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Fact: This is an example of the use of partial information to make a point. What Hendricks does 
not mention in her document are the positive economic impacts of shellfish farming on rural 
economies in the Puget Sound region or the taxes that ARE paid by shellfish growers, including 
state L&1 employment tax, sales tax on purchased goods and services, and federal social security 
and income taxes. Additionally, shellfish growers generate $97 million dollars in annual fann 
gate sales and provide an estimated 2,100 direct family-wage jobs in our region. The significant 
impact of shellfish fanning on rural economies can be seen in Mason County, where shellfish 
farmers are the second largest private employer in the county with an arulUa] payroll of $17.7 
million dollars. 

It is true that shellfish growers do not pay sales tax on their shellfish sales. That is true for 
domestic and export sales. The Hendricks document fails to mention that sales tax is not paid fOJ 

any food sold in Washington. It is true that no export tax is paid for shellfish products. The 
Hendricks document fails to mention that Article 1, Section 9 of the US Constitution assures that 
"No Tax or Duty shall be laid on Articles exported from any State." It is true that in some 
counties tideland property taxes are low. This is common for resource lands. Agriculture and 
timberlands also have reduced property tax rates. The enhanced food fish excise tax is not paid 
on shellfish grown from seed planted by the grower because it is an extraction tax only paid for 
extracted state resources. • 

Example 2: The selective use of unrelated scientific quotes to imply environmental harm 

Claim (page 7): "The Nearshore environment covers the most productive waters ofPuget 
Sound. The disruption, alteration or loss of this natural habitat and ecological functions caused 
by aquaculture are well documented as outlined in the following independent research." 

Ifact: Based on tills statement thtl reader might assume that the following papers would make 
reierence to impact associated with aquaculture. However, the first paper sited (Coastal Habitat 
in Puget Sound, page 7) never mentions aquaculture at all and other research only makes 
reference to shellfish farming in-the most sympathetic terms. 

Claim (page 14): "Healthy killer whale populations are dependent on adequate prey levels. 
Reductions in prey availability force whales to spend more time foraging and might lead to 
reduced reproductive rates and higher mortality rates. Human influences have had profound 
impacts on the abundance of many prey species in the northeastern Pacific during the past 150 
years (Proposed Conservation Plan for Southern Resident Killer Whales, page 61)." 

Fact: Despite the fact that shellfish farming is never mentioned in this report, nor is it listed in 
any report we know of as a stressor on Orca populations, Hendricks chooses to include these 
quotes in an attempt to draw a connection between shellfish fanning and orca conservation. To 
make this leap one must be convinced that shellfish fanning depresses the base of the food chain 
to the point where salmon, and subsequently orca, are affected. It is worth noting that the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), in their biological opinion on the U.S. Anny Corps 
of Engineers Nationwide Permit 48 (NWP48), evaluated the environmental impacts ofall 
existing shellfish fanus on salmon and found that they were not likely to adversely afft!ct salmon, 
which is prey for Orcas. In fact, all pee! re"iewed research points to the conclusion that 
shellfish fanning enhances estuarine productivity and can be part of a mitigation solution to 
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offset the true impacts on Orcas such as upland development, foreshore annoring and non-point 
source pollution. 

Example 3: The misrepresentation of scientific data 

Claim: ;'In the case of sediment core analysis, the study found a significant reduction in all 
densities of infauna, including Corophium and polychaetes (both important food sources for 
endangered Chinook). Sand dollar size and density were also significantly reduced by geoduck 
harvest activities (Geoduck Aquaculture Investigations in Puget Sound)." 

Fact: An example of the misrepresentation of scientific data is Hendricks' use of the 
unpublished science on geoduck fanning impacts that was presented by Dr. VanBlaricom at the 
2009 SeaGrant conference. This multi-year project, which is being done in full cooperation with 
shellfish farmers, looks at culture and harvest impacts so that growers can continue to use 
adaptive management 10 improve their practices. Dr. VanBlaricom was very clear that he had 
not yet done any statistical analysis on the data and that his sample size is still too small to make 
any inference from the data. Laura Hendricks presented this data to the Pierce County Shoreline 
Citizens Advisory Committee (SCAC) as "fact" and was severely scolded by the leadership of 
the committee for scientific misconduct. Despite this warning, and an admonition from Dr. 
VanBlaricom, Hendricks still chooses to include parts of this preliminary research as fact. 

See attachment #2: Emailfrom Dr. VanBlaricom to Washington State Senator Ken Jacobsen 
regarding use of research results by Laura Hendricks. 

Example 4: The unsubstantiated claims of ecological disturbance 

Claim (page 9): " ... this section describes four major parts of the food web: phytoplankton. 
zooplankton,. benthic infauna, and secondary consumers. Because phytoplankton and 
zooplankton are essential camponents ofPuget Sound food chains, this section contains 
information on stressors to these organisms. It also discusses links between food chains and 
nearshore habitats (Reconnaissance Assessment of the State of the Nearshore Report, page 6-1)." 

Fact: In the research 'study died above, which profiles food web interaction in the Puget Sound 
near shore, aquaculture is never mentioned. Yet Hendricks uses quotes from this paper to claim 
that shellfish farming "disrupts this web of life and eliminates natural organisms in the 
nearshore" by exceeding the carrying capacity. This is a totally unfounded claim that the 
research never suggests, much less confums, as Hendricks claims. 

Example 5: A disregard of studies that don't support their conclusions 

Claim (page 25): "Initially, NMFS determined that the proposed action is likely to adversely 
affect LCR Chinook salmon (Chum salmon, Puget Sound Chinook salmon, and the southern 
DPS of green sturgeon). During consultation, NMFS concluded that while actions conducted 
under the proposed NWP48 would have environmental effects, these effects were not reas?nably 
certain to impair nonna! behaviors resulting in their actual injury or death. Could the contmual 
lobbying by the shellfish industry be one reason for this switch in policy?" 
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Fact: In its initial review ofNWP48, which authorizes all existing shellfish fanns, NMFS 
determined that the proposed action (shellfish farming) would likely have an adverse effect on 
salmon. After this initial assessment, the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers conducted a detailed 
analysis and released a 150 page biological evaluation of activities underNWP48. This analysis 
was also followed by an eight month in-depth investigation by NMFS to determine the likely 
impacts of the shellfish fanns authorized under NWP48. At the conclusion of what has been one 
of the most exhaustive reviews of the environmental impacts of shellfish farming conducted to­
date, NMFS concluded, in an analysis of just under 100 pages, that activities authorized by 
NWP48 are not likely to adversely affect any threatened or endangered species, or result in any 
advers~ modification of their critical habitat. Because NMFS' scientific conclusions do not 
support Hendricks' thesis about the purported negative impacts of shellfish farming, she 
dismisses them as an outcome of lobbying and political pressure. 

In addition to disregarding studies that don't support her conclusions, Hendricks is unfairly 
critical of other environmental organizations that don't share her views of the shellfish industry. 
In a blDg to the Seattle Weekly, Hendricks and her group posted the following: "Speaking of 
corruption, Gregoire and the state aren't the only ones corrupted by Taylor and the shellfish 
industry. So called "environmental" groups, including the Nature Conservancy apparently, that 
shamelessly take money plus free oyster dinners from Taylor, refuse to speak out about Taylor's 
greedy expansion plans and environmentally harmful practices. These corrupt, phony 
environmental entities include, but are not limited to, People for Puget Sound, Puget 
Sound keepers Alliance, South Sound Surfriders and Puget Sound Restoration Fund These 
groups do some good work/or the Sound, sure, but refuse to actively condemn some afTaylors 
and industry practices because they take money from Taylor and other shellfish companies. The 
PS Restoration Fund is nothing more than a public relations stooge of Taylor and the shellfish 
industry. " 

Finally, the Hendricks document is also notable by its glaring omission of any reference to 
scientific studies, reports or policY' documents that demonstrate the positive ecological benefits 
of shellfish farming. For example: 

According to the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers "Since shellfish improve water quality and 
increase food production, we believe that there is generally a net increase in aquatic resource 
functions in estuaries or bays where shellfish are produced)) (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
September 2006. Proposed Nation Wide Permit D for Shellfish Aquaculture. 71 Fed. Reg. 56,258, 
56,275. Washington, D.C.) 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency states "that mollusks are filter feeders and, in some 
cases, are recommended not only as a food source, but also as a pollution control technology in 
and of themselves. Mollusks remove pollutants from ambient waters via filtration. )) 
(Environmental ProteCtion Agency. September 2002.57 Fed. Reg. 57,872,57,885. Washington, 
D.C.) 

The National Research Council has also found that "Nutrient over-enrichment is a significant 
·problemJor the coastal regions of the United States ... Benthicfilter feeders such as oysters, 
mussels and many species of clams can have a major influence on phytoplankton populations in 
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coastal waters. (( (National Research CO'lmcil, the principal operating agency of both the National 
Academy of Sciences and the National Academy of Engineering. 2000. Clean Coastal Waters: 
Understanding and Reducing the Effects of Nutrient Pollution. National Academy Press. 
Washington, D.C.) 

In conclusion, the shellfish community welcomes an open and intellectually honest debate about 
the impacts, both positive and negative, of shellfish fanning in Puget Sound. Shellfish growers 
recognize that it is in their best interest to operate their farms in a manner that protects the marine 
environment upon which they are entirely dependent. We have a history of adaptive practices to 
achieve this goal as we continue to gain better understanding through sound science and 
research. Policies and regulations for shellfish aquaculture must be based on sound scientific 
data, not unfounded personal opinions. We are willing and stand ready to engage in a robust 
policy discussion "vith the PSP regarding shellfish aquaculture in Puget Sound at your • 
convenience. 

Sincerely, 

f!;.k';)i 
Robin Downey 
Executive Director 


