May 17, 2011
Frank Dean, General Superintendent

Golden Gate National Recreation Area

Building  201, Fort Mason

San Francisco, CA 94123-0022

Re:  Draft Dog Management Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Superintendent Dean,

A committee of the National Academy of Sciences recently evaluated the work of National Park Service scientists regarding oyster culture in Drakes Bay.  NAS reported in a news release, May 5, 2009, that, National Park Service scientists, “selectively presented, overinterpreted, or misrepresented the available scientific information,” and, “exaggerate[ed] the negative and overlook[ed] potentially beneficial effects.”  The GGNRA/DEIS in a similar manner selectively presents, overinterprets, and misrepresents the available scientific information regarding recreational dog walking, and exaggerates the negative and overlooks the beneficial effects of off leash recreation in the GGNRA.
The DEIS uses many literature citations to make the case that dogs have serious adverse impacts on wildlife and the environment in the GGNRA.  Indeed the list of references in the DEIS is 27 pages long.  Unfortunately, when closely examined, there is very little evidence behind most of the claims of adverse impact.  There is little site-specific documentation of harm caused specifically by dogs.  And there is no documentation or quantification of harm caused by all other park visitors.  So, dog-caused problems cannot be evaluated in context.  The DEIS is selective in what literature it cites, in a manner prejudicial to people who use the GGNRA for recreation with their dogs.  Further the citations are selected and presented to mislead the reader.  I list below a few of the misleading literature citations.  

Misleading Literature Citations in the DEIS
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1. DEIS:  Discussing geologic resources at Fort Funston.  “Dogs walking or running through dune areas … accelerate the natural sand migration process (NPS 2010b).”

The citation is simply wrong.  NPS 2010b is Golden Gate National Recreation Area:  Environmental Impact Statement for the Extension of Historic Streetcar Service.  NPS 2010b says nothing about dunes at Fort Funston or elsewhere, nor anything about dogs; NPS 2010b discusses the area around Fort Mason, which is about as far from Fort Funston as you can get and still be in San Francisco.  There are no dunes there.
Further, a citation to a document that is 31 MB long requires page number or other locater.  Otherwise it is not a real citation; it’s virtually impossible to check.  Fortunately, there is a pdf version of NPS 2010b available online which is searchable.  Searching for the words  “Fort Funston,” “dunes,” and “dogs,” demonstrates conclusively that 2010b contains nothing about dogs or dune migration at Fort Funston.
The false citation to NPS 2010b is made in support of a totally fabricated piece of pseudo-science.  There is no evidence that dogs accelerate dune migration at Fort Funston.  GGNRA staff just made that up.  It is easy to observe dune migration at Fort Funston.  The most dramatic dune migration over the last ten years can be seen in the restricted areas with very little dog (or human) traffic.
2. DEIS:  Still discussing Fort Funston.  “Nutrient addition to soils is at high levels at this site due to the high number of dogs at the site.  Major impacts on soil chemistry would be expected at this site due to nutrient input from dog waste and urine.”
This quote cries out for a literature citation, but there is none.  GGNRA has presented no evidence of any kind that supports the claim of significant alteration of soil chemistry at Fort Funston due to dogs.  GGNRA was repeatedly asked during Negotiated Rulemaking for evidence to support this claim, but none was provided.  It is clear no such evidence exists;  GGNRA staff just speculate.  That’s not science.  And it’s misleading to state that nutrient input from dog waste is significant when there is no supporting evidence to cite.
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DEIS:  “A substudy of the San Francisco Sewage Master Plan determined that bacterial contamination of waters off Ocean Beach was significant due to dog waste deposited along the shoreline (NPS 1999, 21)”


This is a very misleading reference to a nonexistent document.  NPS 1999 is not “a substudy of the San Francisco Sewage Master Plan;” NPS 1999 is Natural Resources Section, Resources Management Plan, Golden Gate National Recreation Area, December 1999.  It is likely that no such substudy of the San Francisco Sewage Master Plan exists.  During Negotiate Rulemaking in 2007, I challenged GGNRA’s claim to dog waste contamination at Ocean Beach, writing, “Unless the substudy that made this claim can be presented for examination, this claim should be stricken from the Attributes Table.”  The NPS reply was, “[I] put in a call to SF PUC Water Quality Bureau and others to try track down substudy; so far no luck – they are not aware of any such study.  We may have to strike this from Attributes table if neither we nor city can locate. (SES)”  It is now 2011.  No substudy has been produced, but GGNRA continues to make the claim and refer to the nonexistent document, with a citation to make it appear that the claim comes from a real document.


Not only is there no evidence of significant dog fecal contamination of Ocean Beach, there is good evidence that the dog fecal contamination doesn’t exist there.  SFPUC monitoring of San Francisco beaches for e. coli and enterococcus bacteria from January 1 to March 17, 2007 showed that off leash beaches do not have higher fecal contamination than beaches that do not allow dogs.  China Beach (no dogs) and Aquatic Park (no dogs) had higher bacterial counts than Ocean Beach and the off leash section of Baker Beach.  Baker Beach at the Lobos Creek outlet had consistently higher counts than other sites.  The creek is fenced and no dogs are allowed in Lobos Creek Valley adjacent to the creek. (This early 2007 reporting period was around the time the GGNRA claim of dog fecal contamination showed up in the Attribute Table for Fort Funston.)

SFPUC monitoring of e. coli and enterococcus bacteria at San Francisco beaches continues, and up-to-date data is available on the SFPUC website.  The April 19, 2011 data show Ocean Beach is still extraordinarily clean:   most readings are the lowest reportable category—less than 10 bacteria per 100mL.  No reading at Ocean Beach is higher than 10.  The bacterial counts at “no dogs” beaches remain high, including Aquatic Park and Baker Beach at the Lobos Creek outlet.


GGNRA/DEIS had up-to-date, accurate data on bacterial contamination at Ocean Beach available.  Any member of the public can go to the SFPUC website.  Instead of using the real data, GGNRA/DEIS made up evidence from an alleged pre-1999 document that does not exist.  
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1. DEIS:  “It has been suggested by several sources that dogs, ‘particularly while off leash, increase the radius of human recreational influence or disturbance beyond what it would be in the absence of a dog’ (Sime 1999, 8.4; Miller et al. 2001)”
Miller et al. does say, “if recreationists allow their dogs to roam freely off of a trail, the ‘area-of-disturbance’ increases, because the dog is no longer on-trail,” but this doesn’t come from any evidence in their study.   By lifting this one quote from Miller et al., and not sharing with their readers the main thrust of the paper, the DEIS has turned Miller et al. upside-down.  The real content of Miller et al. , which comes from their research data, is, “…in grasslands for vesper sparrows (Pooecetes gramineus) and western meadowlarks (Sturnella neglecta), the smallest area of influence and shortest flush distance and distance moved resulted from the dog-alone treatment, and these responses were greater for the pedestrian-alone and dog-on-leash treatments.” and, “for American robins (Turdus migratorius), the area of influence, flush distance, and distance moved did not generally differ between the pedestrian-alone and dog-on-leash treatments.”  (Emphasis added)  
In other words, Miller et al. says dogs disturbed the birds less than people with dogs or people alone, and robins were disturbed as much by people alone as by people with dogs.  DEIS does not report what Miller et al. actually says about dogs disturbing wildlife.
The quote beginning “particularly while off leash…” does come from Sime 1999, but Sime offers no studies or citations to support her claim.

So, Sime offers no evidence whatsoever;  Miller conducts field studies with real dogs and real birds.  DEIS chooses to accept Sime, and misrepresent Miller.

2. DEIS:  “’At some level, domestic dogs still maintain instincts to hunt and/or chase’ (Sime 1999, 8.2)”

This is quoted from the abstract to Sime 1999, before specific studies are discussed.  Sime offers no studies, citations, or evidence in the body of the study to support the statement.
3.  DEIS:  “’…dog presence in and of itself may be an agent of disturbance or stress to wildlife’ (Sime 1999, 8.3)”
Note the “may” in the quote.  Again, Sime offers no studies, citations or evidence behind the statement, which comes from the introduction, before specific studies are discussed.
4.  DEIS:  “…and animals that are prey of wild canids may perceive dogs as predators and may be subject to nonlethal, fear-based alterations in physiology, activity, and habitat use (Miller, et al. 2001)”

This statement is not in Miller et al.  This appears to be a falsified citation.

However, with two “may”s in the sentence, it would be hard for the sentence to be definitively false in any case. Non-falsifiable statements are not scientific. 
5.  DEIS:  “Generally, potential impacts on wildlife as a result of interactions with domestic dogs could be broadly classified as falling into three categories: harassment, injury, or death.  Harassment is the disruption of normal maintenance activities, such as feeding, resting, grooming, and can include disrupting, alarming, or even chasing wildlife. … If dogs chase or pursue wildlife, injuries to wildlife could be sustained directly or indirectly as a result of accidents that occur during the chase rather than through direct contact with the dog.”
DEIS provides no citation for this statement, but it is lifted directly from Sime 1999, p 8.4, without attribution.  The direct quote from Sime 1999 reads:
“Potential impacts of domestic dogs on wildlife could be broadly classified as harassment, injury, or death.  Harassment is the disruption of normal maintenance activities, such as feeding, bedding, or grooming. It can take the form of disrupting, alarming, or even chasing. If dogs chase or pursue wildlife, injuries could be sustained directly or indirectly as a result of accidents that occur during the chase itself rather than direct contact with the dog.”
This is called PLAGIARISM, and is not generally accepted in the scientific world. 
6.  DEIS:  “Authors of many wildlife disturbance studies concluded that dogs with people, dogs on leash, or loose dogs all provoked the most pronounced disturbance reactions from their study animals’ (Sime 1999, 8.2)”
Sime says this in her abstract, but, again, her paper offers no studies, citations, or evidence to support the statement.  The specific studies she discusses in Sime 1999 do not make such a claim.
7. DEIS:  “’Dogs can disrupt habitat use, cause displacement responses, and injure or kill birds’ Sime 1999, 8.10)”
The cherry-picked quote is accurate, but misrepresents the content of Sime 1999, pages 8.10-8.11.  The literature cited by Sime shows no bird injured or killed by a dog.  
Here are the studies discussed in Sime 1999, pages 8.10-8.11:  

a) Hansen and Grant (1991) state that “pedestrians generated the most negative responses” by birds, but Sime jumps into that same sentence with her speculation that “presence of dogs may (emphasis added) intensify bird responses to pedestrians.”  
b) Burger (1986) studied effects of human activity on shorebirds.  People walking accounted for 43% and 50% of disturbances in two bays studied, followed by fishermen, airplanes, and then dogs.  
c) Hoopes (1993) studied human-related disturbances of piping plovers:  pedestrians 86%, pets (not just dogs) 7%, vehicles 5%, kites 2%.  Ten observed chick mortalities were caused by cat, herring gull, human handling, and off-road vehicle—none by dogs.  
d) Yalden and Yalden (1990) studied nesting golden plovers.  Adult plovers spent 11% of the day responding to people, but disturbance by dogs is not quantified.  
e) Keller (1991) lists dogs as disturbers of eider ducklings (after fishing and people walking, and not ranked against windsurfing and boating) but doesn’t quantify the dogs’ effect.  
f) Baydack (1986) disturbed lekking sharp-tailed grouse with various treatments.  Females were displaced by all disturbances, including parked vehicles and snow fencing.  Males were flushed only by humans and leashed dogs.  He does not compare humans alone to humans with dogs.  
g) Patterson (1952) found that humans flushed sage grouse on a lek (dogs not involved.)

h) Ingold et al. found that nesting ptarmigan in Switzerland slowed their heart rate when approached by a hiker. 
Most of these studies do not feature dogs.  Contrary to the citation, in none of the studies were  birds injured or killed by dogs.

8. DEIS:  “Birds usually are more sensitive to dogs approaching than to human beings (Andrusiak 2003).”

In this case GGNRA/DEIS is actually citing itself.  Hatch(GGNRA) said dogs disturb Western Snowy Plovers more than people;  Lafferty cited Hatch;  Andrusiak cited Lafferty;  GGNRA/DEIS now cites Andrusiak.  Full circle.  Andrusiak does not claim to have any evidence that birds are more sensitive to dogs than to people.
9. DEIS:  “Dogs disturbing foraging birds may diminish the birds’ foraging time and can result in a loss of energy required to migrate, significantly affecting the birds’ survival during migration (Andrusiak 2003).”

DEIS blatantly misrepresents Andrusiak.  Andrusiak actually categorizes the statement, “Dog disturbance (excluding other sources of disturbance) to overwintering or migrating birds affects their survival and/or reproductive success,” as, “Unknown/no data.” (Andrusiak 2003, Table 8)
Of course the sentence quoted from DEIS, can’t be falsified, since it contains “may” and “can result.”  That is:  The sentence has no scientific content.  Still, DEIS completely misrepresents Andrusiak, attributing to her a statement she does not make.
10. DEIS:  “A study (note singular) by Forrest … showed dogs have no impacts on diversity or abundance of birds and small mammals…  Still, some studies (note plural) have shown that ‘local wildlife does not become habituated to continued disturbance’ by dogs (Banks and Bryant 2007, 612)”

A clearcut demonstration of prejudice against dogs by the authors of DEIS.  They cite one study showing no impacts and one that (maybe, but not clearly) shows impacts.  They then present it as one vs. more than one.  But it’s still just one of each.
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1. DEIS:  “During the monthly bird surveys at Fort Funston, dogs were recorded in restricted areas and on many occasions, both dogs and humans were observed inside the restricted areas (USGS 2004)”

USGS 2004 (Wildlife Response to Habitat Restoration in Fort Funston, Golden Gate National Recreation Area, California ) does say this.  But the “restricted areas” in USGS 2004 are not the bank swallow protection area discussed on p 1263 of the DEIS, where the citation appears.  They are not the restricted area displayed on DEIS Map 16-A.  USGS 2004 is talking about the restricted area(s) covering most of the northern end of Fort Funston, the native-plant-restoration restricted areas.  The restricted areas at Fort Funston changed radically between USGS 2004 and DEIS (2011).  Compare Figure 2 in USGS 2004 with Map 16-A in DEIS to see the radically different restricted areas.  The USGS 2004 restricted area is not shown on DEIS maps.  DEIS deliberately confuses the two different “restricted areas.”
GGNRA may claim only the citation is incorrect;  they meant to say NPS 2007e (Bank Swallow Monitoring at Fort Funston, Golden Gate National Recreation Area 1993-2006).  That’s still wrong.  The data set (BS_data_public) that underlies Table 2 in NPS 2007e says that in many years no dogs were seen in the bank swallow restricted areas, with a total of three (3) for the six years 2001-2006.  No justification for “on many occasions.”
Page 1302
1.  DEIS:  “…heavy off-leash dog use increases deterioration of native dune communities (USGS 2004)”

This quote from USGS 2004 comes from the pre-study general introduction to the paper, not from the study itself.  USGS 2004 offers no evidence of effects of off-leash dog use on dune communities, and cites no sources on this subject.
2. DEIS:  “…intensive trampling of vegetation by dogs weakens vegetation in a similar manner as trampling by humans (Sime 1999).” 
DEIS simply misquotes Sime.  What Sime actually says, page 8.9, is:  “Sensitive alpine environments…summer growing seasons are so short, physical disturbance by dogs (through digging or bed-making) could damage vegetation…”  Only sensitive alpine environments are mentioned, and trampling is not mentioned, neither by dogs nor by humans.  
It’s pretty obvious that trampling can damage vegetation, but DEIS thinks it necessary to construct a phony literature citation to make the point.  
Note that USGS 2004 makes the same erroneous citation of Sime 1999 that DEIS does.  It appears that DEIS has copied the quote from USGS 2004, but presents it as a citation from Sime 1999, without actually checking Sime 1999.  Such sloppy scholarship would not be acceptable in the scientific world.
GGNRA/DEIS misrepresents the sources it cites.  GGNRA/DEIS also selects in a misleading way which sources to include in its analysis, and omits relevant data in its possession.  

For example, the DEIS discusses bank swallows at Fort Funston on page 1263, claiming dogs disturb the swallows.  The DEIS cites USGS 2004 and NPS 2007e, neither of which documents dogs disturbing the swallows.  GGNRA/DEIS omits their own study which documents that dogs at Fort Funston do not disturb the bank swallows.  1994-95 Bank Swallow Annual Report, Nola Chow, 1996 was written by a GGNRA researcher as a report for the GGNRA.  But it is not cited and does not appear in the 27 page list of references in the DEIS.  Ms. Chow’s research is “an inconvenient truth” that GGNRA deliberately omits.

I could go on, but I will stop now.  Without such abuse of “science,” including many misleading literature citations and selective reporting of data, the DEIS could not make its case for unmanageable adverse impacts caused by dogs.  GGNRA should go back to the beginning:  
a) Examine actual conditions on the ground at the specific GGNRA sites, 
b) Realistically analyze which adverse conditions are actually caused by dogs and dog walkers, and 
c) Examine what mitigation actions are appropriate.  
Until then GGNRA/DEIS has not analyzed Alternative A, No Action.  The GGNRA/DEIS decision against Alternative A remains arbitrary and capricious, not based on evidence.
Add some off leash areas in GGNRA sites in San Mateo County to Alternative A, No Action.  Then with real analysis, the supplemented Alternative A, will emerge as the preferred alternative.
Sincerely,

Keith McAllister

4127 Gilbert St

Oakland, CA 94611

Cc:
Senator Dianne Feinstein

Representative Nancy Pelosi

Ken Salazar, Secretary of Interior

Jon Jarvis, National Park Service Director

Fort Funston Dog Walkers (FFDW)
San Francisco Dog Owners Group (SFDOG)
