 

opened . Th ank you . 1 0 

11 PRESIDENT OLAGUE : Great. I do want to exten d 

12 the comment per i od unt il the end of October , so by a 

1 3 coup l e of weeks at least . Okay . And we can discuss it i f 

14 we both want to exten d i t b e yond that , y ou know , later on . 

15 We have a few speaker cards , Sarah Ba l l ard 

1 6 fo l lowed by Sally St ephe n s . 

MS . BALLARD: Good afternoon , Commissioners , 17 

18 Director Rahaim . I ' m Sarah Ba ll ard from the Recreation 

1 9 a nd Parks De partme nt , a nd I ju s t br i ef l y want e d to put 

20 this pl a n in a lit tle bi t of context for you . 

21 As you may know , we own about 14 percent of the 

22 l an d in San Franc i sco , about 4 , 000 acres , an d of that , 

23 abo ut a t ho usand acres are what we refer to as natura l 

24 areas . As Jessica said , they ' re made up of 32 d istinct 

25 areas , including Berna l Hi ll , Tw i n Peaks , S h arp Park . 
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1 

2 

Th e plan -- t h e Natura l Ar eas Manageme n t Plan 

was est a b li shed t hrou gh a decade s-l ong process . I t wa s 

3 p ublishe d in 2006 , a n d about ten yea r s of expe r t resea r c h 

4 a n d comm u n i t y pro c es s went i nto c rea t ing th e p l a n . Uhm, 

5 a nd a s J essica s p oke t o , i t rea ll y creates a r oad map fo r 

6 u s as the department f or how to manage ou r s e nsi t iv e 

7 natur a l h a b i t, in c l ud i n g s ome th r ea t e n e d and en da ngere d 

8 spec ies, di r ects u s how t o p r iori t i ze our sc a rce res o u r ces 

9 and ou r v o lu n t eer t ime . 

10 Our j o b as the Re c r eat i o n and Parks De pa r t me nt 

11 i s t o b al a n ce a var i ety of needs , and some time s t h o s e 

12 n eeds a re compet i n g . And we fe el that t his manageme n t 

1 3 plan does that t hr o u gh a ve r y c a r e f ull y crafted pr o ces s . 

14 A s you k now , wha t ' s b efor e yo u t od a y is t h e d raft EI R , and 

1 5 we l ook forw a rd t o c on t i n u in g t o re c ei v e pub lic f ee d back 

1 6 on th a t , to h ear yo ur f e e d back , u hm , and contin ue work in g 

1 7 wit h your staff . T h ey ' ve bee n r e al l y e x cep t iona l t hro u g h 

18 t hi s process . 

19 

2 0 

Uhm , I j us t did want to po int o ut t h at , uhm , t o 

e ch o wh a t J essica sa id a b o u t t h e a l ternati v es , we as 

21 yo u kn ow , th e r e a r e -- we a r e re quir ed u n de r C EQA t o st ud y 

22 a var i e ty o f a lter n a t i v e s , b u t t h e project a n d th e plan 

23 for u s h as n ot c h a n g e d . An d I t h ink t h e r e ' s bee n some 

2 4 c onf u si o n a r ou n d t hat , par t icu larl y as i t p ertai n s to t he 

25 d og p l a y areas , a nd j ust wan t ed t o clar i fy tha t f o r you . 
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PH-Stephens 

02 

01 

PH 

1 Than k y o u very much . 

2 PRES I DE NT OLAGUE: Tha nk you . Rene e Pitt i n , Bo 

3 L inks , L i nda Shaffe r . 

4 MS . S T EPHE NS : Yeah . Hi , my name is Sal ly 

5 S tephens , and I' m the ch a ir of the San Francisc o Dog 

6 Owners Gr oup . Urban pa rks a r e for people . They ' re our 

7 c ol l e ct i ve bac k yards , t he p l aces wher e we go to play with 

8 our kid s a nd ou r d ogs a n d simp l y sit in the s un . 

9 We have so l ittle open space in San Francisco , 

10 we ca n n o t affo rd to l o c k a th i rd of i t away in plant 

1 1 mu se um s whe re you can l oo k bu t not en ter , which is wh a t 

1 2 the projec t a nd t he max i mum restorat i on alternatives would 

13 

[

1 4 

1 5 

1 6 

d o . 

We obviously support the maintenance or maximum 

r ecreat i onal a l ternat i ves bec ause they pro tect existing 

natura l are as yet preserve access for peop l e . The EIR 

17 inco rre c t l y s tates the number a nd tot a l acreage of all 

1 8 p la ced dog play areas , or DP A ' s . The r e are ac t ually 29 , 

19 whi ch cov er abo ut 1 20 a c res total , bu t 80 percent of tha t 

20 to ta l is loca ted either w i t h i n or adjacent to a natural 

21 area and is therefore at r i sk of future closure i f NAP 

22 claims impacts from the dogs . 

23 Many were designated a s DPA ' s years before th e 

24 N -- the NAP c ame aroun d, yet wit h a simple st r oke of a 

25 p la nn e r' s or a NAP s t a ff er ' s p e n , they can b e g one . If 
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04 

05 

06 

PH 

03 

1 yo u 're g oing to f orce people out of the parks, you better 

2 have a good reason . 

3 The NAP EIR repor tedly -- repe a tedly says dogs 

4 may have an i mpact , but there's no ev i dence c i ted in t h e 

5 EI R that dogs are now or ever have done so . EIR ' s mu s t be 

6 ba sed on d ocumented i mpacts , not hypothetical conjectures. 

7 Sp e c i f i c proof o f i mp a cts , not just c l aims of observatio n s 

8 wi th no de ta il s given , mus t be added to the EIR . 

9 Gi ve u s u n biased proven facts or don ' t k ic k u s 

1 0 o u t . NAP has become a way to ge t rid of DPA's and c i t y 

1 1 p a rk s s i n c e t he on l y r ea l r emedy from the alleged imp acts 

1 2 fr om dogs is c l osure of t he DPA . As such , the EIR mu st 

1 3 c ons i de r the i mpact of those c l osures on the human a n d 

1 4 u r ban enviro n ments , not t he j us t t he na t ural e nviron men t . 

1 5 

16 

1 7 

Throughout the EIR , dogs are d esc r ibed s o l e l y as 

n u isances . The EIR d o es not consider any b e n efits o f d o g s 

an d off - leash d og wa l king t o people and c o mmunities . The 

1 8 NAP EIR must conside r i mpacts of a physica l a nd e mo tio n a l 

19 hea l th of people who can n o lo nger walk t h e ir do gs in 

20 c l osed DPA ' s , and o n the se n se of n e ighbor h ood and p ark 

21 commun i ty that wil l be impacted i f DPA ' s are cl o sed o r 

s i gnif i can t l y reduced . Yet i t does n o t . 22 

23 This is part icularl y imp o r t a n t with th e ma ximum 

24 restoration a l ternat i ve that wi l l essentiall y c l o se DP A ' s 

2 5 at McC l aren , Berna l Hil l, Buena Vis t a , and Lake Mer c e d . 
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PH 

01 

PH-Links 

1 Thes e DPA ' s constitute r oug h l y 75 percent of t he total 

2 l egal of f- le as h area in the city parks . The E IR does not 

3 adequately analyze the impact of that local closure on the 

4 remaining DPA ' s and other nea rby pa r ks , especial ly when 

5 combi ne d wi th the Gol den Gate Nation a l Re creation Ar ea ' s 

6 plan to cl ose 90 p e rc e nt of i t s off - leash space . The dogs 

7 and dog people aren ' t goi ng t o g o away o r be qu i etly 

8 f orced out of our parks . Thank you . Cop i e s of what I 

9 said . 

MR . LI NKS : Good afternoon . My name is Bo 1 0 

11 Links . I ' m a lifelong San Franc i sco re s i dent, and a s I ' m 

12 sure yo u can imag i ne with a l a s t n am e l i ke mine , I ' m a 

13 v ery pass i onate go lfer . 

14 I ' ve been p l aying Sharp Park golf co u rse for 45 

15 years now, and I ' ve a l so served for a number of years as a 

16 volun tee r go lf h istor i an for the Ci ty an d Coun ty o f San 

17 Francisc o , and what I wanted to convey to you -- and I ' ve 

18 subm i tted some written comments as wel l, and my friend and 

19 colleague Richard Harris I t hi n k with will speak l ater on 

20 behalf of the San Francis co Public Golf Alliance , which we 

21 co - fou nd e d -- b ut I wanted to add some historica l words 

22 and spec ifi ca l l y to say the staff got i t a h undred percent 

23 correct in th e draft EIR designating th is precious gol f 

2 4 course as an his toric reso u rce . 

25 This is th e l egacy of John McLaren . I t was his 
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PH 

02 

01 

(Cont.) 

1 vision, and he brought in o ne of t he grea t est arch it e c ts 

2 in th e histo r y of t he wor ld , Alister MacKenzie , to cr ea te 

3 t hi s v e ry spec i a l a sset for t he City and County o f Sa n 

4 Francisco even t h ough i t ' s on proper t y i n Pac ifica. 

5 Thi s is clear l y th e work of a master . I t ' s t he 

6 equiv alent o f a Rembrandt that wo u ld ha ng i n a muse um , and 

7 t he fact that it ' s o ld and maybe a lit t l e fa ded d o esn ' t 

8 take away i ts l uste r . Peop l e come from a ll ove r t h e wo r l d 

9 to wal k it , to pl a y it , to see i t, to a dmir e i t, t o k now 

10 

11 

it , t o unders t a nd it . It ' s a s ymbo l of gol f ' s g ol d en age . 

It ' s pa r t of o ur histo r ic l egacy j u st t h e way Sharp th e 

1 2 way Coi t Tower is, th e way th e c a b le c ars are . 

13 And the h ab itat restoration that ' s i n the wor k s 

14 in the s u b jec t of t hi s EI R is by n o mea n s i ncompat i b l e 

1 5 

16 

wit h ma i ntainin g t h at go l f co u rse . 

qu es ti on are fresh water s p ec ie s . 

Th e species in 

Thi s pr o duct th i s 

17 property , excuse me , was a sa l t marsh before MacKenzie 

1 8 tra n sformed it i nt o the oasis it is today . I t ' s goi n g to 

1 9 ce l ebrate its 80th anniversary ne x t y ear , an d th e proc ess 

20 t h at ' s un der way in this dr a ft EIR shou ld co ntinue without 

21 int e rr u p tion so th e ci t y can mov e forward t o d o what ' s 

22 needed to do , and t hat is to i mpl eme nt a very responsible 

23 habita t r estorati o n pro toco l . 

24 Th e fro gs a r e t h ri v i ng dow n t h e r e . Thi s i s o ne 

25 of th e bigg es t b i rth y ears i n r e c e nt me mory , a n d t h at 
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PH 

PH-Pittin 

01 

1 ev iden ce i s on the r e c ord , and wh at the ci t y p l ans t o d o , 

2 we supp ort . It ' s consistent wi t h maintaining this 

3 p r opert y in a way that serves a var i ety o f i nteres t s , a n d 

4 I wa nt t o thank yo u fo r g i v i n g me the o p p o r tun i ty t o speak 

5 to y o u , and y o u cons i der i n addi t i on t o wr i t t en comments 

t hat h av e b een s ub mi t t ed . Tha n k yo u so muc h . 

MS . PI TT I N : Good afternoon , Commiss i oners . My 

6 

7 

8 

9 

na me is Renee P i ttin . Th e Hi ppoc r atic Oa t h says first d o 

no ha r m . This seems t o be a g oo d a p pro a ch fo r any person 

1 0 and ce r tain l y f or gove r n ment . 

11 

1 2 

I d o n ' t th in k t hat t hi s app li es t o the National 

Areas Pro g ram . As a sen i or , whos e p rimary okay , whose 

1 3 on l y exer c i se i s wa l k i ng w i th my dog , I feel that t he 

14 i ncr ease d remo v a l of our shared o p en space is by the 

1 5 Na t ur a l Areas Program , wh ich i s a s i n g l e purp o se and 

1 6 excl u s i o na r y program, wil l dr i ve mo re and mo r e loca l 

1 7 residents into inc reasin g l y sma l ler areas for exerc is e , 

1 8 access , and enjoymen t of ou r San Franc i sc o landscape . 

19 I live near Glen Canyon , an d too ma ny time s I 

2 0 h ave n o t been able to wa l k ther e be c a use t he Natu r a l Areas 

21 Pr ogram was engagi ng in yet ano th er rou nd of toxic 

22 wa rfa re , laying waste t o new g e n era tions of hapless an d 

23 h e l p l ess f l o ra a n d fauna a nd exposi ng th e l oca l 

2 4 n e ighborhood and e v eryone mov i ng th r o u g h t h e a r ea to th e se 

25 poison s . 
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PH-Shaffer 

01 

(Cont.) 

PH 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0 

1 1 

1 2 

1 3 

14 

1 5 

1 6 

1 7 

1 8 

1 9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 

I oppose this un fe t tered i ncrease o f the Natura l 

Areas Program i nto mo re and mo re of Sa n Francisco ' s 

p arkland and open s p ace , and I ask t h at you all , as 

members of t h e planning c omm i ss i on , recognize tha t this 

p r o g r am remove s shared space fr om t he community on the 

basis of sharp l y and scientif i ca l l y contested assump ti ons 

about what i s native or n at ural and makes equa l ly 

unfounded assumptions about wha t actions , such as wa l k ing 

with one ' s pooc h , c a n or cannot occur i n our s h ared and 

all - t oo - limited San Francis c o op en spaces . 

Please op p ose any expansion of this progr am . 

Thank you. 

MS . SHAFFER : Goo d a f t e r noon , Commissioners . My 

name is Lin da Shaffer . T h at ' s s p elled S - h - a - f - f - e - r . I 

am currently th e vice - president of t h e local chapter of 

the California Native P lant Society , and I would like t o 

thank you f or this opportunit y t o address you . Uhm, I 

h ave th ree po i nts that I wo ul d l i ke to try to make i n th i s 

limited t ime . 

The first one is , uhm , that I have I have to 

admit I was v er y curious to see what an e nvir onmental 

impact ana l ys i s wo u ld look like , g i ven that it ' s of a 

prog r a m that i s e n v ironmental i n nat u re , and I have to say 

in the time that I ' ve had to read it so far , I ' ve been 

very impressed . It ' s I t hin k that those involved have 
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PH 

1 done a g oo d job , a wonder ful j ob , particu l arly with 

2 r esp e c t t o the 3 1 n atura l a r e a s that are l ocated in the 

3 Cit y o f Sa n Francisco . So I would l i ke to commend those 

4 i nvolved . 

5 I would also l ike to add t ha t th e Nat ive Plant 

6 S ociety is in the pr o cess of hav in g people who have 

7 volunteered i n a lot of these natural areas f or many years 

8 r ead ove r t he sect i ons t hat per t a i n specifica l ly to th e 

9 proj ec t s p r oposed for those natural a reas a nd make sure 

1 0 th at , uhm , base d o n their knowledge of t he area that the 

1 1 r epo r t i s bo t h accurate and complete . 

12 And I' m de l ighted to hear tha t there will be an 

13 e x t ens i on t o the publi c comme nt per i od b e cause i t ' s been 

14 very d iff i c u l t . Th e same gr oup of people that ' s been 

15 i nvolve d i n commenting on this has also b e e n involved in 

16 commenti ng on the recreation/open spac e e l e me nt , and th e 

1 7 first 30 days of t h is comment period overlapp ed with the 

1 8 las t 30 d ays of th at . S o it' s been kind o f crazy . S o 

1 9 th a nk you for t hat . The other -- th a t wa s actually t h e 

20 second po in t tha t I wa nt ed t o make . 

21 

22 

The t h i rd po i nt tha t I would l ike to mak e is 

tha t I ' m s t i l l i n th e p rocess of r ead i ng th i s . The 

23 comp l ex i ty in th i s d o cumen t has to do wi t h the i ssue at 

Sha r p Park . You can a lr ead y tell that this is a 2 4 

2 5 controversial issue issue , a controversial program . 
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01 

PN-Sherap 

PH 

1 Uhm , I have so far ide ntified one factua l error in th e 

2 portion of t h e document t h at dea l s with Sharp Park . 

3 I wi l l be submitting comments in wri t ing , but I 

4 don ' t h a ve t h em fin i s h e d yet , and I wou ld like to add , 

5 please , I do not want t o r ece i ve a copy of the comments 

6 a nd respo n ses , so I ' d l ik e to get th a t -- I had that 

7 h appe n to me once whe n I wasn 't expec ti ng i t , s o n o t h ank 

you . That was j u s t f i ne . 8 

9 

10 

Th a nk y o u v ery much for your attention . 

PRESIDENT OLAGUE : Th ank you . Tenzin Sherap , 

11 George Moz ing o , Pa t ric k Skain , followed by Clare nce 

12 Bryant . 

13 

14 

15 

MR . SHERAP : My n ame is Tenzin Sherap , and my --

my address is Genera l De livery , San Franc i sco , 94 1 42. I 

would lik e I kn o w th a t ther e ' s been comments abo u t th e 

16 go lf course as be ing -- wh e t her or no t t h e go lf co u rse is 

17 go i ng to be preserved , a n d I wou l d l i ke to say t hat I ' m 

18 spea king highly in favor of the golf course being 

19 p r ese rv ed . 

2 0 I t seems as thoug h Mr . Anto nini and -- or maybe 

21 the rest o f this board has been me rcil ess ly okaying 

22 practically a ny r e qu es t t h at has to do with children ' s 

23 such as in our bea u t i f ul Dolores Park that is be in g 

2 4 d efaced for th is c hild ' s p ark . And it ' s v er y important 

25 th at a pl ace l ike thi s golf course , whi c h is for t eenagers 
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02 

01 

PH-Mozingo 

PH 

1 and fo r el derly and older people to get exercise and enjoy 

2 th e envir on me n t , that t his be maintained for San Francisco 

3 reside n ts. Thank you very mu ch . 

4 PR ESIDE NT OLAGUE : Tha nk yo u. If I did call 

5 your name , if you can just keep com i ng up to t he mic . 

6 MR . MOZI NGO : Good morning, my name is or 

7 good aftern oon , rather . My name is George Mozingo . I ' m a 

8 resident of the City and County of San Francisco , and I'm 

9 an emp l oyee of the Co u nty of San Mateo . 

1 0 Our count i es have worked col l aborat i ve l y and 

11 cooperatively to come up wi t h a plan that rea l ly d oes 

1 2 address t he i ss ues of hab i tat preservat i on and to protect 

1 3 th ose spec i es t h at are enumerated in the article in the 

14 draft EIR , specifically frogs , the red - legged rana aurora 

15 draytonii , the garter snake , and others . Those are , in 

16 fact , as Mr. Links previously stated , fresh water species. 

17 That original geograp hy was called in t he colonial period , 

1 8 Laguna Salada , which I believe t o be mean i ng a still b ody 

19 of water that is salty . 

20 

[

2 1 

22 

23 

2 4 

Now , those frogs do not exist in those 

environments , so this is , in fa ct, a construction . It is 

a histor ical constr uction by a -- one of the great 

architects of golf courses ever . I t is also a - - of 

cultural va l u e . If y ou were to go there o n any day , you 

25 would find old people and young people and students and 
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PH 

1 every -- p e op l e fr om ever y g r oup an d nati on play i n g on as 

2 g r o u p s , as -- and a s individuals . I t is also a ffordable 

3 r e l a ti v e t o o t he r g o l f cour ses in t h e a r e a . 

4 

5 

6 

In t h e cou n ty , we d on ' t have a l ot of 

i nexpens i ve go l f cou rse s . He re in the city and county we 

hav e e v en fewer . Thi s is an opport u nit y for p eop le o f 

7 limite d in come to p l ay i n a g o lf co ur se t h at is s t u n ni ngly 

8 be a ut i f u l and c an be restored . 

9 

10 

Uhm , i t i s also -- uhm , this p l an wi l l p rotec t 

thos e species t ha t are en umera t ed . Without i t, i t will , 

1 1 ag a i n , become a r at h er d r y a n d d ifficul t p l ace for those 

12 spec i es to ex i st . Part i c u l ar l y in the p la n , the crea t i n g 

13 o f th e contours for the snakes to exist where they can g o 

14 d own and feed o n t he frogs I t houg ht was j ust nothing 

15 shor t of enginee r i ng br il l i a n ce on the par t o f t h e two 

16 park -- park gr o u ps . 

17 And finally , it is a recreationa l . Even those 

18 li ke myself wh o don ' t g o l f , it is a wonderful place to go 

19 

20 

wa l k . Thank you . 

P RESIDE NT OLAGUE : Ag ain , I'd like t o ask those 

21 who are stan ding in front of the door to either find a 

2 2 seat o r move t o thi s ot h er side s i nc e it is c r eat i ng a 

23 f i re hazard , j ust t h ose stand i ng i n front of the door. 

24 Have to clear the door ways . 

25 So i f you ' ve hea r d you r name ca l l ed, please come 
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PH 

PH-Skain 

01 

02 

1 up to the mic . Greg Gaa r , Paul Ro t t e r, and Nef f Rot t e r --

2 Ro t er? 

3 MR . SKA IN : Good afternoon , Commiss i oners . My 

4 name i s Pa t Ska i n . I was a member of t he C i t iz ens 

5 Advisory Commi t t ee f o r the Na tu ral Areas Prog ram . And I 

6 see thi s draf t env i ronmenta l i mpa c t repor t as a 

7 continuance of those efforts in past years. We need to 

8 move ah e a d with t hese -- this study itse l f i n t he defined , 

9 a nd g iv e Pa r k a nd Rec sta f f wherewi t hal t o a c tua l ly begin 

10 to improve our recreational facilities and our natural 

1 a reas in San Franc i sco . 

[

1 2 

13 

1 4 

15 

16 

I do wan t to -- specif i c a l ly to comment o n the 

great work t ha t staff d id in prepar i ng this and work done 

by all the consultants on it. We ' re never going to be 

100 percen t hap py . Th e r e a r e some eleme nt s in the city 

t h at wa n t t o o ccupy everything . There are a c t ivit ies th at 

1 7 simply have significant impacts on every area of our 

18 r ecreat i on faci li t i es . 

1 9 We ' ve seen i n t he l ast year exponent i a l g rowt h 

20 in requ ests for soccer fields and whatnot , so it ' s not 

21 just any one group , but these are simply 32 areas. It was 

22 even cu l led t own i n ter ms of 32 areas . And t h e man agemen t 

23 of those 32 areas have been looked into significantly by 

24 the staff , the individuals working on this report. 

25 I thi nk it ' s very important to move thi s 
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PH 

PH-Bryant 

e nv i ro nme nt a l i mpact r epor t forward . It ' s a 20 - ye ar 1 

2 pr o j e ct . I ' m sure i t wi l l be tweaked in the co urse of the 

3 nex t 20 yea r s , but it ' s important t o give staff and the 

4 citizens an opportunity to see what San Francisco can be 

5 and how g ood o ur recreational facili t i es c a n become . I 

6 want to thank you al l. 

MR . BRYANT : Good afternoon , Commissioners . My 7 

8 

9 

name is Cl arence Bryan t . I am a res ident of San Francisco 

a nd a p r odu c t of it s st r ee t s , i t s env i ronmen t. I ' m also a 

10 golfer , an d I would li ke to read into -- I ' m no t sure what 

11 the protocol is for this hearing , but I would like to read 

12 into the record a copy of a letter that the Ba y Area Golf 

1 3 Assoc i a t ~ on has submit ted t o Co n gressman Speier , Mayor Ed 

1 4 Le e , Board of Sup e rvisors of both S a n Francisco an d San 

15 Mateo . 

16 And , to wit, i t says , Dear Congressman Spe i er , 

1 7 S h arp Park i s wel l k n own as th e peop l e ' s golf course , 

18 pub l ic course , wh e re racial minorities , retired seniors , 

1 9 schoo l ch i ldren, working men and women , and i n these d ays 

20 eve n un e n ployed c a n play g olf . 

21 

22 

23 

Because o f its modest f ees , a l l t hese groups 

play golf in large numb ers in Sharp Park. The Bay Area 

Golf Club represents such golfers. We are a mostly 

24 Af ri can - American c l ub for me d in 1954 and based i n S an 

25 Francisco . 
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PH 

01 

1 We are a f ounding me mb er of the Western States 

2 Golf Assoc ia tion , on e of Amer ic a ' s o l dest African - American 

3 golf assoc ia tions . We were the h os t club for the Western 

4 States Ina u gural Champions h i p Tournament in 1 955 , where 

5 the f ounding members o f the c l ubs met and played golf 

6 tog ethe r for the first time . Th e tou rnament was held at 

7 S h arp Park . 

8 It i s sign i fican t that S harp Par k was built by 

9 h i story ' s g rea test gol f arch i tect , Alister MacKenzie . 

10 Mo st of MacKe n z i e ' s courses include t h e most famous ones , 

11 lik e Au gus ta Nat i o nal, th e s i te of the annual Master ' s 

1 2 

1 3 

Tou r n a ment , and Cypress Point . These are pr i vate and 

i n access i b l e to common p eople . Sh a r p P a r k is par t of San 

14 Francisco ' s l egatorian t r adition of providing great 

1 5 c l ass ical archit ectu r e f or i ts p u bl i c p l aces . Th i s is the 

16 spirit of San Fra n c i sco . 

17 

1 8 

I s that my dong ? 

PRES I DE NT OLAGUE : There ' s a second one , but you 

19 have a bou t 30 secon d s , but yo u can certa i nly s u bm i t the 

2 0 l e t ter. 

21 MR . BRYANT : I ' d l i k e to s ubmit th i s into the 

22 r ecor d i f poss ibl e . 

2 3 PRESI DE NT OLAGUE : I nto the record , yeah , 

24 definitely . 

25 MR . BRYANT : Ok ay . Th a nk you very mu ch for your 
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PH 

PH-Rotter-P 

02 

01 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1 2 

13 

14 

1 5 

1 6 

17 

1 8 

1 9 

2 0 

21 

22 

23 

[ 2 4 

25 

t i me . 

PRESIDE NT OLAGUE : Thank yo u , sir . If I ' ve 

called your n ame , p lease feel free t o c ome t o t h e mic , an d 

Peter Brastow is the l ast card I have , and I k now I did 

ca ll a few other names , so p l ease fee l free to come u p . 

MR . ROTTER : Co mmiss i o n e r s , my n a me is Paul 

Rott e r. I ' m a r e si de nt o f San Francisc o . This pr o gram i s 

o ffer i ng the c i ty a major expansi o n of NAP programs i nto 

t h e MA3 maintenanc e a r e a 3 . And i n suppor t of t hat , 

th e stateme nt o n pag e 2 says t hat the EIR co n s i d er s th e 

maximu m res tor a t ion altern a tive a s the e n vironmental ly 

sup e rior . 

How e v er , i f yo u wa d e you r s e lf -- wa d e th rough i t 

ba ck to p age 5 25 , th e E IR sa y s , t h e max imum r e c reat i on a nd 

maint e n a n ce a l t e rnativ es a r e th e e nv i ronme nt a l l y s u pe r i or 

alter nat i v es , a nd i t e nd s t h e sta t e me nt t h at t h e 

ma i nt e n a n ce a l t er nativ e , on th e o th e r h a nd, wou l d preserv e 

t h e existing d istributio n ex t e n t of b io l ogical reso u rces , 

i n c lu ding se n s i tive h ab i tats . 

For th ese r e a s on s th e ma i nt e n a nc e a l te rn at i ve i s 

e n viro nm e n ta ll y superior a lt e r n at i v e . That ' s n ot wh at ' s 

bei n g proposed by th i s EI R. The E I R i s proposing t h at y o u 

a d op t a p r og r a m t h a t i s e nvironme ntal l y l eas t good . 

S eco n d t h ing about th a t i s th at t hi s proposa l is 

a vio l ation of CEQA . CEQA says t h at pub lic agencies 
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PH 

04 

05 

03 

02 

(Cont.) 

1 s h ou ld not approve p r oject s propo se d i f t h e r e are f eas i b l e 

2 al t er n atives or feasi b le mit i gat i on measures available. 

3 There are -- f ro m what they propose is the main ten ance 

4 in te r ve ntio n of i n t o t h e e nv ironme nt. 

5 

6 

7 

T h ere are a l ter n at ive s, and it says s o i n this 

EIR. This EIR is not a g ood one . This is a bad po li cy 

for the city . NAP l arg ely is also a bad po licy for the 

8 ci t y with t h e ir e n vi ro nme n ta l destruct ion , u se of t ox ic 

9 sprays . 

10 I walk o n Tw in P eaks almos t e v ery weekday 

1 1 morn i n g, a n d on there I r u n i nt o t he department do i n g 

12 

13 

sp ray i n g of pesticides when t hey sho u ld be 

do i ng t h a t s hould be we aring respi rators. 

the me mb ers 

Th ing s lik e 

1 4 that when I point out to t h e m the y say that 's n o n e o f y o u r 

1 5 business . 

16 

17 

So it 's i mportant t hat you real i z e t h a t this E IR 

is not the dire c tion t hat you s h ould be g o i ng . We s ho uld 

18 b e go i n g into a mor e e n v ir onmen t a l l y pro tect e d t ype of 

19 al t er na tive, and t h at i s max imum mai n tenance of t he 

2 0 existing envi ron ment . 

21 T h e env ir o n men t a l s o decides the use of t ox ic s . 

2 2 The destruction of the numbe r of t rees is a gross 

23 vi o lation. S a n Fr a nc is co has barely on e tr ee per citiz en 

24 in t hi s ci t y, an d this proposes to tur n d o wn a l ar g e 

25 perce n tage o f t h a t. I t shouldn ' t b e done. Th an k yo u very 
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PH 

PH-Rotter-N 

PH-Bowman 

01 

01 

1 much . 

2 PRESIDENT OLAGUE : Any a d d iti o nal pub l ic comme nt 

3 o n thi s item? 

4 MS . ROT T ER : Hi , I ' m Neff Ro t t er , a nd I a gree 

5 wi th my husband that th e ma i n tenance al t er nat iv e would be 

6 the very b est way for Sa n Fra nci s co to go . 

7 MS. BO WMAN : He l l o . I ' m Arn i ta Bowma n , a nd I' m 

8 a user of t h ese park s , a n d I r e a lly f eel that rec r eat i o n a l 

9 fun d ing an d ope n s pa ce fo r p eople i s b ei ng h i j a ck ed by 

10 t hi s p l a n . S a n Franc i sco has al r eady ta k en ext r eme 

1 1 pos i t i on o f excl u ding a ll p eop l e fr o m t h e S a n Fra ncis c o 

12 wat e r shed . The 26 , 000 acres t h e r e is s urr o unded by a 

13 seve n foot chai n lin k fe nce , a nd th is plan ignores that 

14 this has been a lre ady allocated to na t ural areas . 

1 5 The San Francisco park sites are only t en 

1 6 percent or tenth of the size o f that single re f uge , and 

1 7 this ex t reme plan ta kes 40 percent of tha t little s pace 

18 for more native plant projects . For me , t he gar d ening 

19 pro j ects will p rovi de li tt le benefit a nd will destroy the 

20 new ecosystems that have b een devel oped over the past 400 

2 1 years a nd will d es troy th i s tr e asur e d Sa n Franci sc o 

22 l andscap e that is par t o f ou r diverse c u lture , h i story , 

23 a nd futur e . 

24 This c ost l y p l a n is not even the e n v i ro n ment all y 

25 s up e ri o r plan that ' s been ment i o n e d and d oes not 
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PH 

02 

(Cont.) 

PH-Gaar 

02 

1 

[ 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

[ 10 

11 

1 2 

1 3 

14 

1 5 

16 

1 7 

1 8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 

necessar i l y impro v e th e beauty o f the parks or qua l ity of 

the lif e f or re si de n t s . In a ddi t i on , in t roducing new or 

expa n di n g e ndang ere d spec i es habitats will permanently 

h ij ack o u r sma ll b u t precious recreational areas. 

For example , the historic Sharp Park 

recreat i ona l area is u n de r a tt a ck even though man ma de t he 

fresh wa t er ha bi t that wa sn ' t p r eviousl y there , and 

ne ither the endangered s n ake nor t he endangered fr og could 

liv e t here if the sa l t wat er h ab i tat was restored. 

Thi s plan doesn ' t ta k e i nto co n sideration these 

future imp acts on people or recreation . People with dogs 

are o nly a ll ocated freedom i n three percent of the city 

park a r eas , and th e hoardi ng p l an treats us li ke an 

invasive nuisance and t akes a way a n additional 20 percent , 

a n d th e mon i tori ng p l an wil l p r obably el i min ate the r es t . 

I resent b e i ng treated l i ke an invasive part of the 

community in our treasured city parks . 

P l ease s upport the either the recreational 

p l an o r t he ma i ntena n ce pla n so that we won ' t wake up from 

t he n i ghtmare o f NA P to an ugl y and u ni nv it i ng o p en space . 

Thank y o u very muc h. 

PRES IDENT OLAGUE : Thank you. 

MR . GAAR : Good afternoon , Commissioners . My 

Name ' s Greg Gaar . I ' ve l ived i n San Fra n cisco all my 

l ife , a nd I ' ve volunteered with the Natural Areas Program 
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01 

PH 

02 

1 a nd th e National Park Servi c e doing habitat r es torati on . 

2 I also s tarted a San Francis co nativ e plant n u rsery in 

3 Go l d en Gate Park because I want to propagate San Fra ncisco 

4 native plants that can be used for h a b itat rest orat i on 

5 t h roughou t the c i t y and would he lp co mplement t h e Nat u ral 

6 Areas Program . 

7 

8 

9 

I a l rea dy sent my written comments in to the 

env ironmental review of fice r . So that will b e on the 

r ecor d . Bu t so me of the cr itici s ms I have of t h e d raft 

10 EI R i s altho ug h I s upport the plan , the Natural Areas 

1 1 Ma n agement plan , there are a few little f law s t h at I would 

12 

13 

li ke t o tweak in the the draft EIR . 

Number one , what i s recreation? Well , 

14 r ec re a t i on in the draft E I R is predominantly traditi on al 

15 

16 

r ec re a t i on : Bicycle r i ding , hiking , dog wal k in g , et 

ce t e r a . But for a l ot of us wh o are naturalists , we do a 

17 l ot of vigorous hab i tat restoration , wh ic h is real hard , 

18 phys i ca l labor, contro l ling t h e weeds from ov er - r unning 

19 t h e n a t i ve plant communit i es , and th at is very 

20 

2 1 

i nv i gorating recreation . And also you get to meet 

ot h e r yo u get to work wit h other city workers , and you 

22 work with your community . 

23 It ' s unfortunate that the draft EIR cannot ta l k 

2 4 abou t the environmental benefi t s of rest or in g Sa n 

25 Francisco's natural herita ge . Th e 31 natural a rea s in San 
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02 

(Cont.) 

PH 

PH-Brastow 

1 Francisco are na t ural areas because t hey ' re remnan t s o f 

2 t h e or i g i nal landscape c ontaining flora a nd fa un a tha t 

3 were h ere when the Spaniards arrived in 1769 . 

4 

5 

So the goal i s to try to protect what rema i ns of 

San Francisco ' s natural her i tage . And , you know , it ' s 

6 been a l ong t ime coming t ry i ng to get th i s EIR a dop t ed , 

7 and I think we' re gett i ng very c l ose now , and we can start 

8 i mp l emen ti ng some of t h e ac tio n i tems i n the managemen t 

9 

1 0 

11 

12 

1 3 

plan . I ' m very excited b y t hat . So I hope we hav e yo u r 

support . Thank you . 

PR ES I DE NT OLAGUE : Than k you . 

MR . BRAS TOW : Good after n oon , Commis sio ne rs . 

name i s Pete r Bras tow . I ' m director of Nature i n the 

My 

14 City , and I want to make a f ew comme n ts about the natural 

1 5 areas planned EIR today . 

1 6 

1 7 

First , I want to commend the goa l s which are in 

the Latura l areas plan . These, i n fact , are the goa l s 

18 should be the goals of the PUC and DPW and fo r t he res t of 

19 the Recreation and Par k s in ma n aging their la nds , frank l y . 

20 I t h ink t h e DEIR in general h as do ne a t errific j ob o f 

21 analyzing the environmenta l impacts of the proposed 

22 pro j ect , and I' d l ike to say tha t the p l an is not rad ical 

23 at all . 

24 In fact, it was a pretty ser i ous comprom i se . It 

25 was Lego ti ated with the working group several years ago 
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PH 

01 

02 

1 c h a i re d b y Ge nera l Man a g e r Agunb i ad e I gu e ss a t the time . 

2 And so t h e -- a l l the myths tha t I k eep hear 

3 be i n g p erpet u at e d abo u t natu r a l ~ esou r ce manage ment and 

4 weeds an d lagoons and this , that , and the othe r thing , I 

5 d on ' t wan t t o t a k e u p al l my t i me di s pell i ng those myth s , 

6 b u t y ou ' re h earing a lot of myt h ol og y today , 

7 u nf or t un a t e l y . 

[ 8 

9 

So I s u ppor t the plan whol e h e ar t ed ly . I wo ul d 

l i k e to see i t go forward . I h op e we h ave you r support , 

10 b u t I a l so h ave some c o nstructiv e c r itici s m that I woul d 

11 li ke t o offer . An d tha t i s to say th a t i t ' s it is a 

12 l ot of -- k i nd of i ron i c t h at t h e recreat i o n and the 

1 3 ma i n tena n ce t h at was a t ypo , by th e way , s i r . 

14 Th e tr u e envir on men ta l ly superior al t ernatives 

1 5 appar e ntly are t h e r ecrea t ion a n d ma i ntenance 

16 alternatives , which I find to be q u ite ironic , considering 

1 7 t ha t we ' re t r y in g to res to re th e natural environment . So 

18 the project plan -- neither the proje c t pl a n nor the 

1 9 max i mu m res t ora t i o n a l te r nat i ve are t h e envi r onme n ta ll y 

2 0 su p er i or alternatives , and I wo u l d j ust li ke to ask a few 

21 q uest i ons a b o u t t h a t . 

22 Wh at are the ass u mpti o n s behi nd t h ose 

23 a lternati ves becoming the e nvi ro nmenta ll y s u pe r ior 

2 4 alt er n ati v e? Which h u man e nvi ro nme nt are we actually 

25 try in g to create if the maximu m ~e storation alter n at i ve i s 
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03 

PH 

02 

(Cont.) 

04 

[ 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0 

11 

1 2 

1 3 

1 4 

1 5 

16 

1 7 

1 8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

not the environmentally superior alternative? One where 

na tur e conse rv a ti on is n ot pa ra moun t? 

Wh a t , in fac t , is environmental sus t ainability 

without the actual conservation of our indigenous 

biodive r si ty? I mean , that s h ould be the underlying 

fabric of sus t ainability . And so I thank you for 

e xt en di ng th e commen t period because I ' m going t o need 

some more time to help you answer these questions . 

An d a couple mo re thi ngs , so I ' m afraid that th e 

true impacts of th e maximum r es t ora t ion alterna t ive are 

really h ard to evaluate because the description of that is 

li t e r ally onl y two pages long , an d th en it goes into th e 

impacts , which is a few pages , but wi th in describing the 

impac t s , th ere ' s no specifics . 

There ' s nothing about how the maximum 

rest ora t ion al t erna t ive varies from th e projec t plan --

f r om the p r ojec t at the remainder -- at all of the sites , 

and so I find it really hard for the public t o say , well , 

th is is what th e maximum r es t o r a ti on al ter na tiv e is going 

to do or this is what the maximum recreation alternative 

is going t o do a t any given sit e . 

And finally , we would like t o h ave a lot more 

specifics , as I sai d , included in th ose ot h e r 

al t e rn a t ives , including a t Sh a r p Park . I th in k given th a t 

the proposed project includes the 18 - hole golf al t ernative 
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01 

PH 

04 

(Cont.) 

PH-Keating 

1 f rom the alter na t ives report , the max i mum r e st o ra t i on 

2 a l te r nat i ve shou l d include res tori ng all of Sharp Park 

3 

4 

g olf c ours e . Thank yo u . 

PRES IDE NT OLAGU E : Thank you . John Kea t ing , 

5 Ri chard Harris. 

6 

7 

MR . KEATING : Goo d a f t e rnoon . I ' m J ohn Keating . 

I wa nt t o thank y ou fo r your p ub l ic service . I ' m a nat iv e 

8 and r esi d ent , a nd cur i ously , I real i ze my f ir st ho use wa s 

9 ri ght ac r oss the stree t fr om the s p eaker a coup l e ag o, 

10 Greg Gaar. So I appreciate al l the ardent advocacy of t he 

11 cit izen comments on all sides of this issue . 

1 2 I t hink yo u r h i ghest duty and your highest 

13 benefit you ca n p r ov ide i n society is mak i ng sure t hat t h e 

14 staff rep orts yo u ' re g et t ing i n th e env i ronmen t a l impact 

15 repo rts ar e straigh t u p . Th at ' s all I t hink y ou c a n 

1 6 r eal l y do i s ma ke -- because yo u g ot to r e l y on your 

17 t hos e r ep ort s , b u t make sure they ' re straight up , and I 

1 8 d on ' t kn ow the answer to that . I ' ve heard a l o t of t hings 

19 both ways . 

20 Wha t I sug gest general l y in other areas I ' ve 

21 been involved in are the two eas i est ways to find o ut 

2 2 whether you ' re gettin g good , impartial analysis is , one , 

2 3 what a re th e pres umptio n s that a r e b e i ng ma d e , th e 

24 

25 

u nfounded presumptio n s? Everyo ne al ways makes unfounded 

presumpti o n s . So to find o u t whether it ' s bia se d o r not , 
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PH 

01 

(Cont.) 

1 fin d out wh ether t hey 'r e al l sor t of in one favor . 

2 Do they make presumptions that always g o i n one 

3 favor , o r are t he p res ump t i o ns bal anced in valuing 

4 recreation versus natural res t orat i on , i n evaluating 

5 whether these restorat i on efforts wil l have a d verse short 

6 t erm i mpacts regard le ss of t he lon g term impacts? So you 

7 l ook a t whet h er t h e pres u mp t ions a l l go one way . 

8 

9 

10 

The second t h ing I t hink you look at is wha t' s 

bei n g considered and what ' s not be i ng considered. Are 

they l o o k ing at t h e r e l evan t i s sues? We have maybe , what, 

1 1 10 0 , 15 0 years of ma nag i ng t hese parks i n o u r city 

1 2 b alanc in g these i ss u es . I t h in k if you' re f i nding that 

13 they ' re ma king a r a di cal depart u re in a gene r a l management 

14 strategy , yo u ought t o have a heig h tened scrutiny then . 

15 

16 

17 

An d , you know , q u ick analogy is when we got our 

hous e and I live on sort of the east end of the Sunse t 

up above the Su nset l ooking out the biggest attraction 

18 o n ou r day l ook i ng at i t a blue heron fl ew r i ght over the 

1 9 

20 

top . S o I t h o u ght this was cool . We h ad a l ot of blue 

h erons com i ng ove r , and we had h aw k s . We had a hil l 

2 1 nearby , and there was a natural restoration plan , which I 

22 favored, and it was a good deal . 

23 

2 4 

Subsequently , we lost some habitat for th e bl ue 

herons and al l those hawks. I don ' t know whether they ' l l 

25 ever come b ac k , b ut now we have ravens all over the place. 
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PH 

PH-Harris 

1 So t he q ue stion i s wha t's th e s hort te r m? 

2 The o th e r ana lo gy i s I sp en t my childhood 

3 c l ear ing out wha t we ca l led gr easewood , wh i ch i s coyote 

4 b r u s h th at g rows wh en y o u let th in g s grow wild aro und 

5 he r e . And it ' s call e d g r easewood b e c ause th e ci t i es made 

6 us cut it o u t --

PRESIDENT OLAGUE : Than k you . 7 

8 

9 

MR . KEATIN G : -- b e ca u se s o it was so d a n gerous 

for f i res . Thank yo u . 

PRESIDENT OLAGUE : Thank you . 

MR . HARRIS : Good after noon , Commissioners. I ' m 

10 

11 

1 2 Rich ar d Harris . Thank yo u for yo u r time o n t h is . I a m a 

1 3 found e r of the P u b l i c Golf Al li ance , a n d we are co n cer n e d 

14 with issues having to do with the city ' s golf courses . We 

15 have submitted pr e viously to Bil l Wyck o a letter with 

1 6 subs tanti a l ex h ib i ts o n the hi sto r y of the Sharp Park g ol f 

17 course . 

1 8 

19 

20 

2 1 

We are -- we want to assis t you and y our staff 

in knowing the hi story . We ' ve don e a l ot o f researc h on 

i t . Th ere ' s old n ewspape r art i cles , o l d photographs . 

There ' s writing s of MacKe nzi e himself . The s taff ha s 

22 designated the golf course as a historic resourc e , and we 

23 s u pport t h at d esig nation . 

2 4 Th e -- and we -- giv e n v e ry s ub s tantial a mou nt 

25 of additional support than the matter that was in the 
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PH 

PH-Noetzel 

01 

1 s ta ff 's report . The -- we will be s ubm itti ng addi ti ona l 

[: commen t . Genera lly the notion o f s ha r i ng t he property 

between species and go l fers , uhm , we support that . Uhm , 

4 and , uhm , we think there are ways that it can be done 

5 where t h e property c a n be s h ared to mutual bene f i t by the 

6 spec i es and the g o lfers . 

7 T here are some details in t h e -- in the draft 

8 EIR that we will ma k e more comment -- more detailed 

9 

10 

c o mment on . We ha ve archi tec ts and en gi neers t h at are 

lookin g at that , and we wil l have detai led comment . We 

11 give pre l i min ary comment in the letter that y ou ' ve had . 

1 2 We wi ll h ave muc h more detai l e d comment a b out t h at . 

1 3 Uhm, and we , u hm, look forward t o continui ng t o 

1 4 par ti cipat e i n t h is process wi th t he c ity , wi th t h e Count y 

15 o f San Ma t eo , a nd wit h y o ur b o d y and with your s t aff . 

1 6 

1 7 

Th i s is very i mporta nt p ro per t y . It ' s s i gn i f ic an t to t he 

wo r ld of gol f . And I have some l e tt e rs t ha t have c o me i n 

1 8 from the World Go l f Association , t he PGA , t he Nationa l 

1 9 Go l f Course Sup er in tendents Or g an i zat ions , and we will be 

20 subm i t t ing those as we ll. 

21 Thank yo u very muc h . We l oo k forward t o 

22 working -- cooperat i ng wi th you and with your staff . 

MR . NOETZEL : Goo d afte r n oon . I ' m S teve n 23 

24 Noet z el . I li v e in the mission . I happen to al so be a 

25 commi ssioner on t he veterans affa i rs commi ss i on in Sa n 
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01 

PH 

PH-Emanuel 

01 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1 4 

1 5 

16 

17 

18 

1 9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

[ 2 4 

25 

Fra nc i sc o . So I tha nk y o u all for y our serv i ce as well . 

I I do h av e a do g i n t h is f ig h t . Sh e happen s 

to be a b eaut i fu l b l a ck l ab mix t ha t we g ot from th e SPCA 

so me s i x y ear s ag o . And t h at' s wha t I wan t to t ake a 

mo men t t o talk ab o ut, t h e squee z e t ha t ' s happ e n i n g i n thi s 

city be twee n dog a dop t i o n number s a n d at t he same t ime 

restrict io n of s p a c e f o r d o g s to r u n fre e . 

And s o I h op e t h a t you a l l re cogn i z e t ha t we i n 

S a n Fra n c i sc o h a v e p rob ab ly t he most p ro g ressive and most 

p r od u ctiv e S PCA in t he e nt i r e Uni ted St a t es . The r atio of 

d og s ad o pted b y fam il ies in Sa n Fran c i sco is higher than 

a l mo s t a n y wh e re in t h e Un i t ed States , and al mos t no d ogs 

are eut h an i ze d in S a n Fr ancisco . 

S o y o u have t his squeeze wh il e at t he same time 

yo u ng fami l ies and yo u ng p eop le are adopting do g s in 

r ecord n u mb e r s , at t he same t ime the r e ' s a squeeze i n some 

plans to restrict the places that those dogs can run , 

eit h er o n l eash or off l eas h, and I t h ink this needs to be 

seriou s l y l oo k e d i nto an d addressed by any EIR or any 

p l anning for off - l eas h dog areas in the fut u re . 

Do n ' t r es t rict t hem. Th ere ' s more dogs coming 

every day . Thank you. 

PRESIDENT OLAGUE: Thank you . 

MR . EMANUE L : He l l o , I ' m Dav i d Emanu e l . I ' v e 

lived i n Gl en Park. I am for the ma x i mum recreational 
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PH 

PH-Solomon 

01 

(Cont.) 

01 

1 alternati ve , a n d I j us t wanted to po i nt out the Golden 

2 Ga t e Nat i onal Recreational Ar ea j ust proposed a dog 

3 man a g eme nt p lan , an d t hey fo r ce f ul l y cited t he dog play 

4 ar e as in t he S an Franc i sco parks as a lterna t ives . 

5 So i f th ose a r eas a r e closed , like the maximum 

6 p l an is su g ges ti n g, people wit h dogs will not have places 

7 t o t ake t heir animals for exercise wi t h them . So I just 

8 wan t to point out that it ' s -- that this plan is just a 

9 fur th er re d uction o f those areas , and please consider 

10 a ll owing o u r an i mals to h ave space be cause they are 

1 1 

1 2 

13 

'T' hnnk you. 

PRESI DENT OLAGUE : Tha nk you . 

MR. SO L OMON : Good afterno on , Commissioners . 

14 Mark S o l omon aga i n , an invas i ve nu i sance in the north 

1 5 Mi ssion , wh o ro ll ed into town 22 years ago today to a 

1 6 po l ic e ri o t on t h e Cas tr o , and the u lt imate Natural Areas 

1 7 Program h appened 11 year s la t e r when t he earth shook 

1 8 v i olent l y . 

1 9 I th i n k tha t th is EI R is p r obably going t o be 

20 i n comp l e t e un l ess it an a lyzes t he op t ion of taking Sharp 

2 1 P a r k and g i ving i t to t he Golden Ga t e Nat i onal Recreation 

22 

23 

Ar ea . Tha t' s someth i n g that has been proposed already . 

don ' t believe it ' s covered in th is . I really think that 

24 shou l d be o n the table fo r analysis in order for this to 

25 be a complete EIR . Thank y ou very much . 

I 
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PH 

PH-Antonini 

PRE S I DENT OLAGUE : Tha nk you . Is there 

addi t i ona l pub li c comment on th is it em? See i ng none , 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

pub l i c c omment i s c lose d . And j ust wanted to repeat that 

th e comment pe riod has been extended to October 3 1s t? Is 

that a Monday or -- a t 5 : 00p . m . ? Commissioner Antonini . 

COMMISSIONER ANOTONINI : Tha nk yo u . Thank you 

all fo r your comments . Just a few overviews and so me 

questions . Of the 31 areas wi thin the City and County of 

9 San Fr a ncisco un de r consideration , l eaving Sharp Park out 

10 for the moment , of cou r se , we h ave t o realize that these 

11 a r e not there by d es i gn but rather by happens t ance . 

12 Many of them happened to be in areas t hat were 

13 un - accessible or hard to build on or at the tops of hills 

14 or various other things , and so I don ' t know that we 

15 necessarily have to l oo k at wh a tever exists there as b ein g 

16 t h e best use. I ' m not saying that these are areas that 

17 shou l d be deve l oped. 

18 Obv io usly , we have t o kind of cons i der the 

19 situa ti on an d deci d e whether or not what has developed 

20 over t he years i s wha t we wan t on the lands and if every 

21 inch of these l ands shoul d be maintained as public 

22 prop er ty . 

23 I mean , I often walk around when bigs , wal k 

24 around a lot of the areas that are under consideration , 

25 and one thing that ' s quite c l ear is many have become 
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PH 

01 

02 

1 ove r grow n over t he yea r s . Trees a r e wonderful th i ngs , bu t 

2 t oo ma ny trees , l ike a n yth i ng e l se , i s no t the best thing 

3 and , y o u know , thinni ng t hem out mak es for a healthier 

4 

5 

en vironme nt somet imes . Mak es i t safer ; ma ke s it t he ones 

t h at remain heal t hie r , and they ' re I t h i nk careful tre e 

6 re mo val wo u ld b e something that is i mp o rt an t . 

7 However , on th e o t he r s id e of it i s t hose wh o 

8 wa nt everything comp lete ly re moved b ac k to the so - ca lle d 

9 natural e nvi ronme nt . Th e pictures I ' v e seen o f S an 

10 Fr a ncisco, yo u know , in 1 850 o r be for e is mos t ly sand , 

11 wind , a nd a l most an un - inhabitable area . S o we ' v e done a 

12 wonderfu l job in maki ng t hi s c i t y th at p eopl e can l ive in. 

13 

1 4 

S o I think to -- yo u kno w , I don ' t kno w what 

native plants are really native. Th ere coul dn ' t h a v e b een 

15 v ery much from the pic tu res I ' v e seen , but maybe some 

16 scr u b grass a nd a n occasio nal tree h e r e o r there , but not 

17 a lot . Uhm, so you know , I t hi nk we have to look 

18 carefully at a l ot of t h ese areas . 

19 F o r examp l e , yo u ta k e p l aces l ik e Bayv i e w Park , 

20 which i s b rought up in h ere , parts of McLaren Park , t h e 

21 PUC lands ar o und L agu na Ho nd a , e v e n parts of Mount 

22 Dav id so n , but , yo u know , make s u re th at we ' re looki n g a t 

23 t h is and maxi mi zi n g our natural resources so th at people 

2 4 can us e t h e m as we ll as pos s ible , and some of t h ese areas 

25 probab l y n ee d improveme n ts . Just to l eav e th e mess th ey 
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PH 

03 

04 

05 

06 

1 are pr obably may not be the b est t h i n g . 

2 

3 

Yo u know , people ta lk a b out d og wa l k i ng a reas. 

Peop l e ta lk about recreati on a l areas . We h a v e a big 

4 s h o r ta ge of playing fie l ds an d o th e r thi ng s a nd t h es e ar e 

5 th in gs tha t we need to rea l l y l o ok i n t o . 

6 The other thing i n re g ar d s t o Sh a r p Park i n 

7 part i cu l ar , I ' m g l ad the o n e s p ea k e r br ou g h t u p t h e fa ct 

8 th a t before there was a brea k wa t er , yo u know , th e Lag un a 

9 S a l i da [sic] means Salt La k e , and i t was b asically -- o r 

10 sa l t l a g oon , yo u know, whic h was a sa l ty e nvironme nt that 

1 1 wo u l d not have supported the re d - l e gg e d frog and th e 

12 garter snake . So we act u a l l y c re a ted a b r ee ding ground 

1 3 and , yo u know , to el i minate th e b rea k wat er would , o f 

1 4 cou rse , eliminate those s pe c ies. 

15 So I t h ink t ha t p art of th is whole thi ng is 

16 protecting som e t h ing t ha t was n e ver there in the first 

17 place , b ut I ' m not s a yi n g that we s h ouldn ' t pr o tect t hem , 

bu t th ey ' re not reall y in d igenous t o the area . The most 

i mp o rt ant th i ng i s to make sure th at , in my op i nion , that 

the Sh ar p Park g olf course is maintai n ed . 

21 I di d not s ee and maybe staff can answer this 

22 ques ti o n, Jess i ca Ra n ge i n part i c u l ar -- u h m, I didn ' t 

23 see -- t h e re ' s t a l k a b ou t re mov i n g o ne of the holes o f 

24 

25 

S harp P a rk , an d is th e r e a r eplace men t ? I d id not see 

that i n th e EIR . Mayb e it ' s i n t h ere and I didn ' t read 

Page 36 

Attachment C: Draft EIR Hearing Transcript

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

C-36 Responses to Comments 
November 2016



PH 

06 

(Cont.) 

07 

[: care f ull y enough , because a 17 - hole golf course doesn ' t 

wo r k rea l g oo d f or me . 

3 An d a l so I d i d not see an alterna t ive t h at 

4 u t ili z e d s ome of t he s p a c e to the east of Highway 1 , which 

5 now ha s f o ur ho l e s -- I believe i t ' s e i ther three or 

6 f o u r a nd I a l ways thought wh e n I was g o l f ing t h ere that 

7 t h a t would be a great place to put a co u p l e of extra 

8 h o l es . 

9 Because back i n 198 1 when we h ad one of o ur big 

1 0 storms , I remembe r wh at happened t o numb er 16 and 1 7 , and 

1 1 t h e y go t washed o ut for q uite a f ew years . Took a l ong 

1 2 time t o g e t t hem bac k i n there , a n d mostly you were 

1 3 p l ay i n g go l f i n th e sand . So I think yo u may b e f i ghting 

14 k i n d of a l os i n g batt l e on it . 

1 5 I ' m not say i ng you s h o u l d ever r ea lly change 

1 6 t hi s histor i c course , bu t you k n ow , some of the t h i ngs you 

17 h ave t o l ook a t is if y ou ' r e l os i ng a h o l e somewh ere , 

1 8 certainly maybe yo u c an reclaim it on t he other side of 

1 9 Hi ghway 1 a n d ma k e s u re t hat t h e holes you do have can 

20 withs t and t h e for c es of Mo t her Na t ure a n d make the course 

21 a re a lly good , playable course at all times . 

22 Maybe you can ans wer my quest i on about these 

23 alter na tives . 

2 4 MS . RANG E : Jessica Range , p lann ing staff . Uhm , 

25 we d i d ide n t i f y t hat removal of t he h o l e would be a 
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PH 

1 s i g n i f i cant impact o n t h e Sharp Pa rk go l f cour se as a 

2 recreat i o n a l resourc e . And so the recreatio n sec ti on 

3 iden ti fies a mitigat i on meas ur e a t th e v ery en d, wh i ch i s 

4 to resto re the playab il it y o f th e Sharp P ar k golf course 

5 as an 1 8 - ho l e course , an d a fte r t he mi t igat ion sect ion, 

6 there ' s also a prog ramma t i c analysi s of the i mp a ct of th e 

7 mit igat i on me a su r e , an d th e re ' s two o p t io ns tha t a r e --

8 are propo sed programma t ica ll y . 

9 And one is to re store the ho l e on th e ea st s i de 

10 of the h i ghway , and the other one i s to res tor e t h e hol e 

1 1 

1 2 

on the wes t s id e of the h i g h way . Tha t proj ect would n ee d 

to be furt he r eva lua ted . I t ' s on l y addressed very 

13 pro gra mmat i ca lly at th i s s t a g e , so Re c and P ark wou l d have 

1 4 to come back f or add i tional e n vironmen ta l clearanc e to do 

15 that . 

16 

17 a n swer . 

CO MM I SS IO NER ANTONIN I : Ok a y . Thank s for y o ur 

I wou l d say what e v e r y ou need to do to ma ke sure 

1 8 you end up with an 18 - ho l e c o urse i s importan t , an d a l so 

19 work with the San Fran cisc o Public Go l f Alliance an d Bo 

20 L inks and Richard Ha rri s an d the other people wh o spoke to 

21 make sure we ' re as cl ose to t h e h istoric Ali s ter MacKenzie 

22 d es ig n as poss ibl e . 

23 But wh ere there a re s i tu at ions where , even 

24 withou t the fr og and snake h abita t issue , if i t ' s kind of 

25 a l os ing batt l e with nature , we have to make su r e that , 
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PH 

1 you know, we make a course that's go i ng to work . S o t ha nk 

2 you very much f or your work on th i s . 

PRE S IDENT OLAGUE : Commissioner Sugaya? 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

COMMI SSI ONER SUGAYA : Oh , I s hou ld have taken 

o ff. I 'll subm i t somethin g i n writi ng . 

PRES I DE NT OLAGUE : Okay . 

COMM I SSIONER SU GAYA : Had a concern about t he 

8 way th e resources --

9 PRE SI DE NT OLAGUE : Thank yo u . I thin k we ' re 

10 done with the public h ear i ng on this i tem, and we will be 

11 tak ing a 15 - mi nute recess after this . 

1 2 

13 

14 

15 

1 6 

17 

18 

1 9 

20 

21 

22 

LJ 

24 

25 

--- ooo---
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PH 

1 CERTIFICAT E 

2 

3 I , th e undersigned , a Certified Sh o r t hand Reporter 

4 fo r the state o f Californ ia, hereby certify t h at the 

5 f oregoing proc ee dings were report ed by me , a disintere s ted 

6 person , and were thereafter transcribed under my direct i o n 

7 into typewritin g ; that the foregoing is a full , comp lete , 

8 and t rue rec o rd o f sa i d p ro ceeding s . 

9 Ex ecut e d th is 1 5 t h day of No v ember , 2 011 . 

10 

11 

12 

13 
LAURA AXELSEN , CSR NO . 6173 

1 4 

1 5 

1 6 

1 7 

18 

19 

2 0 

21 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 
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