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From: margie green
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] oyster farming at dungenessspit wildlife refuge
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 8:41:22 PM


     To who it concerns,
 
         Please do not allow the commercialization of the Olympic Peninsula Dungeness spit. It destroys the  purpose
of this beautiful spot that is loved and used by so many.  I just can't understand why it would be allowed and has not
been publicly discussed.   Please reconsider this disastrous decision .   
                                             Thank you,    Marjorie Green
                                                                   285 Cedar Creek Drive
                                                                   Sequim, Wa.98382
                                                                   360-681 8124
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From: Deborah Harrison
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe; NWS-2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 7:51:07 PM


Dear Ms Sanguinetti,


this letter is regarding a project entitled
Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe; NWS-2007-1213


I am writing to you because, as a resident of Sequim WA, I frequent the Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge alot.


I am deeply disturbed to learn that a corporation is planning on turning this pristine refuge into an industrial oyster
farm.


It is hard to fathom that such an enterprise would be allowed here, especially considering the negative impacts to
wildlife (spelled out by the US Fish and Wildlife biologists). The shorebirds and seabirds are struggling as it is to
find enough food and breeding grounds, with us humans shrinking their natural habitats everywhere. I read the
Refuge's website and it said that the top priority of these wildlife refuges is to protect the wildlife. Not profits.


Do we need to deprive the wild birds of this area --- so rich in forage fish, precious eelgrass, and the invertebrates
that they need to reproduce and flourish? Their habitat is shrinking all over the earth! 250 species use this area. This
corporation is supposed to use other sites before destroying a wildlife refuge: they have other operations around the
Puget Sound. They don't "need" this pristine spot too.


We frequent the refuge often, going for long restorative walks: we delight in the experience of the natural world,
unmolested by human industry.


What about the Clean Water Act? We certainly don't need MORE microplastics in our oceans! (those 80,000 plastic
bags will break down and leech into the ecosystem: Even if they switch them out, the bags they use: polyethyline,
LEECH toxic chemicals: This is  Unacceptable!)


A big part of the refuge's appeal to us is that it is natural: you don't see the imprint of man. There are no cars nearby,
no houses, no traffic. It is wild, yet accessible to the public. So refreshing and restorative to our spirits. Who wants
to walk along the beach strewn with thousands of big black plastic bags? Not me! And much worse: it will rob the
birds of their natural habitat, to forage and reproduce.


Please don't let a corporation, looking for profit, steal it from us, the public. I dont care if it is a tribe! These lands
were set aside for the wildlife to have a sanctuary, unmolested by man. And they provide a sanctuary for our spirits
as well. Especially in these stressful times, it is more needed than ever.


It is clear to me that this pristine sanctuary will be completely ruined by the proposed oyster farm. Please do not
permit it. It is the wrong place for such an enterprise.


Thank you for anything you can to protect this jewel from being developed (ie RUINED), by industrialization.


Deborah Harrison



mailto:deborahharrison524@gmail.com
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From: Deborah Harrison
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Reference Case #: 2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 1:56:41 PM


Dear Ms Sanguinetti,


I am writing to you because, as a resident of Sequim WA, I frequent the Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge alot.


I am deeply disturbed to learn that a corporation is planning on turning this pristine refuge into an industrial oyster
farm.


It is hard to fathom that such an enterprise would be allowed here, especially considering the negative impacts to
wildlife (spelled out by the US Fish and Wildlife biologists). The shorebirds and seabirds are struggling as it is to
find enough food and breeding grounds, with us humans shrinking their natural habitats everywhere. I read the
Refuge's website and it said that the top priority of these wildlife refuges is to protect the wildlife. Not profits.


Do we need to deprive the wild birds of this area --- so rich in forage fish, precious eelgrass, and the invertebrates
that they need to reproduce and flourish? Their habitat is shrinking all over the earth! 250 species use this area. This
corporation is supposed to use other sites before destroying a wildlife refuge: they have other operations around the
Puget Sound. They don't "need" this pristine spot too.


We frequent the refuge often, going for long restorative walks: we delight in the experience of the natural world,
unmolested by human industry.


What about the Clean Water Act? We certainly don't need MORE microplastics in our oceans! (those 80,000 plastic
bags will break down and leech into the ecosystem: Even if they switch them out, the bags they use: polyethyline,
LEECH toxic chemicals: This is  Unacceptable!)


A big part of the refuge's appeal to us is that it is natural: you don't see the imprint of man. There are no cars nearby,
no houses, no traffic. It is wild, yet accessible to the public. So refreshing and restorative to our spirits. Who wants
to walk along the beach strewn with thousands of big black plastic bags? Not me! And much worse: it will rob the
birds of their natural habitat, to forage and reproduce.


Please don't let a corporation, looking for profit, steal it from us, the public. I dont care if it is a tribe! These lands
were set aside for the wildlife to have a sanctuary, unmolested by man. And they provide a sanctuary for our spirits
as well. Especially in these stressful times, it is more needed than ever.


It is clear to me that this pristine sanctuary will be completely ruined by the proposed oyster farm. Please do not
permit it. It is the wrong place for such an enterprise.


Thank you for anything you can to protect this jewel from being developed (ie RUINED), by industrialization.


Deborah Harrison


140 Winterhawk St


Sequim WA 98382
360-477-4547
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From: nana@hctc.com
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments Dungeness NWR
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 2:33:07 PM
Attachments: Army Corps Dungeness NWR.doc


Attn: Pamela Sanguinetti:


Enclosed is a comment letter from the Hood Canal Environmental Council
regarding the pending permit for commercial oyster farming in the Dungeness
NWR.


Donna M. Simmons, President
HCEC


nana@hctc.com
360-877-5747



mailto:nana@hctc.com
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May 30, 2020



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers



Regulatory Branch



P.O. Box Box 3755



Seattle, Washington 98124 – 3755



Email: pamela.sanguinetti@usace.army.mil


Re: Pending Permit - Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge 



Attention: Pamela Sanguinetti, Project Manager:



The Hood Canal Environmental Council (HCEC) strongly opposes the Jamestown S'Klallam Tribes' proposal to operate a commercial oyster farm on 34 acres of the Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge (NWR).  If the decision by the Clallam County Hearing Examiner's to approve the conversion of the Refuge into a commercial shellfish farm is allowed to stand, this proposal would allow the use of 80,000 plastic bags of oysters on 20 acres of a currently protected Refuge.  



It is well known that birds and other wildlife are negatively affected by the use of plastic in the marine environment.  Eelgrass, which sustains migrating and resident birds, their feeder fish and salmon, would also be impacted.    



In addition to numerous environmental issues, the HCEC is concerned that to allow a commercial shellfish operation in one of Washington State's Salish Sea's most pristine national refuges could set a dangerous precedent.  The HCEC does not normally get involved in environmental matters outside of the Hood Canal watershed.  However, we believe this proposed facility, if allowed, could lead to similar projects in the Hood Canal region.  



We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this pending permit application.  We request that these comments be entered in the public record.  



Sincerely,



_______________________________  



Donna M. Simmons, President



Hood Canal Environmental Council








From: Janet Marx
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Jamestown S"Klallam NWS-2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 4:46:59 PM
Attachments: 001 -COMMENTS RE NWS-2007-1213.pdf


Attached are my comments RE: NWS-2007-1213


Janet Marx
112 Lockerbie Pl
Port Angeles, WA 98362
360-457-6605



mailto:janetmarx_76@msn.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil
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The following are my comments regarding the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe; NWS-2007-1213 project. 
 
Procedure Questions: 



 Reading Joint Public Notice Items “Work” thru “Additional Information”  
appears that you have received minimal information describing the project 
and the issues involved.  How do you make an evaluation without Applicant’s 
adequate information addressing the Guidelines? 



 



 Will any Applicant’s additional documents or responses be available to the 
Public review during the review process?  



 



 Under “Additional Information”: “Changes, modifications or expansions would 
require additional evaluation in accordance with Corp’s authorities.”  If 



current application is approved the Applicant will pursue expansion of the 
project.  Would an evaluation decision on each added phase include public 
comment? 



 
I request a Public Hearing to address procedure questions and to give the 
Public a chance to address issues not adequately addressed in the Joint 
Public Notice.   
 



 



1> Purpose of the CWA 404 (b) (1) Guidelines:  As stated “The purpose of these 
Guidelines is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of 
waters of the United States…” (230.1(a))  According to the Department of Health 



Annual Shellfish Growing Area Review for fecal coliform, dated December 31, 
2019, the current classification for Sampling Stations 106, 107 and 207 (located 
within the Refuge) is “Conditionally Approved”.  There is a closure of the proposed 
Refuge area from October thru May.  The DOH only allows growing but no 
harvesting during this closure.  This has been a reoccurring DOH approval 
problem. The waters within the Refuge are not a reasonable candidate for a 
commercial shellfish operation. 
 



2> Alternatives: The Guidelines require that when a discharge is located within a 



special aquatic site, practicable alternatives must be considered.  “In addition…all 
practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge which do not involve a discharge into a 
special aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impact.”  (230.10 (a)(3)).  The 



Applicant has not provided documentation addressing a search for an alternative 
site. 
The Corps should deny the Permit because the Project does not comply with 
404(b)(1) Guidelines  
 



3> Cumulative Impacts:  There are numerous issues, listed under “Evaluation – 



Corps” in the Joint Public Notice that result in a local cumulative impact. Due to 
shellfish operations these same impacts result in a loss of shoreline access and 
health throughout the Puget Sound regions.  These are located within inlets, 
harbors, bays and estuaries which are of significant importance as they support 
marine birds, fish, plants and other threatened wildlife.   Shellfish operations 
throughout Puget Sound contribute to pollution and environmental degradation.  
 
According to the Programmatic Biological Opinion 2015 Report at the end of 2014 
there were an estimated 36,999 acres of shellfish operations in Washington State. 
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(Table 3-7 “Summary of continuing (active and fallow) commercial aquaculture activities 
and acreage”).  This estimate was based on estimates of future aquaculture production provided 



by Corps, WDFW, WDNR, and commercial shellfish growers. 



(https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Portals/27/docs/regulatory/160907/Shellfish%20PBA_
%20Oct30_2015_final.pdf) 
 
However, “Private Evaluations” a company which evaluates business enterprises 
states on their October, 2017 “Valuing Tidelands” webpage that: “Tidelands may be 
leased, either from the state or from private parties… All of this shellfish production came from over 
15,000 acres of tidelands in 2013, of which only 2,100 acres is from state leased aquatic 
lands.” 



https://www.privatevaluations.com/single-post/2017/10/24/UNDERWATER----VALUING-TIDELANDS 
 
In searching for the necessary information to understand the extent of the state 
wide cumulative impact I could not find any agency with an inventory of the total 
acreage of shoreline being impacted by State and privately leased or owned 
shellfish operations.  How can you make a determination of cumulative impacts 
without this information? 
 
The Corps should deny the Permit because the Project does not comply with 
404(b)(1) Guidelines  
 



4>Eelgrass:   Eelgrass is one of the most important plants in the ocean. It cleans the water, nurtures 



fish, absorbs climate-warming carbon, produces oxygen, and protects the coastline.  In order to avoid 
damaging existing eelgrass beds the Applicant proposes keeping a 25’ buffer between the shellfish 
operation and eelgrass beds.  This may protect existing eelgrass but limits its spread. 
 
The Problems: “Sometimes a single species can make dramatic contributions on the overall health of our 
natural resources… Their presence or absence often dictates whether the ecosystem functions as expected or 
completely shifts to something altogether different. Often, the health of nearshore or estuarine environments 
rests on just one such species—eelgrass.” 



 



“Eelgrass beds stabilize and even collect nutrient-rich sediment by slowing water movement with their extensive 
root system. Readily available food sources and the protection of dense vegetation make eelgrass beds a perfect 
nursery for young fish, including salmon species critical to the environmental and economic health of the Pacific 
Northwest…..It is the proverbial “canary in the coal mine” for nearshore ecosystems. To help preserve this key 
species, state and federal agencies have instituted a variety of regulations that apply to developers and property 
owners. These regulatory mechanisms are complex, overlapping, and constantly evolving.” 



 



“California, Oregon and Washington all have state-specific regulations and guidelines, but in recent years federal 
agencies like the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) have instituted their own guidelines, creating 
another layer of regulation. All seek to protect the species and associated habitats, but often have competing 
directives on how to determine occurrence, define habitat function, and prescribe the proper approach to 
restoration.”  



 



 https://www.geoengineers.com/news/the-importance-of-eelgrass-regulating-an-ecosystem-architect/ 
 
 



 
The Federal government designated eelgrass as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and a Habitat of 
Particular Concern under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act in 1996. 
The designation as EFH requires federal agencies to consult with NOAA Fisheries on ways to avoid or 
minimize the adverse effects of their actions on eelgrass.  Unfortunately NOAA and their NMFS have a 
history of favoring commerce over conservation.        





https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Portals/27/docs/regulatory/160907/Shellfish%20PBA_%20Oct30_2015_final.pdf


https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Portals/27/docs/regulatory/160907/Shellfish%20PBA_%20Oct30_2015_final.pdf


https://www.privatevaluations.com/single-post/2017/10/24/UNDERWATER----VALUING-TIDELANDS


https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/articles/2019/05/20/restoring-vital-seagrass-beds-may-hinge-on-transplant-methods-timing


https://www.geoengineers.com/news/the-importance-of-eelgrass-regulating-an-ecosystem-architect/
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The Answer:  “Eelgrass commonly reproduces by means of vegetative propagation. In this type of 
propagation, the plant sends out rhizomes (horizontal, underground stems) that send up new shoots of 
eelgrass. In this way, eelgrass spreads quickly over a small area, just like the grass in our lawns. Eelgrass can 
also spread by seed, which is a slower method of reproduction but can broadcast offspring over a greater 
distance.”     https://www.whatcomcountymrc.org/resources/vegetation/eelgrass/ 
 
“An effort to restore eelgrass beds along Virginia's Eastern Shore began in 2000 with a few seeds from the York 
River. Today, these seagrass meadows have grown to 6,195 acres” 
https://oceanservice.noaa.gov/news/mar17/eelgrass-restoration.html 
 



What science supports the assumption that the 25’ shellfish operation distance does not affect 
eelgrass migration especially as seeds can water drift or be airborne?  Human activities will interfere 
with seed growth within the 34 acres.  If we want extensive and healthy eelgrass beds there should 
not be industrial shellfish operations within Dungeness Bay.  



 



5>Plastics Contamination:  Quotes Regarding Existence of Micro plastics from shellfish 



equipment:  These are just two of many. 
 



“In addition to the shellfish aquaculture industry introducing microbeads into the intertidal environment, the 
industry also makes extensive use of High Density Polyethylene (HDPE), in the form of netting, oyster bags, trays, 
cages and fences (e.g., vexar) [37]. Each year, 3–4 tonnes of debris, comprised primarily of these plastic materials 
is recovered from the intertidal regions of Baynes Sound [38]. Sites where the greatest number of microfragments 
and microfibers were found (sites 5 and 15, and sites 13 and 15 respectively) also coincide with regions of 
extensive shellfish aquaculture equipment. Greater numbers of microfragments recovered from these regions 
could be a consequence of the continual mechanical breakdown of the HDPE materials over time and their 
subsequent accumulation within intertidal sediments. …” 
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0196005  
 



“A 2014 study concludes that “Rapidly Increasing Plastic Pollution from Aquaculture Threatens Marine Life; 
unmonitored and unregulated aquaculture activities around the world are poisoning and choking the marine 
environment with their lost and derelict plastic gear…. At the present time, it does not appear possible to introduce 
any conventional plastic into the marine environment without harmful consequences.”  
(Source: “Rapidly Increasing Plastic Pollution from Aquaculture Threatens Marine Life”. Moore, Charles. 27 Tulane 
Env Law Journal 205; 
http://users.neo.registeredsite.com/3/7/5/12218573/assets/2014_CharlesMoore_Tulane_Plastic_Pollution_Threatens_Marine_Life.pdf 



 



Quotes Regarding Plastics Sorption of Chemical Pollutants: 
 



1)  A 2013 study article based on work supported by EPA Superfund Region 9 etal states that “Hazards 



associated with plastic debris include physical components of the material7,8,9, chemical ingredients7,10,11 



and sorbed environmental chemicals7,10 (e.g. persistent bioaccumulative and toxic substances (PBTs)12,13 



and metals14).”   



(Source: “Ingested plastic transfers hazardous chemicals to fish and induces hepatic stress”; Chelsea M. Rochman, 



Eunha Hoh, Tomofuni Kurobe & Swee J. Teh.) 
https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263 ) 



 



2)  A 2018 study found: “Field samples of PVC, HDPE and LDPE had significantly greater amounts of acid extracted 
copper and HDPE, LDPE and PUR significantly greater amounts of acid extracted zinc. PVC and LDPE had 
significantly greater amounts of acid extracted cadmium….Plastic debris will affect metals within coastal 
ecosystems by; 1) providing a sorption site (copper and lead), notably for PVC; 2) desorption from the plastic i.e., 
the “inherent” load (cadmium and zinc) and 3) serving as a point source of acute trace metal exposure to coastal 
ecosystems. All three mechanisms will put coastal ecosystems at risk to the toxic effects of these metals.”  



 





https://www.whatcomcountymrc.org/resources/vegetation/eelgrass/


https://oceanservice.noaa.gov/news/mar17/eelgrass-restoration.html


https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0196005%20#pone.0196005.ref037


https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0196005%20#pone.0196005.ref038


https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0196005%20


http://users.neo.registeredsite.com/3/7/5/12218573/assets/2014_CharlesMoore_Tulane_Plastic_Pollution_Threatens_Marine_Life.pdf


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref7


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref8


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref9


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref7


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref10


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref11


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref7


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref10


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref12


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref13


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263#ref14


https://www.nature.com/articles/srep03263
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 (Source: “Macro and Micro Plastics Sorb and Desorb Metals and Act As A Point Source of Trace Metals To 
Coastal Ecosystems.” Bendell et al., PLOS One published February 14, 2018;)  
http://journals..org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0191759 ) 
 



3)  According to a September, 2018 Current Environmental Health Report  “In addition to additive chemicals being 
associated with plastic debris, microplastics in the ocean accumulate persistent organic pollutants (POPs) such as 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and organochlorine pesticides like 
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) or hexachlorobenzene (HCB) from the water [18, 19]. These have a greater 
affinity for plastic than water, and concentrations on microplastics are orders of magnitude greater than in 
surrounding water [19, 20].”  
(Source: Published online 2018 Aug 16. doi: 10.1007/s40572-018-0206-z) 
 



 The Applicant  should be required to provide a full disclosure of bag manufacturers materials as many 



aquaculture suppliers add “small carbon black” to the HDPE during the manufacturing process.  Carbon 



Black is on a Right to Know Hazardous Substance List because it is cited by OSHA, ACGIH, NIOSH and 



IARC.  See New Jersey Department of Health Right To Know Hazardous Substance Fact Sheet at  



https://nj.gov/health/eoh/rtkweb/documents/fs/0342.pdf. 
 



Since there is no monitoring or mitigation policy to protect the marine life or human health from 
chemicals absorbed by the plastics the Corps should deny the Permit because the Project materials do 
not comply with the Guidelines. 
                                                                                                                              



6>Substrate:  The proposed project includes the installation of 20,000 on-bottom 



bags.  The bags reduce the feeding opportunities for ground fish that depend on 
the substrate for nourishment. The weight of the bags smothers the tiny marine life 
that lives on the soil surface or causes them to relocate. The bags interfere with 
the energy source for the benthic ecosystem which is often organic matter from 
higher up in the water column that drifts down.  
 
The installation of the bag lines involves the use of screw anchors.  These likely 
impact the substrate however there is no information on the length or quantity of 
the anchors in order to establish the amount of damage. 
 
The placement of oysters directly onto the substrate on the allowed 29 acres 
would significantly impact the substrate with a density not natural for tidelands.  
This will kill substrate organisms, harden the underlying surface and diminish 
feeding opportunities.  The Applicant has not provided information regarding the 
height of the oyster spreads.  The Corps should require more detailed information 
on placement of loose culture. 
 



7>Birds, Fish and Other Wildlife:  The Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge 



provides an important habitat for marine wildlife.  The spit-protected bay, calm 
waters, fertile tidelands and sand and gravel beaches are an unusual combination.  
For these reasons the Refuge was set aside to preserve this special marine 
habitat.   
 
The refuge provides habitat for a wide diversity of wildlife including 244 species of 
birds, 28 species of mammals, 8 species of reptiles and amphibians, and 26 
species of fish.  The species most likely to lose feeding habitat are the birds and 
the forage fish. 
 
The fact that historically for years the area was abused by waterfowl hunters and 
shellfish operations does not entitle anyone to continue that damaging history and 
threaten the marine wildlife. 





http://journals..org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0191759


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6132564/


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6132564/#CR18


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6132564/#CR19


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6132564/#CR19


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6132564/#CR20


https://dx.doi.org/10.1007%2Fs40572-018-0206-z


https://nj.gov/health/eoh/rtkweb/documents/fs/0342.pdf
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Birds  Bird populations would lose 34 acres for feeding and resting.  This is 
especially important for the migratory birds that often arrive at the refuge 
exhausted and under nourished.   
 
Species at Risk within the Refuge include the Western Snowy Plover 
(Threatened), Peregrine Falcon (Endangered), Harlequin Duck (WA State 
Sensitive Species) and Marbled Murrelet (Threatened) 
 
“The species most likely to be affected by loss of habitat are birds whose feeding and breeding habitats are 
suitable for oysters farming and which feed or breed on the low shore to mid shore. This may increase their 
energy requirements, and hence adversely affect survival.   Nearly all the wader species fit into this category. All 
species feeding on the lower shore area are likely to be affected by habitat loss to oyster farming.” 
(Davidson NC, Rothwell PI. Disturbance to waterfowl on estuaries: the conservation and coastal management 
implications of current knowledge. – Wader Study Group Bulletin 1993; 68:97-105.  
 
“Disturbance from intertidal shellfish culture affects few breeding birds. It principally impinges on wintering 
birds. This is because intertidal flats (mud and sand), although a minor summer habitat for breeding birds, are of 
major importance as a habitat for many winter visitors.” 
 



http://www.fisheriesjournal.com/archives/2016/vol4issue3/PartA/4-2-105.pdf    (page 3) 
 
 230.32 b) states  “Possible loss of values: The discharge of dredged or fill material can result in 



the loss or change of breeding and nesting areas, escape cover, travel corridors, and preferred food 
sources for resident and transient wildlife species associated with the aquatic eco- system.”   
 



The Corps should deny the Permit because the Project does not comply with Guidelines 230.30 and 
230.32  
 
Fish Surf smelt, herring, Pacific sand lance and other species of marine fish breed and rear within the 
bay. Anadromous fish such as Chinook, chum, pink, coho salmon and steelhead and cutthroat trout are 
dependent on nearshore habitats within Dungeness Bay and Harbor during the juvenile rearing. 
 
For 2007-2008, less than half of Puget Sound herring stocks were classified as healthy or moderately 
healthy…..  The cumulative north Puget Sound regional spawning biomasses are considered 



depressed. (Stick and Lindquist 2009)(Table1) and 2016  https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/02105  
 
Because of the dependence of forage fish on specific macro-vegetation for spawning, both 
environmental conditions and human activity (e.g., nearshore development) are likely to affect forage 
fish spawning biomass (Penttila 2007, Stick and Lindquist 2009).  
https://www.eopugetsound.org/science-review/5-forage-fishes   
 



The Washington Administrative Code (WAC) (220-110), state Growth Management Act (GMA), and 
WDFW Priority Habitats and Species Program (PHS) all identify forage fish habitat as priority 
conservation “critical areas” or “areas of concern” for forage fish management (Penttila 2007). 
 



The intertidal nature of surf smelt spawning habitat in Puget Sound has made the species quite 
vulnerable to shoreline development activities.     
https://wdfw.wa.gov/sites/default/files/publications/01219/wdfw01219.pdf 
 
The Corps should deny the Permit because the Project does not comply with Guidelines 230.31 
 



8>The Refuge:  CWA404 – 230.1 (d) states that “From a national perspective, the 
degradation or destruction of special aquatic sites, such as filling operations in wetlands, 





http://www.fisheriesjournal.com/archives/2016/vol4issue3/PartA/4-2-105.pdf


https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/02105


https://www.eopugetsound.org/science-review/5-forage-fishes


https://wdfw.wa.gov/sites/default/files/publications/01219/wdfw01219.pdf
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is considered to be among the most severe environmental impacts covered by these 
Guidelines.” (underlining added) 
  
The Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge qualifies as a special aquatic site and the 
proposed 5 acre structure of 20,000 on-bottom bags, secured to plastic lines which 
are secured by screw anchors driven into the substrate along with 29 acres of 
clams spread on the tidelands is not compatible with the intent of the Refuge and 
certainly qualifies as an undesirable “fill”.   



Possible loss of values:  The Refuge is one of Clallam County’s major 
attractions with its extensive bird population, one of the longest natural spits 
in the world and the light house.  The majority of visitors come for the 
walking/hiking, bird watching and wildlife interpretation.  Although the 
visitors are not allowed to walk on most of the Bay side of the spit, there is a 
viewing station along the upland trail that provides an extended view of the 
Refuge.  A commercial shellfish structure, worker activity and noise would 
spoil the character of the experience, reduce the bird population and 
discourage bird watching. 
 
 Diminishing the Refuge attraction could mean a drop in tourist visits.  In 2011 the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service reported for the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge a total of 
111,628 visitors; more than $1.9 million in recreation expenditure; and a local tax 
benefit of $323,700.   
(https://www.fws.gov/refuges/about/RefugeReports/pdfs/BankingOnNature2013.pdf)    



Pages 24& 25; Tables 1-17, 1-18 and 1-19 



 
These are significant numbers for rural Clallam County and should not be 
threatened by the installation of a commercial operation that does not reflect the 
purpose of the Refuge, is detrimental to the health of the refuge, and would deter 
visitors.  The applicant does not respect this remarkable place and is the only one 
who would profit from the installation. 
 



9>Final Notes:  The Dungeness Bay is a singular, complex physical and chemical 



marine environment.  With the exception of an eelgrass survey and DOH water 
quality tests, no scientific baseline data has been submitted to assess the current 
conditions of the benthic layer live forms and soil health, populations and 
movements of forage fish, crustaceans, and other marine wildlife.  Bird 
populations, nesting and feeding areas should also be addressed.  This should be 
required prior to approval.  The best the Applicant has offered to-date is visual 
observations.   
 
The Applicant currently operates Four oyster operations:  Port Whitney shellfish 
hatchery near Brinnon, shell fish hatchery at John Wayne Marina in Sequim, 
oyster grow operation at their headquarters in Blynn and a grow operation in 
Dabob Bay.  These are enough operations to meet Tribal needs and exports ($$) 
without damaging the Refuge. 
 
Submitted by, 
Janet Marx 
janetmarx_76@msn.com 
112 Lockerbie Place 
Port Angeles, WA 98362 
360-457-66605 





https://www.fws.gov/refuges/about/RefugeReports/pdfs/BankingOnNature2013.pdf


mailto:janetmarx_76@msn.com










From: Stephanie Nead
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Proposed Dunguness Wildlife Refuge Oyster Farm
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 7:56:05 PM


To Whom It May Concern,


This letter is to express my extreme objection to the proposed Oyster Farm that would majorly impact the existing
pristine Dungeness Wildlife Refuge in Sequim, Washington. The refuge is a unique and vital piece of heritage not
only to the Olympic Peninsula, but through the use of the refuge by migrating birds and other species, for the entire
Puget Sound region. The Olympic Peninsula is a beautiful area with a great deal of remaining natural beauty that is
unfortunately being impacted by human  migration and development. It is essential, for the health of the Peninsula's
wildlife areas and pristine wilderness, and for the people and economy of the peninsula which rely upon its pristine
beauty and wildness, that Dungeness and other areas be preserved, Much of our tourism is based on access to
wilderness and rural landscapes. We are small communities who value what we have. It is outrageous that this
corporation, violating traditional values, proposes to threaten and damage the health and safety of all our natural
heritage with this oyster farm. I do not need to give you all the data that valdily opposes this oyster farm with well
documented research and statistics. I know you already have it in your possession and need but look at it to make the
correct determination that this oyster farm cannot be permitted.


Thank you,
Sincerely,
Stephanie K. Nead
Sequim, WA



mailto:sknead@gmail.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil






From: Heather Ostmann
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] In regards to Case 2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 10:11:53 AM


Dear Ms. Sanguinetti and the United States Army Corps of Engineers


I am writing in regards to case 2007-1213 the plan to develop a commercial oyster operation on the Dungeness Spit
Wildlife Refuge.


To allow this commercial operation within the confines of a national refuge is a huge mistake.  The purpose and role
of a wildlife refuge is to protect and restore the original habitat and this refuge works to support thousand of local
birds, fauna and other wildlife.  A commercial operation with a goal of profit will inevitable drastically alter the
natural habitat protected.  Its goals are in direct conflict with the role of a wildlife refuge and can not by definition
exist in the same space.
I ask that this application not be approved.  There is opportunity to economic development in ways that do not
forever alter the few remaining places we have set aside for the preservation of our natural habitat.
Please do not approve this application.
Thank you for you time and attention


Heather Ostmann
Arlington, WA



mailto:ostmannheather@hotmail.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil






From: Robert Phreaner
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Public Notice Comments for NWS-2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 10:36:07 AM
Attachments: Phreaners JST Oyster to USACE.pdf



mailto:phreaner@aol.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil






May	29,	2020	



Pamela	Sanguine2	
U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	Regulatory	Branch	
P.O.	Box	3755		
SeaGle,	Washington	98124-3755		



Reference	Case	#:	NWS-	2007-1213		



Dear	Pamela	Sanguine2,		



Thank	you	for	considering	our	comments	on	the	Jamestown	S’Klallam	Tribe’s	
reacYvaYon	of	the	Department	of	Natural	Resources	(DNR)	lease	for	oyster	aquaculture	
in	the	Dungeness	Inner	Bay.	We	are	concerned	with	the	cumulaYve	impacts	of	the	
proposed	acYvity	on	the	public	interest.		



This	site	is	within	the	Dungeness	NaYonal	Wildlife	Refuge	(DNWR)	which	was	dedicated	
in	1915	as	a	REFUGE	for	Brant	and	other	migraYng	seabirds	that	feed	on	eelgrass.	We	
are	concerned	about	the	damage	done	to	eelgrass	propagaYon	by	propellors	and	oyster	
harvesters	wading	throughout	the	34	acre	site	during	the	Winter	nocturnal	low	Ydes.		



Researching	this	applicaYon	has	lea	us	with	these	quesYons:	



• What	scienYfic	research	supports	the	use	of	on-boGom	oyster	bags	to	avoid	harming	
eelgrass?	As	eelgrass	spreads	by	rhizomes,	won’t	this	technique	smother	the	growth	
of	eelgrass	in	Dungeness	Bay?			



• What	is	the	net	ecological	gain	to	the	DNWR?	According	to	the	DNR,	eelgrass	
provides	ecological	services	for	organisms	from	micro-invertebrates	to	threatened	
fish	and	bird	species.	Eelgrass	anchors	seafloor	sediment	with	its	spreading	roots	and	
rhizomes	so	it	prevents	erosion	and	maintains	shoreline	stability.	Eelgrass	also	
provides	vital	habitat	for	forage	fish	that	sustain	the	salmon	we	need	to	restore	the	
Southern	Resident	Orca.	



• What	is	the	priority	status	of	the	easements	granted	by	the	Washington	DNR?	An	
easement	was	granted	to	the	U.S.	Fish	and	Wildlife	Service	for	a	bird	refuge	in	1915.	
Eelgrass	is	criYcal	fuel	for	Brant	to	fuel	their	migraYon	to	their	ArcYc	breeding	
grounds.	While	numbers	of	Brant	roosYng	and	feeding	in	the	area	of	the	proposed	
oyster	farm	fluctuate,	we	counted	more	than	1300	Brant	in	this	area	on	April	13,	
2020.	PopulaYons	of	Brant	have	been	decreasing	in	the	Pacific	flyway.	As	noted	in	the	
decision	of	Hearing	Examiner	Reeves,	the	USFWS	determined	that	“there	is	liGle	site-
specific	research	available	on	impacts	of	commercial,	on-boGom	bag	aquaculture	to	





https://www.dnr.wa.gov/Publications/aqr_nrsh_eelgrass_monitor.pdf


https://www.dnr.wa.gov/Publications/aqr_nrsh_eelgrass_monitor.pdf


https://www.dnr.wa.gov/Publications/aqr_nrsh_eelgrass_monitor.pdf








bird	species	found	on	the	Refuge.”	Oyster	farm	workers	could	disturb	this	species	of	
concern	in	the	area	that	was	set	aside	for	their	protecYon.	



• Why	was	a	subsequent	easement	granted	for	refuge	land	to	be	used	for	shellfish	
aquaculture?	A	refuge	for	Brant	and	other	migratory	species	is	incompaYble	with	an	
oyster	farm	in	this	locaYon.	As	long	as	the	Washington	State	regulatory	agencies,	like	
the	DNR,	are	encouraged	by	the	legislature	to	promote	shellfish	aquaculture	there	
exists	a	conflict	of	interest	when	it	comes	to	preserving	habitat.	Habitat	loss	is	the	
primary	reason	that	the	U.S.	has	witnessed	a	29%	decrease	in	bird	populaYons	since	
1970.	If	we	are	to	follow	the	exemplary	ethic	of	the	NaYve	American	7th	generaYon	
test	we	would	protect	potenYal	eelgrass	beds	for	threatened	bird	populaYons.		



A	cumulaYve	impact	analysis	is	needed	in	each	aquaculture	site.	In	Judge	Robert	Lasnik’s	
10/17/2019	decision	he	found	that	NaYonwide	Permit	48	(NWP	48)	issued	by	the	US	
Army	Corps	of	Engineers	(USACE)	that	authorizes	most	of	the	shellfish	operaYons	in	the	
State	of	Washington	was	not	in	compliance	with	the	Clean	Water	Act	and	the	NaYonal	
Environmental	Policy	Act.	Lasnik	wrote	that	there	was	“insufficient	evidence	in	the	
record”	to	back	up	the	Army	Corps’	argument	that	the	shellfish	permit	would	minimally	
affect	the	environment.	The	USACE	failed	to	give	site	specific	environmental	scruYny	to	
aquaculture	farms.	Obviously	the	USACE	should	be	halYng	new	and	reacYvated	
culYvaYon	unYl	the	permi2ng	process	has	been	revised.	Washington	should	take	a	
holisYc	approach	to	the	permi2ng	process	to	prevent	habitat	‘death	by	a	thousand	cuts’.	



A	soluYon	is	for	the	DNR	to	remove	lands	within	Dungeness	Inner	Bay	from	their	ample	
inventory	of	lands	designated	for	shellfish	aquaculture.	Such	an	acYon	would	bar	anyone	
from	leasing	this	plot	and	would	further	the	mission	of	the	REFUGE.		
		
This	project,	in	this	specific	locaYon,	poses	significant	potenYal	harm	to	the	eel	grass	and	
the	birds	that	the	DNWR	was	set	aside	to	protect.	It	is	up	to	the	USACE	to	exercise	
precauYon	and	make	the	responsible	ruling.	Just	because	shellfish	aquaculture	was	
previously	permiGed	in	the	refuge	is	insufficient	grounds	to	conYnue	placing	the	eelgrass	
and	Brant	at	risk.		



Sincerely,	



Robert	and	Enid	Phreaner	
430	Marine	Drive	
Sequim,	WA	98382	
360-504-2110	



















From: dianna sarto
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Jamestown S"Klallam Tribe; NWS-2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 8:38:11 PM


Dear Ms Sanguinetti,


I am writing to protest the proposed oyster farm operation to be located in the National Wildlife Refuge in Sequim
WA. (Jamestown S"Klallam Tribe;  NWS-2007-1213)


1)   The applicant/corporation(Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe) needs to be directed somewhere else to create an
industrialized oyster farm operation:


The EPA permit process requires the applicant to demonstrate that other sites have been adequately researched so as
to provide viable alternatives. Since the US Fish and Wildlife Service has already expressed that this proposed
operation will affect this ecosystem detrimentally, then indeed another site needs to be chosen.
It is clear to many of us who use and treasure this Refuge that an industrial oyster farm is not appropriate here,
(whether it's owned by the Jamestown S'Kallam Tribe or any other corporation.)  Making a short- term profit for a
corporation at the cost of the environment, the wildlife, and future generations is not the primary purpose of this
Refuge.


2) The proposed use of 80,000 large polyethylene black bags will make this operation an ecological and visual
disaster. Not only will these bags be a horrendous eyesore for the residents and thousands of world-wide visitors,(
their ugliness will destroy the natural beauty of the shoreline) but these bags will also become a hazard for the birds
and marine life through digestion and leaching. Polyethylene is highly toxic!


Please refer to the following articles:


Blockedhttps://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-03/documents/final_revisions_definition_fill_material.pdf


Blockedhttps://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0196005%20
Blockedhttps://www.ucdavis.edu/news/plastics-and-chemicals-they-absorb-pose-double-threat-marine-life


toxicity of polyethylene:


Blockedhttp://www.caseinlet.org/uploads/Moore-PlasticChemTrasportWildlife_1_.pdf


I and many other local citizens are very much against this project going forward, even if in phases.  Please have your
agencies redirect the Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe and their corporate interests to look elsewhere for their aquafarm
industries and activities. This Refuge shoreline is too fragile and is an important part of our ecosystem...it should not
be disrupted just so a corporation can turn a profit.
Although this project might be a great deal for the SKallam tribe financially, and perhaps the state, it's a great loss
for the environment, the wildlife, and also for the residents and visitors who visit the Refuge for inspiration and
renewal. I do not want to be looking at thousands of toxic plastic bags on the shoreline.The unmolested beauty of
this Refuge was one of the reasons I moved to Sequim!  Please do not let this corporation destroy our sanctuary.
This is not an appropriate place to undertake such a huge industrial operation, (in phases or not, with a lease or not,
by a tribe or not!)


Thank you for reading this and considering citizens' input when deciding the future of our Refuge and Sanctuary.


Dianna Sarto
140 Winterhawk St



mailto:diannasarto@gmail.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil





Sequim WA 98382
360 477 4547








From: dianna sarto
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Jamestown S"Klallam Tribe; NWS-2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 9:03:10 PM


Dear Ms Sanguinetti,


I am sending you a copy of a letter I just sent because I noticed that my name and address were in grey ink, and
wanted to correct it. Here is the corrected version:


I am writing to protest the proposed oyster farm operation to be located in the National Wildlife Refuge in Sequim
WA. (Jamestown S"Klallam Tribe;  NWS-2007-1213)


1)   The applicant/corporation(Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe) needs to be directed somewhere else to create an
industrialized oyster farm operation:


The EPA permit process requires the applicant to demonstrate that other sites have been adequately researched so as
to provide viable alternatives. Since the US Fish and Wildlife Service has already expressed that this proposed
operation will affect this ecosystem detrimentally, then indeed another site needs to be chosen.
It is clear to many of us who use and treasure this Refuge that an industrial oyster farm is not appropriate here,
(whether it's owned by the Jamestown S'Kallam Tribe or any other corporation.)  Making a short- term profit for a
corporation at the cost of the environment, the wildlife, and future generations is not the primary purpose of this
Refuge.


2) The proposed use of 80,000 large polyethylene black bags will make this operation an ecological and visual
disaster. Not only will these bags be a horrendous eyesore for the residents and thousands of world-wide visitors,(
their ugliness will destroy the natural beauty of the shoreline) but these bags will also become a hazard for the birds
and marine life through digestion and leaching. Polyethylene is highly toxic!


Please refer to the following articles:


Blockedhttps://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-03/documents/final_revisions_definition_fill_material.pdf


Blockedhttps://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0196005%20
Blockedhttps://www.ucdavis.edu/news/plastics-and-chemicals-they-absorb-pose-double-threat-marine-life


toxicity of polyethylene:


Blockedhttp://www.caseinlet.org/uploads/Moore-PlasticChemTrasportWildlife_1_.pdf


I and many other local citizens are very much against this project going forward, even if in phases.  Please have your
agencies redirect the Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe and their corporate interests to look elsewhere for their aquafarm
industries and activities. This Refuge shoreline is too fragile and is an important part of our ecosystem...it should not
be disrupted just so a corporation can turn a profit.
Although this project might be a great deal for the SKallam tribe financially, and perhaps the state, it's a great loss
for the environment, the wildlife, and also for the residents and visitors who visit the Refuge for inspiration and
renewal. I and my family do not want to be looking at thousands of toxic plastic bags on the shoreline.The
unmolested beauty of this Refuge was one of the reasons we moved to Sequim!  Please do not let this corporation
destroy our sanctuary. This is not an appropriate place to undertake such a huge industrial operation, (in phases or
not, with a lease or not, by a tribe or not!)



mailto:diannasarto@gmail.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil





I thank you for reading this and considering citizens' input when deciding the future of our Refuge and Sanctuary.


Sincerely,


Dianna Sarto
140 Winterhawk St
Sequim WA 98382
(360) 477-4547








From: dianna sarto
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] reference case # 2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 4:38:09 PM


Dear Ms Sanguinetti,


I am writing to protest the proposed oyster farm operation to be located in the National Wildlife Refuge in Sequim
WA.


1)   The applicant/corporation needs to be directed somewhere else to create their industrialized oyster farm
operation:


The EPA permit process requires the applicant to demonstrate that other sites have been adequately researched so as
to provide viable alternatives. Since the US Fish and Wildlife Service has already expressed that this proposed
operation will affect this ecosystem detrimentally, then indeed another site needs to be chosen.
It is clear to many of us who use and treasure this Refuge that an industrial oyster farm is not appropriate here,
(whether it's owned by the Jamestown S'Kallam Tribe or any other corporation.)  Making a short- term profit for a
corporation at the cost of the environment, the wildlife, and future generations is not the primary purpose of this
Refuge.


2) The proposed use of 80,000 large polyethylene black bags will make this operation an ecological and visual
disaster. Not only will these bags be a horrendous eyesore for the residents and thousands of world-wide visitors,(
their ugliness will destroy the natural beauty of the shoreline) but these bags will also become a hazard for the birds
and marine life through digestion and leaching. Polyethylene is highly toxic!


Please read the following articles:


Blockedhttps://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-03/documents/final_revisions_definition_fill_material.pdf


Blockedhttps://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0196005%20
Blockedhttps://www.ucdavis.edu/news/plastics-and-chemicals-they-absorb-pose-double-threat-marine-life


toxicity of polyethylene:


Blockedhttp://www.caseinlet.org/uploads/Moore-PlasticChemTrasportWildlife_1_.pdf


I and many other local citizens are very much against this project going forward. Please have your agencies redirect
the Jamestown S'Klallam Tribe and their corporate interests to look elsewhere for their aquafarm industries and
activities. This Refuge shoreline is too fragile and is an important part of our ecosystem...it should not be disrupted
just so a corporation can turn a profit. Although this project might be a great deal for the SKallam tribe, it sounds
like a bad deal for the environment, the wildlife, and also for the residents and visitors who go to the Refuge for
inspiration and renewal. I do not want to be looking at all of these bags on the shoreline.The unmolested beauty of
this Refuge was one of the reasons I moved to Sequim! Please do not let them destroy our sanctuary!


Sincerely,


Dianna Sarto
140 Winterhawk St
Sequim WA 98382



mailto:diannasarto@gmail.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil










From: V and D Stahler
To: ecyrefedpermits@acy.wa.gov; Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Application to place oyster farm in the Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 9:59:01 AM


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch
Attention: Pamela Sanguinetti
P.O. Box 3755
Seattle, WA 98124-3755    


Washington State Department of Ecology
Attention: Federal Permit Coordinator,
P.O. Box 47600
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600


Re: USACE Case: 2007-1213


Dear Ms. Sanguinetti,


Dear Department of Ecolgy, Washington


The Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge was created and has been maintained to preserve wildlife, not to farm
oysters.   Please do not allow this application to be approved.  The disruption to birds, the damage to the eel grass
and the bottom ecology, the plastic that will be used are not positive factors for wildlife.


I understand that the Tribe has rights to various fishing grounds, but to choose this particular one is sticking a finger
in the eye of the goal of the wildlife refuge. There are many other locations that the applicant could utilize for
aquaculture that may be equal or much better for oysters.   Why choose a designated wildlife refuge?  


“Wildlife Refuge” means a protected place for wildlife


Dan Stahler
63 Twin Peaks Ln
Sequim, WA 98382
dan_stahler@yahoo.com



mailto:dan_stahler@yahoo.com

mailto:ecyrefedpermits@acy.wa.gov

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil






From: Paul Steenberg
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on Jamestown S"klallam (NWS-2007-1213) Proposed Oyster Farm in Dungeness


NWR
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 1:43:08 AM


 Paul E. Steenberg


 P. O. Box 1340


 Poulsbo, WA 98370


  May 30, 2020


U. S. Army Corps of Engineers


Regulatory Branch


Attn:  Pamela Sanguinetti


P. O. Box 3755


Seattle, WA 98124-3755


pamela.sanguinetti@usace.army.mil <mailto:pamela.sanguinetti@usace.army.mil>


I am commenting on the Jamestown S’klallam (NWS-2007-1213) proposed commercial oyster farming operation in
the Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge.


I strongly recommend disapproving this proposal, both nationwide and individual permits.  A 20-acre oyster farm
within this wildlife refuge would cause an unacceptable impact to wildlife habitat.  Thousands of plastic bags, non-
native oysters, disturbance of tidal substrate, loss of eelgrass and the human disturbance of shellfish farmers are the
primary issues.  The refuge was established to protect and preserve wildlife habitat, not commercial farms.  The U.
S. Fish and Wildlife Service has stated that a commercial oyster farm within the refuge would cause unacceptable
habitat impact.  Please study the cumulative impacts on the beleaguered wildlife habitat in this area, add those of
this new proposal and then disapprove it.


Thank you.


Paul E. Steenberg



mailto:tanevaho@hotmail.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil

mailto:pamela.sanguinetti@usace.army.mil










From: geostratton@gmail.com
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Reference Case #: 2007-1213. JAMESTOWN OYSTER BEDS IN THE DUNGENESS WILDLIFE


REFUGE... CONDITIONAL SUPPORT
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 3:49:41 PM


Reference Case #: 2007-1213. JAMESTOWN OYSTER BEDS IN THE DUNGENESS WILDLIFE REFUGE. 
CONDITIONAL SUPPORT.


CONDITIONAL SUPPORT:  Oysters and eel grass are potential partners.  Require eel grass improvement to be a
conditional requirement for the continued culture of oysters. The study cited below supports the partnership of eel
grass and oysters.


I am a local resident and often visit the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge.  I support many of the community projects of
the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe and with some modification, I would be willing to support this project as well. 


The Tribe’s application submits that the eel grass is present around the site, but not in the very location of the
previous aquaculture operation.  Clearly that project had a negative effect on eel grass.  Let’s do better this time. 


It is possible for oyster culture to benefit eel grass. If the approval of the application were to require a the oysters to
be raised in a way that shows a positive outcome for eel grass, it would have my support.  It can be done.  The
scientific study cited below supports such an outcome.
 Blockedhttps://doi.org/10.1002/ecy.2393


My support is conditional on requiring eel grass improvement as a measure of the continued approval of the oyster
cultivation.


Thank you,
George Stratton
135 Oakcrest Ave.
Port Angeles, WA
98362
Geostratton@gmail.com



mailto:geostratton@gmail.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil






From: Kathryn Townsend
To: ecyrefedpermits@ecy.wa.gov
Cc: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US); Patrick.townsend@townsendsecurity.com; fodnwr@gmail.com
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Fwd: Dungeness Spit Wildlife Refuge NO Industrial Shellfish Operations
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 9:13:36 AM


RE: S'Klallam Tribe; NWS-2007-1213


Following is the letter sent to the Army Corp of Engineers regarding
the above proposal to establish industrial clam operations on the
Dungeness Spit.


Dear Ms. Sanguinetti


It is not in the public interest, or any other interest other than
money interests, to establish industrial shellfish operations of any
kind on or near the Dungeness Spit and the Dungeness National
Wildlife Refuge. The disappointment is that the Army Corps would
entertain such a thing. To grant this application would be a step off
the precipice, because it would be used as a precedent for the
shellfish industry/shellfish industry partners to go after other
public lands and wildlife areas.


20,000 plastic mesh bags that degrade and leave particles of plastics
in a wildlife area (or anywhere in Puget Sound, the Strait of Juan de
Fuca, Willapa Bay or Grays Harbor) is unacceptable. To permit this is
unconscionable, just as it is unconscionable to permit the use of
43,000 degradable PVC pipes per acre (7 miles of PVC) for geoduck
operations on the shorelines of our state, especially within the
sensitive estuaries which the shellfish industry is so fond of.


You may quiver in your proverbial boots from some unfounded fear of
the shellfish industry and/or the tribes (or you may be holding
hands--its difficult to understand the politics), but it is OK to be
the adult and just say "No."


Please deny this permit application.


Kathryn and Patrick Townsend, Olympia, WA
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From: Kathryn Townsend
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Cc: Patrick.townsend@townsendsecurity.com; fodnwr@gmail.com
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dungeness Spit Wildlife Refuge NO Industrial Shellfish Operations
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 9:06:54 AM


Dear Ms. Sanguinetti


It is not in the public interest, or any other interest other than
money interests, to establish industrial shellfish operations of any
kind on or near the Dungeness Spit and the Dungeness National
Wildlife Refuge. The disappointment is that the Army Corps would
entertain such a thing. To grant this application would be a step off
the precipice, because it would be used as a precedent for the
shellfish industry/shellfish industry partners to go after other
public lands and wildlife areas.


20,000 plastic mesh bags that degrade and leave particles of plastics
in a wildlife area (or anywhere in Puget Sound, the Strait of Juan de
Fuca, Willapa Bay or Grays Harbor) is unacceptable. To permit this is
unconscionable, just as it is unconscionable to permit the use of
43,000 degradable PVC pipes per acre (7 miles of PVC) for geoduck
operations on the shorelines of our state, especially within the
sensitive estuaries which the shellfish industry is so fond of.


You may quiver in your proverbial boots from some unfounded fear of
the shellfish industry and/or the tribes (or you may be holding
hands--its difficult to understand the politics), but it is OK to be
the adult and just say "No."


Please deny this permit application.


Kathryn and Patrick Townsend, Olympia, WA
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