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October	16,	2019	
	
	
Laura	Joss,	Superintendent	
Golden	Gate	National	Recreation	Area	
Fort	Mason,	Building	201	
San	Francisco,	CA		94123-1307	
	
RE:	Unlawful	Changes	in	GGNRA’s	2019	Superintendent’s	Compendium	with	Regards	to	Dog	Walking	
Must	be	Removed	
	
Dear	Superintendent	Joss:	
	
Please	register	the	enclosed	September	16,	2019	letter	from	our	law	firm	Baker	Botts	and	this	
supplemental	letter	as	Coastside	DOG	of	San	Mateo	County’s	official	comment	on	the	2019	
Superintendent’s	Compendium.				
	
As	you	know,	on	August	30,	2019	(the	Friday	before	Labor	Day	weekend),	the	Golden	Gate	National	
Recreation	Area	(GGNRA)	released	its	2019	Superintendent’s	Compendium—the	first	Superintendent’s	
Compendium	to	be	issued	since	the	permanent	withdrawal	of	its	fatally-flawed	Dog	Management	Plan	
in	December	2017.		Coastside	DOG	was	shocked.		Unfortunately,	what	should	have	been	a	straight-
forward	document	making	minor	changes	is	a	highly-controversial	document	that	makes	significant	
changes	to	dog	walking	access	and	policy	in	the	GGNRA—changes	which	legally	cannot	be	made	via	a	
Superintendent’s	Compendium.			
	
Coastside	DOG	has	been	a	good	partner	to	the	GGNRA.		Our	organization	has	been	working	with	GGNRA	
to	expand	its	dog	waste	can	program	in	Rancho—a	program	our	dog	group	has	operated	since	2008.		
Our	group,	like	many	other	groups	and	Bay	Area	residents,	was	just	starting	to	rebuild	the	trust	that	had	
been	lost	with	the	GGNRA	during	the	decade	plus	Dog	Management	Plan	fight.		As	you	know,	the	
National	Park	Service	permanently	withdrew	the	Dog	Management	Plan	in	December	2017	following	a	
FOIA	lawsuit	brought	by	our	coalition	that	exposed		the	use	of	private	email,	bias,	and	collusion	
(WoofieLeaks.com),	and	an	internal	investigation	into	NPS	staff	actions	during	the	Dog	Management	
Plan	process.	
	
Less	than	two	years	later,	GGNRA’s	surprise	2019	Compendium	release	and	attempt	to	take	away	dog	
walking	access	via	the	Compendium	are	once	again	a	blow	to	the	public’s	trust	of	the	GGNRA.		At	this	
point,	Coastside	DOG	is	unsure	if	you,	Superintendent	Joss,	have	been	accurately	briefed	by	the	staff	
who	put	the	Compendium	and	its	Exhibit	maps	together.		We	provide	these	Compendium	comments	
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with	the	goal	of	avoiding	a	lawsuit	and	more	years	of	contention	between	the	GGNRA	and	local	
communities.		
	
As	outlined	in	the	enclosed	letter	provided	by	our	attorney	on	September	16,	2019,	Coastside	DOG	
requests	that	all	changes	to	the	status	of	dog	walking	access	and	all	dog	policy	changes	be	removed	
from	the	2019	Compendium.		This	includes:		
 
• Removing	Pet	Management	Exhibits	#37,	#38,	and	#39	(maps)	which	make	significant	and	highly	

controversial	changes	to	dog	walking	access	at	Milagra	Ridge,	Mori	Point,	and	Rancho	Corral	de	
Tierra—changes	which	require	notice	and	comment	rulemaking	and	are	an	attempt	to	implement	
the	withdrawn	Dog	Management	Plan.	

• Removing	the	new	5-acre	closure	at	Fort	Funston	which	has	not	gone	through	notice	and	comment	
rulemaking	(p.	19).	

• Removing	the	new	overly	broad	Compendium	language	(p.	19)	that	says	that	any	areas	“signed	
restoration	area”	are	closed	to	dog	walking	at	Fort	Funston.		As	the	GGNRA	knows,	any	new	closures	
must	go	through	notice	and	comment	rulemaking.			

• Removing	access	closures	at	Muir	Beach,	Rodeo	Beach,	and	Oakwood	Valley	in	Marin	County,	which	
are	highly	controversial	and	significant,	and	require	notice	and	comment	rulemaking.				

• Removing	the	new	definitions	of	“Unmanaged	Dogs,”	“Managed	Dogs”	and	“Voice	Control”	due	to	
their	controversial	and	aggressive	nature,	and	because	they	attempt	to	implement	the	withdrawn	
Dog	Management	Plan	and	make	changes	to	the	1979	Pet	Policy.		

• Removing	the	new	language	explicitly	banning	commercial	dog	walking	at	GGNRA’s	San	Mateo	
County	sites,	a	ban	that	has	not	gone	through	the	required	notice	and	comment	rulemaking.		Just	
like	in	Marin	and	San	Francisco	counties,	commercial	dog	walkers	should	be	allowed	to	obtain	
permits	to	walk	at	San	Mateo	County	GGNRA	sites.			
	

 
EXHIBIT	MAPS	MAKING	SIGNIFICANT	AND	HIGHLY	CONTROVERSIAL	CHANGES	TO	DOG	WALKING	
ACCESS	IN	SAN	MATEO	COUNTY	MUST	BE	REMOVED	
	

At	the	San	Mateo	County	GGNRA	sites,	our	dog	walking	access	is	clear:		Dog	walking	is	allowed	on	all	
trails	except	the	Notch	trail	at	Sweeney	Ridge	and	at	Phleger	Estates	as	stated	in	the	2019	Compendium	
narrative.		In	addition,	currently	dog	walking	is	allowed	on-leash	anywhere	in	Rancho	Corral	de	Tierra	as	
per	an	agreement	reached	between	Congresswoman	Jackie	Speier	and	former	GGNRA	Superintendent	
Frank	Dean	in	2013.		The	agreement	was	reached	after	NPS	tried	to	close	80%	of	Rancho	to	dog	walking	
using	a	Superintendent’s	Compendium.		On-leash	access	throughout	Rancho	was	used	as	the	baseline	
for	the	Dog	Management	Plan’s	No	Action	Alternative	and	this	access	remains	in	place	today	since	the	
Dog	Management	Plan	was	terminated	in	2017.		
	
While	the	2019	Compendium	narrative	does	not	list	any	changes	in	dog	walking	access	at	the	San	Mateo	
County	GGNRA	sites	(see	p.	25),	the	Compendium’s	Exhibit	maps	(Exhibits	#37,	#38,	and	#39)	tell	a	much	
different	story.		The	Exhibit	maps	make	significant	and	highly	controversial	changes	to	dog	walking	
access	in	San	Mateo	County	at	Milagra	Ridge,	Mori	Point,	and	Rancho	Corral	de	Tierra—changes	which	
require	notice	and	comment	rulemaking	and	are	an	attempt	to	implement	the	withdrawn	Dog	
Management	Plan.	
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Compendium	Exhibit	maps	#37,	#38,	and	#39	show	the	following	changes	in	dog	walking	access:	
	

• Rancho	Corral	de	Tierra:	Exhibit	#39	shows	on-leash	dog	walking	will	be	relegated	to	the	limited	
trails	in	Rancho’s	Interim	Trail	Plan	(an	interim	plan	that	says	it	does	not	apply	to	dog	walking).		This	
is	a	significant	loss	of	dog	walking	acreage	and	trails	not	included	on	GGNRA's	trail	map.		

• Milagra	Ridge:	Exhibit	#37	shows	dog	walking	banned	on	the	Milagra	Creek	Overlook	Trail,	part	of	
the	Milagra	Ridge	Trail,	and	part	of	Milagra	Ridge	Road	and	Milagra	Ridge	Trail	through	the	North	
Coast	Water	District	land,	thereby	cutting	off	access	to	Milagra	Ridge	from	the	site’s	south	entrance.		

• Mori	Point:	Exhibit	#38	shows	dog	walking	banned	on	the	Mori	Bluffs	oceanfront	trail	and	the	
Timigtac	trail.		

	
On	September	23,	2019	Coastside	DOG	spoke	with	Michael	Savidge,	GGNRA’s	Director	of	Strategic	
Planning	and	Partnership,	regarding	the	Compendium’s	Pet	Management	Exhibit	maps	for	San	Mateo	
County.		Mr.	Savidge	offered	a	range	of	inadequate	explanations.		For	Rancho,	he	said	the	GGNRA	knows	
that	dogs	are	allowed	on-leash	in	all	of	Rancho.		He	said	“not	to	worry”	because	the	exhibits	in	the	
Compendium	are	internal	maps	only	that	will	be	used	by	law	enforcement	staff.		He	further	stated	that	
the	public	will	be	provided	with	a	different	set	of	maps.		Providing	GGNRA’s	law	enforcement	staff	with	
incorrect	dog	walking	access	maps	is	a	huge	concern.	In	2012,	a	GGNRA	law	enforcement	ranger	used	a	
taser	gun	on	a	dog	walker	in	Rancho	for	an	encounter	that	ostensibly	started	as	an	“educational	
outreach.”		The	bottom	line	is	that	Exhibit	#39	shows	significant	changes	to	dog	walking	access	that	
cannot	lawfully	be	made	by	a	Compendium.		
	
For	Mori	Point,	Mr.	Savidge	explained	again	not	to	worry	about	the	Exhibit	map.		He	said	although	the	
Exhibit	map	shows	dog	walking	is	not	allowed	on	the	Mori	Bluffs	and	Timigtac	trails	(trails	that	currently	
allow	dog	walking),	that	rangers	will	not	actively	ticket	people	for	walking	their	dogs	on	these	trails.		He	
went	on	to	explain	that	the	GGNRA	would	just	prefer	that	dog	walkers	not	use	these	trails.		Again,	this	
does	not	allay	our	concerns.	Exhibit	map	#38	shows	changes	to	current	dog	walking	access	that	cannot	
lawfully	be	made	by	a	Compendium.		
	
For	Milagra	Ridge,	Mr.	Savidge	however	admitted	that	the	GGNRA	is	banning	dog	walking	on	part	of	the	
Milagra	Ridge	trail	and	the	Milagra	Creek	Overlook	trail	as	shown	in	Exhibit	map	#37.		These	changes	are	
not	mentioned	anywhere	in	the	Compendium	narrative	or	Table	of	Changes.		He	admitted	that	was	an	
error	and	that	the	changes	should	have	been	listed	in	the	Compendium’s	Table	of	Changes.		If	the	
GGNRA	is	taking	away	dog	walking	trails,	the	National	Park	Service	needs	to	go	through	the	required	
notice	and	comment	rulemaking.		Sneaking	changes	through	on	an	Exhibit	map	is	not	the	way	to	build	
public	trust	or	to	conduct	a	transparent	process.		In	terms	of	cutting	off	access	from	the	south	entrance,	
Mr.	Savidge	explained	that	sections	of	the	trail/road	run	through	North	Coast	Water	District	lands	and	
that	GGNRA	does	not	control	access.		That	is	not	what	the	map	conveys.		The	map	shows	a	loss	of	dog	
walking	access,	the	same	access	loss	that	GGNRA	was	trying	to	achieve	via	their	Dog	Management	Plan.		
Again,	the	GGNRA	simply	cannot	diminish	dog	walking	access	via	a	Compendium.		Period.		
	
The	bottom	line	is	that	if	these	Compendium	Exhibit	maps	are	included	with	the	2019	Superintendent’s	
Compendium	we	will	be	forced	to	take	legal	action.		
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BROAD	“SIGNED	RESTORATION	AREA”	LANGUAGE	TO	TAKE	AWAY	DOG	WALKING	ACCESS	AT	FORT	
FUNSTON	OR	ELSEWHERE	MUST	BE	REMOVED	
	

Illegal	off-leash	closures	at	Fort	Funston	in	the	late	1990s	were	the	very	issue	that	sparked	the	GGNRA	
“dog	wars.”	Federal	Court	rulings	in	two	cases	on	the	issue	of	access	closures	established	that	closures	
cannot	be	made	by	administrative	fiat	–	or	in	a	Compendium.	They	require	a	rulemaking	process.	
	
The	2019	Compendium	sets	us	up	to	replay	the	very	issue	tested	and	reaffirmed	by	the	courts	over	the	
past	20	years.		On	page	19	of	the	Compendium,	it	says	that	at	Fort	Funston,	“Dogs	are	not	allowed	in	the	
Habitat	Protection	Area,	in	signed	sensitive	restoration	areas,	or	in	NPS	and	Park	Partner	administrative	
and	operational	areas.”	
	
The	Habitat	Protection	Area	(as	shown	in	Exhibit	Map	#29)	was	closed	following	a	public	process	in	
2000.		However,	the	Exhibit	Map	also	shows	a	new	five-acre	area	that	is	signed	“sensitive	restoration	
area.”		This	five-acre	section,	by	virtue	of	NPS	putting	up	a	sign,	is	being	closed	to	voice	control	dog	
walking	without	going	through	the	required	public	process.		This	closure	is	unlawful	and	needs	to	be	
removed	from	the	Compendium.			
	
In	addition,	the	very	premise	that	the	GGNRA	can	close	off	public	access	by	signing	it	“sensitive	
restoration	area”	needs	to	be	removed	from	the	Compendium.			Off-leash	closures	at	Fort	Funston	and	
elsewhere	are	significant	and	highly	controversial,	and	therefore	must	go	through	a	public	rulemaking	
process	as	already	tested	in	the	courts.		
	
NEW	ACCESS	CLOSURES	AT	MUIR	BEACH,	RODEO	BEACH,	AND	OAKWOOD	VALLEY	MUST	BE	REMOVED	
	

The	2019	Superintendent’s	Compendium	(p.	9)	closes	access	for	all	people,	including	dog	walkers,	at	the	
western	end	of	Muir	Beach	and	Rodeo	Beach	when	there	is	seasonal	water	flow	between	the	lagoons	
and	the	ocean.	The	Compendium	(p.	9)	also	closes	off	access	to	the	small	pond	(man-made	former	dairy	
ranch	pond)	located	in	the	center	of	Oakwood	Valley	trail’s	voice	control	dog	walking	area.		These	
closures,	located	in	popular	family	and	voice	control	dog	walking	areas,	are	significant	and	controversial	
changes	that	cannot	be	made	via	a	Compendium.		They	must	go	through	notice	and	comment	
rulemaking.			
	
NEW	DEFINITIONS	OF	“UNMANAGED	DOGS,”	“MANAGED	DOGS”	AND	“VOICE	CONTROL”	MUST	BE	
REMOVED	
	

The	2019	Compendium	includes	new	controversial	and	aggressive	dog	management	definitions	that	
attempt	to	implement	GGNRA’s	withdrawn	Dog	Management	Plan	and	to	change	the	1979	Pet	Policy.		It	
is	clear	that	the	changes	made	to	the	definitions	of	“Unmanaged	Dogs,”	“Voice	Control,”	and	“Managed	
Dogs”	in	the	2019	Compendium	come	directly	from	the	Draft	Final	Rule	of	the	Dog	Management	Plan	
that	was	terminated	in	2017,	e.g.,	behaviors	that	a	“reasonable	person”	would	find	annoying	or	
threatening;	dog	walkers	must	demonstrate	immediate	recall	if	asked	by	an	“authorized	person”;	if	an	
“authorized	person”	deems	that	a	dog	does	not	have	recall,	the	dog	can	be	considered	running-at-large	
and	impounded;	and	the	overly	broad	lists	of	dog	behaviors	that	could	be	called	“unmanaged”	and	
easily	misinterpreted	by	rangers.		These	overly	aggressive	definitions	do	not	represent	best	practices	by	
park	management	agencies,	are	highly	controversial,	could	be	used	to	harass	dog	owners	and	need	to	
be	removed.		
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In	addition,	GGNRA	cannot	make	changes	to	the	1979	Pet	Policy	via	a	Superintendent’s	Compendium.		
On	September	27,	2019	(28	days	into	the	public	comment	period)	the	GGNRA	released	a	memorandum	
to	accompany	its	Compendium	titled	“2019	Superintendent’s	Compendium	Changes	and	Justifications.”	
This	public	memorandum	was	written	by	David	Schifsky,	GGNRA	Chief	Park	Ranger,	and	addressed	to	
GGNRA	General	Superintendent	Laura	Joss.		
	
In	the	September	27	memorandum,	Chief	Ranger	Schifsky	says	under	section	7.	Dog	Walking	(p.	6):	
	
“While	some	of	the	1979	Pet	Policy’s	provisions	had	been	incorporated	previously	in	to	[sic]	the	park’s	
Compendium,	the	Pet	Policy	had	not	been	reviewed	in	light	of	on-the-ground	changes	that	have	occurred	
since	1979	and	new	information	regarding	resource	management	concerns,	visitor	use	conflicts,	and	
public	safety	considerations.	Law	enforcement	staff	consulted	with	other	park	staff	to	determine	
whether	any	modification	to	the	Pet	Policy	were	necessary.	
	
The	2019	Compendium	proposes	slight	modifications	to	the	Pet	Policy	to	address	changed	field	
conditions	(including	expanded	Voice	Control	in	one	area),	new	resource	protection	considerations,	and	
multiple	and	sometimes	conflicting	forms	of	public	uses.”		
	
It	is	clear	from	the	Chief	Park	Ranger’s	statement	that	GGNRA	is	using	the	Superintendent’s	
Compendium	to	change	elements	of	the	1979	Pet	Policy.	In	two	separate	lawsuits	against	the	GGNRA	–	
one	involving	a	closure	at	Fort	Funston,	the	other	involving	tickets	given	to	people	walking	dogs	at	Crissy	
Field	when	the	GGNRA	banned	dog	walking	–	three	federal	judges	(including	one	on	appeal)	ruled	that	
the	Park	Service	has	to	hold	a	public	notice	and	comment	process	when	making	changes	that	are	
significant	or	highly	controversial.	Yet,	GGNRA’s	Chief	Park	Ranger	is	admitting	that	the	2019	
Superintendent’s	Compendium	changes	elements	of	the	1979	Pet	Policy	without	a	public	rulemaking	
process.		

 
THE	COMMERCIAL	DOG	WALKING	BAN	AT	THE	SAN	MATEO	COUNTY	GGNRA	SITES	MUST	BE	
REMOVED	
	

In	2014	the	GGNRA	enacted	an	interim	commercial	dog	walking	permitting	process.		Without	providing	
a	rationale,	the	interim	rule	did	not	include	San	Mateo	County	GGNRA	sites.		The	rule	says:		The	scope	of	
this	proposed	action	is	limited,	applying	only	to	GGNRA	lands	in	San	Francisco	and	Marin	counties	
where	dog	walking	is	allowed;	GGNRA	lands	in	San	Mateo	County	would	not	be	affected.”	
		
It	also	says:		“The	expected	duration	of	this	proposed	interim	action	is	approximately	two	years,	when	
the	NPS	intends	to	replace	it	with	a	special	regulation	published	in	the	Code	of	Federal	Regulations	
that	will	govern	dog	walking,	including	commercial	dog	walking,	in	GGNRA.”	
	
In	2017,	the	Dog	Management	Plan	was	withdrawn	leaving	the	interim	rule	as	the	basis	for	commercial	
dog	walking	in	the	GGNRA	and	leaving	San	Mateo	County	commercial	dog	walkers	in	limbo.			
	
There	is	no	language	about	commercial	dog	walking	in	San	Mateo	County	in	the	2017	Compendium.	
The	2017	Superintendent’s	Compendium	says	the	following	with	respect	to	commercial	dog	walking:		
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“The	walking	of	four	or	more	dogs,	with	the	maximum	of	six,	at	one	time	by	any	one	person	for	
consideration	(commercial	dog	walking)	is	prohibited	within	San	Francisco	and	Marin	County	sites	
administered	by	Golden	Gate	National	Recreation	Area	(GGNRA),	unless:	
	

• The	person	has	been	issued	a	current	valid	permit	from	GGNRA.	
• The	walking	of	four	or	more	dogs,	with	a	maximum	of	six,	is	done	pursuant	to	the	terms	and	

conditions	of	that	permit.	
• Permit	holders	abide	by	all	National	Park	Service	regulations,	including	36	CFR	2.15	(a),	which	

requires	that	dogs	be	restrained	by	a	leash	no	longer	than	6	feet	in	sites	that	are	not	open	to	
voice-control	dog	walking	per	the	1979	Pet	Policy.	

• The	permit	is	visibly	displayed	and	produced	for	inspection	upon	request	by	an	officer	with	law	
enforcement	authority	in	areas	administered	by	GGNRA.”	

	
However,	the	new	language	in	the	2019	Compendium	explicitly	bans	commercial	dog	walking	in	San	
Mateo	County	without	any	public	process.		The	2019	Compendium	(p.	18)	says:	
	
“Commercial	Dog	Walking:	Commercial	Dog	Walking	pursuant	to	an	NPS	permit	is	allowed	in	accordance	
with	permit	conditions	in	specified	Park	areas	in	San	Francisco	and	Marin	Counties.	Commercial	Dog	
Walking	is	prohibited	in	Park	areas	in	San	Mateo	County.	For	further	information	about	Commercial	Dog	
Walking	permit	applications	and	requirements,	visit	the	Park’s	website:	
https://www.nps.gov/goga/planyourvisit/cdswup.htm”		

 
 

The	GGNRA	has	no	justification	for	banning	commercial	dog	walking	at	the	San	Mateo	GGNRA	sites.		
They	have	not	included	San	Mateo	County	in	their	public	process	around	commercial	dog	walking.		As	
such,	banning	commercial	dog	walking	in	San	Mateo	County	is	unlawful.			
 
MISLEADING	THE	PUBLIC	
	

Beyond	the	illegality	of	the	changes	cited	above,	Coastside	DOG	is	extremely	disappointed	in	the	
GGNRA’s	communications	with	the	public	regarding	changes	made	in	the	2019	Compendium.		During	
most	of	September	and	possibly	longer,	the	GGNRA’s	Chief	of	Communications,	External	Affairs,	and	
Special	Park	Uses,	Charlie	Strickfaden,	directed	concerned	members	of	the	public	and	our	elected	
officials	to	the	Compendium’s	Table	of	Changes	assuring	them	that	the	changes	made	by	the	2019	
Compendium	are	minimal.		
	
Mr.	Strickfaden’s	boilerplate	email	response	said:			
	
“The	compendium	changes	are	listed	in	a	table,	as	an	effort	to	be	very	transparent,	and	the	document	is	
90%	unchanged	from	that	signed	by	Acting	Superintendent	Muldoon	in	2017.		This	revision	focused	on	
making	it	more	readable	and	providing	better	maps.”			
		
The	reality	is	that	the	majority	of	the	Compendium	changes	outlined	in	this	letter	from	Coastside	DOG	
are	not	listed	in	the	GGNRA’s	Compendium’s	Table	of	Changes	and	many	of	the	Pet	Management	Exhibit	
maps	are	flat	out	wrong.		On	Day	1	of	the	Compendium’s	release,	Coastside	DOG	emailed	Mr.	
Strickfaden	to	let	him	know	that	the	changes	outlined	in	Exhibit	maps	#37,	#38,	and	#39	were	not	listed	
in	the	Table	of	Changes	(not	that	listing	them	would	have	made	the	changes	legal).		Despite	our	alerting	












