




Comments from Kathryn Townsend of Protect our Shoreline. 
Received by Ecology 02-08-08. 
 
 
I am sending you the following comments regarding the SARC process and your Task 3 
Geoduck Aquaculture Siting and Operations Discussion Outline: 
http://www.ProtectOurShoreline.org/SARC/080211_SARC_DiscussionOutline.pdf 
 
HB 2220 reads in part:  

SECTION 4(2) The shellfish aquaculture regulatory committee shall develop 
recommendations as to:  
(b) Appropriate guidelines for geoduck aquaculture operations to be included in shoreline 
master programs under section 5 of this act. When developing the recommendations for 
guidelines under this subsection, the committee must examine the following:  
(i) Methods for quantifying and reducing marine litter; and  
(ii) Possible landowner notification policies and requirements for establishing new 
geoduck aquaculture farms.  
NEW SECTION. Sec. 5. (1) The department of ecology shall develop, by rule, guidelines 
for the appropriate siting and operation of geoduck aquaculture operations to be included 
in any master program under this section. The guidelines adopted under this section must 
be prepared with the advice of the shellfish aquaculture regulatory committee created in 
section 4 of this act, which shall serve as the advisory committee for the development of 
the guidelines.  
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=2220  

Despite the title of your discussion outline, it appears that the Ecology staff has erroneously 
framed Task 3 as "guidelines for the appropriate operation of geoduck aquaculture," excluding 
1) "appropriate siting" and 2) "requirements for establishing new geoduck aquaculture 
farms." Ecology staff has mistakenly utilized the terminology, "BMP's", which is a term 
typically used to describe voluntary industry practices.  The SARC industry reresentative stated 
at the January SARC meeting that some operational practices are non-negotiable, giving the 
impression that the shellfish industry is being allowed to dictate the content of the discussion. 
 
Correctly framed, Task 3 should include, in this order of discussion:  1) siting framework 
based on environmental and land use criteria; 2) guidelines for a permitting process; 3) 
guidelines for conditions placed on the permit for appropriate operations.   
 
1.  Appropriate siting -- a topic required by HB 2220 
The mandated topic of "appropriate siting" should have priority in the order of discussion 
relative to "appropriate operations."  Yet "appropriate siting" is not even identified as a mandated 
topic.  There is a topic listed for the February meeting called "site identification" but no 
indication of the context for this topic. "Appropriate siting" is not an operational BMP or 
condition on a permit, but should rather be discussed first as a higher level topic.  It should 
include research into aquaculture zoning frameworks established by other states for shellfish 
aquaculture siting, research that our representative, Laura Hendricks, has already offered to give 
to the committee.  It should include both environmental and land use criteria.  Environmental 
criteria cannot be excluded and pushed aside as a completely separate topic.  It is a logical and 
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integral part of siting.  Both environmental and land use criteria must take into account the 
conversion of large swaths of tideland, particularly coves and sandy beaches, to industrial 
aquaculture use, events that have already occurred in Thurston County without environmental 
review or public comment.   
 
2.  Requirements for establishing new geoduck aquaculture farms - a topic required by HB 
2220 
Establishment of guidelines for a permitting process is the next logical discussion step for the 
Committee after "appropriate siting."  Yet there is no obvious topic for discussion of guidelines 
related to permitting for new geoduck aquaculture farms in the SARC agendas for the next three 
months.  The recent SHB decision on the oyster farm in Mason County states that:  

The Marnin/Cook shellfish operation is a major presence on the shoreline and presents an 
obstacle to full surface water access just as the geoduck operation did in Washington 
Shellfish. Accordingly, the Marnin shellfish enterprise is properly considered a shoreline 
development.  
http://www.ProtectOUrShoreline.org/legal/080206_SHB_07-021_Modified_FF_CL.pdf  

We know that Thurston and other counties are watching the legal events as they unfold regarding 
the expansion of shellfish aquaculture in Puget Sound and are expecting guidance from the 
Department of Ecology.  ECY must include guidelines for establishing a permit process in 
Counties for new geoduck aquaculture farms (and indeed for all new shellfish aquaculture 
operations.) for the County SMP's.  This topic should be discussed before the topic on 
"operational guidelines." 
 
"Operational guidelines" will have no relevance without guidelines for permitting because 
without a permit process, there is no mechanism for even identifying the operations, much less 
allowing public comment, environmental review or enforcing the conditions.   
 
3.  Requirements for operational guidelines - a topic required by HB 2220 
Once siting framework is established and permitting guidelines developed, then operational 
guidelines should be discussed.  To talk about tube color and straight rows of pipes before 
talking about appropriate siting and permitting requirements gives the impression to citizens that 
ECY's stance toward the legislation is both illogical and frivolous. 
 
Other mandated topics:  
 
Methods for quantifying and reducing marine litter - a topic required by HB 2220 
 
The January SARC discussion of this mandated topic centered mainly around a lengthy 
presentation by the DFW representative refuting statistics on marine aquaculture litter developed 
by another DFW staff member.  The discussion also included the assertion by the industry 
representative that there is no litter problem.  Based on continued citizen reports of aquaculture 
litter on beaches, we do not feel that the January meeting discussion fulfilled the legislative 
requirement to develop methods for quantifying and reducing marine litter. 
 
Possible landowner notification policies - a topic required by HB 2220 
 



This mandated topic has been placed exclusively under the "operational guideline" context.  We 
believe that landowner notification should also be placed under the context of "Requirements for 
establishing new geoduck aquaculture farms."  Citizens should be afforded the opportunity to 
comment on proposed geoduck operations before they are established, i.e., in a substantial 
shoreline development permit process.  Without a permit process, as has been the history at least 
in Thurston County, citizens have only become aware of new geoduck farms when the barge 
comes in filled with PVC tubes, ready to plant.  This can dramatically impact an entire 
community, not just a single upland owner.  See: 
http://www.ProtectOurShoreline.org/letters/080207_MasonCntyResident_Email_To_ECY.pdf 
 
Our concerns about the process on "Task 3" so far: 
 
The January SARC meeting included what to many was a foolish and lengthy discussion of tube 
color and whether tubes should be in straight rows along with the dubious DFW presentation.  
Citizen observers were left with the impression that the Department of Ecology is attempting to 
avoid the serious work of discussing appropriate guidelines for environmental/land use siting and 
permitting requirements for new geoduck aquaculture operations by focusing exclusively on 
detailed operational BMP's.  Guidelines on operational conditions on permits are important, but 
first the guidelines for siting and the permit process must be established.   
 
Please let us know if ECY intends to introduce the discussions mandated by the legislation as 
I've outlined above and if so, in what context and at what meeting.  Since I may have overlooked 
something in your Discussion Outline document or simply not understood it, please advise or 
clarify any points. I believe all of the above suggestions can be harmonized with  

WAC 173-26-241. 
Our group looks forward to hearing from you. 
 
Best regards, 
Kathryn Townsend 
http://www.ProtectOurShoreline.org 
In Coalition with: 
http://www.HendersonBayShorelineAssociation.com 
http://www.CaseInlet.org 
http://www.APHETI.com 
http://www.NoGeoduckFarm.com 
Case Beach Shoreline Association 
Citizens of Anderson Island, Harstene Island, Hood Canal and Hammersley Inlet. 
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From: esc1633@comcast.net [mailto:esc1633@comcast.net]  
Sent: Sunday, February 10, 2008 12:45 PM 
To: Clingman, Tom (ECY); Lantz.Patricia@leg.wa.gov; Seaquist, Larry; Kelley, Troy; green; 
tami@leg.wa.gov; hunt.sam@leg.wa.gov; Kilmer, Derek; Fraser.karen@leg.wa.gov; 
carrell.michael@leg.wa.gov 
Cc: Lund, Perry (ECY) 
Subject:  
 
I am writing as a landowner of beachfront property on Case Inlet regarding the proposal 
before the State Aquaculture Regulatory Committee to accept the Best Management 
Practices of the Shellfish Industry.  I agree with concerns raised by Laura Hendricks and 
others that there are many issues this does not address and more research needs to be 
conducted and a regulatory framework implemented and funded prior to moving forward 
with the shellfish industry's "non-negotiable" positions.   
The work of this committee includes the larger mission to protect Puget Sound habitat, 
aquatic life, residential communitieses and recreational users as well as regulate the 
shellfish industry. 
  
Our family has owned and enjoyed this property for 50 years, we are alarmed by the 
apparent lack of research re: affects of this intensive geoduck farming, its harvesting 
techniques and its potential effects on the habitat and life in Puget Sound. 
  
Thank you for your equal consideration of those who would like more 
information/research before wholesale approval of the shellfish industry geoduck farming 
plans. 
  
Ellen Carmody 
1633 36th Ave 
Seattle, Wa  98122 
206-324-1871 
 



 
From: Bob Paradise [mailto:thesportguy@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, February 10, 2008 5:44 PM 
To: Clingman, Tom (ECY); lantz.patricia@leg.wa.gov; Seaquist, Larry; Kelley, Troy; Green, Tami; 
hunt.sam@leg.wa.gov; Kilmer, Derek; fraser.karen@leg.wa.gov; carrell.michael@leg.wa.gov; 
tlee1@co.pierce.wa.us; Drew, Kathleen (GOV); spanel.harriet@leg.wa.gov 
Subject: Public Comment on Shellfish Committee Regulations 

1. As a windsurfer and SCUBA diver, I am concerned about the nets, ropes, rebar, 
and other hazards. I have been tangled in derelict geoduck equipment while diving and 
nearly drowned. Many windsurfers have been injured and had equipment damaged 
because of collisions with derelict equipment. 
 
2. I am also very concerned about the environmental damage that aquaculture is 
causing in Puget Sound and Hood Canal.  The introduction of the concentration of 
geoducks in areas where they did not previously exist in these numbers is changing the 
marine environment in ways we do not fully understand.  They are feeding on micro-
organisms that may be needed by salmon, herring, and other important species in Puget 
Sound. 
 
3. I am also concerned about the declining health of Puget Sound and the destruction 
of critical near-shore habitat occurring in these aquaculture areas, some of which are on 
public lands that are supposed to be managed for long term benefit of the public, not the 
short term gain of private corporations. 
 
4. I am also concerned about the cost to the tax payers for clean up and restoration of 
these areas. 
 
-- Robert Paradise 
Gig Harbor, WA 
 
 



From: jerry johannes [mailto:jfjohannes4@msn.com]  
Sent: Sunday, February 10, 2008 11:15 PM 
To: Lund, Perry (ECY) 
Subject: SARC meeting 
 
TO: SARC  
  
February 11, 2008 
  
Good afternoon-- 
  
My name is Jerry Johannes.  My official title is chairman of the Anderson Island 
Tidelands Committee.  I have a multitude of concerns about geoduck aquaculture but 
in the interest of brevity shall focus on one today--that of marine debris or what is 
termed derelict gear. 
  
HB 2220 mandates that this committee must quantify marine debris.  That is the 
law and it is required that you do that. 
  
Now, there is some dispute over figures of plastic tubes and netting on the bottom of 
Puget Sound.  Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife gives us conflicting 
information.  The important point here is that if the number is 85,000 (as reported to 
me) or 8500 or 850 this committee must find a way to verify the number.  There is a 
problem out there--we just don't know how extensive it is yet. 
  
This quantification cannot be done with beach cleanups. It cannot be done from the 
shoreline.  You have to go underwater to find out what we have drifting on the 
bottom of Puget Sound. 
  
After talking with some experts they say that the methods of quantifying derelict 
gear could be done by sonar, by underwater dives, by trawls, and/or by remote 
camera. 
  
So, this committee must embark on the task of knowing what is out there. I suggest 
that you form a technical committee, as outlined in HB 2220, to start the process.   
  
After you have a number then we must find a way to clean up this derelict gear. 
  
The numbers are staggering when they are examined. If there are 35,000 tubes per 
1 acre then there would be hundreds of thousands on a 10 acre site.   How many 
acres are out there? This committee should find that out. 
  
We cannot have plastic derelict gear fouling the birds and marine life in our waters. 
  
 
Regards, 
  
  
  
Jerry Johannes  
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From: Lund, Perry (ECY) 
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2008 6:14 AM 
To: 'Paul Sparks' 
Cc: Holcombe, Candice (ECY) 
Subject: RE: SARC March Meeting--DNR/F&W Forage Fish Presentation 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Red 
Thank you for your comments, Paul.
 

Perry J Lund  
Shorelands and Environmental  
  Assistance Program  
Southwest Regional Office  
(360) 407-7260  
plun461@ecy.wa.gov 

From: Paul Sparks [mailto:porcupineflats@fairpoint.net]  
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2008 5:52 PM 
To: Lund, Perry (ECY) 
Subject: Re: SARC March Meeting--DNR/F&W Forage Fish Presentation
 
Perry...My organization would prefer to see a salmon and nearshore habitat presentation from  the WDFW 
as well as People for Puget Sound. ( I presume the abbreviation after Mr Myers name stands for People 
for Puget Sound. )  The issue for us is one of both expertise and credibility.Even if they had the kind of 
expertise available to fairly present this issue, PPS's close ties to the shellfish industry would raise 
questions for bias for many people. Especially so when the environmental organizations represented have 
no expertise with these kinds of issues
and the committee rules militate against informed questions or comments from the floor.
 
                                                                                    Paul Sparks

----- Original Message ----- 
From: Lund, Perry (ECY) 
To: Laura Hendricks 
Cc: Lantz, Rep. Pat ; Fraser, Senator Karen ; Senator Mike Carrell ; Trout Unlimited--Paul Sparks ; 
White, Gordon (ECY) ; Holcombe, Candice (ECY) 
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2008 10:55 AM
Subject: RE: SARC March Meeting--DNR/F&W Forage Fish Presentation
 
Hi, Laura.  
 
We are still finalizing March’s agenda, but we are putting together a panel of people to speak to the 
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issues that have been raised.
 
Right now our panel looks like this:
 
Dan Pentilla (WDFW) – forage fish
Doug Myers (PfPS) – Salmon and nearshore habitat
Russell Rogers (WDFW) – Genetics and Disease
Dave Nysewander (WDFW) – Birds (not confirmed yet)
Blain Reeves (WDNR) – Eelgrass
 
Randy Carmen (WDFW) will also be on hand for consultation if needed.
 
We are planning for a brief (15min) presentation from each of them and then 1.5 – 2 hours of open 
discussion and questions and answers with the panel.
 
I am looking forward to this being an interesting and informative day.  See you there.

Perry J Lund  
Shorelands and Environmental  
  Assistance Program  
Southwest Regional Office  
(360) 407-7260  
plun461@ecy.wa.gov 

From: Laura Hendricks [mailto:laura.l.hendricks@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, February 15, 2008 12:55 PM 
To: Lund, Perry (ECY) 
Cc: Lantz, Rep. Pat; Fraser, Senator Karen; Senator Mike Carrell; Trout Unlimited--Paul Sparks; White, 
Gordon (ECY); Holcombe, Candice (ECY) 
Subject: Re: SARC March Meeting--DNR/F&W Forage Fish Presentation
 
Dear Perry,
My statement is not about mistrust of DNR staff, but the fact that the stated DNR aquaculture 
policy regarding forage fish is contradictory to state agency technical documents from the 
leading forage fish expert at F&W. I am concerned because Lisa Venerosa, the F&W 
representative at the SARC meeting, stated that the DNR/F&W SARC presentation might not 
be consistent with the Penttila technical forage fish report. The DNR policy sites aquaculture in 
forage fish areas and that a SARC presentation that is contradictory to information that is 
published by The Puget Sound Partnership should not be allowed. While DNR does have 
valuable information in many instances, they have a conflict of interest on this issue that cannot 
be ignored.
 
I have learned on this committee that once a presentation is made, there will be no opportunity 
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to change input or direction. Since I have already been told what the direction is, it made more 
sense to be sure that forage fish concerns are addressed in advance.  I am told on one hand to try 
to work in a cooperative manner, and now you are stating that I should not have brought up a 
concern like this one. A great many citizens are concerned about what is happening on DNR 
aquatic leases and industry private tidelands because it does impact the habitat on adjacent 
tidelands and the entire Puget Sound ecological balance.
 
Since November, we have asked for Dan Penttila, who is the state agency expert on forage fish, 
to present to this committee. Since we are now being told to wait and see who shows up and 
listen to what they are going to say, I assume you will be making sure that the information 
presented will be consistent with F&W and The Puget Sound Partnership published documents. 
 
Sincerely, Laura Hendricks
 
 
 
 
 
 
On Fri, Feb 15, 2008 at 11:05 AM, Lund, Perry (ECY) <plun461@ecy.wa.gov> wrote:

Thank you, Laura, for sharing your concerns.

 

I do not share your mistrust of DNR staff. DNR has been an objective and professional participant on 
the Committee, often helping identify problems and working toward solutions. I believe their 
participation and presentation of information at the upcoming meetings will be valuable and I will not 
remove DNR from the panel of presenters.  I will ensure that we receive the right information from the 
right people.  DNR has experience and knowledge that may help us better understand elements of 
this issue, and I will welcome their input.  I would ask you to, please avoid making assumptions and 
drawing conclusions about an event that is still several weeks away. 

 

Perry J Lund 
Shorelands and Environmental  
  Assistance Program  
Southwest Regional Office  
(360) 407-7260  
plun461@ecy.wa.gov 
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From: Laura Hendricks [mailto:laura.l.hendricks@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2008 8:42 AM 
To: Lund, Perry (ECY) 
Cc: Lantz, Rep. Pat; Fraser, Senator Karen; Senator Mike Carrell; Trout Unlimited--Paul Sparks; 
White, Gordon (ECY) 

 
Subject: SARC March Meeting--DNR/F&W Forage Fish Presentation

 

                           Re:  State Aquaculture Regulatory Committee

     

Dear Perry,

I wanted to thank you for trying to moderate very complicated and controversial issues at the 
SARC meeting yesterday. 

 

We would like to minimize conflict at the environmental portion of the SARC meeting in 
March by pointing out our serious concern now about the proposed DNR/
F&W presentation on forage fish. Since DNR is looking at generating revenue from 
aquaculture sites, we feel that it is a conflict of interest for DNR to jointly present their 
position on forage fish with DF&W.  DNR's 2006 & 2007 geoduck aquaculture site 
selections in forage fish habitat areas already documents that their policy on forage fish is 
inconsistent with F&W/ Penttila's recommendations which specifically states that forage fish 
spawning/rearing habitat areas should not be altered. This Penttila forage fish technical 
report is contained in the recently published Protecting Nearshore Habitat and Functions in 
Puget Sound- An Interim Guide and is shown on your Ecology SARC website. To allow 
a presentation for decision making purposes that is not consistent with this technical 
information that was just published in October 2007 for citizens by the Puget Sound 
Partnership would be irresponsible at best. Taxpayers must be able to trust that 
recommendations that are published by the Governor's partnerships are not ignored because a 
favored industry or state agency now seeks additional revenues. 
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Our coalition is requesting that Ecology not allow a SARC presentation that will justify 
further alteration to critical forage fish habitat and critical salmon habitat areas by industry/
DNR aquaculture expansion. Forage fish populations are documented to be in decline and 
further impacts must be avoided. Squeezing in intensive aquaculture operations in these areas 
must not be an option if state agencies and The Puget Sound Partnership want taxpayers to 
believe they are serious about saving Puget Sound. 

 

I will look forward to your consideration and response to our request.

 

Sincerely, 

Laura Hendricks

SARC Shoreline/Citizen Representative
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From: Paul Sparks [porcupineflats@fairpoint.net] 
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2008 10:44 PM 
To: Lund, Perry (ECY); Laura Hendricks 
Cc: Lantz, Rep. Pat; Fraser, Senator Karen; Senator Mike Carrell; White, Gordon (ECY); Holcombe, 
Candice (ECY) 
Subject: Re: SARC March Meeting--DNR/F&W Forage Fish Presentation 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Red 
Perry...in my previous communication I forgot to give you guys an atta-boy for including a presentation 
by Dan Pentilla at the next meeting. Thanks.
    As an after thought, I came up with a few more questions. First, when I introduced the forage fish 
issue at the sea grant conference. I did not raise further questions about forage species because I 
assumed that the question would be folded into a larger and more pointed discussion of the effects of 
the geoduck aquaculture on ESA listed species. I now do not think that this is going to happen. In part, 
because of the way this process has been framed and in part because the environmental issues 
involved are being very narrowly addressed. For instance, the agenda for the next meeting addresses 
forage fish and eel grass. However, Copepods, euphasids, several species of shrimp, and dozens of 
other benthic critters are also part of the food base for all Puget Sound Salmonids except chum and 
pink salmon. These issues are less important in the north sound but of major consequence in the south 
sound where salmonids make more use of the near shore habitat. Where does this and other 
unconsidered science driven questions like it this fit into your discussion? Who is going to ask those 
questions?  Where and how will the question of a broad based EIS for the coast and sound 
be addressed? Only in recent years under the pressure of ESA listings, has our understanding of near 
shore habitat needs begun to expand beyond the old estuary/eelgrass paradigm. What percentage of 
the forage base can be written off for a shell fish expansion without creating a new limiting factor for 
the salmon which along with reduced stream flow, rising stream temperatures, and loss of spawning 
habitat pushes one or more of the local populations into extinction? Given that these will be cumulative 
effects with a built in time lag, the consequences will in all liklihood be undetectable until they are 
irreversible.
    The legislative directions to the committee are fairly narrow, but do not preclude addressing raising 
questions on endangered species issues. Even if the committee chooses to direct itself down a narrow 
path, the Department of Ecology as the steward of the resource still has responsibility for the final 
outcome and shaping the final product. With this in mind, we would like to see more questions asked in 
the following areas:
        1. What should be included in an EIS? Where does it fit in the permitting process? We believe 
that WDFW should be charged with this responsibility. Their mission to conserve and protect our fish 
and wildlife is written into their legislative mandate. 
        2. What are known risk factors for ESA listed Salmonids assosciated with the expansion  of 
Geoduck Aquaculture? What are potential or projected risk factors. In the absence of sound science, 
what adaptive management strategies will insure the survival of the fish until the real risks are known 
with certainity? The aim here should be to err on the side of caution.
        3. Can the Shoreline Management process foster aquaculture and effectively protect the salmon 
in the near shore? Can we accept the risks implicit in a process that to date has been highly politicised 
and inconsistent?  Should this be a state responsibility with the WDFW in charge?
         4. To what extent are the aims of of SAARC consistent with the salmon recovery goals and the 
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near shore goals of the Puget Sound Partnership? Should these be addressed in the committee's 
deliberations?
          5. If the committee adopts an adaptive management strategy with in the Shore Line 
Management process, will it be subject to regular independent scientific review? From our perspective, 
it should be.
 
    I apologise for dumping all this on your plate. Also, for whatever it is worth, I thought the last meeting 
was the most effective one yet. Keep up the good work.
 
                                                                                                    Paul Sparks    

----- Original Message ----- 
From: Lund, Perry (ECY) 
To: Laura Hendricks 
Cc: Lantz, Rep. Pat ; Fraser, Senator Karen ; Senator Mike Carrell ; Trout Unlimited--Paul Sparks ; 
White, Gordon (ECY) ; Holcombe, Candice (ECY) 
Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2008 10:55 AM
Subject: RE: SARC March Meeting--DNR/F&W Forage Fish Presentation
 
Hi, Laura.  
 
We are still finalizing March’s agenda, but we are putting together a panel of people to speak to the 
issues that have been raised.
 
Right now our panel looks like this:
 
Dan Pentilla (WDFW) – forage fish
Doug Myers (PfPS) – Salmon and nearshore habitat
Russell Rogers (WDFW) – Genetics and Disease
Dave Nysewander (WDFW) – Birds (not confirmed yet)
Blain Reeves (WDNR) – Eelgrass
 
Randy Carmen (WDFW) will also be on hand for consultation if needed.
 
We are planning for a brief (15min) presentation from each of them and then 1.5 – 2 hours of open 
discussion and questions and answers with the panel.
 
I am looking forward to this being an interesting and informative day.  See you there.

Perry J Lund  
Shorelands and Environmental  
  Assistance Program  
Southwest Regional Office  
(360) 407-7260  
plun461@ecy.wa.gov 
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From: Laura Hendricks [mailto:laura.l.hendricks@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, February 15, 2008 12:55 PM 
To: Lund, Perry (ECY) 
Cc: Lantz, Rep. Pat; Fraser, Senator Karen; Senator Mike Carrell; Trout Unlimited--Paul Sparks; White, 
Gordon (ECY); Holcombe, Candice (ECY) 
Subject: Re: SARC March Meeting--DNR/F&W Forage Fish Presentation
 
Dear Perry,
My statement is not about mistrust of DNR staff, but the fact that the stated DNR aquaculture 
policy regarding forage fish is contradictory to state agency technical documents from the 
leading forage fish expert at F&W. I am concerned because Lisa Venerosa, the F&W 
representative at the SARC meeting, stated that the DNR/F&W SARC presentation might not 
be consistent with the Penttila technical forage fish report. The DNR policy sites aquaculture in 
forage fish areas and that a SARC presentation that is contradictory to information that is 
published by The Puget Sound Partnership should not be allowed. While DNR does have 
valuable information in many instances, they have a conflict of interest on this issue that cannot 
be ignored.
 
I have learned on this committee that once a presentation is made, there will be no opportunity 
to change input or direction. Since I have already been told what the direction is, it made more 
sense to be sure that forage fish concerns are addressed in advance.  I am told on one hand to 
try to work in a cooperative manner, and now you are stating that I should not have brought up 
a concern like this one. A great many citizens are concerned about what is happening on DNR 
aquatic leases and industry private tidelands because it does impact the habitat on adjacent 
tidelands and the entire Puget Sound ecological balance.
 
Since November, we have asked for Dan Penttila, who is the state agency expert on forage fish, 
to present to this committee. Since we are now being told to wait and see who shows up and 
listen to what they are going to say, I assume you will be making sure that the information 
presented will be consistent with F&W and The Puget Sound Partnership published documents. 
 
Sincerely, Laura Hendricks
 
 
 
 
 
 
On Fri, Feb 15, 2008 at 11:05 AM, Lund, Perry (ECY) <plun461@ecy.wa.gov> wrote:
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Thank you, Laura, for sharing your concerns.

 

I do not share your mistrust of DNR staff. DNR has been an objective and professional participant on 
the Committee, often helping identify problems and working toward solutions. I believe their 
participation and presentation of information at the upcoming meetings will be valuable and I will not 
remove DNR from the panel of presenters.  I will ensure that we receive the right information from the 
right people.  DNR has experience and knowledge that may help us better understand elements of 
this issue, and I will welcome their input.  I would ask you to, please avoid making assumptions and 
drawing conclusions about an event that is still several weeks away. 

 

Perry J Lund 
Shorelands and Environmental  
  Assistance Program  
Southwest Regional Office  
(360) 407-7260  
plun461@ecy.wa.gov 

 

From: Laura Hendricks [mailto:laura.l.hendricks@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2008 8:42 AM 
To: Lund, Perry (ECY) 
Cc: Lantz, Rep. Pat; Fraser, Senator Karen; Senator Mike Carrell; Trout Unlimited--Paul Sparks; 
White, Gordon (ECY) 

 
Subject: SARC March Meeting--DNR/F&W Forage Fish Presentation

 

                           Re:  State Aquaculture Regulatory Committee

     

Dear Perry,

I wanted to thank you for trying to moderate very complicated and controversial issues at the 
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SARC meeting yesterday. 

 

We would like to minimize conflict at the environmental portion of the SARC meeting in 
March by pointing out our serious concern now about the proposed DNR/
F&W presentation on forage fish. Since DNR is looking at generating revenue from 
aquaculture sites, we feel that it is a conflict of interest for DNR to jointly present their 
position on forage fish with DF&W.  DNR's 2006 & 2007 geoduck aquaculture site 
selections in forage fish habitat areas already documents that their policy on forage fish is 
inconsistent with F&W/ Penttila's recommendations which specifically states that forage fish 
spawning/rearing habitat areas should not be altered. This Penttila forage fish technical 
report is contained in the recently published Protecting Nearshore Habitat and Functions in 
Puget Sound- An Interim Guide and is shown on your Ecology SARC website. To allow 
a presentation for decision making purposes that is not consistent with this technical 
information that was just published in October 2007 for citizens by the Puget Sound 
Partnership would be irresponsible at best. Taxpayers must be able to trust that 
recommendations that are published by the Governor's partnerships are not ignored because a 
favored industry or state agency now seeks additional revenues. 

 

Our coalition is requesting that Ecology not allow a SARC presentation that will justify 
further alteration to critical forage fish habitat and critical salmon habitat areas by industry/
DNR aquaculture expansion. Forage fish populations are documented to be in decline and 
further impacts must be avoided. Squeezing in intensive aquaculture operations in these areas 
must not be an option if state agencies and The Puget Sound Partnership want taxpayers to 
believe they are serious about saving Puget Sound. 

 

I will look forward to your consideration and response to our request.

 

Sincerely, 

Laura Hendricks

SARC Shoreline/Citizen Representative
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