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March 6, 2011 
 
Natalie Gates 
DBOC SUP EIS 
 
Re: Green House Gas Emissions 
 
Dear Natalie, 
 
On November 26, 2010, DBOC submitted a scoping letter (attachment a) regarding the 
increase in green house gas production that would result by a NPS decision to end the 
near century-long tradition of shellfish farming in Drakes Estero.  Recently the Monterey 
Bay Aquarium did an analysis (attachment b) that will help inform the EIS.  This entire 
document is important to the EIS.  The document points out the serious adverse affects of 
certain aquaculture and fishing practices.  Comments specific to molluscan shellfish 
aquaculture can be found on pages 21, 36, 39 and 40.  A section of this report relevant to 
GHG production states:  
 

“How Fishing and Aquaculture Contribute 
to Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
According to the FAO (2008), the seafood industry 
makes a “minor but significant” contribution to 
greenhouse gas emissions through the production, 
processing, transport and storage of seafood. Emissions 
vary substantially, depending on the fishing 
or farming methods and the form in which seafood 
goes to market. On the production end, more fuel efficient 
ship engines, fleet configurations and fishing 
gear can lead to fewer emissions. In aquaculture, 
energy consumption tends to be higher in shrimp 
and carnivorous fish farms, and lower in omnivorous 
fish and shellfish farms (FAO, 2008). 
Like all food sectors, additional emissions occur 
after the fish has been caught — in processing, 
packaging and transport. The highest emissions 
are associated with seafood that is transported by 
plane; air-freight emissions are roughly 3.5 times 

mailto:kevin@drakesbayoyster.com
mailto:nancy@drakesbayoyster.com


those of sea freight and more than 90 times those 
of local transportation (when fish is consumed 
within 250 miles of where it was caught) (FAO, 
2008). More than one-third of all seafood is traded 
internationally, and that trend is on the rise (FAO, 
2008). The continued globalization of the seafood 
trade — upon which many developing nations 
depend — is likely to further increase the industry’s 
overall contributions to CO2 emissions. Restoring 
marine fish populations in close proximity to the 
communities that consume them could both lessen 
the impact of fisheries on climate and help restore 
the communities that fish for them.” 
 

DBOC markets all of its shellfish locally – basically all DBOC shellfish are consumed 
within 100 miles of the farm.  If NPS chooses to shut down DBOC’s shellfish production, 
this NPS decision will cause significant increases in GHG production – a 90 fold increase 
just to account for the additional seafood shipping caused by such a decision.  This 
additional shipping would be unavoidable should DBOC be closed because there is no 
other local source of oysters to meet the demand.  As a matter of fact, the SF Bay Area 
regularly receives air shipments of oysters from abroad because, even with DBOC 
production, local supply cannot meet local demand.  The EIS must consider the 
possibility that if Bay Area consumers lose their reliable shellfish supply from DBOC, 
they will choose other forms of seafood.  Essentially, all other forms of seafood use much 
more energy and have a larger carbon footprint than oysters.  Actually, essentially all 
other forms of protein use more fossil fuel and other energy, feed and fresh water to 
produce.  Given the fact that Bay Area consumers will have choices about which protein 
will replace DBOC shellfish in their diet, the consequential GHG increases will be much 
more than 90 fold. 
 
The EIS is required to carefully analyze the air quality impacts of this NPS decision.  One 
of  NPS goals is concern about the impacts of GHG production - climate change, sea 
level rise, and ocean acidification.  Therefore, this EIS has the burden of fully informing 
decision makers about the permanent adverse effects of a decision to end shellfish 
production in Drakes Estero.  The EIS must calculate the long-term cumulative increases 
in GHG emissions over the next 20 years, 40 years or more.  The EIS is obligated to 
acknowledge, and to project, the increases in this adverse effect over the years due to the 
declining local fish stocks that could be depleted in the future, resulting in even longer 
distances to ship seafood to the SF Bay Area.  Decision makers at DOI need to be 
informed that a decision to close DBOC would be contributing significantly increased 
emissions, raising atmospheric CO2 and accelerating its devastating effects.   PRNS has 
made some progress to attempt to reduce its carbon footprint by using solar energy and 
electric vehicles,.  Certainly, these efforts were accomplished at significant cost to 
taxpayers.  Because DBOC is within PRNS and this is a discretionary decision, the 
increased GHG production resulting from an alternative to close the oyster farm should 
be annually attributed to PRNS and be compared to its effort to reduce GHG emissions.  



An honest review of  an alternative to close the oyster farm which could negate all the 
time, effort and taxpayer dollars already spent to reduce PRNS’s carbon footprint is an 
imperative task of this EIS.  A full and reliable EIS analysis will inform both the public 
and the decision makers as to whether or not this is true. 
 
We look forward to reviewing a comprehensive analysis of the GHG emmission 
consequences, over the long term, related to the decision to close the oyster farm in 
Drakes Estero in the Draft EIS.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kevin & Nancy Lunny 


