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Ms, Sanguinetti,


Please see my comments/thought on the above reference case.  Thank you for taking the time to read.


Carl Siver
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May 29, 2020 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,     



Regulatory Branch      



Attention: Pamela Sanguinetti     



P.O. Box 3755       



Seattle, WA 98124-3755     



 



Re: USACE Case: 2007-1213 



 



Dear Ms. Sanguinetti, 



 



I write not just as a local resident who enjoys the untampered natural environment of the spit/wild life 



refuge, but as a volunteer who has spent many hours as a guest greeter of visitors from literally all over 



the world.  I mention the latter as I can honestly attest to the innumerable times I have witnessed the 



awe and appreciation from visitors of the unique natural place the spit is in its current state.  Therefore, 



I have a strong opinion that any commercial activity within the Dungeness Spit boundaries will be 



incompatible and totally incongruent with the stated and long established purpose of the refuge set out 



in 1915 and to the enjoyment of the visiting public.  



 



With the permit applicant’s position that their proposed commercial oyster farming activity is based on 



them having a prior shell fish farm on the spit and a historical trace of shell fish harvesting by their 



forbearers a couple of points seem applicable. 



 



As to the first (prior shell fish farming):  The applicant’s premise that they have a history of spit use for 



commercial oyster farming is a weak position.  In the United States history many things which were legal 



and seemed right at the time were proved over time wrong and deleterious to society and to the 



environment.  Manifest destiny and slavery are glaring societal examples and as to the environmental 



realm, one only needs to look at marine mammal hunting and damming of wild fish rivers to appreciate 



that things change such that what was the norm and acceptable in the past is not acceptable and 



environmentally beneficial in the modern era.  Going back to commercial oyster farming to reestablish 



something that was clearly not environmentally beneficial should also be not acceptable. 



 



The position of activating a new oyster farming enterprise is also weak based on the fact that oyster 



farming has not been practiced for over 14 years due to unacceptable water quality conditions.  Even 



though the applicant has made nominal payments to administratively preserve their lease the fact 



remains that no commercial oyster farming has occurred and therefore strong consideration should be 



given to Clallam County’s position of treating the current application as a new enterprise and the 



County’s determination of “application denial.” 



 



Going back to aforementioned environmental examples, with the current societal environmental mind-



set would resumption of hunting of marine mammals or building two dams on the Elwa River be 



acceptable?  No!  The same is true for commercial oyster farming on the spit.  Endangering the 



environment for a short-term commercial gain accruing to one business organization is another example 



of something that is wrong in a longer-term perspective.  In other words, just because the applicant 



farmed the spit in the past does not make it right now or more importantly the future.   



 



 











As to the second: (history of subsistence shell fish harvesting) The applicant claims ancestral shell fish 



harvesting in Dungeness Bay.  Harvesting shell fish for subsistence purposes is a far cry from industrial 



scale aquaculture for a shell fish species that is not native and was not present in all but fairly current 



history.  It is a “red herring” to suggest that the local tribe citizens will actually be the ones harvesting 



and subsisting on the oysters grown on the Dungeness Spit. 



 



It seems appropriate in considering the permit application that considerable weight should be given to 



what seems to be a conflict of interest in the use of the land.  Namely the easement granted by the 



Washington DNR to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the spit to be a bird refuge and subsequently 



an easement for a portion of the same land to be open to shell fish farming.  It is very clear that the 



activity of the second lease (farming) is to the detriment of the first lease’s purpose of providing a bird 



refuge.  It is well documented that the success of bird habitation on the spit is directly related to the 



status of eel grass and the occurrence of disruptive human activity.  Previous oyster farming activities 



were extremely disruptive to eel grass which has been slow to regain its natural distribution.  Even 



though the applicant states their operation will be outside the existing eel grass areas, it does not 



address the fact their activity will inhibit eel grass recovery over time.  Also, it should be obvious that 



human activity by oyster workers, even at night, will likely be deleterious to the bird population. 



 



One of the most glaring concerns of the oyster farming operation is the placement of large quantities of 



plastics into salt water which clearly is in direct conflict with several definitions and subsections of Clean 



Water Act (revised) section 404 dealing with fill material, contaminants and pollutants. 



 



Micro-plastic pollution (particularly polyethylene) is a big contaminant in salt water and has a 



particularly devastating effect on forage fish fry, which consume the micro-plastic as food.  It is hard to 



believe the 4,000 bags per acre and up to 80,000 bags total will not produce micro plastic contamination 



to the detriment of fish stocks. 



 



The applicant indicates in its permit application that the farming will be implemented in phases, 1-2 



years, 3-5 years, and 5 years and beyond.  The phasing concept is offered as a way to evaluate the ability 



to ramp up to the next level of farming.  However, there is no description in the application of what will 



be evaluated, how the evaluation will be done, or who will perform the evaluations.  It is unacceptable 



that the applicant will perform a “self-evaluation” or that they hire a consultant to do the evaluation.  



Either of those options will only produce predictable results, namely “everything is fine and we are 



ramping up.”  If the permit is approved there should be a requirement that an independent evaluator 



be selected by the USFW with agreed evaluation criteria established and paid for by the applicant. 



 



Thank you for your consideration,  



 



Carl Siver 



10 Sapphire Place 



Sequim, WA 98382-4749 



Phone 253-486-4929   



cgsiver@outlook.com 



 













From: Mary Ellen Smith
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Case # 2007-1213--Dungeness Refuge Application
Date: Friday, May 29, 2020 3:21:57 PM


May 20, 2020


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


Dear Ms.Sanguinetti,


I am writing with regard to the pending application for a lease of property within the boundary of the Dungeness
National Wildlife Refuge—Public Notice of Application NWS 2007-1213-PN-Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe.   I have
read information regarding this application and have the following concerns about approving this application.


  1.  The use of plastic bags for this project, even though they will supposedly eventually be removed,  poses a threat
to all marine life due to the degradation of plastics into micro plastics that are found everywhere in the ocean and on
our shorelines in the Salish Sea.  In an era when we should be decreasing the use of plastics in our environment  we
can not and should not approve such a project, especially within the boundary of a National Wildlife Refuge.  This
clearly falls under the purview of the 404 Clean Water Regulations.  
2. The area for this permit is located within the highest use area of the Refuge by migratory birds, especially during
the winter months.  These birds forage on the eelgrass and on the mollusks and herring that spawn there.  This area
is of regional importance in the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network and must be protected if we want
to have continued productivity and survival of the Shorebirds and Brant that are found in this area. 
3. It is my understanding that the oysters that are being proposed are a non-native species. It makes no sense to
introduce a non-native species onto an area which has been set aside as a refuge and is important to the preservation
and breeding of native species. 


 Because of the some of the unknowns in this permit application and the impacts on the shellfish beds and the
spawning and breeding areas I believe that this application should be denied. 


Sincerely,
Mary Ellen Smith, Concerned citizen and active birder
7526 27th Ave. NE
Seattle, WA


"People usually consider walking on water or in thin air a miracle. But I think the real miracle is not to walk either
on water or in thin air, but to walk on Earth. Every day we are engaged in a miracle which we don't even recognize:
a blue sky, white clouds, green leaves, the black, curious eyes of a child - our own two eyes. All is a miracle."
 - Thich Nhat Hanh
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From: Judith White
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] NWS 2007-1213
Date: Friday, May 29, 2020 7:59:17 PM
Attachments: clip_image001.png


May 29, 2020


Dear Ms. Pamela Sangunetti,


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Revision Notice for a Department of the Army Permit, Jamestown
S’Klallam Tribe NWS-2007-1213. I am a resident of Sequim, Washington.


The proposed revision of cultivation methods includes an additional 29 additional acres of on-bottom oyster
aquaculture in Phase 1, in addition to the previously approved 5 acres of bagged oysters and beach harvest of mature
oysters. The decision to limit the oyster aquaculture project initially to 5 acres of on-bottom bags was made due to
likely negative environmental impact findings, requiring a Monitoring and Mitigation plan “This plan outlines…
mitigation strategy. It is the understanding that the most pressing concerns are to Refuge wildlife, particularly
migratory birds, and the surrounding habitat as follows:  1) Potential disturbance to black Brant foraging and lofting
(sic) habitat 2) Potential disturbance to shorebirds – namely Dunlin”.


Proceeding without scientific monitoring of the 5 acre project to expand on-bottom oyster aquaculture to 34 acres
within the boundaries of the Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge raises exponentially serious concern for negative
environmental impact. The additional human presence required to harvest this additional 29 acres of oysters, without
the opportunity to assess the impact of 5 acres of oyster aquaculture on this sensitive area, is ill-advised and
irresponsible.


Many parties have concerns that the effort to reinstate shellfish aquaculture in the Dungeness National Wildlife
Refuge should incorporate scientifically rigorous monitoring and data collection procedures. As a result of these
concerns, the approved Shoreline Use Permit stated “There is insufficient current data, however, to fully assess
long- term impacts from this type of operation, especially in relation to the Refuge. Thus, limiting approval to Phase
1 alone, at this time, is warranted. In addition, conditions are necessary to mitigate specific impacts of Phase 1 of the
proposal, including conditions ensuring that ongoing monitoring of impacts of the proposal, especially in relation to
the Refuge, occur. Prior to expanding operations through Phase 2 of development, this hearing shall be reopened to
evaluate Phase 1 and its impacts on the environment, with particular emphasis on determining whether detrimental
impacts have occurred to the Refuge in conjunction with Phase 1, whether additional conditions are necessary, and
whether it is appropriate to approve additional phases of the proposal.” Findings, Conclusions, and Decision,
November 21, 2019, Clallam County Hearing Examiner Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe Shoreline Substantial
Development Permit and Shoreline Conditional Use Permit No. SHR2017-00011


I urge the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to reconsider permitting commercial aquaculture inside the boundaries of
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our sensitive and pristine Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge. If this project does go forward, adhering to the spirit
of the Phased approach and limiting the scope to the original proposed 5 acres, with required peer-reviewed
assessment of environmental impact, is essential to minimizing a potential catastrophic risk to the environment.


Dungeness Bay is so noteworthy that it has received the Audubon designation “Important Bird Area”, identified as
being significant habitat for the conservation of bird populations. Located on the north shore of the Olympic
Peninsula, this site includes intertidal and subtidal waters of Dungeness Bay, Dungeness Spit, the Dungeness River
estuary, and adjacent wetlands. It comprises extensive sandflats and mudflats; some of the largest eelgrass beds in
the Northwest; and a network of spits, sandbars, and small islands. Adjacent coastal wetlands contain fresh water
and estuarine marshes and ponds maintained by a seasonally high water table. Dungeness Spit and adjacent
intertidal areas lie within the Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge. Dungeness Bay, one of the premier estuaries in
the Pacific Northwest, is used by tens of thousands of shorebirds, gulls, and waterfowl during migration and winter.
Its sandflats and mudflats provide extensive feeding areas for shorebirds. Over 40 species of shorebirds have been
recorded in and around Dungeness Bay, and two nest there: Killdeer, and Black Oystercatcher.  Some of the most
abundant migrant shorebird species -- Black-bellied Plover, Dunlin, and Sanderling -- also remain in Dungeness Bay
through the winter. Dungeness Bay is recognized as an area of Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network site
of Regional Importance by the North Pacific Coast Regional Shorebird Management Plan (Drut and Buchanan,
2000). Subtidal eelgrass beds and associated fauna support significant populations of Brant, diving ducks, seabirds,
loons, grebes, and other diving birds. (see Figure 1).


 Blockedhttps://www.audubon.org/important-bird-areas/dungeness-bay
<Blockedhttps://www.audubon.org/important-bird-areas/dungeness-bay> 


Sincerely,


Judith White












From: John Zey
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] comment
Date: Friday, May 29, 2020 2:21:03 AM


Corporations over the public no more!
John Zey
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From: Jim Bazemore
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Objection to Commercial Oyster Harvesting in Dungeness Wildlife Refuge.
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 3:10:42 PM


Pamela,


I strongly object to the issuance of a commercial oyster harvesting permit as proposed by the Jamestown S’Klallam
Tribe within the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge. The proposed commercial shellfish operation within this wildlife
refuge is incompatible with the stated intent under which wildlife refuges were created. "..public lands and waters
set aside to conserve America’s fish, wildlife and plants.” 


No entity, tribal or otherwise, should be allowed to profit from a refuge system. The apparent benefit to a single
entity trumping a much larger value to all – fish, wildlife, plants and visitors - is immoral. This is especially
important as part of forcefully addressing climate change. 


The Dungeness Wildlife Refuge attracts many thousands of birds on their annual migrations in the spring and fall,
and provides calm waters for wintering waterfowl in its nutrient rich tideflats.  The long, sandy spit provides isolated
beaches for harbor seals and their pups, and the saltwater supports abundant eelgrass beds for salmon and steelhead
nurseries.   The endangered Orca whales are regular visitors and would be greatly impacted by commercial shellfish
harvesting. 


Thousands of visitors come to Dungeness Wildlife Refuge every year to enjoy the wildlife, the unobstructed views,
walking barefoot on the beach, and hiking to the lighthouse.  No one wants to see shorebird and benthic areas
smothered by 80,000 toxic plastic bags that are known to shed microplastics.  The entire habitat chemistry and
physiology of the refuge would change for the worse. 


Do the right thing and deny the issuance of these permits.


Jim Bazemore


Vashon Island, WA



mailto:bazemorejim@gmail.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil






From: B Boekelheide
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Public comment, Jamestown S"Klallam Tribe, NWS-2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 7:48:50 PM
Attachments: 2019BirdSurveyInnerDungBay.Nov-Apr.pdf


2020BirdSurveyInnerDungBay.Nov-May.pdf


Dear Ms Sanguinetti,


In regards to the proposed Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe oyster farm in Dungeness Bay, NWS-2007-1213, I would
like to submit the following data about the birds that use Inner Dungeness Bay, also known as Dungeness Harbor.    


During the periods from November 2018 through April 2019, and from November 2019 through early May 2020, I
counted birds from a promontory on the south side of the Inner Dungeness Bay using a 20-60 power spotting scope. 
Because of the distance involved and my desire to identify as many individuals to species, I counted only on days
with maximum visibility and calm or very light winds.  By only choosing days with exceptional visibility, I sampled
birds through a wide range of tidal conditions.  I concentrated my counts between November and early spring
because these are the the peak times for Brant and a variety of ducks that spend their winters in local waters.  Most
of these species are largely gone during late spring and summer to nest in Alaska and/or Canada.   


I began these counts in 2018 when it became apparent that no data set existed that specifically targeted all the birds
of Inner Dungeness Bay where the oyster operations will take place. Olympic Peninsula Audubon Society has
Christmas Bird Count data, but the Christmas Count data only covers one day each year.  The Christmas Count data
also covers a much larger area and is not specific to the Inner Dungeness Bay.  As far as bird counts gathered by
Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge, I believe their counts focus on birds within the boundaries of the National
Wildlife Refuge, not birds that use the entire Inner Bay. The refuge boundaries mean little to birds that constantly
move back and forth in and out of refuge waters. 


For these counts I defined “Inner Dungeness Bay” (aka Dungeness Harbor) as the water and shorelines outlined by
1) Dungeness Spit on the west and north, 2) Graveyard Spit and Cline Spit on the east, and 3) the mainland to the
south.  I chose my viewing location on a bluff at the south side of the bay because it provided a panoramic view of
the entire Inner Dungeness Bay, with the exception of a small area near the base of Dungeness Spit that gets
relatively less bird use and is quite distant from the proposed oyster farm.  I also did not include birds within the
lagoon within Graveyard Spit, largely because it is separated from the area of the oyster farm.  I felt it was important
to include areas of the Inner Bay in addition to the oyster farm boundaries, because these birds constantly move
throughout the bay as they feed and rest.  Regardless, my count area included all of the proposed oyster farm and the
access route required to get there by boat. 
 
As far as my qualifications to conduct these counts, I am very experienced with the birds of Dungeness Bay and
their identification. I have been a resident and avid birder living in Sequim and Dungeness since 1995, during which
time I have continuously served as the Bird Count compiler for Olympic Peninsula Audubon Society.  In my earlier
career, I worked as a wildlife biologist for the USFWS, Alaska Fish and Game, and Point Reyes Bird Observatory.  I
have conducted similar local studies in Dungeness Bay for the Clallam Marine Resources Committee and the North
Olympic Salmon Coalition. 


I began gathering these data to provide a baseline for the future. I do not intend to take one side or the other in
regards to the proposed oyster farm, but one cannot deny that birds will be impacted by increased human activity in
the bay.  I can say, however, that the report by Confluence Environmental Company about oyster farm impacts on
birds is a sham, extremely self-serving with unsupported conclusions.  Regardless of what their report says, it is the
Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe's obligation to make sure that bird use of Dungeness Harbor is not negatively impacted
by the oyster farm.  Continued monitoring is essential.  The JST must ensure that there will be a “net benefit or a
neutral effect to birds that use Dungeness Bay,” as they say in their summary. 


As you know, many bird species both in Dungeness Bay and throughout the Salish Sea, particularly diving duck
species and Western Grebes, have declined precipitously over the last 20-30 years.  One of the main reasons appears
to be the decrease in herring, partly because herring spawn was a huge attraction for these birds during late winter
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Table	1.	Numbers	of	Water	Birds	Observed	on	Surveys	of	Inner	
Dungeness	Bay	(Dungeness	Harbor),	Nov	2018-Apr	2019	



Counted	by	Bob	Boekelheide,	Dungeness,	WA.		
(Note:	These	data	only	include	abundant	species	observed	on	multiple	surveys)	



Species	



No.	of	Surveys	
Observed									



(N=9	surveys)	
High	
Count	



Date	of	
High	Count	



Mean	
Count	



Standard	
deviation	



Standard	
Error	



Brant	 9	 457	 11/30/18	 163.1	 151.94	 50.65	
American	Wigeon	 9	 3600	 1/25/19	 1297.0	 1381.28	 460.43	
Mallard	 7	 600	 11/30/18	 85.6	 197.55	 65.85	
Northern	Pintail	 6	 35	 1/25/19	 7.4	 11.42	 3.81	
Greater	Scaup	 9	 390	 11/30/18	 122.2	 116.85	 38.95	
Harlequin	Duck		 3	 3	 various	 0.8	 1.30	 0.43	
Surf	Scoter	 9	 126	 3/28/19	 92.8	 25.76	 8.59	
White-winged	Scoter	 9	 23	 3/28/19	 13.7	 6.40	 2.13	
Long-tailed	Duck	 6	 6	 3/8/19	 1.6	 1.88	 0.63	
Bufflehead	 9	 615	 1/7/19	 442.1	 155.24	 51.75	
Common	Goldeneye	 9	 118	 2/15/19	 56.2	 31.28	 10.43	
Red-br.	Merganser	 9	 85	 4/25/19	 35.8	 22.55	 7.52	
Horned	Grebe	 4	 2	 various	 0.7	 0.87	 0.29	
Western	Grebe	 3	 7	 11/30/18	 1.2	 2.33	 0.78	
Black-bellied	Plover		 6	 225	 1/25/19	 42.4	 70.44	 23.48	
Sanderling	 6	 45	 1/25/19	 20.7	 17.75	 5.92	
Dunlin	 6	 600	 1/25/19	 124.0	 189.55	 63.18	
Mew	Gull	 9	 41	 3/28/19	 19.3	 13.66	 4.55	
Glaucous-winged	Gull	 9	 256	 4/25/19	 114.6	 72.54	 24.18	
Red-throated	Loon	 7	 5	 3/28/19	 1.6	 1.51	 0.50	
Double-cr.	Cormorant	 9	 72	 3/28/19	 45.1	 20.13	 6.71	
Pelagic	Cormorant	 7	 12	 various	 4.9	 4.78	 1.59	
Great	Blue	Heron	 5	 14	 11/30/18	 3.0	 4.77	 1.59	
Bald	Eagle	 9	 7	 4/25/19	 4.7	 1.94	 0.65	
Belted	Kingfisher	 6	 2	 3/28/19	 0.8	 0.67	 0.22	



 
Dates of surveys: 11/30/18, 1/7/19, 1/15/19, 1/25/19, 2/15/19, 2/23/19, 3/8/19, 3/28/19, 4/25/19 
 
Note on Methods: These counts occurred from the edge of the bluff overlooking the southern shore 
of Inner Dungeness Bay (aka Dungeness Harbor), using a 20-60 spotting scope. From this 
vantage point, observations included all waters and shorelines within Inner Dungeness Bay 
outlined by Dungeness Spit, Graveyard Spit, Cline Spit, and the mainland, with the exception of a 
small section near the base of Dungeness Spit. The count area, therefore, included all the area of 
the proposed oyster farm, including the access route required to get there by boat.  
 
Counts included all birds visible on the water and on tidal islands and shorelines. Counts only 
occurred on days with maximum visibility with low or calm winds.  Counts occurred with variable 
tidal conditions, from very low to medium height. Bob Phreaner assisted with some counts of Bald 
Eagles and Great Blue Herons. 













Table	2.	Numbers	of	Water	Birds	Observed	on	Surveys	of	Inner	
Dungeness	Bay	(Dungeness	Harbor),	Nov	2019-May	2020	



by	Bob	Boekelheide,	Dungeness,	WA	
(Note:	These	data	only	include	abundant	species	observed	on	multiple	surveys)	



Species	



No.	of	Surveys	
Observed									



(N=14	surveys)	
High	
Count	



Date	of	
High	Count	



Mean	
Count	



Standard	
deviation	



Standard	
Error	



Brant	 11	 1320	 4/13/20	 302.5	 405.89	 108.48	
American	Wigeon	 13	 6200	 12/13/19	 2064.3	 2315.36	 618.81	
Mallard	 13	 238	 12/13/19	 53.1	 68.39	 18.28	
Northern	Pintail	 9	 55	 3/6/20	 11.2	 18.06	 4.83	
Greater	Scaup	 14	 422	 1/9/20	 142.6	 112.15	 29.97	
Harlequin	Duck		 6	 4	 3/6/20	 1.0	 1.36	 0.36	
Surf	Scoter	 14	 157	 1/9/20	 95.6	 29.32	 7.84	
White-winged	Scoter	 14	 30	 3/6/20	 16.7	 8.78	 2.35	
Long-tailed	Duck	 9	 12	 3/15/20	 3.0	 3.46	 0.93	
Bufflehead	 14	 578	 11/4/19	 396.5	 145.14	 38.79	
Common	Goldeneye	 12	 71	 1/9/20	 27.5	 23.17	 6.19	
Red-brstd	Merganser	 14	 224	 4/21/20	 53.0	 64.51	 17.24	
Horned	Grebe	 4	 2	 various	 0.5	 0.85	 0.23	
Western	Grebe	 6	 3	 2/17/20	 0.7	 0.99	 0.27	
Black-bellied	Plover		 13	 138	 11/29/19	 52.6	 38.81	 10.37	
Sanderling	 6	 52	 11/29/19	 15.7	 22.13	 5.91	
Dunlin	 13	 1200	 4/21/20	 394.6	 407.32	 108.86	
Mew	Gull	 14	 60	 12/13/19	 20.6	 20.02	 5.35	
Glaucous-winged	Gull	 14	 457	 2/17/20	 169.3	 110.99	 29.66	
Red-throated	Loon	 10	 4	 various	 1.8	 1.53	 0.41	
Double-cr.	Cormorant	 14	 111	 11/4/19	 30.4	 36.91	 9.86	
Pelagic	Cormorant	 7	 37	 11/4/19	 6.1	 12.66	 3.38	
Great	Blue	Heron	 6	 2	 various	 0.6	 0.76	 0.20	
Bald	Eagle	 13	 21	 1/9/20	 4.3	 5.40	 1.44	
Belted	Kingfisher	 10	 2	 various	 0.9	 0.66	 0.18	



 
Dates of surveys: 11/4/2019, 11/29/19, 12/13/19, 1/9/20, 1/23/20, 2/7/20, 2/17/20, 3/6/20, 3/15/20, 
3/23/20, 4/6/20, 4/13/20, 4/21/20, 5/3/20 
 
Note on Methods: These counts occurred from the edge of the bluff overlooking the southern side 
of Inner Dungeness Bay (aka Dungeness Harbor), using a 20-60 spotting scope. From this 
vantage point, observations included all waters and shorelines of Inner Dungeness Bay west of 
Graveyard Spit and Cline Spit, with the exception of a small section near the base of Dungeness 
Spit that is quite distant from the proposed oyster operations. The count area, therefore, included 
all the area of the proposed oyster farm, including the access route required to get there by boat.  
 
Counts included all birds visible on the water and on tidal islands and shorelines. Counts only 
occurred on days with maximum visibility with low or calm winds.  Counts occurred with variable 
tidal conditions, from very low to medium height. Bob Phreaner assisted with some counts of Bald 
Eagles and Great Blue Herons. 












and early spring.  The recovery of the Dungeness Bay herring population is critically important for the entire local
ecosystem.  As I have told the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe shellfish biologists, I speak from my heart when I say
that those of us who really love the birds of Dungeness Bay are very sensitive to anything else that puts more stress
on their populations.


Here, attached, are two tables that summarize the numerically-abundant species I observed during these counts. 
Table 1 shows birds counted in 2018-19 and Table 2 shows birds counted in 2019-20.  If you are interested, I can
provide the entire list of all species I observed on the counts and links to my original data online.


Thank you for allowing me to submit this information.


Bob Boekelheide
Dungeness


        


  


 








From: Patti Brandt
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 2:48:10 PM


Hello, I am writing in opposition to:   commercializing 34 acres of Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge with 80,000
plastic oyster bag. 


From my understanding the oyster ‘bags' are stretched across acres of benthic life, changing the foraging habitat
essential to the birds. Rows upon rows of bags are “nailed” to the ground by metal stakes sunk one foot into the
benthic life. The plastic attracts and leaches toxic chemicals. It can break down into microplastics in the bird
foraging area with the potential for their ingestion of the plastic. They and others can get caught in and under the
bags.



mailto:brandtpat44@gmail.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil






From: Kathleen campbell
To: ecyrefedpermits@ecy.wa.gov
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] REFERENCE; Case #2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 1:47:19 PM


​To Whom It May Concern,


I recently learned of the proposal by a commercial entity to install up to 80,000 plastic oyster bags on the waters of
the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge in order to establish an oyster farm in these waters.  I have lived in Port Angeles for
nearly two years, and visited the area many times before moving here.  Of all the natural wonders of the Olympic
Peninsula, the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge has always been the most special and sacred to me.  I walk there quite
often, and drink in the vistas from the viewing platforms as well as find multiple pleasures walking along its
beaches, observing nature as it unfolds.   Everything I have found there speaks of the wonders of the natural world
and what the word "refuge" implies.  The refuge's displays and informative signage give visible proof to the wildlife
to be found there and the natural balance that water, tides, land forms, animals, birds, water fowl, sea creatures, and
plants play in maintaining this balance.  This refuge has been shepherded by the government agency which has
cared for it since its inception as well as by the millions of visitors who have visited it over those years.  It is so
cared for that signs encourage visitors to leave everything there that one might be tempted to pick up for a
souvenir...driftwood, stones, shells, and other finds...in order to not disturb the natural world found there and its
balance. 


And this brings me to the word "DISTURB."  I can't imagine what the proposed installation would do to upset the
balance and peacefulness that is now found at the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge.  It would be an insult to its character
and another example of how commercial interests overrun historical natural sites...so-called Refuges...for their own
profit, while saying that it will re-establish oysters in the area.  I vehemently object to the despoiling of this site as
well what contaminants it can introduce into this very special environment.


I urge you not to move forward with this proposal and to allow the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge to remain as it is...a
Wildlife "Refuge."


Sincerely,


Kathleen A. Campbell
1702 Melody Circle, #322
Port Angeles, WA 98362
Phone: 720-468-2064



mailto:kacontheroad@hotmail.com

mailto:ecyrefedpermits@ecy.wa.gov






From: Kathleen campbell
To: ecyrefedpermits@ecy.wa.gov; Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Reference: Jamestown S"Klallum Tribe: NWS-2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 8:42:50 PM


To Whom It May Concern,


I recently learned of the proposal by a commercial entity to install up to 80,000 plastic oyster bags on the waters of
the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge in order to establish an oyster farm in these waters.  This is in regard to Reference
Jamestown S'Klallum Tribe: NWS-2007-1213.
                                                                                                                                                                                      I
have lived in Port Angeles for nearly two years, and visited the area many times before moving here.  Of all the
natural wonders of the Olympic Peninsula, the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge has always been the most special and
sacred to me.  I walk there quite often, and drink in the vistas from the viewing platforms as well as find multiple
pleasures walking along its beaches, observing nature as it unfolds.   Everything I have found there speaks of the
wonders of the natural world and what the word "refuge" implies.  The refuge's displays and informative signage
give visible proof to the wildlife to be found there and the natural balance that water, tides, land forms, animals,
birds, water fowl, sea creatures, and plants play in maintaining this balance.  This refuge has been shepherded by the
government agency which has cared for it since its inception as well as by the millions of visitors who have visited it
over those years.  It is so cared for that signs encourage visitors to leave everything there that one might be tempted
to pick up for a souvenir...driftwood, stones, shells, and other finds...in order not to disturb the natural world found
there and its balance. 


And this brings me to the word "DISTURB."  I can't imagine what the proposed installation would do to upset the
balance and peacefulness that is now found at the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge.  It would be an insult to its character
and another example of how commercial interests overrun historical natural sites...so-called Refuges...for their own
profit, while saying that it will re-establish oysters in the area.  I vehemently object to the despoiling of this site as
well what contaminants it can introduce into this very special environment.


I urge you not to move forward with this proposal and to allow the Dungeness Wildlife Refuge to remain as it is...a
Wildlife "Refuge."


Sincerely,


Kathleen A. Campbell
1702 Melody Circle, #322
Port Angeles, WA 98362
Phone: 720-468-2064



mailto:kacontheroad@hotmail.com

mailto:ecyrefedpermits@ecy.wa.gov

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil






From: Sue Corbett
To: ecyrefedpermits@ecy.wa.gov; Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment on Jamestown S"Klallam NWS 2007-2013 proposed oyster operation in the


Dungeness Valley Wildlife Refuge
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 3:40:02 PM


Washington State Department of Ecology
Attention: Federal Permit Coordinator
Post Office Box 47600
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600


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


Reference Case #: 2007-1213


Comment on the Jamestown S'Klallam NWS 2007-2013 proposed oyster operation in the Dungeness Valley
Wildlife Refuge


The proposed oyster operation in the Dungeness Valley Wildlife Refuge should not be allowed to happen.  Refuge! 
It is shocking that putting a commercial aquaculture operation in a wildlife refuge would be considered.  People who
come to enjoy this refuge have respected the signs that ask us to avoid the area where the birds need sanctuary.  The
action area is located within the highest use area of the refuge by migratory birds. Any disturbance is crucial to the
survival of these migratory birds, let alone the disturbance of a significantly large commercial aquaculture operation.


There is also disturbance to forage fish which is the basis for keeping the marine habitat in balance to be considered.
There is a balance. Please consider protecting the environment for the benefit of all of us.


Sue Corbett
suec71@gmail.com <mailto:suec71@gmail.com>



mailto:suec71@gmail.com

mailto:ecyrefedpermits@ecy.wa.gov

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil

mailto:suec71@gmail.com






From: Katherine Duff
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comment re: #2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 3:09:32 PM


U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers


Re: #2007-1213


1. The Dungeness Wildlife Refuge has been a safe haven for birds and
animal since 1915.  All of these birds and animals poop. Their poop gets
on the beaches of the Spit and in the waters of Dungeness Bay.  This
proposal is for the approval to place commercial food production in a
known place where there is bird and animal poop.  Whether or not that
will exceed acceptable limits cannot be known at this time but we do
know that previous testing has found animal and bird poop to be a
problem in those waters.  Warning: There no amount of human waste
cleanup that will solve the problem of bird and animal poop in Dungeness
Bay.


The question that must be asked is: What happens when those limits are
exceeded? What is the plan?


2. Daily we read about the damage plastics do to wildlife. How bright is
it to place even more into their environment. This is a wildlife
refuge.  Previous oyster endeavors have scattered these bags to distant
beaches after storms so the damage done by these bags extends beyond
proposed limits.  And no, people do not report these found bags, it is
just a sad fact they are left for a  high tide to take back out into the
water.


3. Historically forbidden activities such as being on the south side of
the Spit will now be made legal to a few to farm these oysters.  What
exactly is a wildlife refuge if the rules are changed at  a whim to
encourage commercial endeavors. Wildlife refuge becomes a meaningless
phrase and it is slowly lost forever.


4. I am normally a supporter of the tribe's efforts but this just does
not make any sense. In this case the birds and animals are powerless  -
that is why we must have wildlife refuges and not give it up for money
making endeavors.


Sincerely,


Katherine E. Duff


960 Thornton Drive


Sequim, WA 98382



mailto:katduff@olypen.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil






From: Raelene Gold
To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on Dungeness NWR Reference Case #: 2007-1213
Date: Saturday, May 30, 2020 4:48:42 PM
Attachments: Comments ACAE re DungenessNWR.docx



mailto:raelene@seanet.com

mailto:Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil






									May 30, 2020





US Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Branch


Attention: Pamela Sanguinetti


PO Box 3755


Seattle, WA 98124-3755


email: pamela.sanguinetti@usace.army.mil





Re: Reference Case #: 2007-1213





Dear Ms Sanguinetti,





I am commenting on a corporations application for a lease in th Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge for 50 acres for a shellfish growing operation. I strongly oppose this application and urge you to Reject it. The Refuge was established in 1915 as a refuge, preserve and breeding ground for native birds, not to be exploited by private corporations for profit. At a time of declining habitat for birds, and fish and wildlife, this forfeiture is unconscionable. Also it contributes to the immense problem of microplastics in our ocean which is killing birds, fish and marine mammals.


Regarding the Clean Water Act 404:


Regarding Subpart E230.40 (a) Sanctuaries and refuges consist of areas designated under State and Federal laws or local ordinances to be managed principally for the preservation and use of fish and wildlife resources. The commercial oyster farm will occupy a large area with plastic bags and other objects removing significant habitat used by resident and migratory birds for whose survival the refuge was established. A number of these birds are now listed as threatened and endangered species including th Western Snowy Plover, Peregrine Falcon, Harlequin Duck and Marbled Murrelet. http://www.dungeness.com/refuge/endanger.htm The project will also reduce the habitat for fish and other wildlife.


Regarding Subpart B 230.3 The term contaminant means a chemical or biological substance in a form that can be incorporated into, onto or ingested by and that harms aquatic organisms, consumers of aquatic organisms…….There are recent studies that warn of the amount of micro-plastic debris associated with shellfish farms. 





Abundance and Distribution of Microplastics within Surface Sediments of 		           Key Shellfish Growing Regions of Canada. Bendell et al., PLOS One, May 23, 2018 https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0196005  





“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





In view of significant impacts to birds, fish and wildlife, I also ask you to do a NEPA EIS on this project and to hold public hearings on the issue. 





Thank you for the opportunity to send comments,





Raelene Gold


16614 Juanita Dr NE, #A104


Kenmore, WA 98028


raelene@seanet.com








