3
3.1

Comments to DEIS and Responses

Introduction

The DEIS for the Project was issued on October 30, 2018. Lewis County invited written comments to the
DEIS. The deadline for receipt of comments was a postmark by November 29, 2018.
During the comment period, Lewis County received comments from Tribes, agencies, organizations, and
individuals. Comments were submitted in letters and by e-mail. Together, these are called “comment
submissions” throughout this FEIS. A list of those who commented on the DEIS is provided in Table 3.1
at the end of this section. At the end of the DEIS comment period, Lewis County had received a total of
22 comment submissions.
3.2

Organization of this Section

This section contains the comment submissions and corresponding responses to the comments. Each
comment submission – whether a letter or email – has been assigned a number (see list of comment
submissions in Table 3.1). Within each comment submission, comments on specific issues have been
designated using a line and a number in the margin. In several cases, a single comment submission
contains numerous comments addressing a variety of topics.
As described in Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-560, possible options for responding to
comments on a DEIS include modifying the alternatives or developing new alternatives, improving or
modifying the analysis, making factual corrections, or explaining why the comments do not warrant
further agency response citing the sources, authorities, or reasons that support the agency's response
and, if appropriate, indicate those circumstances that would trigger agency reappraisal or further
response.
In this regard, for each numbered comment we have provided additional information or elaboration on
a topic previously discussed in the DEIS; noted how the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) text has
been revised to incorporate new information or factual corrections; referred the reader, when
appropriate, to another comment response; explained why the comment does not warrant further
response; or simply thanked the commenter when the commenter was stating an opinion.
In addition to the response to comments provided below in Section 3.3, a concise summary of each
comment submission along with the response is provided as FEIS Appendix 3.2-1.
3.3

Responses to Comments

Following each letter are the corresponding responses prepared by the EIS authors. Each response is
numbered to correspond to its applicable comment.
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Table 3.1

List of DEIS Commenters and Assigned Comment Submission Numbers
Name

Tribal
Cowlitz Indian Tribe, Taylor Aalvik

Submission Number
AAL-11

State and Local Agencies
City of Olympia, Cheryl Selby
Lewis County Assessor, Diane Dorey
King County, Dow Constantine
City of Bellingham, Renée LaCroix
Whatcom County, Jack Louws
City of Tumwater, Pete Kmet
City of Kirkland, Kurt Triplett
Port of Chehalis, Randy Mueller
City of Lacey, Andy Ryder
Washington Department of Ecology
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife,
Justin Allegro
Port of Bellingham, Brian D. Gouran
Washington Department of Archaeology &
Historic Preservation, Stephanie Jolivette
Federal Agencies
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle
District, Evan G. Carnes
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and
Enforcement, Western Region, Gretchen
Pinkham
Individuals and Organizations
Black Hills Audubon Society, Maria M. Ruth
Pacific Seabird Group, Mark J. Rauzon
Washington Forest Law Center, Kara
Whittaker
Puget Sound Energy, David Mills
Weyerhaeuser, Anthony Chavez
Lewis Economic Development Council, Matt
Matayoshi

SEL-2
DOR-3
CON-4
LAC-5
LOU-6
KME-7
TRI-8
MUE-9
RYD-10
WAECY-12
ALL-13
GOU-21
JOL-22

CAR-1
PIN-15

RUT-14
RAU-16
WHI-17
MIL-18
CHA-19
MAT-20

3-2

3-3

3-4

3-5

3-6

3-7

Comment Responses:
CAR-1: The Applicant is continuing to refine the Project's design to avoid impacts to wetlands
to the greatest extent practicable, including avoiding road and transmission tower construction
within wetlands and deploying minimization measures to avoid dredge or fill within Waters of
the United States. Should impacts be identified which cannot be avoided, the Applicant will
contact your office immediately to schedule pre-application discussions.
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Comment Responses:
SEL-2: Comment noted.

3-9

3-10

Comment Responses:
DOR-3: Property Tax Revenue: DEIS §3.13.3.4 presents baseline information about
Government Revenues, and DEIS §3.13.4 presents impacts of the proposed action, specifically
the discussion of impacts on Government revenues related to property taxes on pages 3.13-15
to 3.13-18. As this section indicates (last 2 paragraphs on page 3.13-15 of the DEIS), there is
uncertainty about how the FMV of the project will be assessed, and the final determination will
affect the amount of property tax revenue that local jurisdictions can expect to receive from
this project over time.
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Insufficient information is currently available to more precisely estimate the property tax
revenues likely to flow from the project to each taxing district over time. However, Table 13 on
page 3.13-17 of the DEIS illustrates how depreciation would diminish the estimated property
tax revenues over time, and should address the Assessor’s concerns, by informing local taxing
districts that potential declines over time may occur and should be anticipated and
incorporated into budget planning processes.
As the text on page 3.13-16 of the DEIS indicates, if the project is centrally assessed by DOR,
which is the most likely outcome given available information at this time, the method of
assessing the FMV would likely differ from local assessment (income vs. cost approach), and
depreciation would likely have a less significant effect on potential property tax revenues over
time. If this is the case, the issues raised regarding local taxing districts experiencing rapidly
diminishing property tax revenues would not necessarily materialize.
Text modifications have been made to the socioeconomic section in response to these
comments; see FEIS §2.4.13 for more information.
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3-13

Comment Responses:
CON-4: Comment noted.

3-14

Comment Responses:
LAC-5: Comment noted.

3-15

Comment Responses:
LOU-6: Comment noted.

3-16

Comment Responses:
KME-7: Comment noted.

3-17

Comment Responses:
TRI-8: Comment noted.

3-18

Comment Responses:
MUE-9: Comment noted.

3-19

Comment Responses:
RYD-10: Comment noted.

3-20

3-21

3-22

Comment Responses:
AAL-11A: Comment noted. Thank you for the time spent reviewing the DEIS and providing
comments.
AAL-11B: The Applicant has reviewed over a thousand acres of potential conservation lands in
southwest Washington and together with the USFWS and WDFW, has concluded that these
conservation parcels, combined with the derelict gill-net removal program, are the best option
for long-term murrelet conservation in the region. Strategically positioned, conservation lands
abut Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) lands that are managed for
murrelets and would add to a larger conservation reserve design - much more biologically
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beneficial than small isolated blocks that could be acquired from smaller landowners such as a
family. As acquired, the lands will not be owned by timber companies and will be managed by a
third-party non-profit who specializes in land management.
The commenter’s statement that half of the parcel was logged in 2003 is factually incorrect.
Characteristics at the conservation lands are a mosaic of stand ages and tree species. Based on
field surveys, approximately 22 acres are currently encumbered as a Marbled Murrelet
Management Area, as delineated according to Washington Forest Practices Act guidelines. Of
the 610 acres that would be acquired, approximately 50% currently is suitable habitat and 7%
of the suitable nesting habitat is occupied. Based on stand-level inventory data, approximately
75 acres of the conservation lands were harvested between 2003–2017. Stands within this age
class provide buffer habitat to suitable nesting habitat which minimizes the effects of
predation, wind throw, and micro-climate (e.g., solar/wind penetration in stand) effects. The
remaining 535 acres represent a range of ages since last management that range between
1943–2001. Many of the stands contain legacy structure in trees that were retained through
the harvest process. While the average age of some stands is lower in the range that is
considered suitable habitat, residual, legacy structure and high incidence of mistletoe infection
provides an important structural component to the stands. Based on field surveys, stands in the
conservation lands contain good species diversity in naturally seeded stands. Western hemlock,
Sitka spruce and western red cedar, and Douglas fir are all found in the conservations which,
indeed, are tree species used by nesting murrelets (see Hamer 1995, Hamer and Nelson 1995,
Desimone 2016, among others).
AAL-11C: The Applicant’s operational staffing will be available 24/7 for any emergency related
to the Project operations and components. In conjunction with Weyerhaeuser, the Applicant
will comply with all fire regulations or elevated risks. In addition, the Applicant has reached out
to the local Lewis County Fire Departments, to ensure that they are equipped with adequate
support emergency response vehicles and staff. Furthermore, Weyerhaeuser has an emergency
response plan in place and strictly regulates activities and access to the Vail Tree Farm during
periods of level 1-4 fire risk. During such periods, both the Applicant and Weyerhaeuser will
have trained staff, fire suppression equipment and water tanks available.
AAL-11D: WTGs proposed for the Project are equipped with fire suppression equipment in the
case of ignition on the nacelle. Statistically, turbine fires result in ignition of surrounding foliage
at ground level through ignited debris falling around the base of the tower and then spreading
to surrounding ignitable fuel sources. The Applicant will clear an area around each WTG of up
to 6.75 acres, free of timber and brush undergrowth, thus minimizing ground level fires.
Transmission lines can cause wild fires as mentioned in the comment, usually through
conductors coming in contact with flammable substances, such as tree limbs or in the case of a
downed or broken conductor, ground foliage. The Applicant will clear and maintain a corridor
that meets at least the minimum regulatory safety thresholds for clearance to trees and other
ignitable sources. The transmission corridor will be cleared and maintained to a 75’ minimum
from centerline, 150’ total in width, of cleared area and regularly monitored. If a conductor
does come in contact with the ground through failure Project operational staff will respond
immediately to mitigate the situation. Operational staff will be trained and comply with a fire
safety plan for both the WTG nacelles and the transmission line.
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AAL-11E: Wind energy generation has proved to be a compatible use with commercial forestry
operations. The Applicant has conducted thorough coordination with Weyerhaeuser to ensure
that construction and operation of the Skookumchuck Wind Energy Project does not interfere
with forestry operations. To this end, annual timber harvests have been planned to maximize
the merchantable timber harvested around WTG and other planned infrastructure locations.
Upon decommissioning of the Skookumchuck Wind Energy Project, the Project site will revert
to commercial forestry. Collocating wind energy generation within an area of commercial
forestry operations has additional environmental benefits in general and on this site in
particular. Suitable wind-energy regions in commercial forests are generally further from
residential areas, which therefore minimizes adverse effects on residents from noise emissions
or shadows. The forest also reduces the visual impact of the wind farm.
Further, because the Project site has been used for commercial forestry operations, the habitat
and use of the site have been modified to support commercial forestry for decades, reducing
the ecological value and subsequent impacts from development of the Skookumchuck Wind
Energy Project.
AAL-11F: The purpose of the noise modeling was to evaluate noise levels at specific land uses
(such as residential) to facilitate a determination of compliance with applicable noise limits at
those locations. It is not a requirement to perform modeling demonstrating noise levels based
on distance from individual WTGs as sensitive noise receptors are not present. Reference DEIS
Appendix 3.7-1 Noise Impact Assessment Technical Memorandum for additional information
(within the memo, Appendix A contains figures depicting the modeled noise contours for the
wind turbines within the noise study area).
Construction noise levels are depicted in Table 3.7.3 of the DEIS at various distances (50, 200,
500, and 1,000 feet).
AAL-11G: Comment noted.
AAL-11H: The Applicant appreciates the time the Tribe spent learning about and commenting
on this Project, and contacted the Tribe, as requested, to schedule a meeting to learn more
about the proposed Project. The meeting was held on December 11, 2018.
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3-26

3-27

3-28

Comment Responses:
WAECY-12A: The Applicant is continuing to refine the Project's design to avoid impacts to
wetlands to the greatest extent practicable, including avoiding road and transmission tower
construction within wetlands and deploying minimization measures to avoid dredge or fill
within Waters of the United States. Should impacts be identified which cannot be avoided, the
Applicant will contact the Corps and Ecology.
WAECY-12B: The Applicant is seeking a Shoreline Substantial Development Permit (SSDP) and
Shoreline Conditional Use Permit from Lewis County; and a SSDP from Thurston County. This
will include Project consistency review with applicable SMP sections.
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WAECY-12C: Thank you for this information; the Applicant will seek a Sand and Gravel General
Permit from Ecology prior to construction. Additionally, the FEIS "Required Approvals" table in
the Fact Sheet and "Table 1.5-1 Project Permits and Approvals" have been revised to
incorporate this comment; see FEIS pages 2.1-1, and 2.2-2 to 2.2-3.
WAECY-12D: As discussed in DEIS §3.1.6.1, the Applicant will implement a Construction
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that satisfies the requirements of the NPDES
General Permit. The SWPPP will include BMPs consistent with Ecology's 2012 Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington (as amended in December 2014) and consistent
with Lewis and Thurston counties' stormwater regulations.
WAECY-12E: The Applicant will seek coverage under the Construction Stormwater General
Permit from Ecology for applicable construction activities.
WAECY-12F: There are no known soil or groundwater contaminants within the Project area;
however, if found during construction, appropriate information will be submitted to Ecology
and other agencies as required.
WAECY-12G: The Applicant will seek coverage under the Construction Stormwater General
Permit from Ecology for applicable construction activities.
WAECY-12H: There are no known soil or groundwater contaminants within the Project area;
however, if found during construction Ecology will be notified and appropriate measures
followed.
WAECY-12I: Clean fill will be used for grading and filling of land. Additionally, debris removed
for this Project will be disposed of appropriately.
WAECY-12J: Comment noted. Thank you all for the time spent reviewing the DEIS and providing
comments.

3-30

3-31

3-32

3-33

Comment Responses:
ALL-13A: Comment noted.
ALL-13B: See response to Comment RUT-14B. The comment indicates some confusion
regarding the scope of SEPA analysis, in light of the separate NEPA process being conducted by
USFWS in connection with its consideration of the Project’s draft HCP and application for
incidental take permits for marbled murrelets and bald and golden eagles. The scopes of the
two environmental review processes for the Project are distinct. The HCP and incidental take
permits are limited to the potential “take” of marbled murrelets, bald eagles, and golden
eagles. The scope of the associated NEPA review corresponds to the scope of the draft HCP and
incidental take permits. The scope of SEPA review is determined by the land use approvals and
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permit applications pending before Lewis County. The comment also requests that the SEPA
documents include a separate discussion of potential impacts on all birds and bats during the
period prior to operation of the Project. The DEIS does include a discussion of potential
construction impacts to birds, bats and other wildlife in §3.4.
Along with other mitigation discussed in the EIS, the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) in the
form included as an appendix to the FEIS and discussed in the EIS satisfies the requirements in
the Thurston County and Lewis County CAOs to address impacts to fish and wildlife. This
information has been added to DEIS §3.4.2 (see FEIS page 2.4-12).
ALL-13C: As part of the Project's SWPPP, the Applicant has committed to revegetating areas of
temporary disturbance associated with Project development such as construction of collector
lines. Revegetation efforts will be conducted in accordance with land owner requirements. As
such, the Applicant will prepare a Temporary Construction Area Restoration Plan (as stated in
DEIS §3.4.6.2). Based on WDFW's comments, the Temporary Construction Area Restoration
Plan will specifically describe revegetation efforts, weed and invasive species treatments, and 2
years of monitoring. This information has been added to DEIS §3.4.6.2, Plants discussion (see
FEIS page 2.4-68).
It should also be noted that the Applicant has developed a mitigation plan specific to
revegetation/restoration of shoreline jurisdictional areas, which was submitted with the
application for Substantial Shoreline Development Permits and Shoreline Conditional Use
Permit. Should impacts to wetlands or aquatic resources be identified outside of these
shoreline jurisdictional areas, additional mitigation strategies, including
revegetation/restoration will be developed and submitted.
ALL-13D: Comment noted. The Applicant appreciates WDFW's willingness to continue this
collaboration.
ALL-13E: Comment noted. The Applicant is continuing to refine the Project's design to avoid
impacts to wetlands to the greatest extent practicable, including avoiding road and
transmission tower construction within wetlands. Should impacts be identified which cannot be
avoided, the Applicant will submit all necessary permits, including suitable mitigation
strategies, before any action is initiated.
ALL-13F: Under the current federal eagle permit program, the only USFWS-approved mitigation
method available to quantify the number of eagles saved is power pole retrofits. This
information has been added to DEIS §3.4.6.3, Golden and Bald Eagles discussion (FEIS page 2.481).
ALL-13G: Yes, a BBCS serves the same function as a BBPP. The draft HCP contains a postconstruction monitoring plan, fatality monitoring will occur for the first three years, and at
designated intervals over the life of the permit in coordination with USFWS and WDFW.
(see text revisions made to DEIS §3.4.6.3, Wildlife discussion [FEIS page 2.4-69]). The BBCS will
defer to the plan set forth in the BBCS.
ALL-13H: Comment noted.
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ALL-13I: Please see response to Comments RUT-14B and WHI-17B.
ALL-13J: Comment noted.
ALL-13K: Comment noted.
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3-37

3-38

3-39

3-40

3-41

3-42

3-43

3-44

3-45

3-46

3-47

Comment Responses:
RUT-14A: Comment noted. The Applicant appreciates the time Black Hills Audubon Society
(and additional Audubon Society chapters) dedicated to learning about the Project and
discussing issues over the past several years of Project development.
RUT-14B: Liability for any "take" that occurs during construction: The commenter has
suggested that the DEIS should explain which entity is responsible for any marbled murrelet
take that may occur during construction. The Applicant has developed a draft habitat
conservation plan (“draft HCP”) in support of its application for an incidental take permit for
the threatened marbled murrelet. The application has been submitted to the U.S. Fish and
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Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) in accordance with Section 10(A)(1)(B) of the Endangered Species
Act (“ESA”) and seeks authorization for incidental take that may occur during operation of the
Skookumchuck Wind Energy Project. The draft HCP and the incidental take permit are focused
on the potential for the collision of a marbled murrelet that flies through the Project and a
moving WTG blade. The Applicant is not seeking an incidental take permit for take of marbled
murrelet that may occur during construction of the Project, as construction activities will have a
fairly short duration and would not be considered a probable significant adverse environmental
impact. There is no suitable marbled murrelet nesting habitat within the Project footprint, and
there is no evidence that construction activities pose a material collision risk for marbled
murrelets. Nevertheless, if take of a marbled murrelet were to occur during Project
construction, then liability for that take would be based on Section 9 of the ESA and would
likely rest on the party or parties whose actions result in the take.
Along with other mitigation discussed in the EIS, the HCP in the form included as an appendix to
the FEIS and discussed in the EIS satisfies the requirements in the Thurston County and Lewis
County CAOs to address impacts to fish and wildlife. This information has been added to DEIS
§3.4.2 (FEIS page 2.4-12 and new Appendix 3.4-5).
Minimization and mitigation of "take" during construction: The commenter raised the
possibility of a marbled murrelet colliding with a stationary structure during the construction
period and asked what steps will be taken to minimize and mitigate the risk of take during
construction. There have been very few reported incidents of marbled murrelet collisions with
stationary structures, indicating that such events are uncommon and not a likely cause of
marbled murrelet mortality. Consistent with the general understanding that transmission lines
do not pose a significant risk of collision for marbled murrelets, there are no existing or
proposed HCPs or incidental take permits for marbled murrelets and the region’s existing
transmission line grid, nor any ESA Section 7 consultations concerning potential marbled
murrelet impacts from transmission lines with a federal nexus. The erection of WTG towers will
occur late in the construction process. As a result, the time period when marbled murrelets
could be exposed to stationary WTGs prior to the start of coverage under the requested
incidental take permit is limited. This information has been added to DEIS §3.4.4.1, Special
Status Species discussion (FEIS page 2.4-48).
The Applicant is taking several steps to further minimize impacts to marbled murrelets and
other avian species. Flight diverters will be installed on all aboveground transmission and
distribution lines to minimize collision risk (including marbled murrelets) according to Avian
Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) suggested practices, as discussed in DEIS §3.4.6.3.
RUT-14C: See response to RUT-14B. As discussed in the draft HCP, construction is not part of
the covered activities. To our knowledge, no other stationary structures in Washington have
sought an incidental take permit or have been identified as or associated with collision risk to
murrelets. Further, the time between the installation of WTGs and operation is relatively short
(e.g., one to two months) and exposure to stationary structures will be limited. Therefore, it is
anticipated that murrelet collision with stationary objects is not reasonably likely to occur and,
therefore, would not be considered a probable significant adverse impact. This information has
been added to DEIS §3.4.4.1, Special Status Species discussion (FEIS page 2.4-48)
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RUT-14D: Please see responses to Comments RUT-14B and RUT-14C.
Collision Risk with Turbines: With regards to potential collisions with turbines during
construction, WTG erection is one of the last steps to occur during construction and the length
of time a WTG is erected prior to commence of operations represents only a fraction of the
expected one year of construction. Collision with stationary structures has not been shown to
be a regular or significant cause of murrelet fatalities, and collision with erected WTGs prior to
operation is not reasonably certain to occur and, therefore, would not be considered a
probable significant adverse environmental impact. This information has been added to DEIS
§3.4.4.1, Special Status Species discussion (FEIS page 2.4-48).
Collision Risk with Gen-Tie Line: Potential collision with the gen-tie line is also further discussed
in the response to Comment RUT-14F. The gen-tie line will be constructed consistent with
Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) guidelines and will install flight diverters on all
aboveground transmission and distribution lines to minimize collision risk according to APLIC
suggested practices. This information has been added to DEIS §3.4.4.1, Special Status Species
discussion (FEIS page 2.4-48). Technological advancements in line-marking systems now include
diverters that are visible to birds in low-light conditions. These measures have been designed to
be consistent with other transmission and distribution systems in the marbled murrelet range.
Risk to Murrelets: Avian studies conducted at the project site are consistent with the USFWS
Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines (WEG). DEIS §3.4.4.1 provides an analysis of impacts to
birds and bats during the construction phase of the Project. In large part, construction activities
are substantially similar to typical operations on a commercial forest, and mitigation and
minimization measures (such as limiting the speed of construction vehicles) have been applied
to reduce impacts from construction. Similar to these other operations, the risk of take to
marbled murrelets has been assessed as unlikely to occur.
RUT-14E: Radar surveys were conducted according to protocol (Nelson et al. 2013). Radar
surveys occurred during the peak inland flight periods and passage rates were likely higher than
during the beginning or end portions of the breeding period that the commenter notes. Annual
fatality estimates were not limited to the time period that was sampled with radar. To account
for periods not sampled, the appropriate seasonal and daily correction factors were applied to
the annual fatality estimate in collaboration with USFWS and WDFW (draft HCP §5.1.2.2.12).
Further, the application of radar monitoring during project operation has been addressed and is
included as an Adaptive Management strategy (a new table has been added to the DEIS as
Table 3.4-12 [FEIS pages 2.4-73 to 2.4-74]).
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RUT-14F: Although dated, the information used in the DEIS §3.4-44 regarding collisions with
stationary objects is what was available in the literature and what was supplied to the Applicant
through an information request by the USFWS to species experts. On April 17, 2017, Mark
Ostwald with the USFWS contacted OSU researcher Kim Nelson and Environment and Climate
Change Canada research scientist Dr. Doug Bertram. Ms. Nelson provided anecdotal
information on three cases of dead murrelets found on roads, thought to have collided with
vehicles or a transmission line and all records from the early 1990s. Additional names of
biologists for California State Parks were provided to the USFWS. Doug Bertram reported one
murrelet fatality at the Cape Scott wind facility on Vancouver Island, British Columbia. Dr.
Bertram and the associated fatality report (Cooper Beauchesne 2016) was uncertain/unclear
whether the fatality resulted from a collision with an operating WTG infrastructure, or vehicle.
It is noted here that individual murrelets that travel to the area surrounding the Project may
arrive from any marine foraging habitat in Conservation Zones 1 and 2, not just the Puget
Sound. The southern Puget Sound was used as the nearest foraging habitat. At-sea population
estimates indicate low densities of murrelets in the southern to mid-Puget Sound (including
Hood Canal, as noted by the commenter; Falxa and Raphael 2015); thus it is plausible that some
individuals from the Puget Sound area could fly inland in the vicinity of the project. The use of
Puget Sound was also considered a higher-risk approach if, based on a direct flight path, a bird
would approach the project at an oblique angle, whereas an individual approaching from the
Pacific Ocean to nest in suitable habitat south of the project and near the North Fork
Newaukum River (as the commenter noted) may likely miss the project entirely.
The average murrelet flight heights recorded at the Project by Sanzenbacher et al. (2015) were
well above the height of the proposed gen-tie line (35 m). Although the terrain and elevation at
the project is different than the gen-tie line corridor, radar surveys at the Project during 2013–
2014 recorded flight altitudes of 21 murrelet targets at 219.3 ± 34.6 meters above ground level,
relative to the elevation of the Project ridgelines (this information has been added to DEIS
§3.4.4.2, Special Status Species discussion [FEIS page 2.4-54]).
Other studies in the Pacific Northwest have recorded high average flight heights of murrelets.
The average flight height from seven inland radar studies conducted in the Pacific Northwest
recorded an average flight height of approximately 256 ± 89 meters (840 ± 292 feet) above
ground level (range = 132–380 m) which is well above the height of the proposed gen-tie line
(35 m). In some areas, the height of the gen-tie line is expected to be the height of the
surrounding trees, further reducing the likelihood of collision. In addition, high avoidance
probabilities (≥90%) of natural structures by murrelets seems plausible because of the high
visual acuity and maneuverability needed to capture prey underwater at night, and to navigate
through a dark forest canopy to reach their nesting site, often under poor visibility conditions.
High avoidance probabilities (≥90%) of anthropogenic structures by murrelets seems plausible
during overland flights where it is necessary to avoid elevated structures such as buildings,
communication and radio towers, and high-voltage transmission (e.g., 152 m) corridors
because of their ability to navigate through complex natural terrain.
Based on the absence of suitable habitat along the transmission corridor and adjacent
landscape, high flight altitudes that individuals exhibit during their overland flight to inland
nesting habitat, and lack of discernable flight corridors along the gen-tie line, the potential
impacts to suitable nesting habitat and risk of collision with the gen-tie line is low.
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RUT-14G: Meta-Populations of Murrelets: "Possible meta-populations at a scale smaller than…
Conservation Zones", within the Washington populations (Zones 1 and 2) have not been
defined. The characteristics needed to model a sub-population would include its size,
demographic parameters (if different than the larger population), and its connectivity with the
larger population (or other sub-populations). There does not appear to be any demographic
data addressing smaller populations within southwest Washington. In discussions with USFWS
during preparation of the draft HCP, USFWS was unwilling or unable to define the
characteristics of a local population in southwest Washington. The comment that a Projectassociated fatality might lead to “loss of nesting marbled murrelets within this portion of its
range” assumes – without any supporting evidence – that any murrelets nesting in this area are
disconnected from the larger population of Zone 1 or Zone 2. There is no evidence for such a
high degree of isolation, or that re-nesting could not occur. Any attempt to model a metapopulation would be highly speculative. That said, in general, modeling of true metapopulations (sub-populations connected by immigration and emigration) shows that the
individual sub-populations are more resilient (less likely to be extirpated) than isolated subpopulations. This information has been added to DEIS §3.4.4.2, Special Status Species
discussion [FEIS pages 2.4-56 to 2.4-57]).
Year-Round Curtailment: The draft HCP included an evaluation of year-round curtailment of 10
WTGs at the request of USFWS. While year-round curtailment does offer an incremental
benefit, the Applicant agrees that the small benefit relative to cost is not justified, and that
curtailment during mornings in the breeding season offers greater benefit in terms of
minimizing take.
Other Curtailment Scenarios: Regarding the commenter’s suggestion that curtailment occur at
other times during the day during the breeding season (i.e., other than the 3-hour period in the
early morning), it would be less beneficial because there are fewer murrelet flights at other
times of day. In particular, evening passage rate is estimated to be 28.5% of the early morning
passage rate (see Table 8 in draft HCP §5.1.2); expected fatalities would be correspondingly
lower, and therefore curtailment would offer proportionally less benefit. Furthermore,
extended periods of curtailment in the daytime and evening would not be cost-effective. The
curtailment strategy includes the pre- and post-sunrise periods when murrelets are most likely
to conduct feeding bouts, contrary to the commenter’s opinion. There is no consistent
biological support in the literature that indicates murrelet fledglings “make their first flight to
marines waters” around sunset. Indeed, Hirsch et al. (1981), Nelson and Hamer (1995), Singer
(1995), and Manly (1999) among others observed fledglings depart their nest immediately after
sunset; however, this is not an absolute within the species as there have been observations of
fledglings during the day (Nelson 1997). Further, the commenter noted the fledgling make their
first flights to marine waters which should be clarified for accuracy to state “makes their only
flight to marine waters during that particular breeding period.”
Actual Curtailment Scenarios in the DEIS: Regarding the comment that "confusing and
conflicting definitions" of “peak activity” and “high-use flight time” affected the range of
curtailment scenarios considered in the DEIS §3.4.4.2 (page 3.4-46), the information presented
in the DEIS and the draft HCP shows that the period May 1 – August 9, particularly in the
morning hours around sunrise, is the period with the highest rate of murrelet flights to and
from nesting areas. Both documents recognize that the breeding period is slightly longer, but
with lower levels of flight activity during those shoulder periods. Curtailment alternatives were
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developed with consideration for this pattern in flight activity. Additional radar surveys will be
conducted in the first year of Project operation to further confirm murrelet activity rates, and
the curtailment program may be adjusted in response to those results as discussed in the draft
HCP. Information on curtailment scenarios been added to DEIS §3.4.4.2, Special Status Species
discussion (FEIS page 2.4-55); and information on reviewing and revising the curtailment
program if needed (adaptive management) has been added to DEIS §3.4.6.3, Wildlife discussion
(FEIS pages 2.4-71 to 2.4-74).
Post-Sunrise Radar Data: Regarding analysis of ABR's post-sunrise radar data, the comment
appears to be based on a misunderstanding of the radar surveys. Post-sunrise data were
collected in the mornings only (until 1.25 hours after sunrise); no radar data were collected in
the evening. Radar data was collected during the portion of the day when murrelet flight
activity is likely to be highest.
RUT-14H: The commenter questions whether the proposed compensatory mitigation (a
combination of conservation lands and derelict gill-net removal) is likely to offset marbled
murrelet mortality resulting from the Project, including Project construction, in light of the low
reproductive capability of this species in Washington. Derelict gill-net removal is expected to
directly reduce mortality of marbled murrelets that otherwise would occur during feeding in
Puget Sound. Accordingly, the success of this mitigation measure is not dependent on the
productivity of the population. For the conservation lands component, the benefits in terms of
additions of marbled murrelets to the southwest Washington population have been estimated
specifically taking into account the low productivity of the Washington population. As discussed
in response to Comment RUT-14B, construction activities pose a low risk of marbled murrelet
mortality.
RUT-14I: PVA: It appears that this comment may be based on confusion of the Population
Viability Assessment (PVA) with additional analyses used in determining the mitigation offset.
The PVA, as described the draft HCP and in revisions to DEIS §3.4.4.2, Special Status Species
discussion (FEIS pages 2.4-56 to 2.4-57) was based on best available science, including a
thorough review of the literature on marbled murrelet demography. Assumed fledgling success
depended on the population of interest (e.g., Zone 1 or Zone 2), but in general was similar to
the values in this comment. Furthermore, as noted in the comment, there is not broad
consensus on age at first breeding. Within the PVA, age at first breeding was assumed to be 2
years, but only 10% of 2-year-olds were assumed to be sexually mature. The percentage of
mature individuals increased with age reaching maximum (100%) only at age 6, as consistent
with the modeling conducted by McShane et al. (2004).
Age of First Breeding: Regarding the assumptions used in calculating the mitigation offset,
these were determined in consultation with USFWS. In particular, age at first breeding in this
context (mitigation offset) was used to define "adult equivalent", that is, to account for the
indirect benefit of offspring produced by nesting adults. Furthermore, this same assumption
(offspring reaching age 2 are equivalent to adults) was used in calculating the indirect effect of
collision fatalities.
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RUT-14J: The comment in support of the development of a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy
(“BBCS”) is noted. The commenter requested that the BBCS document be made available for
public comment. The Applicant intends to develop a BBCS in accordance with the USFWS WEG,
which do not include a recommendation that a BBCS be made available for public comment
(the WEG also contemplate that the BBCS may not be a standalone document but rather the
general project file). The BBCS is expected to incorporate the operating practices and mitigation
measures benefiting marbled murrelets and bald and golden eagles that are discussed in the
DEIS and the draft HCP, and is not expected to include measures that are materially different
from what is described in those documents. As the Applicant intends the BBCS to be consistent
with the mitigation measures already described in the DEIS, SEPA does not require that the
BBCS document be made available for public comment. An EIS is not required to analyze
mitigation measures in detail. WAC 197-11-440(6)(c)(iv). Moreover, the mitigation measures
adopted following completion of the SEPA process need not be identical to those discussed in
the environmental documents. WAC 197-11-655(30(b).
RUT-14K: Comment noted.

3-54

Comment Responses:
PIN-15: OSMRE Coordination: The Applicant is working in conjunction with the Office of
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement (OSMRE) to prepare an Environmental
Assessment (EA) to address the modification to the current TransAlta Reclamation Permit.
OSMRE’s approval has been added to the project permits and approvals table (FEIS pages 2.1-1
and 2.2-2).
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Wetlands: Additionally, all wetlands have been surveyed, evaluated and mapped in both the
Project area and along the gen-tie line corridor. Further, the Applicant will avoid all impacts to
wetlands, Waters of the US and Waters of the State through selective structure placement. The
Applicant has also submitted applications for the requisite Shoreline Substantial Development
Permits (SSDP) in both Lewis and Thurston counties. As discussed in DEIS §3.1.6.1, the
Applicant will implement a Construction SWPPP that satisfies the requirements of the NPDES
General Permit. This will include appropriate BMPs to protect water quality during
construction.
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Comment Responses:
RAU-16A: Comment noted. Thank you for the time spent learning about the Project, reviewing
the DEIS, and providing comments.
RAU-16B: The Applicant shares concerns about the potential to impact murrelets, especially
with the declines in population. The avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures
described in DEIS §3.4.6 are the result of years of analysis, coordination with USFWS, WDFW,
and interested non-governmental organizations and represent efforts to fully offset impacts of
potential take of murrelets.
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RAU-16C: A PVA is included in the draft HCP as an appendix and is summarized in draft HCP
§5.1.3 to provide context regarding the potential impact of the Project's take of marbled
murrelet on the declining Washington population of this species. As discussed in the response
to Comment RUT-14D, the PVA modeled populations in Zone 1, Zone 2, Washington, and the
Distinct Population Segment (DPS) as defined in the murrelet listing i.e., the combined
population in California, Oregon, and Washington. Information about the PVA has been
included in DEIS §3.4.4.2, Special Status Species discussion (FEIS pages 2.4-56 to 2.4-57).
The Project has developed a robust mitigation package (DEIS §3.4.6.3, pages 3.4-55 through
3.4-61) including both the acquisition of mitigation lands to be held in perpetuity, even once
the Project has ceased operations, and funding of derelict gill-net removal. The objective for
this mitigation package is to fully offset the impact of any take of marbled murrelet by the
Project. The PVA modeled the effects of unmitigated take on simulated populations.
In general, the effects of take on simulated populations were minimal mean and median times
to quasi-extirpation decreased for populations experiencing take (added to DEIS §3.4.4.2 as
new Table 3.4-8 [FEIS page 2.4-59]); that is, populations experiencing take reached the quasiextirpation threshold more quickly than populations without take. For instance, for the Zone 1
population and a threshold of 1/4 the initial population size, mean time to quasi-extirpation
without take was 27.06 years, but with estimated potential take of 0.9704 murrelets/year
mean time to quasi-extirpation was 26.91 years, and with the requested take of 2.4962
murrelets/year mean time to quasi-extirpation was 26.61 years.
In addition to the mean time to quasi-extirpation, the PVA analyzed the median time to quasiextirpation, the probability of quasi-extirpation, and mean and median population sizes at
years 30, 50, 75, and 100. Please see new Tables 3.4-8, 3.4-9, 3.4-10, and 3.4-11, which have
been added to DEIS §3.4.4.2 (FEIS pages 2.4-59 to 2.4-62) and Figures 13 and 14 of the draft
HCP for these results.
RAU-16D: A PVA was completed for the Washington State murrelet populations in
Conservation Zones 1 and 2, as well as the DPS as defined in the murrelet listing. It has been
suggested that the Project might have both direct and indirect impacts on a "local population"
outside of Zones 1 and 2. However, such a population has not been defined in terms of
geographic extent, current size, trend in size, or vital rates. Given that this local population is
lacking in any measurable characteristics, then, based on the best available science, conclusions
with respect to impacts on the local population cannot be drawn, and this assessment cannot
be included within the scope of the PVA. Information about the PVA has been included in DEIS
§3.4.4.2, Special Status Species discussion (FEIS pages 2.4-56 to 2.4-57).
RAU-16E: Please see response to Comment RUT-14G.
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RAU-16F: The commenter’s concern is noted; however, neither the Project nor the
conservation lands will exacerbate habitat fragmentation in southwest Washington and
northwest Oregon. No suitable murrelet nesting habitat is located within the Project footprint,
which is located at the foothills of the Cascade Mountains (Lewis County), near the WDNR
Skookumchuck Planning Block, which is the lowest conservation priority in Washington
(Raphael et al. 2008). The landscape near the Project is largely industrial forest with very small
pockets of older-seral forests. No older seral forests would be removed or fragmented from
Project construction or operation.
The precise intent of the conservation lands in Pacific County is to add to the overall land base
and connectivity of conservation lands in southwest Washington. The conservation lands are
adjacent to the WDNR Nemah Planning Block which is classified as the highest conservation
priority in Washington. The acquisition and preservation of conservation parcels will be in
perpetuity and will contribute nearly one square mile of land into conservation status.
RAU-16G: Please see response to Comment RUT-14G.
RAU-16H: The timing of curtailment – the time of year and the time of day – has been selected
to produce the greatest conservation benefit for marbled murrelets from the proposed hours
of WTG curtailment. Curtailment will occur during the portion of the year and the portion of
the day with the highest expected rate of murrelet flight activity. As with curtailment at
different times of the year, curtailment at different times of the day would have a lower
probability of avoiding murrelet mortality and so would have less conservation value. Rather
than rely on additional minimization measures that would have marginal benefits, the Project
includes a combination of minimization and mitigation measures that are designed to fully
offset the Project’s expected direct and indirect take of marbled murrelets.
RAU-16I: In general, the analysis of the mitigation lands takes a conservative approach,
including exclusion of already-occupied nest sites and estimation of number of nests that the
lands could support. The estimation of the number of nests that the conservation lands could
support was discussed and agreed to with the USFWS, which considered a range of nesting
densities across the species' range. Similarly, the number of derelict gill-net pieces that are
needed used the recent analysis in the Biological Opinion from the USFWS and Tribal
stakeholders (USFWS 2017). Regarding the assumed age at first breeding, see response to
Comment RUT-14I.
RAU-16J: Comment noted. Thank you for the time spent learning about the project, reviewing
the DEIS, and providing comments.
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Comment Responses:
WHI-17A: Comment noted. The Applicant appreciates the time the Washington Forest Law
Center dedicated to learning about the project and discussing issues over the past several years
of Project development.
WHI-17B: Please see responses to Comments RUT-14B, RUT-14C, and RUT-14F. WTG erection is
one of the last steps to occur during construction and the length of time a WTG is erected prior
to commence of operations will be very short. Collision with stationary structures within the
Project area is not any more likely than collision with other structures on the landscape and is
not reasonably certain to occur. This information has been added to DEIS §3.4.4.1, Special
Status Species discussion (FEIS page 2.4-48).
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WHI-17C: This comment appears to be a misunderstanding - take is not assumed to occur only
in the early morning. The modeling of take accounts for take at other times of day during the
breeding season and in other seasons throughout the year. See information added to DEIS
§3.4.4.2, Special Status Species discussion on modeling (FEIS pages 2.4-56 to 2.4-57), and
results (FEIS pages 2.4-59 to 2.4-62).
WHI-17D: First, the radar surveys followed accepted protocol for marbled murrelets. Radar
surveys are not conducted at other times of day because marbled murrelets are less likely to be
flying while other bird species are more likely to be flying, and there is no fully reliable way to
distinguish bird species using radar alone. Second, as noted in the response to Comment WHI17C, the collision modeling used for take estimation accounted for other periods, in contrast to
what is implied in Comments WHI-17C and WHI-17D.
WHI-17E: The DEIS includes the 17-mile gen-tie line as part of the study area for a number of
resources, including a habitat assessment for the suitability of murrelet nesting. As with
transmission line development throughout Western Washington, additional studies to
determine passage rate, direction and the height of murrelets in the gen-tie line corridor are
not considered necessary to analyze and disclose potential impacts to murrelets. To further
reduce risk, the Applicant will be incorporating measures (DEIS §3.4.6.3, page 3.4-56)
consistent with APLIC's Suggested Guidelines. Please see responses to Comments WHI-17F and
RUT-14F for additional information.
WHI-17F: The Applicant does not assume that flight heights are similar along the gen-tie line as
was recorded during radar surveys. See response to Comment RUT-14F for a discussion of flight
heights.
WHI-17G: Proposed Curtailment: See response to Comment RUT-14H. Curtailment has been
proposed for the WTGs located in the portion of the Project where radar data indicated
incrementally higher passage rates and for the portion of the year and the day during which
curtailment is expected to produce the greatest conservation benefits for marbled murrelets.
The incremental benefits of additional curtailment during other times of the year or other
portions of the day are likely to be materially lower. Additional radar surveys will be conducted
in the first year of Project operation to further confirm murrelet activity rates, and the
curtailment program may be adjusted in response to those results as discussed in revisions to
DEIS §3.4.6.3, Wildlife discussion (FEIS pages 2.4-71 to 2.4-74). In addition, rather than relying
exclusively on minimization measures, the Project includes a combination of minimization and
mitigation designed to fully offset the Project’s expected direct and indirect take of marbled
murrelets.
Minimization and Mitigation Measures: During the course of its development, the Project has
been repeatedly reduced in size (fewer WTGs and a smaller Project footprint) to, among other
things, minimize the potential impact on marbled murrelets (DEIS §2.11). The proposed
curtailment program will further minimize the potential for marbled murrelet take at the ten
WTGs where pre-permitting radar surveys showed incrementally higher passage rates, including
the WTGs closest to suitable murrelet nesting habitat. In order to allow the Project, in its
reduced configuration, to fulfill the purpose and need of generating sufficient renewable energy
to meet the objectives established in the DEIS (§2.2; 3.5.3), including meeting commercial goals
for customers signed up for Puget Sound Energy’s Green Direct Program, the Project includes a
combination of minimization and mitigation measures that together are designed to fully offset
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the expected take of marbled murrelets.
The Applicant notes that Lewis County received letters from multiple municipalities stating that
the generation as proposed will help meet their greenhouse gas reduction goals. This is also
true of private commercial customers. To further reduce the scale of the Project, it would
compromise the ability to meet their greenhouse gas reduction goals.
WHI-17H: As mentioned in response to Comment RAU-16F, the Project is located within the
WDNR Skookumchuck Planning Block (Lewis County) which has the lowest conservation priority
compared to the WDNR Nemah Planning Block (Pacific County) where the conservation lands
are located. Located in the foothills of the Cascades, the Project is positioned at the south
eastern edge of the species’ inland range in Washington (USGS GAP Data), thus there is not a
potential to create a gap in the north-south distribution of the species.
WHI-17I: Discussion on the indirect effect of collision fatality has been added to DEIS §3.4.6.3
Wildlife discussion (FEIS pages 2.4-78 to 2.4-79).
Regarding PVA focusing on the local population, see response to Comment RUT-14G. The
comment regarding potential impact on “known nest sites” is unsubstantiated and was offered
without any supporting evidence. First, an area classified as occupied nesting habitat is not
considered a nest site, per se. Rather, stands are designated as occupied nesting habitat
because murrelet behavior was observed at some point in time that was indicative of nesting
behavior. Not all individuals that travel inland nest during a particular breeding year. According
to the WDFW murrelet database, no verified nesting (e.g., an occupied nest or fledglings
observed) has been documented at the two stands designated as occupied habitat located
nearest to the Project (0.4 miles and 1.5 miles south/southeast, respectively). The former site is
located on lands managed by Weyerhaeuser and the latter is located on USFS land. All
remaining occupied sites are located ≥ 3 miles from the nearest Project WTG and the potential
for impacts to these occupied sites distant to the Project remains speculative. As long as the
occupied, forested stands remain intact, there will be a potential for nesting in these areas
(Evans-Mack et al. 2003). Re-nesting by individuals if a nest fails within a particular breeding
period has been documented, and re-occupancy by individuals, at times the same individuals
but most often unknown, has been documented in successive years (see Plissner et al. 2015 for
full discussion).
WHI-17J: See response to Comment RUT-14G.
WHI-17K: See response to Comment RUT-14I.
WHI-17L: The PVA evaluated populations from Zone 1 and 2 which included individuals coming
from all surrounding marine foraging habitats, including the Pacific Ocean. The commenter
notes that murrelets commute from sea to inland nesting sites at low elevations. See response
to Comment RUT-14F for a discussion of flight heights. Flight heights typically decrease when
approaching suitable nesting habitat; landcover along the gen-tie line was composed primarily
of shrub-scrub (32%), barren land (20%) and fragmented young forest (19%) which reflects the
timber management and other land use patterns along the corridor.

3-69

WHI-17M: Additional details on net removal has been added to DEIS §3.4.6.3, Wildlife
discussion (FEIS pages 2.4-78 to 2.4-79).
WHI-17N: Thank you for your comment and noted. All management actions within the
conservation parcels will follow a management plan with reporting guidelines that will be
approved by the USFWS and implemented by a third-party non-profit entity.
WHI-17O: Please see response to Comment RUT-14J.
WHI-17P: The draft HCP (new Appendix 3.4-5 to the FEIS) fully discusses the post-construction
monitoring plan, which will include standardized carcass searches and bias trails. Surveys would
occur over the life of the 30-year ITP. A summary of adaptive management has been added to
DEIS §3.4.6.3 (FEIS pages 2.4-71 to 2.4-74).
WHI-17Q: Comment noted.
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Comment Responses:
MIL-18: Comment noted.
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Comment Responses:
CHA-19: Comment noted.

3-73

Comment Responses:
MAT-20: Comment noted.
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Comment Responses:
GOU-21: Comment noted.
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Comment Responses:
JOL-22A: Comment noted. Thank you for your review and providing the following comments.
JOL-22B: Comment noted. The intent of the monitor was to be able to both monitor the
clearing activities themselves but also access the area once cleared to be able to survey for
cultural resources. The FEIS addresses DAHP's comment and clarifies the intent (FEIS page 2.4100).
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JOL-22C: Site delineations have been conducted for the sites identified within the Project
footprint until negative shovel-test probes were achieved and a site boundary was established
such that project activities will avoid the site. Outside of the Project footprint, site access and
conditions made a full delineation of the site infeasible.
JOL-22D: Comment noted; the FEIS addresses the requested change in mitigation measure (FEIS
page 2.4-100).
JOL-22E: Comment noted; the Applicant intends to avoid work within the site boundary of any
archeological site (text revisions have been made to the FEIS, see FEIS page 2.4-100). If,
however, new sites are identified during construction and avoidance is not possible, a
professional archeologist, on behalf of the Applicant, will apply for a DAHP excavation permit
prior to any work being conducted within the site boundaries.
JOL-22F: All sites will be recorded through the online WISAARD system. A revised report with
the temporary number replaced with a permanent number will be submitted to DAHP once the
permanent number is received.
JOL-22G: The Applicant will continue coordination with interested Tribes' cultural committees
and staff regarding cultural resource issues. We appreciate the Tribes' responses to previous
outreach efforts, including providing monitoring during cultural resources surveys.
JOL-22H: Because an incidental take permit has been requested from the USFWS, the cultural
resources study and analysis was conducted to comply with Section 106. As stated in federal
DEIS §4.10 (page 77): The issuance of an incidental take permit and the Applicant’s covered
activities described in the draft HCP under the USFWS's direct jurisdiction constitute an
undertaking under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Individuals and
organizations identified as potential consulting parties were contacted to provide them with
information about the proposed Project and to seek additional input regarding the
identification and evaluation of archaeological and historic resources. This consultation process
is ongoing.
JOL-22I: Lewis County will be responsible for coordination.
JOL-22J: Comment noted. The Applicant will share the DAHP Project Number provided (201605-03779) with appropriate cultural resource consultants for future use.
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