From: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US)

To: BrownScott, Jennifer

Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Letter stating Opposition to Ref No NWS-2007-1213
Date: Monday, July 6, 2020 8:02:56 AM

Attachments: Cheryl Loran - Opposed to NWS-2007-1213.docx

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

From: Cheryl Loran [mailto:jvicml@live.com]
Sent: Saturday, March 23, 2019 12:03 PM

To: Sanguinetti, Pamela A CIV USARMY CENWS (US) <Pamela.Sanguinetti@usace.army.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Letter stating Opposition to Ref No NWS-2007-1213

Dear Ms. Sanguinetti,

Attached is my letter of opposition to NWS-2007-2385

Sent from Mail <Blockedhttps://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986> for Windows 10
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March 23, 2019



Pamela Sanguinetti, Senior Project Manager

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers- Seattle District

CENWS-ODR Post Office Box 3755

4735 East Marginal Way South

Seattle, WA 98134-2385

Pamela.sanguinetti@usace.army.mil



[bookmark: _GoBack]Regarding: Ref. No. NWS-2007-1213



Dear Ms. Sanguinetti;



I am opposed to the Commercial Oyster Farm in Dungeness Bay, NWS-2007-1213.  My biggest opposition is that it is a National Wildlife Refuge.  From all I’ve read, it will have a negative impact on spawning areas, and migrating birds.  This site should have been removed as a location to farm oysters when it was given the status of a National Wildlife Refuge.  In my opinion, the Jamestown tribe has put out a lot of money to gain the right to farm there again.  I think the State should be responsible to reimburse the Tribe for their expenses in trying to obtain this permit and the State should shut down that area for any commercial seafood farms permanently.



Secondly, I am don’t believe the Jamestown proposal is enforceable.  I read some documents and went to one of their lectures regarding this proposal.  I heard a lot of; “We don’t intend to, we don’t anticipate, our young people won’t let us, it is in our Plan Proposal, etc.  But, if there is a disease that was not anticipated, like the Denman Island Disease, will they use chemicals, allowed by law, and thus their “not intend to” becomes, we need to save our investment and thus use chemicals.  



I also heard a lot of different answers.  One was they would only be checking the nets once a month.  Another person said every week to two weeks.  They said there would only be five people out there.  But that was only for the first five acres, which came out when a person asked them.  I’d like some specifics of what they can and cannot not do.



We should learn our lesson by what is happening in Willapa Bay.  Those people had to fight for years, and are still fighting, against the big Oyster Farms down there, backed by our government, that are using dangerous chemicals and harming the environment.  Once a commercial outfight gets granted in, in my opinion, if there is not a law against a certain thing, the company can do what they want.  And if they do something against the law, it takes a lot of dedicated people’s time and money to make our government enforce the company to obey the law.  Look what is happening with the net pens.  Clearly some of the net pens broke the conditions of their leases, yet, there are some that are still active while they are preparing for legal action.



What the Tribe is proposing and what is enforceable are miles apart.  I would like them state in a legal binding document that they will not use chemicals.  That other proposals also be stated in a legal binding document stating what they will and will not do, not using the words “we intend, etc.”



From personal experience, I believed in our government.  I thought what they said in a Conditional Permit was what would actually be enforced.  Not the case.  It was put in my ballpark to make sure the law was followed.  I have a marijuana farm of five acres next to my five acres.  The permit stated they had to have filters so no neighbors would smell the marijuana.  Well, guess what.  When I called ORCAA, they said I had to be at the location when it was smelling and call at that time.  But of course, that is only during working hours.  Now that is a little hard for a full-time working person.  When they came, and the neighbor was clearly in violation. The neighbor told ORCCA that he had removed and sold the filters a year ago because he needed the money.  They gave him months to put the filters back in. ORCAA did fine him.  But in the meantime, our neighborhood had been smelling the marijuana odor for way over a year.  Unfortunately for almost a year, us neighbors didn’t realize there was something we could do about it.  



Then there was the fan noise.  The conditional permit said there would be little or no increase of sound.  Have you ever heard a metal building vibrate from a fan not installed properly?  It took a year to have the County to even come out to look at it.  Luckily, after several months of unbearable sound, the neighbor, without the county’s help, did put a baffle on it that cut the noise down substantially.  A year later the County did come and look at it after an additional complaint of more fans installed was reported.  That second complaint was at the end of April.  It took until the end of September for the County to require those unpermitted fans to be removed or permitted.  He was fined.  I have a box full of correspondence’s, to show how much effort it took to make those broken laws to be enforced.



Then there are the little things not enforceable by law.  Like the upkeep of a private road.  The permit states they said there would be not that much additional traffic, so they required nothing of him to maintain the road.  Yet, here are us 60-year-old-plus neighbors filling the holes on a ¼- mile private road, mostly due to his 13-plus speeding vehicles coming in and out of his marijuana operation almost every day.   



In conclusion, I oppose any organization being able to develop a commercial farm in the Dungeness Bay.  It is not in an environmental best interest to do so.  It is also a beautiful treasure we have here.  It should not be spoiled by a commercial business right in the middle of it.  



But if the Tribe is given the go ahead to farm there, I would like it stated in a legal document, that is legally enforceable, what they will and will not do.  No legal jargons that are not enforceable.  And rules that can shut the business down, if the business does not do what it says it will do, by the governing entity without the pressure of the people to have it enforced. 



I know the Tribe is very honorable and does work do a good job at whatever they do.  But as a business, I need more assurances that what is said, will be done.  The business could maybe sold or someone with no integrity someday could take over.



Sincerely,



Cheryl Loran

PO Box 2668

Port Angeles, WA 98362




