
BIOSPHERE HABITATS A�D THE MASTER PLA� 

 

 

 The National Park Service claimed in discovery that there is no "master plan" for Fort 

Funston outside the National Park Service's mandate to administer public lands.  This claim is  

deceptive and disingenuous based on our review of the documents produced in the underlying 

federal litigation.  Furthermore, their own personnel will admit in friendly seminars, such as 

those recently given by Peter Bridgewater, that there is an overall plan as to the administration of 

Fort Funston:  Biosphere Habitat. 

 

 Since 1988, the National Park Service has advocated and is gradually implementing  a 

public land management program for the Golden Gate National Recreational Area known as the 

Golden Gate Biosphere Program.  This is a project which functions under the umbrella of the 

UNESCO Biosphere Program. 

 

 The UNESCO Biosphere Program is described by its proponents as project-driven.  There 

is no official funding.  Its labor is donated by "biosphere volunteers" with no specific scientific 

training.  Bridgewater admitted this makes some scientists within the community uncomfortable.   

 

   The Biosphere Program is nothing more than an ethereal public land management theory 

with absolutely no binding statutory authority in any country.  All it really is a statement of goals 

for public land management policy which establishes biospheres around the world to return 

certain segments of the world to a pristine existence.  One of the stated precepts of the program is 

the "world would be a better place if there were no humans." 

 

 The UNESCO Biosphere Program is highly controversial in many local areas of the 

United States and its own spokesperson, Mr. Bridgewater, acknowledged that some local 

authorities in the United States have actually legislated against its implementation.   

 

 Mr. Bridgewater outlined the tenets of the Biosphere programs which close off an area for 

reversion to a pristine condition which eliminates all human activity.  An analysis of the 

biosphere application at Fort Funston reflects an arrogant and imperial attitude on the part of the 

National Park Service which ignores the underlying philosophy of biosphere construction as well 

as its own administrative requirements for public notice. 

 

 Although the Park Service admits that it has signed on to the Biosphere Program, its 

implementation is flawed at Fort Funston, as demonstrated below: 

 

 1.  In theory, the selection of a biosphere core area should be where there is little history 

of human activity.  In fact, Fort Funston is one of the most significant public recreational areas in 

the entire GGNRA. 

 

 2.  In theory, a Biosphere Project must include all elements of the local community if it is 

to take place in an area where human activity is to be eliminated.  In fact, the Park Service never 

disclosed the Biosphere Program to the public users of Fort Funston and indeed, denied the 



existence of any Master Plan. Their own documents demonstrate and acknowledge their failure to 

involve and educate the public. 

 

 3.  In theory, implementation of a Biosphere project must consider the historical use of 

the land which eliminates human activity.  In fact, the Park Service actually selected an area 

whose history was richly laced with public use.  Indeed, the area proposed for closure historically 

is one of the most significant public areas of the entire park and includes Joey's Hill.  Nowhere in 

the public record is there any evidence that the Park Service researched the historical use of the 

land.  There is a vast array of photographs and records in the local National Federal Archives 

which document the ongoing public use of Fort Funston.  They are never referenced in any of the 

Park Service’s actions. 

 

 4.  In theory, a Biosphere project which eliminates human activity must include all forms 

of relevant information including indigenous and local knowledge of the land selected.  In fact, 

the Park Service hatched a plot to eliminate relevant information from a significant segment of 

the park's users.  Most deceitful was the original set of closures masked under an environmental 

cloak.  Many public users of Fort Funston were reluctant at first to challenge the pending closure 

under the impression that the closure was aimed at protecting a species declared threatened by 

the State of California. 

 

 It was not until the California Fish & Game Biologist, Ron Schlorff was interviewed last 

spring that the deception played upon the public started to peel away.  While Mr. Schlorff 

concurred with the need to protect the cliffs of the bank swallow nesting area, he never 

recommended anything more than the immediate cliff protection.  He never suggested the larger 

scope of the closure.  "That was an administrative decision," he stated.  At one point, Park 

Service personnel implore Mr. Schlorff to write some supporting documentation to support the 

closure, and even suggest language they would like for him to include.  Mr. Schlorff never 

responded. 

 

 The Park Service initiated a belated public relations campaign to exclude public use of 

the land.  They hid behind environmental excuses for a larger land grab.  It was not until the Park 

Service produced documents in the litigation that the untruths regarding the most recent closure 

were flushed out.  Only then was it was clear that the series of coastal closures form the core area 

of a Biosphere project. 

 

  Park Service documentation outlines the conspiracy to deceive the public with the 

environmental mantle.  The environmental mask was the red herring which no one could 

challenge.  How could we endanger this poor population of threatened birds by questioning their 

science?  Ultimately, the master plan was uncovered in the guise of the Biosphere Program. 

 

 It is Park Service’s intent to close off all coastal access at Fort Funston as part of the 

grander scheme and eliminate a significant element of the park's public from access to the coastal 

area.  Park Service personnel deceived the public via omission, rather than enlightening them 

through disclosure.  Contrary to one of the underlying tenants of the Biosphere Program, no 

public commentary was solicited and/or acknowledged.  Indeed there was a documented effort 



cover up and eliminate any public input as the Park Service recognized the controversial nature 

of this Biosphere project. 

 

 It is deceptive for GGNRA to say there is no “master plan.”  The master plan is to 

implement a controversial land management program which relies on biosphere 

amateurs/volunteers to collect data, rather than trained scientists.  They deceive the public about 

any "master plan" by disguising it as a singular environmental action.   

 

 What the Park Service refuses to enunciate to the public is that this and prior closures are 

part and parcel of a project that ultimately results in the termination of public use of the entire 

coastal area of Fort Funston.  Angrier elements of the public using the park have referred to it as 

“death by a thousand cuts” or “closure creep.”  Indeed, there is validity to that assertion.  The 

public gradually has been excluded from access to the majority of the coastal area of Fort 

Funston with a variety of excuses which never ring true.   

 

 The Biosphere proponents will be the first to admit a miserable lack of scientific data 

regarding the bank swallows, or other segments of the Biosphere Program.  Ironically, they use 

what little evidence they have collected by untrained scientists to close off one of the last 

remaining public urban parks in the City and County of San Francisco.   

 

 Everyone is aware that the high cost of living in the City precludes many from enjoying 

some of the basic amenities of life:  a walk along the beach, watching the sun set over the ocean 

or a moment of solitude rare in an urban environment.  Fort Funston is really the last stand for 

any one -- rich or poor -- to enjoy the remaining amenities of urban life.   

 

 As U.S. District Court Judge William Alsup observed:  "Plaintiffs do not seek money 

damages in the action.  Rather, they seek continued access to recreation that improves the quality 

of their lives.  The harm they face is substantial and irreparable..." 

 


