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Public Will for Rulemaking? 

 
Linda McKay 

 

 
The Park Service states that the purpose of the ANPR process is to determine if there is 
sufficient “public will” to go forward to rulemaking on Pet Management in the GGNRA. 
We assume that the number and quality of responses received from the public is one 
measure of public will; another measure that must be considered is the interest and support 
of local government.  
 

Public response 
 
Over 1,200 people attended a GGNRA Advisory Commission meeting on January 23, 2001 
to protest the cancellation of a long-standing off-leash policy (the “1979 Pet Policy”). Many 
of those attending the meeting were unable to get into the crowded meeting room. They 
stood outside in the rain because of their commitment to preserving the right to walk their 
dogs off-leash in a small portion of the GGNRA.  The Advisory Commissioners noted that 
this was the largest turnout they had ever experienced; SF supervisors who spoke at this 
meeting noted huge crowds. 
 
These people swamped San Francisco City and County Supervisors and the Mayor with 
letters, email and a petition with over 5,000 signatures (gathered in less than 3 weeks).   
 
When the ANPR was published, the Park Service did very little to advertise the comment 
period. In spite of this, we are submitting a petition with over 10,000 names. We have copies 
of thousands of comments – many contain a thorough analysis of the ANPR and options to 
be considered for off-leash recreation. The public will on this issue is evident. 
 

 
Interest and support of local government 

 
In 2000 and 2001, the San Francisco City and County Board of Supervisors passed many 
resolutions, approved by the Mayor, to deal with recreational and planning issues on 
GGNRA land within San Francisco boundaries. 
 
The volume and content of the resolutions listed below is the clearest possible message that 
the San Francisco Supervisors and Mayor want the Park Service to listen to the needs of San 
Francisco citizens and to find a solution that preserves our recreational rights. 
 
 “Urging SF congressional delegation including Representatives Nancy Pelosi and Tom Lantos and Senators 
Barbara Boxer and Diane Feinstein to investigate the GGNRA’s handling of the Fort Funston closures 
and to take actions to preserve recreational areas for San Franciscans.” – Sponsored by Supervisors 
Teng, Katz, and Yaki, introduced on October 23rd, 2000, and approved by the Mayor on 
November 9th, 2000. 
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“Consider the GGNRA Citizen Advisory Commission’s proposal to ban off-leash use for dogs in all areas 
of the GGNRA.” - Sponsored by Supervisor Leno and introduced on December 4th, 2000. 
 
“To ascertain plans to modify the 1979 Dog Policy.” - Sponsored by Supervisor Newsom and 
introduced on January 16th, 2001. 
 
“Declaring intent to seek reversionary right to the GGNRA property pending GGNRA removal of 20 year 
Pet Policy.” – Sponsored by Supervisors Leno, Newsom, Peskin, Maxwell, and Yee, 
introduced on January 22, 2001, and approved by the Mayor on January 26th, 2001. 
 
“Urging the GGNRA to delay taking action to ban off-leash dogs at Crissy Field and other GGNRA 
properties until after thoroughly studying the effect that such a ban would have on the City of San Francisco 
and particularly on neighborhood parks.” – Sponsored by Supervisors Newsom, Leno, Hall, 
Peskin, Maxwell, Yee, introduced January 22, 2001, and approved by the Mayor on January 
26th. 

 
” Requesting the City Attorney contact the National Park Service requesting a delay in the closing of 12-
acres along the coastal bluffs at Fort Funston; requesting the Department of City Planning, the General 
Manager of the Recreation and Park Department and the Director of Public Works review the pending 12-
acre closure at Fort Funston.” – Sponsored by Supervisors Yee and Leno, introduced on January 
29th, 2001, and approved by the Mayor on February 8th, 2001. 
 
“Resolution commending the GGNRA’s Citizen’s Advisory Committee in its action to delay rescinding the 
1979 Pet Policy until stakeholders have an opportunity to confer; further urging the Superintendent of the 
National Park Service to form with all due haste a working group with all stakeholders, including federal 
and state representation and locally to include at least two members of the Board of Supervisors, 
representatives from advocacy groups such as the SPCA and SF Dog, representatives from the San Francisco 
Recreation and Park Department, and representatives from involved environmental and children’s groups to 
examine alternatives to rescinding the Pet Policy such as time and place restrictions rather than a complete 
ban and to study the anticipated effect that any ban of off-leash dogs would have on the City as a whole.” – 
Sponsored by Supervisors Newsom, Hall, and Leno, introduced on January 29th, 2001, and 
approved by the Mayor on February 8th, 2001. 
 
“Resolution requesting the National Park Service to delay enforcing, in the San Francisco parks situated in 
the GGNRA, 36 C.F.R. 2.15, requiring pets to be on leash in national parks, until the ANPR process 
has been completed.” – Sponsored by Supervisors Leno, Newsom, Daly, Yee, Hall, Gonzales, 
Maxwell, Sandoval, and McGoldrick, introduced on December 3rd, 2001 and approved by 
the Mayor on December 21st, 2001. 
 
In addition to sponsoring resolutions and holding public hearings on recreational issues in 
the GGNRA, nine San Francisco supervisors and two congressional aides spoke at the 
GGNRA Advisory Commission meeting on January 23rd, 2001.  We’ve included their 
speeches here to show their passion and commitment to resolving the off-leash issue fairly.  
At the end of this section, we include the most recent resolution because it contains the 
understanding of the City and County of San Francisco when it gave its beaches and parks 
to the National Park Service.  
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STATEMENT OF GAVIN NEWSOM, SUPERVISOR, BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 

SUPERVISOR NEWSOM:  

Mr. Chair, Commissioners, thank you very much for this opportunity to speak tonight. It 

goes without saying that the depth and breadth of concern is extraordinary. There are 

literally hundreds and hundreds of people streaming in from the parking lot as we speak. 

This has to have exceeded, I imagine, Mr. Chair, all of our expectations in terms of concern. 

It goes without saying I believe very strongly that any decision you'll make tonight, short of 

making a decision not to make a decision to reverse the 1979 policy, would be an 

extraordinary mistake. 

 

In an unprecedented move, an unprecedented move, the City and County of San Francisco 

did not pass one, did not pass two, did not pass three, but four emergency measures, 

yesterday at the Board of Supervisors, telling you to delay tonight's vote. 

 

I don't think that's ever happened in the history of the City and County of San Francisco's 

Board of Supervisors. That's a pretty extraordinary statement. I have three resolutions in 

front of me. I won't read them. But suffice it to say, one goes so far as to suggest -- it's not a 

threat, but it is unanimous consent at the Board -- that, if a decision is made to remove the 

privilege, the right, of off-leash dog runs at GGNRA, the City and County of San Francisco 

will take action, looking back towards the 1972, '73, '75, et cetera, to look at reversionary 

policy, the prospect of taking back some subtle form of jurisdiction so that we can maintain 

the right in the City and County. 

 

Not only was that passed unanimously, those are the words of the resolution, not mine. But 

I'm told that the Mayor was desirous of signing these resolutions before the Friday deadline 

because he, indeed, is supportive of the spirit behind those resolutions, the words behind 

those resolutions. So you have unanimous consent. That's pretty extraordinary. 

 

And I hope that, I hope that speaks loudly. Look! I have only a few moments, and I 

appreciate literally a thousand-plus people here that wish to speak more passionately than I. 
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But you've really got to take a hard look at this. Don't make a mistake. Don't wedge your 

relationship with the city by doing something that I believe, very strongly, is unnecessary. 

That the City and County of San Francisco feels is unnecessary. Conservation? Yes. You've 

done an extraordinary job in a lot of respects, but at what cost conservation? We've got to 

balance the needs of the community. We've got to balance the needs of dog walkers.  

 

Without getting into too much detail, I do want to make you aware, and I'm sure many of 

you are aware, in a very small, dense, urban environment as San Francisco, with 220 parks 

and recreational facilities, only 17, now 18, parks in our community allow off-leash dog runs. 

The effect your decision would have tonight on the neighborhoods of San Francisco is short 

of extraordinary. It will have a prolific, a profound effect on the quality of lives for 

thousands of San Franciscans. Not just the 150-plus thousand people with dogs in San 

Francisco, but the thousands and thousands of residents that use our neighborhood parks. 

Do not make a shortsighted decision. Work with the City and County of San Francisco. 

Collaboratively, we can do much more than by dividing the community and by dividing the 

so many voices that are left out of tonight's proceeding. I highly urge you to delay action. On 

behalf of the City and County of San Francisco, we'll repeat the mantra: This is unnecessary, 

and do not wake this sleeping dog. 

 

Thank you all very, very much. 
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STATEMENT OF TONY HALL, SUPERVISOR, BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

 

SUPERVISOR HALL: Ladies and Gentlemen, I'm Supervisor Tony Hall. [Applause.] Thank 

you. I represent the 7th District in San Francisco, which encompasses Fort Funston. 

Moreover, District 7 is home to a number of dog owners who are outraged at the possibility 

that this Commission might rescind the 1979 Pet Policy. 

 

CHAIRMAN BARTKE: You understand – 

 

SUPERVISOR HALL: I urge this Commission to refrain from eliminating the pet policy. At 

the very least, you should delay your decision and consider seriously the tremendous effect 

that such an action would have on the surrounding neighborhood parks in San Francisco. 

Dog owners currently have the ability to use the GGNRA lands as an area to exercise their 

dogs and let their dogs run free. If the Commission eliminates this ability, these dog owners 

will be forced to utilize neighborhood parks, which, in turn, could create a problem between 

children, who use the neighborhood parks, and dog owners. The impact on the local parks 

will be overwhelming.  I would also like to remind the Commission that the rescission of the 

pet policy would be a violation of the National Park's obligations to the City and County of 

San Francisco. As such, if the Commission does rescind the pet policy, the City would have 

the right to exercise its reversionary interest in the deed transferring Fort Funston, Rodeo 

Beach, Crissy Field, and all the other properties included in the 1975 transfer to the National 

Park Service. Please be cautious in your decision tonight, I urge you, on your rescission of 

the pet policy. 

Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF JAKE MC GOLDRICK, SUPERVISOR BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
  

SUPERVISOR MC GOLDRICK: Honorable Commissioners, my name is Jake 

McGoldrick. I'm a member of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. I don't want to be 

repetitive here tonight. Being myself in a position to hear a lot of comments on various 

issues, I know that redundancy is something that we'd all like to avoid. However, there is no 

redundancy in the ability of people to their dogs and have them go someplace to be able to 

run. Notwithstanding the fact that you have something that you feel is a legal obligation, I 

think that you have a social obligation standing here before you, with all these people, and I 

think it's very important that you take that first and foremost into consideration. As you 

know, and as my esteemed colleagues on the Board of Supervisors have already stated here a 

few minutes ago, we are considering, amongst other measures, the possibility of exercising 

our right to be able to take this land back, and I don't think we want to get involved in that. 

So I hope you'll make a decision here that will be very reasonable on behalf of the people 

here, as you can see, who have a need that is far more important than a provision you 

yourselves have to admit may no longer be operative -- is obviously no longer operative and 

should not be put into operation in this city. 

 

So please do whatever you have to do to change your rules and regulations, and please abide 

by what is an overwhelming sentiment in this city -- I'm sure you will all agree -- that there is 

very strong evidence here. 

 

Thank you very much. 
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STATEMENT OF TOM AMMIANO, PRESIDENT BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 

SUPERVISOR AMMIANO: Esteemed members, I've been on the Board of Supervisors for 

six years. In dog years, that's 25. 

 

I know that this is a particularly difficult time for you, and I do appreciate your patience and 

forbearance, but I think it's really time to listen to the people. In New Jersey, we say dawg; 

and, in San Francisco, we say off-leash. 

 

We, on the Board of Supervisors, are under some state and local mandates called Sunshine 

and the Brown Act, which means that many things are discussed openly and in public. And I 

think that had that applied to this esteemed board perhaps we wouldn't be at this moment 

where there's a line drawn in the sand. 

 

I would advocate, I would advocate more public discussion of issues, such as this, because 

now it's coming across as very autocratic and draconian. As Supervisor McGoldrick stated so 

well, it seems like the dialogue has stopped and there's silence on one side, and there's a lot 

of anger on the other side. And, if there is anything the Board of Supervisors can do -- I 

know that my colleagues are here, Supervisor Hall, Supervisor Yee, Supervisor Newsom -- 

we are open to that. But it seems to me that people have spoken. 

 

PG&E talks about power and rolling blackouts. There's another kind of power here and it's 

people power, and it must be listened to. I implore you to listen to it, and I assure you that I 

will help facilitate any dialogue that is necessary so that there can be balance, because 

balance is what it's all about. 

Thank you very much.  
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STATEMENT OF AARON PESKIN, SUPERVISOR BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 

SUPERVISOR PESKIN: Superintendent, Commissioners, my name is Aaron Peskin. 

I want to start by acknowledging and thanking the Mother and Father of the GGNRA, Ms. 

Meyer and Mr. Wayburn, for giving us this park, that we can have this debate about tonight.  

 

And Superintendent O'Neill, I've known you for many years in my old capacity at the Trust 

for Public Land, where, indeed, I helped you acquire lands that are now part of the 

GGNRA. In my 15 years in public land use, not in my 14 days in public policy, I've been 

involved in acquiring lands throughout the Western United States. And I have seen instance 

after instance where, under the enabling legislation that created, say, Great Basin National 

Park, where historic livestock grazing was continued to be allowed under the enabling 

legislation. That human beings and legislatures could make legal constructs that would allow 

the kind of historic activities there to continue to flourish. I know we can do the same thing 

here.  

 

Let me add my voice to the chorus of voices that you've heard from the Board of 

Supervisors. If, indeed, we need to change certain laws in order to make urban parks than 

the Yosemites and Yellowstones of the world, we can do that, and this Board of Supervisors 

is committed to trying to bring the various user groups together and make the legal 

constructs that we need to make in order for us to continue to accommodate what we all 

want to see at Crissy Field and Fort Funston. So thank you very much. I look forward to a 

constructive dialogue. I hope that you will not rescind the pet policy tonight. I think, in the 

next three or four months, we can bring the parties together and achieve what we all want. 

 

Thank you. 

 

. . .  Commissioners and ladies and gentlemen, I have no doubt that your solicitor is giving 

you correct legal advice. I have no doubt that the 1979 Pet Policy was, you know, conflicted 

with, you know, other laws. That's not the point. The 1979 Pet Policy really isn't the issue. 

The issue is: We made the 1979 Pet Policy because we wanted to legitimate what had gone 
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on. And, indeed, since that point, everybody from the Western Regional Director, on down 

the line, has continued to nod and wink, including the Superintendent; and, now, it's coming 

home to roost and we've got to do something about it. But it's a human construct and we 

can do it. I know we can do it, and we want to do it. So let's do it. 

COMMISSIONER ALEXANDER . . . Supervisor Peskin, you're my Supervisor, and I'm 

very glad that you are. I think you understand the issues here because you've been on both 

sides of this issue. I . . . We are told, as you have said correctly, we are told by legal counsel, 

who advises us, that the policy, which was passed in 1979, long before I ever came on this 

Commission, is illegal. I feel like I am caught between a rock and a hard place on this. I am 

hearing from Supervisors don't rescind. And I think what you and I will agree is an illegal 

recommendation. I see that as simply a procedural step. I am most interested in having a 

dialogue on this issue. I think there are solutions, but why is the procedural step, which 

simply, I think, clears, clears some confusion out of here? The reason this is all come up is 

that it was cited in a lawsuit against the Park Service as a justification for keeping the policy. 

We -- and, when it came to our attention, that it was an illegal justification, we became 

obligated to rescind it. Can we -- why can we not rescind this policy tonight, and then move 

forward into a discussion about the appropriate solution? 

 

Aside from the symbolic feeling that people have about it, as a substantive matter, would 

that help, would that help us to start talking and working towards a solution? 

 

SUPERVISOR PESKIN: I think the answer is: no, but let me tell you why the answer is no. 

The answer is no because it's a bad way to start a conversation. Don't misunderstand me. I'm 

not posturing. I'm not being political. What I am saying is this: Look! I'm sure that this piece 

of paper that has existed for 22 years may technically not be legal under 36 CFR 2.11. That's 

not the issue; that's not the point. The point is: How do we get Superintendent O'Neill out 

of a tight legal fix by changing the law? That's the issue. And before we change the law, how 

do we reach some agreement that accommodates a variety of interests and preserves the 

historical use of the beaches and all, and so many areas that have been used by off-leash 

dogs.  So what I would say is this: Why don't we start the conversation and propose how we 

might make things different, rather than start the conversation by saying we're rescinding 
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this policy? So what? It's been there for 22 years. Why not keep it for another year, or two, 

while we figure it out? 

 

Thank you, Commissioners, and good luck. 
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STATEMENT OF LELAND YEE, SUPERVISOR BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 

SUPERVISOR YEE: Honorable Commissioners, I guess this is a rather heated issue, and so 

on. You know, the test of leadership is how you bring people together. And I think that 

what you have before you is an issue that basically is dividing and tearing San Francisco 

apart. I hope that, somehow in some way, that you will allow the city to work with you to try 

to bring people together. I think that one of the difficulties about San Francisco is that we 

don't have a whole lot of real estate to accommodate everybody's needs. I think that one of 

the beauties of San Francisco is that some way and somehow all of us have found a way in 

which can allow the different interests of San Francisco to still have their say in this city. 

 

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed unanimously a resolution that did several 

things: No. 1, it asks the representatives on this body, from the Board of Supervisors, to 

plead with your colleagues, and to ask you to put this issue off, so that there can be further 

discussion about the dog policy. Secondly, it asks that the San Francisco City Attorney look 

at ways in which we can somehow accommodate the different needs so that we can, in fact, 

have a more balanced approach to dealing with those individuals who want their dogs off-

leash, and those individuals who want the dogs on-leash. 

 

I think that one of the things that I have tried to do in my capacity on the Board of 

Education and the Board of Supervisors is, in fact, to find ways in which we can, in fact, 

bring people together. My heart goes out to you because it is an extremely difficult task. But 

my heart goes out to all those individuals who are behind me, and other individuals that are 

outside, because they are asking you for some compassion and for understanding. Somehow 

we've got to find a way so that all of us can live together. It is absolutely unacceptable; it is 

absolutely inappropriate that somehow we will divide our community over this particular 

issue. 

 

A city that somehow knows how (has) got to somehow figure out a way in which we can 

accommodate those particular needs. Don't, tonight, close that door to that possibility that 

all of us can walk out of this room with hands together. You cannot somehow shut out these 
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individuals who absolutely need their place in the sun. And, so, the Board of Supervisors 

wants to work with you. We are not in a mode of somehow fighting against you whatsoever. 

You are part of that solution, but we are also part of that solution. Help us somehow come 

together for a final solution that all of us can live with. 

 

Thank you very, very much. 
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STATEMENT OF GERARDO SANDOVAL, SUPERVISOR BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  

SUPERVISOR SANDOVAL: Good evening. Thank you for the chance to say a few words. 

I'm a person of few words, actually, so I will get straight to the point. I urge you to not 

rescind the current policy. In particular, I urge the members of the San Francisco delegation 

not to rescind, not to vote to rescind the current off-leash policy. 

I think it's pretty obvious that you've got a political problem on your hands. You could run 

for mayor on this issue, and somebody will. No, but seriously. It's bad public policy, and you 

know that, and you can tell that by the amount of people who are here tonight. It no way 

gives you an idea of the amount of people who have e-mailed and have called and have 

written and have come by the office. And, so, it's a small fraction, especially since it's raining. 

You know you've got a problem here. You got so many people. So, again, I would just ask 

you to not rescind the current policy. I think we all need to work better. 

We need to work together, and we need to look for another solution that meets everybody’s 

needs. 
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STATEMENT OF MARK LENO, SUPERVISOR BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO  

SUPERVISOR LENO: First of all, let me thank you very much for having these few 

moments to speak. I appreciate very much your task tonight because I'm so often in your 

hot seat. I just want to say, clearly -- and I'll try not to repeat anything that others likely have 

said -- this is a very important issue. A very, very important issue to my constituents and to 

all of San Franciscans. We deal on a micro level what you're dealing with on a macro tonight. 

I've had ongoing meetings in my office with those folks who are using, among the many 

parks in San Francisco, Duboce Park, excuse me, Dolores Park and Duboce Park, for a 

variety of purposes. Sometimes these purposes cross each other and we're trying to work out 

some reasonable solution to that. And I think that's what we're trying to do here tonight: 

Work out some reasonable solution. 

When the voters of San Francisco voted for the charter amendment in 1973 to approve the 

transfer of the lands, they required that the deed include the restriction that the property be 

reserved by the Park Service, quote, "... in perpetuity for recreation and park purposes, with 

a right of reversion upon breach of said restriction." The deed itself contains the following 

reversionary wording, quote: "... to hold for so long as said real property is reserved and used 

for recreation and park purposes." 

"Recreation" is the recurring theme throughout the enabling legislation. Throughout all of 

the enabling legislation it's about recreation. And that was done for a purpose, and I think 

that purpose was to include that wording so we wouldn't have to be in a gathering like we 

are tonight. When the first ever urban recreational areas were created in the National Park 

System, it was the Golden Gate National Recreation Area and the Gateway National 

Recreation Area. The difference in the wording of the statutes is telling. Whereas in the 

Gateway National Recreation Area it speaks merely to preserve and protect for the use and 

enjoyment of present and future generations. The Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

envisioned an open space that would be forever reserved for recreation. Additionally, the 

land would be planned and managed pursuant to public review and public process. That is 

what was clearly intended, though this is what has transpired. 
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The closures at Fort Funston commenced in 1991 when 7 acres of recreational space were 

fenced off. This was supposedly for the protection of bank swallows. In 1993, three 

additional acres were closed. Again, the understanding was that bank swallows needed 

protection. In 1995, 25 additional acres were closed and the same reasoning was given. 

However, in each of these cases, there was no public review and no public input and no 

notice to the city, along with no Environmental Impact Analysis. Now, in March 2000, the 

Park Service closed 10 additional acres. 

A resolution that I introduced at the Board of Supervisors yesterday, and approved by 

unanimous vote -- and I know that many of my colleagues have spoken before me tonight -- 

states that should you -- and we really truly hope that, for all of the reasons you will have 

heard tonight, you will not rescind the 1979 Pet Policy -- we will have no choice but to begin 

taking the necessary steps to exercise our reversionary interests in the deed transferring Fort 

Funston, Crissy Field, and all properties of the 1975 transfer to the National Park Service, or 

to seek specific performance of the deed provisions, specifically recreation and park 

purposes. So I hope that you will please understand the serious impact this will have on life 

in San Francisco, within our neighborhood parks, because dogs are meant and born to run. 

If they can't run in a park, they're certainly not going to run in the streets. So we have to 

make sure that they run in the parks. Thank you very much.  

CHAIRMAN BARTKE: Supervisor, will you accept a question? Perhaps you missed the 

question that was posed to your fellow Supervisors. During the past 22 years, this park has 

bent the law as far as it could to accommodate off-leash dog walking. During that period of 

time, the city and the state have begun banning off-leash dog walking. What we want from 

you is a commitment that you will work with us to change that around and to make it 

happen. 

SUPERVISOR LENO: Without a doubt. That's why we're here, to work together. 

CHAIRMAN BARTKE: Thank you very much. 

SUPERVISOR LENO: You bet. 
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STATEMENT OF JACKIE SPEIER, STATE SENATOR, CALIFORNIA 
STATE SENATE, PRESENTED BY BARBARA NANNEY, ASSISTANT 
DISTRICT COORDINATOR 
 

MS. NANNEY: Good evening, Commissioners. Thank you very much for allowing me to 

speak tonight. My name is Barbara Nanney. I am the Assistant District Coordinator for State 

Senator Jackie Speier. Senator Speier represents Western San Francisco and also Northern 

San Mateo County. Fort Funston and Ocean Beach are included in the Senator's district. She 

very much wanted to be here tonight. I actually thought she was going to be here, but there's 

an energy crisis and she was unfortunately unable to come. She asked me to read a letter this 

evening on her behalf.  

 

"Dear Advisory Commission members: 

 

"On behalf of concerned constituents, many of whom are here in this room tonight, I 

respectfully urge you to reject the resolution before rescinding the 1979 Pet Policy allowing 

off-leash dogs on GGNRA properties. As you will no doubt hear tonight this evening, the 

potential closure of GGNRA areas to off-leash dogs is a highly charged and emotional issue. 

Thousands of dog owners have come to depend on places like Fort Funston to exercise their 

dogs on a regular basis. They take their responsibility for their canine companions seriously 

and cherish the experience of playing with their dogs off-leash at recreational areas such as 

Fort Funston. Members of dog groups such as SF Dog and Fort Funston Dog Walkers take 

their responsibility to care for GGNRA properties seriously as well. Fort Funston Dog 

Walkers host a monthly cleanup of Fort Funston and provide bags for dog owners to pick 

up after their pets. I believe dog owners have amply demonstrated their commitment to 

maintain the cleanliness of Fort Funston and other GGNRA area. 

 

"As you know, the National Park Service currently allows off-leash dogs in many national 

parks across the country when those animals are used for hunting purposes. In addition, 

special regulations allow for hang-gliding and off-trail bicycle riding. The people before you 

this evening are asking for a similar special regulation for their animals. 
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"Of the 1,500 comments received by the GGNRA late last year regarding the permanent 

closure of 12 acres of Fort Funston, approximately 1,100 were opposed to the closure. It is 

clear that the majority of San Franciscans favor retention of the pet policy allowing dogs to 

run off-leash. I strongly urge you to listen compassionately to their pleas and reject the 

proposal before you this evening.” 

 

"Sincerely, 

"Jackie Speier." 
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STATEMENT OF KEVIN SHELLEY, ASSEMBLYMAN, MAJORITY 
LEADER CALIFORNIA STATE ASSEMBLY-PRESENTED BY SUSAN 
WALSH 
 

MS. WALSH: Good evening, Commissioners, Superintendent. My name is Susan Walsh. I'm 

here to represent Mr. Kevin Shelley, the Majority Leader of the California State Assembly. 

He represents the western half of San Francisco, Assembly District 12. 

I am here to urge you to take his written statement submitted to you this evening very 

seriously. And I'm going to read a short statement from him. "I regret not being able to join 

you in person tonight because of legislative work in Sacramento. But I am pleased to express 

my strong support for retaining the existing pet policy for the GGNRA. I pledge that I, and 

my offices, will do everything possible to preserve off-leash dog walking for the health and 

happiness of thousands of dog owners and their pets throughout the Bay Area." 

 

Thank you. 
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Resolution introduced by the San Francisco City and County Board of 
Supervisors on December 3rd, 2001 and approved by the Mayor on December 
21st, 2001. 
 

[Urging GGNRA to delay leash enforcement] 

Resolution requesting the National Park Service to 

delay enforcing, in the San Francisco parks situated in 

the GGNRA, 36 C.F.R. 2.15, requiring pets to be on 

leash in national parks, until the ANPR process has 

been completed. 

 

WHEREAS, In 1975, the City and County of San 

Francisco transferred Fort Funston and other City-owned 

park lands to the federal government to be included in 

the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), to be 

administered by the National Park Service (NPS); and, 

WHEREAS, The statute creating the GGNRA (16 U.S.C. 

Section 460bb) specifically states that the GGNRA was 

established to provide for the maintenance of needed 

recreational open space necessary to the urban 

environment and planning and requires that the 

Secretary of the Interior “utilize the resources in a 

manner which will provide for recreation and 

educational opportunities consistent with sound 

principles of land use planning and management;” and, 

WHEREAS, Former Charter section 7.403-1(a), as 

approved by the voters, required that the deed 

transferring any City-owned park lands to the NPS 
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include the restriction that said lands were to be 

reserved by the Park Service “in perpetuity for 

recreation or park purposes with a right of reversion 

upon breach of said restriction;” and, 

WHEREAS, When Fort Funston and other City-owned 

parks were transferred to the federal government, a 

federal regulation existed requiring all pets to be on 

leash in federal parks, yet the NPS chose not to 

enforce this regulation in the San Francisco City 

parks; and, 

WHEREAS, In April 1978, the GGNRA stated its 

position that “the ordinary guidelines outlined in the 

Code of Federal regulations do not really apply in an 

urban area,” and that “people and their animals have 

been visiting the park for too long to apply an all-

inclusive arbitrary policy;” and, 

WHEREAS, The Superintendent of the GGNRA in the 

spirit of this statement developed a draft pet policy 

and submitted it to the GGNRA Advisory Committee for 

further review and public hearings; and, 

WHEREAS, In September of 1978, after extensive 

public hearings and public surveys, the Advisory 

Commission proposed guidelines for a pet policy for the 

San Francisco Unit of the GGNRA, designating Fort 

Funston, Lands End, Ocean Beach, Fort Miley, Baker 
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Beach, and Crissy Field for continued off-leash 

recreation; and, 

WHEREAS, On October 6, 1978, GGNRA General 

Superintendent Lynn Thompson accepted these 

designations with the following comment: “As you know, 

the Advisory Commission approved the proposed 

guidelines for a pet policy in the San Francisco Unit 

of the GGNRA at their September 27 meeting,” and she 

continued “We are accepting in total the Commissions 

recommendations for each of these areas;” and, 

WHEREAS, On February 24, 1979, the GGNRA finalized 

the pet policy for both San Francisco and Marin County, 

establishing areas where pets could be exercised off-

leash; and, 

 WHEREAS, in 1982, the 1979 Pet Policy was 

incorporated into the GGNRA Natural Resources 

Management Plan as Appendix C; and, 

WHEREAS, On July 8, 1992, NPS Western Regional 

Director Stanley Albright assured U.S. Senator John 

Seymour that “there is no change in the 1979 Pet Policy 

which provides the visitor of walking one’s dog off 

leash”; and, 

WHEREAS, By letter dated July 8, 1992, Western 

Regional Director Stanley Albright also assured U.S. 

Senator Cranston that there would be no change in the 

1979 Pet Policy; and, 
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WHEREAS, On February 5, 1999, Pacific Western 

Regional Director John Reynolds assured U.S. Senator 

Dianne Feinstein that the “GGNRA has adopted a pet 

policy that is more liberal than the regulations 

enforced at other national park sites throughout the 

United States, where pets are required to be leashed at 

all times and are, for the most part, excluded from all 

but developed areas,” and the letter continued  

“[The] GGNRA has, with the assistance of the park’s 

Advisory Commission, established a pet policy that 

allows some opportunity for visitors to enjoy a few 

designated areas… as voice control areas where pets are 

allowed off-leash;” and, 

WHEREAS, On March 19, 1999, GGNRA Superintendent 

Brian O’Neill stated to U.S. Congresswoman Nancy 

Pelosi, the “GGNRA has adopted a pet policy that is 

more liberal than pet regulations at other national 

park sites throughout the country... Certain areas of 

the park have been designated as voice control areas 

where pets are permitted off-leash;” and, 

WHEREAS, In November of 2000, the GGNRA Advisory 

Committee attempted to revoke the 1979 Pet Policy, but 

failed due to a point of order; and, 

WHEREAS, On January 23, 2001, over 1,500 people 

attended the GGNRA Advisory Committee meeting to 

protest revocation of the 1979 Pet Policy, Nine San 

Francisco supervisors spoke, and both Senator Speier 
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and Assemblyman Shelly sent letters to be read by their 

representatives; and, 

WHEREAS, The Advisory Committee recommended that 

the GGNRA hold meetings with stakeholder groups within 

the next 120 days to resolve the issue, and to not 

change leash enforcement for this period; and, 

WHEREAS, The Advisory Committee at this meeting 

did not vote on the Pet Policy; and,  

WHEREAS, Rather than hold stakeholder meetings, 

the GGNRA received permission from Washington for a 

more formal process called Advance Notice of Proposed 

Rulemaking (ANPR), but this process has not begun; and, 

WHEREAS, In November, 2001, the GGNRA began to 

aggressively enforce the leash requirement at Fort 

Funston, sending teams of law enforcement rangers for 2 

to 3 hour segments, and issuing tickets for walking 

dogs off-leash without initiating the ANPR process in 

good faith with the public; and, 

WHEREAS, Off-leash recreational users believe that 

off-leash recreation is legal at Fort Funston, and they 

agreed to go through the ANPR process and further 

rulemaking in order to obtain a special rule for the 

GGNRA that specifically recognizes that off-leash dog-

walking is permissible in certain GGNRA parks; and, 

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors of the City and 

County of San Francisco finds that the recent 
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enforcement of 36 C.F.R. 2.15 is in contravention to 

the representations made to the public at the Citizens 

Advisory Committee meeting on January 23, 2001; now, 

therefore, be it 

RESOLVED That the Board of Supervisors of the City 

and County of San Francisco hereby requests the 

National Park Service not to enforce, in the GGNRA 

parks which were donated to the federal government by 

the City and County of San Francisco, 36 C.F.R. 2.15, 

which requires that all pets be on leash in federal 

parks, until the ANPR process has been satisfactorily 

completed; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors of 

the City and County of San Francisco hereby requests 

the NPS to advise the Board as to the status of the 

ANPR process; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisors shall send copies of this resolution to the 

offices of United States Senator Dianne Feinstein, 

United States Senator Barbara Boxer, Congresswoman 

Nancy Pelosi, Congressman Tom Lantos, State Senator 

John Burton, State Senator Jackie Speier, Assemblywoman 

Carole Migden, Assemblyman Kevin Shelley, GGNRA 

Superintendent Brian O’Neill and the National Parks 

Service.  
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