From: BrownScott, Jennifer

To: Sollmann, Lorenz

Subject: Fwd: Commercial Use Reg and BIDEH Policy Review
Date: Friday, September 25, 2015 1:55:06 PM
Attachments: WO-NWRS Guide Economic Uses 04182005.pdf

HQ Memo Ag Practices on Refuges 07172014.pdf
BIDEH and Commercial Use Reas Review 092515.docx

FYI. This is what I sent to Sylvia.

Jennifer Brown-Scott

Refuge Manager

Washington Maritime NWRC
715 Holgerson Rd

Sequim, WA 98382

office: (360) 457-8451

fax: (360) 457-9778

~~Dungeness NWR~Protection Island NWR~San Juan Islands NWR~~
~~Copalis NWR~Flattery Rocks NWR~Quillayute Needles NWR~~

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: BrownScott, Jennifer <jennifer brownscott@fws.gov>
Date: Fri, Sep 25, 2015 at 1:51 PM

Subject: Commercial Use Reg and BIDEH Policy Review

To: Sylvia Pelizza <sylvia pelizza@fws.gov>

After working through the regulation on commercial uses (CFR.50§29.1) and BIDEH
(601FWS3) line by line, it is looking pretty bleak.

Here's a quick overview:

A proposal to initiate a commercial aquaculture program within Dungeness NWR that
includes non-native oysters and structure would seem to violate BIDEH. We would
also need to gather information on historical conditions and baseline species and
environmental data to meet the requirement for evaluation of impacts.

The use must contribute to the DNWR purpose or mission of the NWRS to be allowed
under CFR.50§29. If an assessment showed the potential for wildlife disturbance and
disruption of the natural landscape and/or 100% of oysters were harvested the
practice would most likely be in violation of this regulation. Given that the CCP did
not identify introduction of supplemental food sources as a management strategy and
since we are currently meeting refuge purposes, it may be difficult to say that the
introduction of the Pacific oyster would contribute to the purpose or mission.

I've also attached a couple of memos signed by Jim Kurth relating to farming, BIDEH,
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Washington, D.C. 20240

In Reply/Refer To:
FWS/ANRS-CPP/020693
APR 18 2005
Memorandum
To: Compeatibility Training Instructors

From:  Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System (_/ (A% {A- A
Subject:  Economic Uses of the Natural Resources of National Wildlife Refuge (50 CFR 29.1)

It has come to my attention that we are using various interpretations of 50 CFR 29.1, relative to
the economic use of the natural resources of any national wildlife refuge. After reviewing the
regulations and conferring with the Solicitor’s Office, [ am providing the following clarifying
guidance.

We last modified this section along with new compatibility regulations on October 18, 2000 (65
FR 62483). The modification clarifies that public or private economic use of the natural
resources of any national wildlife refuge may only be authorized where we determine that such
use contributes to the achievement of the national wildlife refuge purposes or the National
Wildlife Refuge System mission.

It is clear that 50 CFR 29.1 applies to grazing livestock; harvesting hay and stock feed; removing
timber, firewood, or other natural products of the soil; removing shell, sand, or gravel;
cultivating areas; and similar uses. It also applies to those economic uses that require developing
lands within a refuge. This would include constructing buildings, facilities, and structures, as
well as paving or graveling areas. Any action that disturbs the soil, displaces vegetation, or
otherwise changes the natural biological or ecological functions or aesthetic values of the land
from wildlife habitat to a commercial endeavor is an economic use. Examples of these uses
include wind generators, radio towers, buildings, and billboards of the natural resources of a

national wildlife refuge.

Please note that normal requests for rights-of-way are separate from this discussion and are
covered by 50 CFR 29.21 (Rights-of-Way General Regulations).

This memorandum clarifies the intent of the regulation to ensure that it is consistently applied. If
there are any additional questions on interpretation of 50 CFR 29.1, please contact Rick Schultz,
Chief, Division of Conservation Planning and Policy, at (703) 358-2332.






United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Washington, D.C. 20240

July 17,2014

Memorandum

To: Regional Refuge Chiefs, Regions 1-8 — K

From: Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System W w { L [’ !

Subject: Use of Agricultural Practices in Wildlife Management in the National Wildlife
Refuge System

This Memorandum records the decision of the National Wildlife Refuge System Leadership
Team (Leadership Team) regarding the use of agricultural practices for wildlife management on
national wildlife refuges. On May 21, 2014, we concluded discussion about current agricultural
practices across the National Wildlife Refuge System (System) to meet refuge objectives, the use
of genetically engineered crop seeds, and the use of pesticides.

The Leadership Team agreed that by January 2016, the System will only use an agricultural
practice where it specifically contributes to wildlife objectives. This conforms to 601 FW 3, the
Service’s Biological Integrity, Diversity and Environmental Health policy (BIDEH). BIDEH
directs us to maintain and restore the biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health of
refuges and is based on the underlying principle of wildlife conservation that favors management
that restores or mimics natural ecosystem processes or functions to achieve refuge purpose(s).

By January 2016, we will no longer use neonicotinoid pesticides in agricultural practices used in
the System. Service policy 569 FW | Pest Management directs that we use long-standing
integrated pest management principles to guide and evaluate our pesticide use practices. We
have determined that prophylactic use, such as a seed treatment, of the neonicotinoid pesticides
that can distribute systemically in a plant and can potentially affect a broad spectrum of non-
target species is not consistent with Service policy. We make this decision based on a
precautionary approach to our wildlife management practices and not on agricultural practices.

There can be appropriate and specialized uses of neonicotinoid pesticides and decisions for those
uses in the Service are subject to review through all applicable laws, regulations, and policies
including, but not limited to, the National Environmental Policy Act.

By January 2016, we will phase out the use of genetically modified crops to feed wildlife.
Service policy 601 FW 3.15 C states: “We do not use genetically modified organisms in refuge
management unless we determine their use is essential to accomplishing refuge purpose(s) and
the Regional Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System, approves the use.” Refuges throughout





the country successfully meet wildlife management objectives without the use of genetically
modified crops. We have demonstrated our ability to successfully accomplish refuge purposes
over the past two years without using genetically modified crops, therefore, it is no longer
possible to say that their use is essential to meet wildlife management objectives. We will no
longer use genetically modified crops to meet wildlife management objectives System-wide.

Agricultural practices are sometimes used in habitat restoration and the techniques are variable
for different locations, therefore, we will consider whether the temporary use of genetically
modified crops in habitat restoration is essential on a case-by-case basis.

Finally, the Leadership Team recognized that transitioning any refuge land from a primarily
agricultural use to restored, native habitat works to achieve the Service goal of minimizing our
carbon footprint as set forth in Rising to the Urgent Challenge, Strategic Plan for Responding to
Accelerating Climate Change (USFWS 2010). The Leadership Team agreed to assess and
identify refuges that have the ability to replace row crops used to meet wildlife management
objectives with moist soil management or other techniques that restore or mimic natural
ecosystem processes or functions to meet wildlife and carbon objectives.

Refuges with lands mandated for agricultural purposes, including, but not limited to, Tule Lake,
Upper and Lower Klamath NWRs subject to Public Law 88-567 (Kuchel Act 1964) and Crab
Orchard NWR subject to Public Law 80-361 may follow these agreements, however, the
mandates which direct those refuges’ purposes are their primary authority.

If there are any questions, please contact Deputy Refuge Chief Cynthia Martinez at (703) 358-
2632 or by email at Cynthia_Martinez @fws.gov.






CFR.50§29 Land Use Management

29.1 May we allow economic uses on national wildlife refuges?

We may only authorize public or private economic use of the natural resources of any national wildlife refuge, in accordance with 16 U.S.C. 715s, where we determine that the use contributes to the achievement of the national wildlife refuge purposes or the National Wildlife Refuge System mission. We may authorize economic use by appropriate permit only when we have determined the use on a national wildlife refuge to be compatible. Persons exercising economic privileges on national wildlife refuges will be subject to the applicable provisions of this subchapter and of other applicable laws and regulations governing national wildlife refuges. Permits for economic use will contain such terms and conditions that we determine to be necessary for the proper administration of the resources. Economic use in this section includes but is not limited to grazing livestock, harvesting hay and stock feed, removing timber, firewood or other natural products of the soil, removing shell, sand or gravel, cultivating areas, or engaging in operations that facilitate approved programs on national wildlife refuges.

[65 FR 62483, Oct. 18, 2000]

The use would need to leave oysters on the landscape as forage for waterfowl and be restrictive enough not to impact migrating and wintering waterfowl and shorebirds using the tidelands (timing, structures, etc.).  Any evaluation would also look at potential impacts to benthic organisms and aquatic plant and animal species. 

These tidelands are mentioned in every chapter of the CCP.  In Chapter 2, none of the management strategies pertaining to the tidelands call for restoration or introduction of bivalves (see attachment).  There is an objective for the eelgrass within these tidelands, so an evaluation would need to assess whether or not the proposed type of aquaculture is beneficial to eelgrass.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]It would not appear that commercially farming oysters (with 100% removal) within this lease would contribute to the achievement of Refuge purposes.   It is questionable as to whether a cooperative farming program would contribute to the achievement of Refuge purposes given the potential for disturbance and disruption of the natural landscape. 



601 FW 3 Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health

3.1 What is the purpose of this chapter? This chapter provides policy for maintaining and restoring, where appropriate, the biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health of the National Wildlife Refuge System. 

3.6 What do these terms mean? 

E. Native. With respect to a particular ecosystem, a species that, other than as a result of an introduction, historically occurred or currently occurs in that ecosystem. 

This definition should clarify the discussion on native vs. non-native.  Pacific oysters are a non-native species.  The Refuge is most likely within the historic range of Olympia oysters, although it is unknown if they were historically present within the Refuge.  Native littleneck clams are found within the refuge tidelands.

3.7 What are the principles underlying this policy?

C. Biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health in a landscape context. Biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health can be described at various landscape scales from refuge to ecosystem, national, and international. Each landscape scale has a measure of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health dependent on how the existing habitats, ecosystem processes, and wildlife populations have been altered in comparison to historic conditions. Levels of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health vary among refuges, and often within refuges over time. Individual refuges contribute to biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at larger landscape scales, especially when they support populations and habitats that have been lost at an ecosystem, national, or even international scale. In pursuit of refuge purposes, individual refuges may at times compromise elements of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at the refuge scale in support of those components at larger landscape scales. When evaluating the appropriate management direction for refuges, refuge managers will consider their refuges' contribution to biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at multiple landscape scales. 

D. Maintenance and restoration of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health. We will, first and foremost, maintain existing levels of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at the refuge scale. Secondarily, we will restore lost or severely degraded elements of integrity, diversity, environmental health at the refuge scale and other appropriate landscape scales where it is feasible and supports achievement of refuge purpose(s) and System mission. 

I know this doesn’t answer Scott Chitwood’s question of “why do we care if it is maintained at the refuge scale if Pacific oysters are found throughout Puget Sound”, but it is clear that BIDEH is most important at the Refuge level.  

This leads to the question of what was historically here.  If Olympia oysters were historically within these tidelands then, according to this policy, we should probably look at restoration potential first. We do not know why restoration efforts did not work previously or what those restoration efforts looked like.  It sounds like restoration of Olympia oysters has become more sophisticated and successful in recent years.  Also, water quality in the Bay itself has increased.  

If Olympia oysters were not present historically…should we be looking at introducing oysters at all?  Maybe restoration of native littleneck clams would be the appropriate focus.

E. Wildlife and Habitat Management. Management, ranging from preservation to active manipulation of habitats and populations, is necessary to maintain biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health. We favor management that restores or mimics natural ecosystem processes or functions to achieve refuge purpose(s). Some refuges may differ from the frequency and timing of natural processes in order to meet refuge purpose(s) or address biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at larger landscape scales.

Introduction of aquaculture structures does not mimic natural ecosystem processes or functions, nor does the practice of oyster farming. 

[bookmark: 3.8][bookmark: 3.9]3.9 How do we implement this policy? 

B. Assess the current status of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health through baseline vegetation, population surveys and studies, and any other necessary environmental studies. 

We would need better baseline surveys and studies than we currently have.  One mid-winter waterfowl survey, a couple of shorebird surveys and an old eelgrass survey would not give us enough of a baseline to assess impacts (good or bad) from aquaculture.

C. Assess historic conditions and compare them to current conditions. This will provide a benchmark of comparison for the relative intactness of ecosystems' functions and processes. This assessment should include the opportunities and limitations to maintaining and restoring biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health. 

We do not know what mollusks historically were found in these tidelands.  Are there studies (e.g., core samples) that should be done to determine the historical species composition?

D. Consider the refuge's importance to refuge, ecosystem, national, and international landscape scales of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health. Also, identify the refuge's roles and responsibilities within the Regional and System administrative levels. 

Given that Pacific oysters have been introduced to the majority of the ecosystem, it could be argued that restoration of a relatively small portion of tidelands would not make a large difference.  However, we do own the majority of the tidelands within the inner bay and they could act as a control area when looking at impacts (positive and negative) from aquaculture elsewhere.   

H. Evaluate the effectiveness of our management by comparing results to desired outcomes. If the results of our management strategies are unsatisfactory, assess the causes of failure and adapt our strategies accordingly. 

If we allow Pacific oyster aquaculture because we say that it is beneficial to the Refuge purpose and, therefore, is exempt from BIDEH, we would need additional funding and staff to create a current baseline, create goals for this management, evaluate changes over time, and determine which changes are attributable to the permitted aquaculture practice. 

3.10 What factors do we consider when maintaining and restoring biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health? 

A. Biological Integrity. 

(1) We evaluate biological integrity by examining the extent to which biological composition, structure, and function has been altered from historic conditions. Biological composition refers to biological components such as genes, populations, species, and communities. Biological structure refers to the organization of biological components, such as gene frequencies, social structures of populations, food webs of species, and niche partitioning within communities. Biological function refers to the processes undergone by biological components, such as genetic recombination, population migration, the evolution of species, and community succession [see 602 FW 3.4C(1)(e), Planning Area and Data Needs]. 

We would need to determine what those historical conditions were.

(2) Biological integrity lies along a continuum from a biological system extensively altered by significant human impacts to the landscape to a completely natural system. No landscape retains absolute biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health. However, we strive to prevent the further loss of natural biological features and processes; i.e., biological integrity. 

Adding structure to a natural tideland would in itself create further loss of natural biological features and processes.  Disturbance during harvest and potential displacement or entanglement could also impact biological processes.  There may be other impacts to natural biological features and processes that would be discovered in the evaluation process.  

 (4) In deciding which management activities to conduct to accomplish refuge purpose(s) while maintaining biological integrity, we start by considering how the ecosystem functioned under historic conditions. For example, we consider the natural frequency and timing of processes such as flooding, fires, and grazing. Where it is not appropriate to restore ecosystem function, our refuge management will mimic these natural processes including natural frequencies and timing to the extent this can be accomplished. 

We would have to evaluate whether or not this can be done within the parameters of the proposed aquaculture practice. 

B. Biological Diversity. 

(1) We evaluate biological diversity at various taxonomic levels, including class, order, family, genus, species, subspecies, and--for purposes of Endangered Species Act implementation--distinct population segment. These evaluations of biological diversity begin with population surveys and studies of flora and fauna. The System's focus is on native species and natural communities such as those found under historic conditions [see 602 FW 3.4C(1)(e)]. The Natural Heritage Network databases for respective States should prove a valuable tool for this initial evaluation. 

We would need better baseline surveys and studies than we currently have.  One mid-winter waterfowl survey, a couple of shorebird surveys and an old eelgrass survey would not give us enough of a baseline to assess impacts (good or bad) from aquaculture.

(2) We also evaluate biological diversity at various landscape scales, including refuge, ecosystem, national, and international. On refuges, we typically focus our evaluations of biological diversity at the refuge scale; however, these refuge evaluations can contribute to assessments at larger landscape scales. 

I know this doesn’t answer Scott Chitwood’s question of “why do we care if it is maintained at the refuge scale if Pacific oysters are found throughout Puget Sound”, but it is clear that BIDEH is most important at the Refuge level.  

This leads to the question of what was historically here.  If Olympia oysters were historically within these tidelands then, according to this policy, we should probably look at restoration potential first. We do not know why restoration efforts did not work previously or what those restoration efforts looked like.  It sounds like restoration of Olympia oysters has become more sophisticated and successful in recent years.  Also, water quality in the Bay itself has increased.  

If Olympia oysters were not present historically…should we be looking at introducing oysters at all?  Maybe restoration of native littleneck clams would be the appropriate focus.

C. Environmental Health. 

(1) We evaluate environmental health by examining the extent to which environmental composition, structure, and function have been altered from historic conditions. Environmental composition refers to abiotic components such as air, water, and soils, all of which are generally interwoven with biotic components (e.g., decomposers live in soils). Environmental structure refers to the organization of abiotic components, such as atmospheric layering, aquifer structure, and topography. Environmental function refers to the processes undergone by abiotic components, such as wind, tidal regimes, evaporation, and erosion. A diversity of abiotic composition, structure, and function tends to support a diversity of biological composition, structure, and function [see 602 FW 3.4C(1)(e), Planning Area and Data Needs]. 

We would need additional funding and staff to create a current baseline, create goals for this management, evaluate changes over time, and determine which changes are attributable to the permitted aquaculture practice. 

 (3) At the population and community levels, we consider the habitat components of food, water, cover, and space. Food and water may become contaminated with chemicals that are not naturally present. Activities such as logging and mining or structures such as buildings and fences may modify security or thermal cover. Unnatural noise and light pollution may also compromise migration and reproduction patterns. Unnatural physical structures, including buildings, communication towers, reservoirs, and other infrastructure, may displace space or may be obstacles to wildlife migration. Refuge facility construction and maintenance projects necessary to accomplish refuge purpose(s) should be designed to minimize their impacts on the environmental health of the refuge.

If they propose to use structures, we would need to evaluate their introduction for impacts to the environmental health of the refuge. 

3.11 How do we apply our management strategies to maintain and restore biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health? 

C. We may remove physical structures to promote endangered species recovery in some areas, or we may remove plants or animals to protect structures, depending upon refuge purpose(s). Unless we determine that a species was present in the area of a refuge under historic conditions, we will not introduce or maintain the presence of that species for the purpose of biological diversity. We may make exceptions where areas are essential for the conservation of a threatened or endangered species and suitable habitats are not available elsewhere. In such cases, we strive to minimize unnatural effects and to restore or maintain natural processes and ecosystem components to the extent practicable without jeopardizing refuge purpose(s). 

We can’t use the need for biodiversity as a reason to allow Pacific oyster aquaculture.

3.13 Where do we get information on historic conditions? 

A. Information on historic conditions may be historical, archeological, or other. Historical information includes the written and, in some cases, the pictographic accounts of Native Americans, explorers, surveyors, traders, and early settlers. Archeological information comes from collections of cultural artifacts maintained by scientific institutions. We may obtain other data from a range of sources, including research, soil sediments, and tree rings. 

Just an FYI.

3.14 How do we manage populations to maintain and restore biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health? 

F. Where practical, we support the reintroduction of extirpated native species. We consider such reintroduction in the context of surrounding landscapes. We do not introduce species on refuges outside their historic range or introduce species if we determine that they were naturally extirpated, unless such introduction is essential for the survival of a species and prescribed in an endangered species recovery plan, or is essential for the control of an invasive species and prescribed in an integrated pest management plan. 

The Refuge is most likely within the historic range of Olympia oysters (since they occur in nearby bays), although it is unknown if they were historically present within the Refuge.  Native littleneck clams are found within the refuge tidelands.

3.15 How do we manage habitats to maintain and restore biological integrity, diversity, environmental health? 

A. We will, first and foremost, maintain existing levels of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at the refuge scale. Following that, we will restore lost or degraded elements of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health at all landscape scales where it is feasible and supports fulfillment of refuge purposes. 

There is no aquaculture actively being practiced within the refuge.  Introduction of Pacific oyster aquaculture would most likely negatively impact biological integrity and environmental health and would not add to natural diversity.   

B. Our habitat management plans call for the appropriate management strategies that mimic historic conditions while still accomplishing refuge objectives. For example, prescribed burning can simulate natural fire regimes or water level management can mimic natural hydrological cycles. Farming, haying, logging, livestock grazing, and other extractive activities are permissible habitat management practices only when prescribed in plans to meet wildlife or habitat management objectives, and only when more natural methods, such as fire or grazing by native herbivores, cannot meet refuge goals and objectives. 

Although this appeared at first glance to be an area that would allow aquaculture if it benefitted Refuge purposes, it is clear that farming activities are only allowed when more natural methods cannot meet refuge goals and objectives.  Enhancement of the tidelands through seeding of native clams and oysters (if feasible) would provide additional food resources for wildlife without introducing (or adding to existing) non-native species and structures or unnecessarily increasing disturbance to wildlife.  This would be a much more natural method and increase the opportunity for non-commercial harvest by Native Americans and the general public.  The CCP did not identify the need for supplemental food resources for wildlife using the refuge.  We would first need to assess if that need actually exists.   

C. We do not allow refuge uses or management practices that result in the maintenance of non-native plant communities unless we determine there is no feasible alternative for accomplishing refuge purpose(s). For example, where we do not require farming to accomplish refuge purpose(s), we cease farming and strive to restore natural habitats. Where feasible and consistent with refuge purpose(s), we restore degraded or modified habitats in the pursuit of biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health. We use native seed sources in ecological restoration. We do not use genetically modified organisms in refuge management unless we determine their use is essential to accomplishing refuge purpose(s) and the Director approves the use. 

The CCP does not identify farming as a method to accomplish refuge purposes.  We are accomplishing refuge purposes without farming.

3.16 How do we manage non-native species to maintain and restore biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health? 

A. We prevent the introduction of invasive species, detect and control populations of invasive species, and provide for restoration of native species and habitat conditions in invaded ecosystems. We develop integrated pest management strategies that incorporate the most effective combination of mechanical, chemical, biological, and cultural controls while considering the effects on environmental health. 

WDFW does not consider Pacific oyster an invasive species, although this oyster has effectively taken hold (through intentional release and culture) in coastal waters around the world.  It grows five times faster than other oyster species, grows in a wider range of temperatures and has a larval phase that can lead to dispersal over long distances.  They grow “naturally” in dense mats called oyster reefs and when grown in high densities can cause physical changes in the surrounding ecosystem.  Oysters can change areas of soft substrate into hard substrate.  However, they can increase densities of benthic invertebrates.  They can improve water clarity but also reduce food availability for native filter feeders.  There is also the possibility of additional introductions of invasive species. 

Any plan to begin Pacific oyster aquaculture on the Refuge would need to consider the invasiveness of Pacific oysters as well as the potential for introducing new invasive species with oyster cultch. 

B. We require no action to reduce or eradicate self-sustaining populations of non-native, noninvasive species (e.g., pheasants) unless those species interfere with accomplishing refuge purpose(s). We do not, however, manage habitats to increase populations of these species unless such habitat management supports accomplishing refuge purpose(s). 

If Pacific oysters are currently present within the Refuge tidelands, we do not need to remove them, unless they are causing detrimental impacts.  

Even if Pacific oysters are present, we are not allowed to increase their population unless we are supporting the refuge purpose.  Supplementing wildlife food resources was not identified as a management strategy in the CCP.   We would first need to assess if that need actually exists.   

3.18 What is the relationship between biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health and compatibility? When completing compatibility determinations, refuge managers use sound professional judgment to determine if a refuge use will materially interfere with or detract from the fulfillment of the System mission or the refuge purpose(s). Inherent in fulfilling the System mission is protection of the biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health of the System. Specific policy for compatibility is found in 603 FW 2. 


and commercial uses.

Please take a look at the attached information and let me know what you think.

Jennifer Brown-Scott

Refuge Manager

Washington Maritime NWRC
715 Holgerson Rd

Sequim, WA 98382

office: (360) 457-8451

fax: (360) 457-9778

~~Dungeness NWR~Protection Island NWR~San Juan Islands NWR~~
~~Copalis NWR~Flattery Rocks NWR~Quillayute Needles NWR~~



