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Colonel Mark A. Geraldi 
District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O.  Box 3755 
Seattle, WA  98124-3755 
 
Attn: Ms. Pamela Sanguinetti 
 
Dear Colonel Geraldi: 
 
By this letter, we are withdrawing the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service comment letters dated 
February 27, 2019, and May 22, 2019, regarding the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe’s application 
for a commercial oyster operation within Dungeness National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge). After 
participating in Government-to-Government Consultation with the Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe, 
we have a better understanding of their proposed aquaculture operation. Therefore please replace 
the previous two letters (referenced above) with this letter as the official comments from the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
We recognize there is little site-specific research available on impacts of commercial, on-bottom 
bag aquaculture to bird species found on the Refuge and note that different parties can derive 
divergent conclusions from the same studies. Nevertheless, we are concerned about potential 
impacts to Refuge wildlife and habitat based on the proposed location for this activity. We 
recommend operations and monitoring activities occur outside of the migration and wintering 
periods for shorebirds and waterfowl, should a permit be provided. The attached reference list 
may be of assistance in understanding Refuge habitat, management, and wildlife use and 
assessing potential impacts from human disturbance and in-water structures. 
 
We are committed to assisting with finding the least resource-disturbing approaches to this 
potential use. Thank you for accepting these comments in lieu of the aforementioned letters. If 
you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Jennifer Brown-Scott at (360) 
457-845. 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
       Robyn Thorson 
       Regional Director   
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Commented [BJ1]: For the most part, the JST did not take issue 
with the papers themselves. Removing our interpretation of these 
papers from this comment should help alleviate some of those 
concerns.  As JST pointed out, some of these papers provide data 
that may be assessed to reduce concern over some of their requested 
activities. All of the information (including references and 
conclusions provided by JST) can be assessed by ACE to gain a 
better understanding of whether or not this is the least impactful 
location for this activity given that it will add human presence to an 
area that is highly used by shorebirds and waterfowl and is otherwise 
closed to use for the majority of the time that work access is being 
requested.    

Commented [BJ2]: Key paper that outlines the dynamics 
associated with disturbance factors (e.g., time of year, tide, weather, 
flock size and species composition, feeding success, type of 
disturbance, past history of disturbance). We agree with JST that the 
portions of the paper speaking specifically to impacts from aircraft 
and dogs are not relevant and, disturbance by small boats and 
sailboats may not predict disturbance from JST boats (depending on 
size). However, this paper also speaks to disturbance from human 
presence including static and dynamic on-ground activities on the 
shore and tidelands.   

Commented [BJ3]: This study demonstrates that wigeon may 
abandon feeding areas or greatly reduce the time spent foraging if 
disturbed.  The type of disturbance is not related to aquaculture, but 
the response to being flushed from eelgrass is important since they 
are the most abundant waterfowl on the Refuge in the winter.  We do 
not know of any studies that look at interactions between wigeon 
and aquaculture.  JST did agree that this paper shows energetic 
consequences for wigeon. They took issue with the fact that the 
disturbance was not aquaculture related.   

Commented [BJ4]: The relevant portion of this paper looks at 
disturbance to brant from clam digging.  Given that we do not have 
studies specific to disturbance by on-bottom bag aquaculture 
workers, people walking on the shore/tidelands and stopping to 
remove clams from the substrate is as similar of an activity as we 
can find. Since the boat will be anchored in one location, workers 
will need to cross the site to access equipment and work along the 
substrate.  

Commented [BJ5]: This is the only known study of on-bottom 
bag aquaculture, so it is important to include and monitors response 
of key Refuge shorebirds to on-bottom bags over 5 years. We 
understand that the study also shows that the birds that did not avoid 
the aquaculture bags were not significantly disturbed by aquaculture 
workers.  That would also be interesting information for ACE to 
have and assess. 

Commented [BJ6]: Clearly establishes mechanisms of 
disturbance (single sp. Flocks vs multiple spp., roosting vs foraging, 
sensitivity of individual birds, etc). This is useful to establish the 
differences in response to a disturbance factor (they used boats for 
this particular study). We transposed flushing distances and mis-
interpreted the standard deviation for these distances in our original ...
Commented [BJ7]: Referenced in Lewis 

Commented [BJ8]: Brent is the European common name for 
Brant (Branta bernicla).  JST was concerned that a small portion of 
the Owens study looked at experimental actions of people 
intentionally walking toward Brant. However, the main study 
occurred at 6 different sites during 2 winter seasons with varying 
degrees of disturbance from recreation (e.g.., bait diggers, people ...
Commented [BJ9]: This was a reference that was missing in the 
original comment (mis-attributed to Henry).  Establishes energetic 
consequences of disturbance.  

Commented [BJ10]:  Establishes flushing distances of Brant 
and Dunlin and the influence of hunting and other disturbance 
factors (e.g., people walking on tide flats) and different responses 
based on shorebird activity.   
 ...

http://www.springerlink.com/content/f87fgcgvpl7grvaq/
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* Unpublished refuge-specific wildlife data is available upon request 

 


