




From: Aaron Roth

To: Shirwin Smith

cc: Frank Dean; Howard Levitt@nps.gov; Kevin Cochary; Marybeth McFarland

Subject: Re: Input from Lee Dickenson on permits for dog walking
Date: 06/13/2011 07:41 PM
Attachments: APPENDIX F.docx 

My thoughts: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
Hope that is helpful, 
Aaron  
 
==================== 
Aaron Roth 
Acting Deputy Superintendent 
National Park Service 
Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
aaron_roth@nps.gov 
(415) 561-4720 (office) 
(415) 561-4739 (voicemail) 
(415) 561-4940 (fax) 
==================== 

(b) (5)





Michael 
 
I was asked to provide comments on appendix F in the draft dog walking 
plan.  As you can see if was a while ago.  I checked with AJ today to make 
sure that the comments were forwarded on to you and he can't remember 
whether he had sent them or not, so I thought I would do the honors.   If 
you would like to talk about my comments I'm in the office the week of 
June 6, out the week of June 12, then back the rest of the month. 
 
Lee 
 
Lee Dickinson 
Special Park Uses Program Manager 
Visitor and Resource Protection 
National Park Service 
202-513-7092 
202-371-1710 (fax) 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Lee Dickinson/WASO/NPS on 06/03/2011 11:51 AM ----- 
 
Lee Dickinson/WASO/NPS  
 
 
04/28/2011 12:37 PM 

 
To Russ Wilson/WASO/NPS 
cc  

Subject Fw: comments on GGNRA dog walking appendix 
 
  

 
I'm sorry I forgot to copy you on this. 
 
 
Lee Dickinson 
Special Park Uses Program Manager 
Visitor and Resource Protection 
National Park Service 
202-513-7092 
202-371-1710 (fax) 
 
 
----- Forwarded by Lee Dickinson/WASO/NPS on 04/28/2011 12:36 PM ----- 
 



Lee Dickinson/WASO/NPS  
 
 
04/28/2011 12:27 PM 

 
To AJ North/WASO/NPS 
cc  

Subject comments on GGNRA dog walking appendix 
 
  

 

 
 
Thought you might be interested.  After you take a look at it I guess I 
need to talk to Michael Edwards. 
 
 
Lee Dickinson 
Special Park Uses Program Manager 
Visitor and Resource Protection 
National Park Service 
202-513-7092 
202-371-1710 (fax) 
 
 
 
 









From: Michael B Edwards

To: Lee Dickinson

cc: Shirwin Smith

Subject: GOGA SUP permit language
Date: 12/15/2011 03:59 PM
Attachments: GGNRA Dog Mgmt Plan Appendix F SUP 

comments_MBE_AR_SES_comments_121511.docx 

Hi Lee, 
 
Attached (finally!) are responses to your initial comments on the GOGA 
SUP permit language.  Some of our responses are in the comments, 
others in the text.  You might delete comments that you feel are 
sufficiently answered, but leave in or add to those comments that still 
need work to address. 
 
Thanks! 
 
 

 
 
Michael B. Edwards 
Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Environmental Quality Division, Planning & Compliance Branch 
WASO-NRSS 
303.969.2694 
303.638.1928 (cell)  
303-987-6782 (fax) 

mailto:CN=Michael B Edwards/OU=WASO/O=NPS
mailto:CN=Lee Dickinson/OU=WASO/O=NPS@NPS
mailto:CN=Shirwin Smith/OU=GOGA/O=NPS@NPS

APPENDIX F: SPECIAL USE PERMIT



SPECIAL USE PERMIT CONDITIONS



Under Alternatives C and E, Special Use Permits would be available to both commercial1 and private dog

walkers to walk more than 3 dogs at one time; maximum number of dogs allowed at one time would be 6.

Commercial permits would be processed by the Business Division; private permits would be processed by

the Special Park Users Group. Alternatives B and D do not have a special use permit provision because 

no more than three dogs are allowed.



1) Permit Terms and Conditions



Terms/conditions for commercial dog walker permits and private dog walker permits may differ. TDiffering terms include, but are not limited to, the following:



· Permits for commercial or private individuals will allow dog walking of more than three dogs in the following GGNRA sites only: Alta Trail, Rodeo Beach, Fort Maker, Fort Mason, Crissy Field, Baker Beach and Fort Funston.



· Commercial dog walkers:



· Permits will allow use from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday, and not allowed to use GGNRA lands from 9- 11 a.m. and 3- 5 p.m. on weekends. Saturday and Sunday



· Private dog walkers:



· Initially, permits will not have time of day/day of use limitation



· limited to one permit per person per 12 month period



· permit not transferrable	Comment by Dickinson, Merle L.:  One permit per 12 month period – I assume that is per person.  Is the permit issued for the person or the dog.  What does an owner do when they are on vacation and a friend is walking the dog(s).
Park:   “permit goes with the individual, not the dog. Reasoning: The dog cannot read and sign permits, the permittee (signator) is responsible for ensuring the dogs meet the permit conditions.”
MBE:  The vacationer’s friend can walk up to 3 dogs at a time (no permit required).  If more than that they would have to divide the dogs so 3 or less, or hire a commercial dogwalker.  SES - agreed.



· Initially, all permits will be valid for 12 months from date of issue, but following that, permits may be issued for either shorter or longer periods, based on information gained in the first 12 months, and over the life of the plantime.	Comment by Dickinson, Merle L.: I would recommend shorter periods of time to start.  It’s easier to issue new permits with new condition then to try and amend all outstanding permits.  As the park gets the conditions pinned down the term could be expanded. 
Park:  prefers 12 month period

MBE:  Park would like to stick with 12 month time period.  This is also the time period of initial monitoring - we won’t have actionable data back on implementation until 12 months have elapsed.



· Initially, there will be no cap on numbers of permits; impacts resulting from overuse is are addressed by Tier 1 remedies in the compliancemonitoring-based management strategy and may result in a permit cap or reduction of areas available for permit holders.



· Areas open to permitted  dog walking may be temporarily restricted or closed based on results of compliance and resource based monitoring.



· All permit applications will include applicable NPS regulations, and permit conditions and including a statement that the permit holder accepts liability for any accident/incident/injury resulting from the permitted use. Applicant signature serves as confirmation that the applicant has read and accepts all terms and conditions.



· All permits will require proof of liability insurance: for commercial dog walkers, $1 2 million aggregate/$1 million per occurrence;  ; for private dog walkers, commercially reasonable liability insurance is required (available through homeowner’s or renter’s insurance).  Proof of insurance must be returned with the permit application.	Comment by Shirwin Smith: SES: sent info 12/14 from Pet Sitters web site (http://petsits.com/petsittinginsuranceusa.htm) recommended by rep of professional dog walking association, with insurance info for dog walkers from 3 different sources.  Suggest using the aggregate/per occurrence amounts commonly used ($2M/$1M respectively) with added language stating that over the life of the plan, NPS may need to revisit to stay in line with common industry practice.
	Comment by Dickinson, Merle L.: I would make the insurance amount the same for both private and commercial walkers, the risk is the same, and actually probably greater for a private walker.  

MBE:  Park response:  " In terms of the insurance,  the risk of a commercial permit is higher and hence insurance levels should differ. Also, I think costs would be different. I want to emphasize that the commercial vs. private party does not need to be treated the same in my opinion, the NPS has a long history and totally different approach to commercial entities operating in park vs. individuals.  A commercial permitee has less knowledge/control of dogs, will have more frequent/intense use than an individual, and more specific regulatory/oversight requirements - so I think differing terms and conditions, permit costs, etc may be justified."	Comment by Dickinson, Merle L.: Require proof of insurance to be returned with permit applications.   

MBE:  Included



· All permits will require proof of approved dog handling training from existing training courses offered by organizations such as Marin Humane, SFSPCA etc.  Proof of training must be returned with the permit application.	Comment by Dickinson, Merle L.: Require proof of training to be returned with application.  Do all courses provide a certificate?

SES: Yes. (we should also clarify what exact type of training we are looking for, e.g good citizen or other. Details still need to be clarified on this.).

MBE: This may evolve over time so hesitant to include all details here.









2) Costs

· Permit charges will not exceed costsbe based on cost recovery as outlined in , per NPS Director’s Order 53 and Reference Manual 53.  As a cost recovery program administered under NPS Director’s Order 53, the actual price of the permit will be derived by determining all the additional operational costs (staffing, supplies, equipment and other non-personnel services costs), above and beyond base funded operations, that will be necessary to administer and manage the permit program, divided by the estimated number of permits by type (commercial and private) that will be sold, to determine the cost per permit by type. The costs that are above and beyond those currently covered by base operating funds* include staffing to issue permits and enforce permit requirements; additional staffing needed to implement new management activities related to law enforcement, resource management, maintenance, and education outreach; informational materials, signs, and supplies; and other program support costs necessary to administer and implement the plan and special regulation. The initial price will inherently involve some subjective analysis because of the uncertainties about the total number of permits and the number of permits by type that might be purchased. 





· Commercial permit costs may differ from private permit costs, based on usage, more specific oversight requirements, visitor experience and safety, and NPS law and policy which treat commercial uses differently than private uses..	Comment by Dickinson, Merle L.: Charges are based on the costs incurred by the park in providing special services. What could be some justification for higher costs for commercial dog walkers? This needs to be clearly explained in the administrative record for the use. 

MBE:  Response in text.



· Private permits are payable by credit card only and no refunds are allowed.  Areas open to commercial and private dogwalking may be temporarily restricted or closed based on results of compliance and resource based monitoring.	Comment by Dickinson, Merle L.: If the permit is not issued or the service not provided depending on how the fee was calculated a refund might be required. 

MBE:  If the permit is not issued a fee would not be charged.  A refund might be appropriate if the service were no longer allowed, but short of a complete ban, which would mean no more permits issued, individual closures would not warrant a refund.  





3) Permit design



· Initial permit design will be an easily identifiable pPlastic card, with photo and permit holders name/address - month/year or identification number (personal identifying information will not be visible on outer surface of card if required to be displayed).   Over the life of the plan, the permit design or method of identifying permit holders in the field may be changed, for instance, requiring that permit holders wear identifying vests. issued in large, easily legible font.  



· Commercial permits may require additional identifying elements.





4) Enforcement/Revocation



· Third offense will result in suspension of dog walkers’ permit for up to three months o Following initial suspension, any subsequent suspensions may be up to 12 months

· NPS retains right to permanently revoke for serious violation.



*Base operating funds is the part of the annual appropriation from Congress for Operation of the National Park System (ONPS) which is allocated by the NPS to each park to fund salaries and other expenses such as utilities to operate the park.



From: Goodyear, Barbara

To: Edwards, Michael B.; Smith, Shirwin

Subject: RE: Question re: SF Lands agreement
Date: 01/05/2012 12:01 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Michael_B_Edwards@nps.gov [mailto:Michael_B_Edwards@nps.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 05, 2012 11:46 AM
To: Smith, Shirwin; Goodyear, Barbara
Subject: RE: Question re: SF Lands agreement

Michael B. Edwards
Project Manager
Environmental Protection Specialist
Environmental Quality Division, Planning & Compliance Branch WASO-NRSS
303.969.2694
303.638.1928 (cell)
303-987-6782 (fax)

                                                                           
             Shirwin                                                       
             Smith/GOGA/NPS                                                
                                                                        To 
             01/05/2012 12:34          "Goodyear, Barbara"                 
             PM                        <Barbara.Goodyear@sol.doi.gov>      
                                                                        cc 
                                       "Edwards, Michael B."               
                                       <Michael_B_Edwards@nps.gov>         
                                                                   Subject 
                                       RE: Question re: SF Lands agreement 
                                       (Document link: Michael B Edwards)  

                                                                           

                                                                           

                                                                           

                                                                           

                                                                           

                                                                           

Shirwin

Shirwin Smith
Management Assistant
Golden Gate National Recreation Area
Ft. Mason, Building 201
San Francisco, CA 94123
415-561-4947 (o)
415-716-9999 (c)

                                                                           
             "Goodyear,                                                    
             Barbara"                                                      
             <Barbara.Goodyear                                          To 
             @sol.doi.gov>             "Smith, Shirwin"                    
                                       <Shirwin_Smith@nps.gov>             
             01/05/2012 11:14                                           cc 
             AM                        "Edwards, Michael B."               
                                       <Michael_B_Edwards@nps.gov>         
                                                                   Subject 
                                       RE: Question re: SF Lands agreement 

(b) (5)

(b) (5)
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From: Michael B Edwards

To: Shirwin Smith; sboltz@eaest.com

Subject: Appendix F SUP final
Date: 01/13/2012 11:36 AM
Attachments: GGNRA Dog Mgmt Plan DICKINSON 1.10.11 FINAL v4.docx 

Suzie - 
 

  
 

 
 
Michael B. Edwards 
Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Environmental Quality Division, Planning & Compliance Branch 
WASO-NRSS 
303.969.2694 
303.638.1928 (cell)  
303-987-6782 (fax) 

(b) (5)
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