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block views of the Project turbines for the majority of the area within a 20-mile radius.
Nevertheless, the analysis also indicates widespread visibility of many Project WTGs from much
of the I-5 and U.S. 12 corridors (although at considerable viewing distances of more than 15
miles). For the lands surrounding the turbine development area and between the Project and I-5,
the analysis indicated a complex pattern of highly variable visibility, based primarily on the
view-blocking effects of hilly terrain. For example, some locations within the Garrard Creek
valley would likely have views of up to about two thirds of the WTGs, while other locations a
short distance away would be totally blocked from view. In general, the lightly inhabited areas
closest to the Project would typically have views of 10 or fewer turbines, which would be seen at
distances of about 2 to 4 miles. While many of the more heavily populated areas of the region
would be able to see most or all of the Project turbines, these views would be at distances of 7
miles or more.

The Applicant reviewed the original viewshed results to select four KOPs for more specific use
in the analysis. The field of view of an observer is indicated from each key observation point.
The four potential key observation points selected are Chehalis Village (on the Chehalis Indian
Reservation south of U.S. Highway 12, between Oakville and Rochester), Chehalis, Doty, and Pe
Ell. They were selected as key observation points because they are populated locations within
approximately 15 miles of the WTG locations, from which the potential for significant views of
the Project would be of interest for impact analysis. Fifteen miles is typically considered the
maximum distance at which WTGs would be distinguishable with the naked eye.

3.10.2.3 Visual Impact Assessment

Further analysis identified the community of Doty as the only key observation point with
significantly observable views of the proposed WTGs. Photographs were taken from Doty, and a
visual simulation was prepared to further represent how the Project would appear to viewers in
Doty (Figure 3-15). In the Doty simulation, six turbines in the southern part of the Project Area
are visible along the ridge above Doty in this view. The simulation indicates that the blades and
most of the towers would be visible, but the tower bases are blocked by topography and/or trees.
While the turbines are evident, at a distance of more than 4 miles they are far enough away so as
to not dominate the view. Because the turbines have a light colored and non-reflective finish
(consistent with FAA marking guidelines), they do not stand out against the backdrop of the sky
with the lighting and sky conditions present for this photograph. Under other lighting and sky
conditions (for example, earlier in the day with a cloudless sky) the turbines would be more
distinct, but given the distance and the view blockage of the lower parts of the turbines, the
turbines still would not stand out sharply.

The simulation from Doty represents approximately the greatest degree of visual contrast that
would result from the Project in a location that would be accessible to many viewers. Rural
residents in the area just west of Doty and travelers along parts of EIk Creek Road would
experience similar views. Some turbines would be visible from numerous locations closer than
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Doty, but in those locations (mostly on the McDonald Tree Farm) very few viewers would be
present. Locations in the Garrard Creek valley from which parts of the Project would be visible
are roughly 3 to 4 miles distant and would experience a view similar to that indicated in the Doty
simulation. The WTGs would be much less distinct to viewers in other locations, such as
Oakville, because those locations are at a much greater distance from the Project.

Based on the discussion above, the Doty simulation represents essentially the maximum degree
of effect from the Project on existing views. Given the viewing distance in this scene and the
degree of landscape modification already evident in this setting, the addition of several WTGs
would introduce only limited additional contrast to the existing view. While some Doty
residents would have rather prolonged views of the turbines, consideration of the full viewing
context indicates the impact of the Project on this view would be minor. Applying this
conclusion in conjunction with the visibility results indicates that potential visual impacts in
other locations would be from minor to negligible.

New and modified access roads required for construction and maintenance of the Project would
require additional forest clearing, grading, and construction of gravel roadway surfaces. The
new road segments would have the same appearance as the existing logging roads. These road
features would be visible only at relatively close distances and by people traveling within the
Project Area, and therefore would have minimal visual impact.

As mentioned above, the O&M building and substation also would not be visible from any of the
key observation points or other locations with significant public exposure. Again, these facilities
would be visible only at relatively close distances and by people traveling within the Project
Area, and would have minimal visual impact.

The transmission line component of the Project would result in a brief, transitory view of a cleared
swath coming down from the Weyerhaeuser C-Line Road for travelers on Garrard Creek Road.
Because this change would be seen briefly and by few viewers, the impact in this location would be
minor. For the transmission line segments along Garrard Creek Road and South Bank Road, and the
Grays Harbor PUD upgrade from Cedarville to South Elma, the visual change introduced as a result of
the Project would be to replace existing wood-pole structures with very similar structures that are
somewhat larger and supporting more or larger hardware. The magnitude of this change would be
quite small, and likely not noticeable to many viewers. Therefore, visual impacts from the transmission
components of the proposed action would be minor at most.

Light and Glare

Standards for marking and lighting wind turbines and other tall structures are set forth in FAA
Advisory Circular 70/7460 -1K. FAA *obstruction lighting” for wind facilities generally require
one red blinking nighttime light, which federal studies show is easier for pilots to see. Under the
recommendations, nacelles at the ends of WTG rows would be lit, with the remaining nacelles lit
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Figure 3-15. Visual Simulation from Doty
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at half-mile intervals. In areas with less air traffic, the white paint typically used for WTGs is
sufficient for day time marking when combined with a 24-hour blinking red light. Requirements
for lighting and marking are specified in a formal FAA Determination of No Hazard to Air
Navigation; this determination by the FAA would occur after the Applicant files notices of
construction for specific turbine and met tower locations.

Aviation safety lights installed on Project WTGs would be visible to varying degrees within the
surrounding area. Because the lights would be installed on the nacelles, the visibility of the
Project at night would be less extensive than during the day (for which visibility is calculated
based on blade-tip height). Some viewers would consider the addition of the red lights to be a
new type of intrusion in a rural setting without extensive existing light sources.

Safety and security lighting would be included at both the substation and O&M building.

Glare (light reflecting off of the surface of a WTG) would be prevented outright by the painting
of the WTGs, transmission line poles and other Project facilities with non-reflective paint. Such
paint finishes have been shown to effectively eliminate glare, so glare is not considered to be a
potential impact in this analysis.

In summary, the proposed Project includes a number of components that would introduce new
sources of visual contrast into the existing setting. Most of those changes would be visible only
within a short distance and would be seen by very few viewers. Visibility of the WTGs would
be the most noticeable change from the existing visual conditions in the study area. Based on
consideration of viewing distance, viewer numbers and sensitivity, and the existing visual
context, the visual impacts of the proposed action would be insignificant.

3.10.3 Impacts of the No Action Alternative

If the Project is not constructed, the WTGs and associated facilities would not be constructed and
the visual impacts associated with these features would not occur. The landscape within the
study area would continue to show substantial modification from forest clearing for tree harvest
and road construction, urbanization, and other human activities.

3.10.4 Mitigation

The analysis described above indicated that visual impacts for the key observation points and
other locations surrounding the Project Area would be minor to minimal. The Applicant has
identified proposed BMPs that are essentially standard practice within the wind industry and are
intended to mitigate, to the extent feasible, a minor yet unavoidable impact.

One consideration identified in the scoping process was to evaluate whether alternative locations
for specific wind turbines would reduce the visibility of the Project while still satisfying the
Applicant’s objectives. The turbine locations that the Applicant has proposed were selected
because they are ridgetop sites that would provide the best wind energy yield and optimize
overall energy production from the Project. Placement of the proposed turbines along the
ridgeline would also generally maximize their visibility. The visibility of virtually any proposed
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turbine could be reduced to a degree by shifting it to a point at a lower elevation. There would
be practical limits to relocating turbines in this manner, however, because energy production
would decrease as any given turbine was moved away from the optimum location. More
importantly, the results of the visibility analysis indicated that moving a relatively small number
of turbines would provide limited benefits in terms of reduced visibility. Among all locations
within the study area from which the Project would be visible, the typical condition is that 10 to
15 or more turbines would be visible, and in many areas 40 or more turbines would be visible.
Expressed in different terms, the Project does not represent a case in which a small number of
“sore thumb” turbines are the dominant visible features of the Project, indicating that the
visibility could be reduced substantially by relocating these turbines. Based on the limited visual
impact level identified for the Project as proposed, relocating turbines to reduce their visibility is
not considered to be a viable mitigation option.

The Applicant has proposed to use several BMPs to minimize the Project’s possible visual
impacts. BMPs would be incorporated into the design of the Project to ensure an attractive
appearance and good integration into its landscape setting. Such proposed BMPs include:

e Use existing roads as much as possible to access turbines

e To the extent consistent with FAA guidelines, use low-reflectivity, neutral color finishes
for the turbines and other Project facilities, to minimize contrast with the sky backdrop
and to minimize the reflections that can call attention to structures in the landscape;

e Restrict exterior lighting on the WTGs to the aviation warning lights required by the
FAA, which would be kept to the minimum required number and intensity while still
complying with FAA standards;

e Use of carefully selected earth-tone, non-reflective finishes, whenever possible, of the
O&M building to maximize visual integration into the surrounding landscape;

e Restrict outdoor night lighting at the substation and O&M building to the minimum
required for safety and security. Sensors and switches would be used to keep lighting
turned off when not required, and all lights would be hooded and directed to minimize
backscatter and offsite light trespass; and

Other measures that are commonly applied at wind projects and could be considered in this case
include the following:

e Implement active dust suppression measures during the construction period to minimize
the creation of dust plumes;

e Locate the transmission line along existing roads, to the extent practicable, and use wood-
pole structures.
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3.10.5 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

The Project facilities would be visible from long distances and would create unavoidable adverse
aesthetic impacts in some locations by introducing a distinct, new visual element to the
landscape. Based primarily on consideration of the substantial distances at which the WTGs
would be visible to the general public and the landscape context in which the WTGs would be
seen, these impacts are not considered to be significant.

3.11 Transportation

3.11.1 Affected Environment

The transportation system relevant to the Coyote Crest Project primarily consists of the road
network serving western Lewis County and adjacent areas, because all or most of the equipment
and material needed for Project development would likely be transported by truck. The road
network includes interstate, federal and state highways, secondary roads maintained by local
governments, and special-purpose roads on private lands. The EIS analysis also considers rail
and air transport facilities as they might relate to the Project.

3.11.1.1 Road Network

The Applicant has identified two routes that would be used to meet Project transportation needs.
The routes that would be used to access the Project from the north and the south (see Figures 1-1
and 2-15) are outlined as follows:

North Approach
e |-5 from either the Port of VVancouver or Port of Longview north to U.S. Highway 12 at
Grand Mound, in Thurston County

e U.S. Highway 12 from I-5 at Grand Mound west to Porter Creek Road, at Porter in Grays
Harbor County

e Porter Creek Road from U.S. Highway 12 west to South Bank Road

e South Bank Road from Porter Creek Road south to Garrard Creek Road, southwest of
Oakville in Grays Harbor County

e Garrard Creek Road from South Bank Road/Oakville Road south and west to Lewis
County Line

e Garrard Creek Road from Grays Harbor County Line south to Coyote Crest Road (also
known as Weyerhaeuser “C Line Road”), in Lewis County

South Approach
e |-5, from either VVancouver or Longview to Chehalis, in Lewis County

e SR 6, from Chehalis west to Stevens Road at Doty, in Lewis County

e Stevens Road from SR 6 west to ElIk Creek Road, in Lewis County
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Elk Creek Road from Stevens Road west to Weyerhaeuser C-Line Road (northwest of
Dokter Road), in Lewis County

Characteristics of these public roads are summarized as follows:

I-5 is a multi-lane freeway that is the major north-south traffic artery in the state of
Washington, linking Chehalis, Centralia and other Lewis County communities with
Portland and Seattle. 1I-5 is maintained by WSDOT. Most of the route between U.S. 12
and SR 6 is a four-lane divided roadway with two northbound lanes and two southbound
lanes. Exits to U.S. 12 and SR 6 are via 12-foot-wide travel surfaces with 6-foot
shoulders, and have sufficient turning radius to accommodate all oversize loads that
would be associated with the Project. The posted speed limits on I-5 are 70 mph in
general and 60 mph in larger urban areas.

U.S. 12 is a two-lane, roadway that connects Lewis County with Grays Harbor County to
the west and provides access east over the Cascade Mountains. The highway has 4- to 8-
foot wide asphalt shoulders between 1-5 and Satsop. This is a federal highway that is
maintained by WSDOT. The posted speeds range from 35 mph to 65 mph. U.S. 12
provides access to Porter Creek Road.

Porter Creek Road is a two-lane, paved county road maintained by Grays Harbor County.
There is an at-grade railroad crossing at the intersection of Porter Creek Road and U.S.
12, and a bridge over the Chehalis River just west of the railroad crossing.

South Bank Road is a two-lane, paved county road maintained by Grays Harbor County.
It serves an area of scattered rural residences and agricultural uses on the west side of the
Chehalis River Valley.

Garrard Creek Road is a two-lane, paved county road maintained by Grays Harbor
County and Lewis County within their respective jurisdictions. This road has 2-foot-
wide gravel shoulders and provides access to Coyote Crest Road, which is the major
access route for logging equipment and materials into and out of the north end of the
McDonald Tree Farm. The posted speed limit is 50 mph.

SR 6 is a two-lane, east-west state highway that is a major connection between the 1-5
corridor and the Pacific Coast. The roadway has 2- to 4-foot-wide asphalt shoulders
between I-5 and Pe Ell. The posted speeds range from 35 mph to 60 mph. SR 6 provides
access to Stevens Road.

Stevens Road is a two-lane paved county road with gravel shoulders and is the major
access route to the community of Doty. This road also is a primary access for logging
equipment entering the McDonald Tree Farm from the south. Speed limits are 25 mph.

Elk Creek Road is a two-lane paved county road with gravel shoulders and is accessed
via Stevens Road in the community of Doty. Elk Creek road is the main access route into
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the McDonald Tree Farm which is located at the end of the county paved road. Speed
limits range from 30 mph to 40 mph.

Existing traffic volumes vary considerably among the roadways in this network. -5 carries by
far the highest volumes, followed in order by U.S. 12 and SR 6. Traffic volumes on the county
roads within the study area are relatively low and well within the capacity of the road network.

3.11.1.2 Rail Transportation

The north-south main line of the Burlington Northern & Santa Fe Railway (BNSF) passes
through Lewis County within the I-5 corridor. It is the only main rail line in the county and
carries freight and passenger service. The Puget Sound and Pacific Railroad operates a line
connecting the Port of Grays Harbor to the Union Pacific Railroad and BNSF interchanges near
Centralia, and primarily serves industrial customers. This line crosses Porter Creek Road at its
intersection with US Highway 12 at Porter.

3.11.1.3 Air Transportation

There are 4 public airports and 19 private airstrips in Lewis County (Lewis County 2008). The
Chehalis-Centralia Airport, a general aviation facility located west of Chehalis, is the closest
public airport to the Coyote Crest site. A small, private airfield with a grass surface is located
west of Garrard Creek Road approximately 1 to 2 miles north of the intersection with the Coyote
Crest Road.

3.11.2 Impacts of the Proposed Action

Potential impacts of the proposed action on the transportation system would primarily be
associated with the construction activity for the Project. Evaluation of those impacts is based on
the Project transportation plans described in the SUP application.

3.11.2.1 Construction Impacts

Traffic volumes generated by transport of wind turbine components to the site, delivery of
construction materials, and travel by construction workers would have several types of possible
effects on the local roadway network and its users. Some of the effects would be based on the
volume of new activity, while some would be based on the physical characteristics of the
Project-related transportation uses.

Project Traffic Generation

The construction phase of this project could span 2 or up to 3 years in duration. Project-related
traffic volumes would vary during the construction period based on the nature of the work taking
place at a given time.

In total, approximately 4,800 heavy-duty truck loads are expected during the construction of the
Project. Assuming construction lasts for 2 years (24 months), that total volume would equate to
an average of 50 trucks or 100 truck trips per day. Given the component dimensions and typical
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practice for shipping turbine components, each turbine would require 14 truck trips (7 inbound
and 7 outbound). Therefore, delivery needs for 47 turbines would require 658 total trips by over-
sized loads. Half of these trips (329) would be in-bound loads using the north approach, and the
other half unloaded, out-bound trips using the southern route. Turbine component deliveries
would likely be concentrated over a period of several months, rather than distributed evenly
throughout the construction period. The specific pattern for these trips would depend on the
construction schedule and delivery schedule determined by the Applicant and the construction
contractor.

Delivery of construction materials such as concrete, steel, gravel, electrical transformers, and
cable would make up most of the remainder) approximately 4,000 to 4,200) of the total number
of trips. These heavy-duty trips are anticipated to be made on weekdays between the hours of
8:00 AM and 4:30 PM, and would be distributed throughout the day.

In addition to the turbine component and construction material deliveries, the construction work
force would generate increased traffic on the local road system. The construction work force is
expected to number up to 95 workers, with a peak of as many as 60 to 75 personnel on-site at
any one time. Commuting activity by the construction work force could generate up to 80 trips
each way. These trips would be concentrated near the morning and evening peak hours; arrival
times on site would likely be in the 7:00 a.m. hour, while most of the departures would likely
occur in the 5:00 p.m. hour. Any overtime worked by the crews would likely occur earlier than
7:00 a.m. and later than 5:00 p.m. Construction workers would be able to access the Project site
from both the north and south approaches.

Effect on Traffic Operations

Project-related construction traffic is not expected to significantly diminish the level of service
on roadways in or near the Project Area. The greatest potential for noticeable effects would be
on the roads with the lowest existing traffic volumes and capacities, specifically the county roads
closest to the Project site. Points of maximum impact at the north approach would be the
intersection of Garrard Creek Road and Coyote Crest Road, as well as at Garrard Creek Road
and South Bank Road. On the south approach, the route along Elk Creek Road and Stevens
Road, from C-Line Road to SR 6, would experience the most effect. Because truck deliveries
would be distributed throughout the day, the daily average of 100 truck delivery trips (inbound
and outbound) would represent about 10 to 15 trips per hour. With the planned one-way flow
pattern for these deliveries, a specific intersection or road segment near the Project would receive
only 5 to 8 additional trips per hour, on average. Additional traffic at such volumes, even if the
traffic is slow-moving trucks, should not significantly degrade service conditions on these local
roads. Beyond those locations, traffic would disperse into the local and/or regional
transportation network, and volume-related impacts would be negligible.

The traffic effect that local residents and travelers would most likely experience would be
occasional, intermittent delays, detours, or closures needed to construct the roadway and
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intersection modifications proposed by the Applicant at a few selected locations, such as the
intersection of Garrard Creek Road and Coyote Crest Road. The modifications planned for these
locations are modest in scope, indicating that service disruptions at any given location would
likely be short in duration, on the order of several days or up to 1 or 2 weeks.

Effect on Roadways

Because of the size and weight of many delivery loads for wind projects, particularly shipments
of turbine components, physical damage to roadways on the transport route is a common
concern. Physical damage issues are typically resolved through haul route agreements or similar
means, through which before-construction and after-construction conditions are carefully
documented and the wind project developer agrees to repair the damages or fund the cost of
repairs. See Section 3.11.4 for additional discussion.

Effect on Other Transportation Facilities

It is possible, but considered unlikely, that rail transport would be used to deliver Project turbine
components to a point near the project area. Railroads are capable of transporting turbine
components, and there would not be adverse effects on the railroad in that event.

3.11.2.2 Operation Impacts

Transportation-related impacts during the operating period for a wind project are typically
minimal, because operating projects generate minimal traffic. Once construction is complete, the
operating work force for the Project is estimated at six to eight full-time personnel dedicated to
the operations and maintenance of this project. This small work force would generate very few
daily trips that would have no effect on local traffic operations.

Similarly, physical demands on the local transportation system would essentially end once
construction was completed. Oversized truck and trailer loads would be required during Project
operation only in the event of a mechanical failure, such as if the blades on a wind turbine
needed to be replaced. Occurrences such as this are expected to be rare and isolated.

Scoping input for the EIS identified a concern over potential effects of the Project on the small
private airfield located near Garrard Creek Road north of the Project site. The wind turbines
should have no influence on aircraft operations at this location, as the turbines would be situated
at a much higher elevation, approximately 2 miles to the west, and generally parallel to the north-
south direction of travel required for aircraft operations at this site. Similarly, the transmission
line along Garrard Creek Road would have a parallel orientation, and the structures would
represent only a minor increase in height relative to the existing line that would be upgraded.

An evaluation of the proposed Project by an aviation consultant similarly concluded that the
wind turbines would not represent obstacles that would interfere with operations from a private
airfield located near Garrard Creek Road (Aviation Systems, Inc. 2009). Similarly, the aviation
analysis determined that the Project would not adversely affect operations at the nearest public
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airport; elements of the national airspace system such as minimum vectoring altitudes or en-route
low-altitude airways; or military airspace.

3.11.3 Impacts of the No Action Alternative

If the Coyote Crest Wind Park is not approved, the minor impacts to the existing transportation
system and its users discussed in Section 3.11.2 would not occur. Conditions on the
transportation system would continue to be determined by population growth and other factors
that influence traffic patterns, and by construction and maintenance programs for transportation
facilities. State and local jurisdictions would continue to maintain and modify their respective
portions of the transportation system according to their long-term capital improvement plans.

3.11.4 Mitigation

The applicant has proposed to undertake some intersection and roadway modifications to
accommodate transportation demands associated with Project construction. These are described
in Section 2.2.1.4. For convenience, they are sequentially numbered 1 through 7 on Figure 3-16
and summarized below as follows:

e Along the south approach to the project, the Applicant has proposed to add a westbound
right turn lane and widen the eastbound shoulder at the intersection of SR 6 and Stevens
Road (1). This would improve traffic movement and enhance safety at this intersection
that provides access to Doty.

e A near 90-degree turn at the Stevens Road and Elk Creek Road intersection (2) would be
temporarily widened with gravel to allow for unloaded over-sized trucks and trailers
(after having delivered wind turbine components to either a central lay-down area or to
individual WTG sites) to better negotiate this intersection. For the same reason, the
intersection of Elk Creek Road and C-Line Road (3) would be improved.

e At the north approach, the intersection of Garrard Creek Road and Coyote Crest Road (4)
would be improved to allow for oversized loads to make the southbound right turn.

e A realignment of the roadway centerline is necessary at the intersection of Garrard Creek
Road and Brooklyn Road (5), due to a substandard curve radius.

e The Garrard Creek Road and South Bank Road intersection (6) would have similar
improvements required in order for the over-sized loads to negotiate the southbound right
turn onto Garrard Creek Road.

e The PSAP Railroad crossing of Porter Creek Road, immediately west of the intersection
with U.S. 12 at Porter (7), may need to be modified to accommodate over-sized trucks
and trailers hauling wind turbine components. Specifically, the roadway profile would be
analyzed at the crossing to ensure that under-clearance requirements are met for the
specialized transport equipment.
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Figure 3-16
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Ancillary facilities such as street lighting, guardrails, sign posts, etc., at any of these intersections
may need to be temporarily or permanently relocated as a result of the improvements. The
Applicant would work with the various jurisdictions to determine applicable needs on a case-by-
case basis. In addition, traffic management to accommodate any delays, detours, or closures
would be coordinated with the appropriate jurisdiction(s) in order to minimize inconvenience to
the public wherever possible.

Beyond the proposed roadway and intersection improvements discussed above, two key
mitigation provisions for potential transportation impacts would be implemented. One would be
the development and execution of one or more haul route agreements between the Applicant and
local jurisdictions to formalize terms for meeting the respective transportation needs of the
parties. The haul route agreement(s) would define plans for movement of equipment and
materials to the Project site and establish terms and procedures for restoring any roadway
damages. A key part of this effort would be to document existing pavement conditions on the
transport routes via video and/or still photography prior to Project construction and again
following completion of construction. Any damage to the roadways caused by Project-related
traffic would be repaired by the Applicant.

The Applicant would also meet with each jurisdiction in the engineering design stage to review
the structural condition and any load-limit restrictions for bridges and culverts to be crossed with
permitted over-sized and over-weight loads. Any deficiencies would be determined, and
solutions proposed to each applicable jurisdiction, in order to provide for safe transport of the
construction materials and equipment, as well as to protect the public investments in existing
infrastructure.

The other key measure would be the development of a Construction Traffic Management Plan.
The plan would be prepared in coordination with affected jurisdictions and would define
provisions for scheduling deliveries and roadway improvements, flagging, notifications, site-
specific traffic control, and other measures intended to minimize the disruptions to local traffic
as a result of Project construction activity. In conjunction with this plan, the Applicant would
also coordinate access plans with Weyerhaeuser to minimize conflicts with harvesting
operations.

3.11.5 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Project-related construction activity would result in some unavoidable impacts on the local
transportation system, primarily through additional traffic demand on the existing roadway
network and physical damages caused by large numbers of heavy loads. The traffic demands
would be temporary in duration and of variable intensity over the length of the construction
period. Based on the traffic volumes anticipated and their distribution, construction traffic is not
expected to have a major effect on traffic operations. Nevertheless, a Construction Traffic
Management Plan would be developed and implemented to minimize the effects of Project
construction on local residents and roadway users. In addition, any damages to the roadway
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system would be identified and repaired through the terms of haul route agreements with affected
local jurisdictions. With these mitigation measures, along with proposed improvements to
address potential needs at specific intersections and roadway curves, the temporary impacts to
transportation during the construction period would be insignificant. No transportation impacts
resulting from operation of the Project have been identified. Therefore, the Project would not
result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts to transportation.

3.12 Cumulative Impacts

The range of impacts to be addressed in an EIS includes direct, indirect and cumulative impacts
(WAC 197-11-060, 792). Cumulative impacts are the environmental impacts created by the
incremental impacts of a proposed action when added to the impacts of other past, present and
reasonably foreseeable actions. The impacts of multiple actions could be minor individually, but
they could be significant collectively over a period of time.

The SEPA Handbook (Ecology 1998) advises EIS lead agencies to consider how the impacts of a
proposal would contribute to the overall impacts of development over time within a suitably
defined region. Consequently, this section of the EIS describes conditions associated with
existing development in the vicinity of the proposed Project, as well as conditions related to
current and reasonably foreseeable future development planned for the area. Potential
cumulative impacts also are analyzed and described. The past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions provide the context in which to assess the cumulative impacts of these
actions in combination with the Coyote Crest Wind Park.

3.12.1 Existing Development

The loosely-defined area of interest for consideration of cumulative impacts generally includes
the northwestern portion of Lewis County, the southwestern corner of Thurston County, the
southeastern part of Grays Harbor County, and the northeastern corner of Pacific County. The
nature and extent of existing development in the vicinity of the proposed project is largely
described earlier in this chapter in the “Affected Environment” sections for each environmental
resource. In general, urbanized uses have been developed since about the late 19th century along
the 1-5 corridor and in some locations in the Chehalis River valley. Little urbanized development
has occurred in the project vicinity, with the community of Doty representing the closest area of
noticeable urbanized development. These uses range from single-family residential to large-
scale industrial and commercial uses in Centralia, Chehalis and adjacent areas.

For Lewis County as a whole (including the majority of the county that lies outside of the region
of interest for assessing cumulative impacts), approximately 98 percent of the total land area
consists of open space or remote rural areas used for forestry, agricultural or mineral purposes
(Lewis County 2008). Urban areas and rural areas that have been designated for more intensive
development account for the remaining 2 percent of the county, by area. The region of interest
for the Coyote Crest project has a similar predominance of remote, rural lands that are in
resource-based land uses. Virtually all of the Pacific County portion of the region is forested and
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designated as commercial forest land of long-term significance (Pacific County 1998), with the
exception of the small unincorporated community of Brooklyn. The Grays Harbor County and
Thurston County portions of the region includes relatively small areas of urbanized development
in and near the communities of ElIma, Malone, Porter, Oakville and Rochester, and is otherwise
dominated by agricultural uses in the Chehalis River Valley surrounded by forest land.

Historically, development in the region has been heavily influenced by timber-related industries,
such as harvesting and milling, and by farming in the areas suitable for agricultural uses. More
recently, some development activity in the region has been associated with tourism and
recreation. Due to continuing population growth and other factors, development is expected to
continue into the future.

Industrial forest land occurs within the Project Area and elsewhere throughout most of the
region. Timber harvest remains active on Weyerhaeuser, other private and WDNR forest lands
in the region, although current harvest levels are considerably lower than they were from
approximately the 1960s through the 1980s. Wood products manufacturing continues to be a
significant industry in the region. For example, more than a dozen large wood processing
facilities remain active in Lewis County (Lewis County 2008).Harvest activities on state and
private timber lands are regulated under the state’s Forest Practices Act; the forest practices rules
were modified substantially through passage of the 1999 Salmon Recovery Act (ESHB 2091,
more commonly known as the “Forests and Fish Law”). The intent of the 1999 rules changes
was to provide improved protection for riparian habitat and aquatic and riparian-dependent
species on non-federal forest lands.

Agricultural production in the area dates back to the early Hudson Bay Company operations in
the 19th century. By market value, the leading current agricultural products are poultry and
eggs, dairy products, and livestock (primarily cattle and calves; Lewis County 2008). Animal
products have historically supported some level of food processing activity. Agricultural
resource land uses primarily include family farms, many of which are currently in hay or pasture
for livestock. Some farms are used for growing Christmas trees.

Major industrial facilities within the region of interest are concentrated in the Centralia and
Chehalis area. They include two master-planned industrial parks developed and operated by the
Port of Centralia and another developed and operated by the Port of Chehalis, with a combined
area of approximately 1,800 acres among the three facilities. The TransAlta Corporation (2010)
operates the Centralia Coal Plant at a site northeast of Centralia; the facility is a 1,376 MW coal-
fired electric generating plant that began operation in 1971 and is one of the largest electric
power resources in Washington. Until November 2006 coal for the plant was produced from a
strip mine adjacent to the plant. The former mine occupies approximately 4,000 acres, and the
site is now being reclaimed. TransAlta also operates the Centralia Gas Plant (also known as the
Big Hanaford Plant), a 248 MW, gas-fired, combined-cycle generation facility opened in 2002,
at the same location as the Centralia Coal Plant.
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Development of large energy facilities has also occurred at two other locations in the region.
The Chehalis Generation Facility, a 520 MW gas-fired, combined-cycle plant operated by
PacifiCorp, was completed in 2003 at a site in the Chehalis Industrial Park south of Chehalis and
east of 1-5 (Washington EFSEC 2010). The Satsop Combustion Turbine Project began operation
in 2008 at a site near Satsop in southeastern Grays Harbor County (Washington EFSEC 2010).
This gas-fired, combustion turbine plant has a current capacity of 650 MW and was developed
on a 20-acre site within the Satsop Redevelopment Park. In October 2009 the plant owner
submitted a request to EFSEC to increase the capacity to approximately 1,300 MW. The Satsop
Redevelopment Park is the former construction site for Satsop Nuclear project (also known as
Washington Nuclear Plants 3 and 5), for which the Washington Public Power Supply System
began construction in the 1970s. The nuclear plants were not completed, although the cooling
towers were constructed and remain visible in the surrounding area; the site certificate for this
project was amended in 1996 to allow construction of the gas turbine project.

3.12.2 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Development

Reasonably foreseeable future development, as considered in this analysis, includes development
actions within the region of interest that are currently underway, formally proposed or planned,
or considered highly likely to occur. In the latter case, actions can be identified as highly likely
to occur based on authoritative information available to the agencies with respective land-use
jurisdictions over those actions. For the Coyote Crest Wind Energy Park EIS, those jurisdictions
are primarily Lewis, Pacific, and Grays Harbor counties. Reasonably foreseeable future
development includes both individual projects that are major or noteworthy, such as a large
energy facility or an industrial park, and the collective effect of ongoing, small-scale
development actions. The location, size and character of both types of development actions are
shaped by the land use plans and development regulations of the respective jurisdictions.

Based on existing development patterns and the distribution of land within the region by county,
future development activity within Lewis County is likely to have greatest relevance for
considering potential cumulative impacts of the Coyote Crest project. The current Lewis County
(2008) Comprehensive Plan establishes an overall land use goal to encourage development in
urban areas where adequate public facilities and services exist or can be provided in an efficient
manner. Under the policies and designations identified in the plan, future development would be
concentrated in existing UGAs and in unincorporated UGAs or existing rural centers that have
been designated for more intensive development. The existing UGAs within the region in Lewis
County include Centralia, Chehalis, and Pe Ell. Future development in Centralia and Chehalis is
expected to include new residential, commercial and industrial land uses, according to the
designations adopted through the respective city comprehensive plans. A modest amount of
commercial growth is expected in Pe Ell, along with additional single-family residential uses.

The plan defines small towns, crossroad commercial areas and freeway commercial areas as
types of rural areas in which some intensive development, such as neighborhood-scale
commercial uses, would be permitted outside of UGAs to support needs for the community and
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the traveling public. The unincorporated community of Doty is designated as a “Category 11”
small town, with corresponding limitations specified for residential, commercial and industrial
uses. The plan identifies 11 crossroad commercial areas, of which only Curtis is within the
region of interest, and 4 freeway commercial areas that are outside the region.

In the Comprehensive Plan, a goal of Lewis County (2008) is to promote development of
industrial and technical jobs. To support that goal, the plan designates two Major Industrial
Development areas that are not associated with UGAs. Those are the 1,000-acre Centralia Steam
Plant site (see above) and another 1,000-acre site located at the interchange of 1-5 and U.S. 12
between Meier Road and Military Road. In addition, 2,000 acres adjoining the Centralia Steam
Plant site are designated as Industrial Land Bank reserve, to help address long-term future needs
for industrial land. Finally, the plan identifies 11 additional specific rural properties as potential
areas for future industrial development. These sites are generally in or near the 1-5 corridor.

Lewis County is currently engaged in a planning process for the South County Subarea Plan,
which is intended to shape future development in and around the Winlock, Toledo, and Vader
communities in the southern part of the county. This planning area is outside the region of
interest for the Coyote Crest cumulative impact analysis and the potential influence of the plan is
not considered in detail.

In summary, future development activity within the Lewis County portion of the region of
interest is likely to be located within the UGAS, designated rural development centers and
industrial areas discussed above. Future development in these locations would generally consist
of incremental expansion of already urbanized areas, rather than creation of new development in
areas that are now largely undisturbed. Future development activity outside of the designated
locations would likely be limited in extent and intensity, and would not likely result in notable
changes in land use patterns (such as conversion of forested land to urbanized use).

A similar pattern is expected for future development in southeastern Grays Harbor County and
southwestern Thurston County. Development activity would likely occur primarily within the
existing communities of EIma, Malone, Porter, Oakville, and Rochester, while forestry and
agriculture would likely continue to be the dominant uses in terms of acreage. Independent plans
for these communities, which are somewhat dated, indicate that Oakville anticipated little or no
expansion of public facilities and slow growth, while the ElIma plan anticipated moderately high
growth along with continued conservation of high-valued farmlands (Grays Harbor County
1982). Little future development activity is expected in the Pacific County portion of the region,
as the community of Brooklyn is not designated as an area for more intensive rural development
and the remaining area is commercial forest land.

Available information indicates that notable specific proposed, planned or likely development
actions within the region of interest are limited in number and scope. While the Industrial Park
at TransAlta has been the focus of a highly visible recent Lewis County planning action, that
effort involved plan amendments to accommodate the industrial land bank discussed above, as
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opposed to specific development activities at the site. Several entities are undertaking studies or
construction actions related to mitigation of flood damages in existing developed areas. The
USACE is building or modifying a series of levees along the Skookumchuck River to address
recent flooding problems in areas of Centralia and Chehalis and some segments of 1-5. The
Lewis County PUD has proposed to construct water storage dams on the Upper Chehalis and the
South Fork of the Chehalis River to provide flood storage to protect downstream areas, and
TransAlta has proposed modifications to Skookumchuck Dam to allow increased capacity for
flood storage. An expansion of the capacity of the Satsop Combustion Turbine Project may be
approved by Washington EFSEC,; if so, this would have a very limited effect on land use and
habitat distribution within the area of the plant.

3.12.3 Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed Action

3.12.3.1 Earth Resources

Past and present development activities within the region of interest have resulted in cumulative
impacts to geology and soils, primarily through increased ground disturbance, compaction and
erosion. In some instances ground-disturbing activities have contributed to geologic hazards,
such as by triggering landslides.

The principal past and ongoing activities that affect soils in the vicinity of the proposed project
are related to timber production. The entire project area is managed for timber production, as is
much of the surrounding land within the region. A network of existing logging roads covers the
forested landscape and facilitates timber harvest. In addition to areas affected by timber
production, extensive areas have experienced ground disturbance from agricultural activities.
Urbanized uses have influenced geology and soil conditions in approximately only 2 percent of
the region.

Much of the region would continue to experience impacts to geology and soils from ongoing
resource-based activities for the foreseeable future. Continued development of urbanized uses
would contribute some additional areas of disturbance, although major expected actions of this
type have not been identified and theses effects would be concentrated in areas that are already
urbanized. The proposal to develop the Coyote Crest Wind Energy Park would add only minor
and mostly temporary effects on soils to the much more widespread effects from current and
continuing activities in the region.

3.12.3.2 Water Resources

Past and present development activities within the region of interest consist primarily of ground
disturbance and erosion are related to timber production. The entire Project Area and much of
the surrounding land are managed for timber production. To facilitate timber harvest, a network
of existing logging roads covers the forested landscape. There also are extensive areas with
ground disturbance from agricultural activities and urbanized uses along the transmission line
route. These activities have resulted in cumulative impacts to water resources, such as
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sedimentation to nearby streams, which has influenced water quality in several streams in the
region such as Elk Creek and the Chehalis River, which have segments listed on Ecology’s
303(d) list.

Impacts to water resources would continue in the region from ongoing resource-based activities
and continued development of urbanized uses for the foreseeable future. Major expected
urbanized development has not been identified. Development of the Coyote Crest Wind Park
would add only minor and mostly temporary effects on water resources to the much more
widespread effects from current and continuing activities in the region.

3.12.3.3 Plants

As described above, existing environmental conditions in the vicinity of the proposed Project
reflect extensive changes brought about due to human occupation and development in the area,
including commercial timber harvesting, agricultural conversion, mineral extraction, road
construction and small amounts of residential, tourism, and recreational development. These
activities have resulted in cumulative impacts to vegetation, through ground disturbance,
removal and conversion of vegetation communities, introduction of noxious weeds and removal
of TES plant species.

Ongoing forestry and agricultural operations are expected to continue into the reasonably
foreseeable future. Impacts of these activities would overlap temporally and spatially with the
effects of the proposed action. Construction of the proposed Project would result in the
additional or accelerated removal or conversion of vegetation communities, removal of TES
plant species, and introduction and spread of noxious weeds. Most of these impacts would occur
on land already altered by timber harvest and/or on existing county road and utility rights-of-
way. Thus, the proposed Project would result in a minimal contribution to cumulative effects on
vegetation communities in the Project Area.

3.12.3.4 Wetlands

No direct impacts to wetlands, streams, and buffers would result from the transmission line
component of the Project. The proposal would only cause temporary buffer impacts that would
be mitigated by disturbance minimization, construction BMPs for erosion and sediment control,
and site restoration following construction. Therefore, no cumulative impacts are expected from
the pole replacement activity.

3.12.3.5 Wildlife

Past and present development activities within the region of interest have resulted in cumulative
impacts to wildlife and fish, primarily through forest removal, erosion, and road development.
The timber management regime currently occurring in the Project Area has removed potential
habitat for sensitive species (i.e., mature and old growth forests) and has therefore reduced the
potential occurrence of these species.
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The principal past and ongoing activities that affect wildlife in the vicinity of the proposed
Project are related to timber production. The entire Project Area is managed for timber
production, as is much of the surrounding land within the region. A network of existing logging
roads covers the forested landscape and facilitates timber harvest which fragments remaining
habitat. In addition to areas affected by timber production, extensive areas in the lowland areas
have experienced loss of riparian, wetland and south Puget Sound prairie from agricultural
activities. The region where the Project is located is largely rural and urbanized uses have had
little influence on wildlife habitat (approximately 2 percent of the region).

In addition to logging impacts, two potential wind farms in Southwest Washington are in the
development stage, in areas within the range of breeding and foraging marbled murrelets (Radar
Ridge and Graylands). If these wind farms experience collision mortality of marbled murrelets,
the additional loss of individuals in the breeding population could introduce cumulative impacts
from the Project.

Much of the region would continue to experience impacts to wildlife and fish species and
habitats from ongoing resource-based activities for the foreseeable future. Continued
development of urbanized uses would contribute some additional areas of disturbance, although
major expected actions of this type have not been identified and these effects would be
concentrated in areas that are already urbanized. The proposal to develop the Coyote Crest Wind
Park would add mostly minor and temporary effects on wildlife to the much more widespread
effects from current and continuing activities in the region.

3.12.3.6 Air

Past and present development activities within the region of interest consist primarily of ground
disturbance and vehicle emissions related to timber production. The entire project area and
much of the surrounding land is managed for timber production. To facilitate timber harvest, a
network of existing logging roads covers the forested landscape. There also are extensive areas
with ground disturbance from agricultural activities and urbanized uses along the transmission
line route. These activities have intermittently resulted in cumulative impacts to air quality as
fugitive dust.

Impacts to air quality would continue in the region from ongoing resource-based activities and
continued development of urbanized uses for the foreseeable future. Major expected urbanized
development has not been identified. Development of the Coyote Crest Wind Park would add
only minor and mostly temporary effects on air quality to the much more widespread effects
from current and continuing activities in the region.

3.12.3.7 Environmental Health

The principal past and ongoing activities that affect environmental health and safety in the vicinity of
the Project are related to timber production. The entire project area is managed for timber production
on WDNR and private lands, as is much of the surrounding land within the region.
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Noise

Past and present activities within the region of interest have resulted in cumulative impacts to
noise receptors, primarily through forestry and urban development activities. In the assessment
of cumulative noise impacts, the potential for future development in Lewis, Pacific, and Grays
Harbor counties would be mainly located within UGAs and in unincorporated UGAS or existing
rural centers that have been designated for more intensive development. For instance, existing
UGAs within the region in Lewis County include Centralia, Chelais, and Pe Ell. Development is
not expected in rural areas that are now largely undisturbed and would be characterized as
having low existing ambient sound levels. A similar or lesser level of development is projected
for Grays Harbor and Pacific counties. With UGAs located far away from the Project Area, the
Project is not expected to contribute to cumulative sound levels and increase existing ambient
conditions at existing noise sensitive receptors.

Other Environmental Health Risks

Past and present activities within the region have resulted in cumulative impacts to
environmental health and safety, primarily through increased fire activity in forested areas and a
wide variety of urbanized activities in developed areas. Nearly all fires within the Project Area
have been human caused, mostly the result of debris burning. The region would continue to
experience fires from ongoing human use and development activities for the foreseeable future.

Over time, continued development of urbanized uses would contribute some additional
hazardous material released through unanticipated accidents, although these would not likely
overlap the areas where releases from this project would occur and theses effects would likely be
localized and cleaned up. The proposal to develop the Coyote Crest Wind Park would only
slightly increase the risk of environmental health and safety impacts, such as increased fire
activity or hazardous material spills, but this increase would mostly occur during construction
and would be minor compared to the much more widespread effects from current and continuing
activities in the region.

3.12.3.8 Land and Shoreline Use

The region of interest for the Coyote Crest project has a predominance of remote, rural lands that
are in resource-based land uses, including commercial forestry and agriculture. Past and present
development activities within the region of interest have resulted in cumulative impacts to land
and shoreline use, including limited increases in urban development. This development ranges
from single-family residential lands in small communities such as Doty to large-scale industrial
and commercial uses in Centralia, Chehalis, and adjacent areas.

The principal past and ongoing activities that affect land use in the vicinity of the proposed
project are related to commercial forestry and agriculture. The majority of the Project Area is
managed for timber production, as is much of the surrounding land within the region. In addition
to the extensive areas dedicated to commercial forest lands in the vicinity, areas in the lower
elevations and river valleys are characterized by agricultural and rural residential land uses.
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Urban land uses make up a very small percentage (approximately only 2 percent) of the region of
interest.

Based on adopted Comprehensive Plan and zoning designations, the region will continue to be
defined by resource-based land uses for the foreseeable future. Limited ongoing development of
urbanized uses will continue, but theses effects would be concentrated in UGAS, designated rural
development centers, and industrial areas as discussed in Section 3.13.2 above. The proposal to
develop the Coyote Crest Wind Energy Park would introduce a utility-scale wind energy project
into an area dedicated to commercial forestry land uses. However, this Project represents a very
small percentage of the commercial forest land in the region of interest. The Project would have
a minimal impact on commercial forestry operations, given the abundance of commercial forest
land in the Project Area and the surrounding vicinity, and would have no impact on regional
agricultural lands. The proposed wind energy facilities would not collectively change overall
land use patterns, affect regional growth, or impact offsite land uses. Therefore, no significant
cumulative impacts to land and shoreline use are expected to result from construction,
operations, and maintenance of the proposed Project.

3.12.3.9 Historic and Cultural Preservation

Past and present activities within the region of interest have resulted in cumulative impacts to
cultural resources, primarily through forestry, agriculture and urban development activities.
Most of these impacts have likely occurred in areas where prehistoric and historic use was
concentrated, such as in floodplain areas, and in areas where urbanized development has been
concentrated. The potential for future development in Lewis, Pacific, and Grays Harbor counties
would be mainly located within UGAs and in unincorporated UGASs or existing rural centers that
have been designated for more intensive development. Substantial development is not expected
in rural areas that are now relatively undisturbed. Although past, present and future timber
harvest, agricultural and urbanized activities by other entities will add to cultural resource
impacts within the region, the proposed Project would not likely add measurably to those effects.
Construction and operation of the Project would occur in areas that have already been disturbed
through previous activity, and where the potential for discovery of intact cultural resources is
expected to be low.

3.12.3.10 Aesthetics, Light and Glare

Past and present urbanized development and resource-based activity within the region
surrounding the proposed Project has substantially changed the landscape by introducing human-
made features and altering natural landforms and vegetation. Throughout most of the region the
greatest change in the landscape has resulted from timber harvest and related activities, resulting
in a current pattern of extensive harvested areas and road systems. In the larger river valleys of
the region, changes to visual resources have resulted primarily from urban development. The
visible aspects of Project construction that involve land clearing and roads would be consistent
with the existing visual conditions in the commercial forest areas of the region, and likely would
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not be noticed as an identifiable change. With their ridgeline location, the completed wind
turbines would have a noticeable visual presence for a number of miles around the Project,
except in areas where topography would block the view. Views of the Project would occur
primarily at background viewing distances, resulting in a minor overall degree of visual contrast
and impact level. Nevertheless, the Project would add a new and distinctive visual element to
the existing landscape, and thereby contribute to cumulative aesthetic impacts from other past,
present and future sources of change.

3.12.3.11 Transportation

The transportation system within the region of interest has evolved over time in response to
needs that have changed with land uses and the overall level of development in the region. Past
and current land uses have created needs for transporting logs and agricultural products, while
urban development has led to development of dense street networks within urban centers and
major highways linking those areas and providing connections to urban areas outside the region.
Population growth and urbanized development will continue to affect the transportation systems
within the region, primarily through demands for additional capacity to move more people and
goods. The proposed Project would contribute to those demands through the various types of
transportation needs that would occur during the construction period. Those needs would require
only limited additions to the transportation system, such as modifications to public roads in a few
locations and new spur roads to some turbine sites. In addition, the transportation effects of the
Project would be quite short-term and transitory. Consequently, the Project would not contribute
to long-term cumulative effects to transportation systems within the region.
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4.  CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS AND POLICIES

41 Federal

41.1 Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act (CWA) employs a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory tools to reduce
direct pollutant discharges into waterways, finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities, and
manage polluted runoff. These tools are employed to achieve the broader goal of restoring and
maintaining the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation's waters so that they
can support "the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and
on the water."

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires Washington State to periodically prepare a list (commonly
known as the 303(d) list) of all surface waters in the state for which beneficial uses, such as
drinking, recreation, aquatic habitat, and industrial use, are impaired by pollutants. This list
encompasses water quality limited estuaries, lakes, and streams that fall short of state surface
water quality standards, and are not expected to improve within the next 2 years (Ecology 2009).
Ecology completed and submitted Washington State’s Water Quality Assessment for 2006/2008
to the EPA in June 2008, as an “integrated report” to meet the Clean Water Act requirements of
sections 305(b) and 303(d). EPA approved the Water Quality Assessment in January 2009.
There were no segments of the Chehalis River within the vicinity of proposed Project facilities
that were included in the 2009 303(d) list.

As discussed in Section 3.2, the Applicant would develop and implement a SWPPP to address
the erosion control and water quality conditions of the CWA’s NPDES construction stormwater
discharge general permit. The Project SWPPP would be based on and comply with Ecology’s
(2004) Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington, the WDNR FPAN, the
WDNR RMAP, any stipulations of the WDFW Hydraulic Project Approval, and Lewis County
stormwater approval, as applicable. These provisions would ensure compliance with the CWA.

4.1.2 Coastal Zone Management Act

The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) was enacted in 1972 to encourage coastal states to
develop comprehensive programs to manage and balance competing uses of, and impacts to,
coastal resources. The CZMA emphasizes the role of state decision-making regarding the
coastal zone. Federal consistency requires that federal agency actions or activities that have
reasonably foreseeable effects on the coastal zone be consistent with the policies of a coastal
state’s approved Coastal Management Program (CMP). In addition, CZMA requires compliance
with the following state laws: Shoreline Management Act, CWA, Clean Air Act, SEPA, Oceans
Resource Management Act, and compliance with the EFSEC, if applicable.

The proposed Project is not located in the coastal zone. However, some Project facilities would
be located in Pacific County and Grays Harbor County, both of which are coastal counties. The
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Project to date does not involve an identified federal action for which consistency with the
CZMA would be required. Ecology is charged with determining consistency with the CZMA
program, the agency relies heavily on the local agency shoreline permitting process for this
purpose. See further discussion of the Shoreline Management Act in Section 4.2 and discussion
of the Project’s compliance with shoreline management requirements in Grays Harbor County
(Section 4.4) and Pacific County (Section 4.5).

4.1.3 Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1536)

The ESA requires the protection and recovery of threatened and endangered species. ESA is
administered by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries for
species with ocean habitats or for anadromous fish species, and by the USFWS for all other
species. NOAA Fisheries and USFWS designate critical habitat for species which are identified
as threatened or endangered or listed as potentially threatened or endangered. Section 7 of the
ESA requires federal agencies to assess the effect of their proposed actions on listed species and
consult with NOAA Fisheries and/or USFWS, as applicable. Section 9 makes it unlawful to
“take” endangered species. Take is defined as to include harm, harassment, and habitat
modification or degradation. Section 10 enables interested parties to obtain a regulatory
certainty (i.e., a take permit) in exchange for voluntary measures that conserve protected
animals. “Incidental take” or “enhancement of survival” permits otherwise lawful activities that
might unintentionally harm a species to proceed under a habitat conservation plan, candidate
conservation agreement, or a safe harbor agreement.

Sections 3.3 and 3.5 of the DEIS address the known or potential occurrence of species listed
under the ESA within the Project Area and the potential effects of the Project on those species.
Based on Project characteristics relative to habitat conditions and occurrence information, the
key species are the northern spotted owl and the marbled murrelet. Study programs and
coordination activities associated with these species are discussed in detail in Section 3.5.

4.1.4 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC 668)

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act protects bald eagles and golden eagles and imposes
prohibitions on any “taking” of these species. Take is defined in the act as actions to pursue,
shoot, shoot at, poison, would, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest or disturb these species. In late
2009 the USFWS announced the development of a program to issue incidental take permits
under the act; rules, procedures and application requirements for the permit program had not
been issued as of March 2010. Section 3.5 discusses use of the Project Area by bald and golden
eagles. Minimal use of the area by these species has been observed and the potential for impact
is considered low.

415 Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703-712)

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibits mortality of a wide range of avian species. The act,
which is administered by the USFWS, includes no provisions for permitting incidental take. The
USFWS has issued guidelines for wind power development that include recommendations for
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avoiding impacts to species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. In the absence of
incidental take provisions, the USFWS has practiced prosecutorial discretion with respect to
responsible wind developers taking actions to minimize avian impacts. Section 3.5 provides
detailed information about efforts to study avian resources in the Project Area and minimize
impacts to avian species.

4.1.6 National Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470)

The NHPA and its implementing regulations at 36 CFR outline the responsibilities of federal
agencies to preserve and protect historic properties. Under Section 106, the NHPA requires that
federal agencies take into account the effects of their actions on historic properties. As there is
no federal nexus involved in the Project, compliance Section 106 requirements is not applicable
to this review process.

4.2 Washington State

4.2.1 State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21C)

SEPA provides a way to identify possible environmental impacts that may result from
governmental decisions. These decisions may be related to issuing permits for private projects,
constructing public facilities, or adopting regulations, policies or plans. Information provided
during the SEPA review process helps agency decision-makers, applicants, and the public
understand how a proposal would affect the environment. This information can be used to
change a proposal to reduce likely impacts, or to condition or deny a proposal when adverse
environmental impacts are identified. SEPA applies to decisions by every state and local agency
within Washington State, including state agencies, counties, cities, ports, and special districts
(such as a school or water district).

This EIS was prepared pursuant to Washington State environmental policy (Chapter 43.21C
RCW) and Ecology’s SEPA rules (WAC Chapter 197-11). While the Project includes proposed
facilities in three counties, Lewis County has assumed lead agency status pursuant to WAC 197-
11-050. Pacific County and Grays Harbor County agree that Lewis County is the appropriate
SEPA Lead Agency for the Project. Pursuant to the SEPA rules, Lewis County is conducting an
environmental review of the proposed Project.

SEPA provides a way to identify possible environmental impacts that may result from
governmental decisions, such as a decision by Lewis County on an SUP for the Project. The
SEPA process typically begins when an application is submitted to an agency for issuance of a
permit to develop a private project. This environmental review was triggered by the Applicant’s
submittal of an SUP application to Lewis County on September 23, 2009, supplemented by a
Variance Application on October 12, 2009. Lewis County issued a Determination of
Significance and determined that an EIS is required under RCW 43.21C030 (2)(c).

Public scoping is an integral part of the SEPA process, and is done to assist in identifying key
issues for evaluation in the EIS. Lewis County conducted scoping for the Project to obtain
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public and agency comment on the significant environmental aspects of this Project. The
scoping process included a public open house meeting on December 2, 2009, in Chehalis,
Washington to obtain comments and address questions about the Project and the SEPA process.

SEPA requires evaluation of probable significant adverse impacts of a proposal such as a wind
farm. For projects addressed by an EIS, SEPA requires preparation of a draft and final
environmental impact statement (DEIS and FEIS, respectively). This DEIS analyzes impacts
expected from the proposed action and identifies mitigation that would address the impacts
identified. The DEIS is circulated for public and agency review and comment. The DEIS
comment period starts on the date the Notice of Availability is issued and typically ends 30
calendar days thereafter. The FEIS is prepared after the close of the comment period and
responds to comments submitted during the comment period. The analysis contained in the
DEIS and the FEIS, collectively, constitutes the required environmental review under Chapter
43.21C RCW and WAC 197-11.

4.2.2 Growth Management Act

The Growth Management Act (GMA; Chapter 36.70A RCW) contains a comprehensive
framework for managing growth and coordinating land use planning and infrastructure. Urban
and rapidly growing local government jurisdictions are subject to GMA. Some of the relevant
goals of the GMA are to: (1) reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into
sprawling, low density development, (2) encourage economic development that is consistent
with adopted comprehensive plans, (3) maintain and enhance natural resource-based economies,
and (4) support the economic development of public facilities and services necessary to support
development.

The GMA requires county and city governments to manage Washington’s growth by preparing
comprehensive plans and implementing them through adoption of zoning controls and
development regulations, designating urban growth areas, and identifying and protecting critical
areas and natural resource lands. Lewis and Pacific County have adopted comprehensive plans
to be fully compliant with the GMA, while Grays Harbor County has only conducted GMA
planning for Critical Areas and Natural Resource Lands. In Lewis, Pacific, and Grays Harbor
County areas of the Project, the lands on which the Project would be sited are designated in their
respective adopted and approved comprehensive plans as Forest Resource Lands, Forest of
Long-Term Significance, and Agricultural, respectively. The Project would be built on land
zoned Forest Resource Lands, Commercial Forest, and Agriculture-2, respectively. If the
proposed Project is found to be consistent with local government comprehensive plans and
zoning ordinances, it would also be consistent with the requirements of the GMA.

4.2.3 Shoreline Management Act

The Shoreline Management Act (Chapter 90.58 RCW) regulates development within 200 feet of
“shorelines of the state” including marine shorelines, streams with a mean annual flow greater
than 20 cubic feet per second, and lakes of 20 acres or more in size (as well as to the edge of
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wetlands associated with these water features). Ecology regulates shorelines of the state through
local agencies (Chapter 173-22 WAC). Each county or city in the state has developed a
Shoreline Master Program (SMP) specifying restrictions that may apply to a given water body
and outlining steps necessary to obtain approval for alteration or development. The Project
would be subject to the rules and regulations established in each county’s SMP, if applicable.
Please refer to Sections 4.3 through 4.5 for specific discussion.

4.2.4 Forest Practices Act

The WFPA and its corresponding rules are administered by WDNR. Forest practices are actions
related to growing, harvesting, and processing timber, including road construction, road
maintenance, forest thinning, salvage harvesting, reforestation and other silvicultural and
environmental practices. The WFPA and its corresponding rules regulate these activities on state
and private timber lands in the state of Washington. An FPAN permit must be obtained for
activities on forest lands involving harvesting, road construction, rock pits, and installation or
change of culverts and/or bridges.

The Weyerhaeuser McDonald Tree Farm is managed for sustained-yield timber production. The
harvesting program employs several different types of harvesting systems and is managed in
compliance with the WFPA. The WFPA would regulate all harvesting and forest practices,
including road construction and maintenance, brush control, and reforestation related to the
installation of the capital improvements associated with the Project.

4.2.5 Indian Sites and Resources Act (RCW 27.53); Indian Graves and Records
Act (27.44)

The State of Washington addresses cultural resources in Chapter 27 of the RCW. The Indian
Sites and Resources Act (Section 53) defines archaeological resources, establishes the
requirement of a government-issued permit prior to the disturbance of any archaeological site,
creates the DAHP, and establishes penalties for failure to comply with preservation laws.

The Indian Graves and Records Act (Section 44) establishes laws to protect prehistoric and
historic human burials and prohibits knowingly disturbing a Native American or historic grave.
Unlawful disturbance of Native American human remains is a class C felony; prosecution as well
as a civil action from the affected Native American Tribe may result. The Abandoned and
Historic Cemeteries and Historic Graves Act (RCW 68.60.040 and RCW 68.60.050T)
establishes protection for historic cemeteries and graves. Persons disturbing historic graves are
subject to prosecution.

Section 3.9 discusses existing information about cultural resources in the Project Area and
potential impacts from the Project. Ground-disturbing activities, especially during Project
construction, have the potential for adverse impacts to cultural resources that may be present on
site. These activities would be subject to the provisions of RCW 27.
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4.3 Lewis County

4.3.1 Comprehensive Plan

The Lewis County Comprehensive Plan, a product of the state-wide requirements for growth
management planning (Chapter 36.70A RCW), identifies a vision of the future for the county;
long-term goals, policies, and land use patterns that put that vision into operation; and the
foundation for allocating and providing for the management of growth in the county over a 20
year period. The vision of the future encompasses the issues for natural resource lands, critical
areas, the mandatory comprehensive plan elements (land use, rural, housing, transportation,
utilities, capital facilities), UGAs, and the siting of essential public facilities, and enables the
community leaders to direct economic development, plan for housing, business centers and open
space/parks, and provide adequate public services and capital facilities as growth occurs.

Over three-quarters of the land in Lewis County is in federal, state, and private resource land
uses. This includes 38 percent in federal and state ownership, primarily for timber and
recreational uses. Another 37 percent, which is privately owned resource lands, is primarily
large tracts of property devoted to mineral, agricultural and forestry uses. Only 1 percent of the
land lies within urban areas, with much of that committed to ROWSs and public uses, or
constrained by critical areas. An additional 1 percent of the land is classified as a "Rural Area of
More Intense Development"”, which includes small towns in unincorporated areas, crossroads,
and commercial and subdivision enclaves. Twenty-three percent of the land is considered
remote rural, much of which is characterized by steep slopes, wetlands and hydric soils. Over 98
percent of Lewis County is open space or remote rural areas and less than 2 percent is available
for urban or more intense rural development.

Lewis County has designated the general location and types of land uses suitable in the various
areas of the county. The Comprehensive Plan includes land use sub-elements for urban growth
areas, rural areas, natural resource lands (including forest lands), and natural environment. The
Plan’s Natural Resource Lands sub-element includes the following goals and policies that are
applicable to the proposed Project. The consistency of the proposed Project with the Plan is
discussed for each goal and policy.

NR GOAL Maintain agricultural, commercial timber production, mineral resource
extraction lands and their ancillary uses.

Objective NR 1 Identify and conserve resource lands supporting agriculture, forest, and
mineral extractive industries.

The Project Area is located within the County’s designated Forest Land/Forest Resource Lands.
These are areas primarily useful for growing trees, including Christmas trees subject to the
excise tax imposed under RCW 84.33.100 through 84.33.140, for commercial purposes, and that
has long-term commercial significance for growing trees commercially (Land Use Element p. 4-
54).
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Policy NR 1.2 The County should protect the interests of land-owners who wish to
continue the practice of management of natural resources.

The proposed Project would be developed on commercial forestry land. The Project would be
developed at a very low density across large tracts of land, and would result in minimal
permanent disturbance to the land. Timber harvesting activities would continue during project
operation. Commercial forestry land would not be taken out of timber production, with the
exception of areas where permanent wind energy facilities would be sited. The presence of the
Project would generate additional income to the landowners through lease payments.

Policy NR 1.8 The County encourages the multiple use of forestland. Multiple use
management acknowledges the primary use and provides for other
compatible uses. These uses may include air and water quality, fauna,
flora and their habitats, viewsheds, watersheds and dispersed recreation.

The Project has been designed to be compatible with ongoing use of surrounding commercial
forest lands. The WTGs have been sited to allow log harvesting operations to occur in the same
area over the life of the Project. Logging activities are expected to continue in the immediate
vicinity of the WTG locations.

Policy NR 1.12 Land Use activities within or adjacent to Natural Resource Land uses
should be sited and designed to minimize conflicts with resource
management and other activities on natural resource land.

The Weyerhaeuser McDonald Tree Farm is managed for sustained-yield timber production. The
harvesting program employs several different types of harvesting systems and is managed in
compliance with the WFPA administered by WDNR. Clearing activities for the Project are
subject to WDNR regulations under the FPA. An FPAN permit would be obtained for Project
activities on forest lands involving harvesting, road construction, rock pits, and installation or
change of culverts and/or bridges. Final Project design would evaluate sites for all WTGs and
associated facilities to avoid impacts to critical areas, such as wetlands and primary habitats, and
cultural resources. The construction and operation of the Project would adhere to the mitigation
measures discussed under each resource heading in this EIS.

The comprehensive plan’s Capital Facilities and Utilities Element includes the following goal
and policies applicable to the Project:

U GOAL 1 Ensure that necessary and adequate utilities to support development in
Lewis County are provided.

POLICY U 15 Encourage the development of alternative energy generation facilities.

The proposed action is to construct and operate a commercial-scale renewable energy generation
facility that would consist of 47 wind turbines with a capacity of 2.5 MW each. The proposal to
develop the Project is in response to increasing demands for electricity, and the requirement
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under State law that utilities meet a portion of their customer demand from clean, renewable
sources of energy. The Applicant would make electricity generated by the Project available to
utilities and other wholesale energy suppliers for sale to retail electric customers. In so doing,
the Project would help utilities meet energy policy objectives to obtain a share of total electricity
supplies from renewable energy sources and reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated with
energy production.

POLICY U 1.6 Coordinate land use and facility planning to allow siting and construction
of utility distribution lines within new rights of way or where roads which
are being constructed or reconstructed in existing right of way.

The proposed Project transmission line would be sited and constructed within existing utility
easements along the ROWs of Garrard Creek Road and South Bank Road. The proposed
transmission line structures would replace existing distribution or transmission line facilities in
the same location.

4.3.2 Zoning

Land in the Lewis County portion of the Project Area is zoned as Forest Resource Lands (Figure
3-13). The Lewis County definition of Forest Resource Lands is “land primarily useful for
growing trees, including Christmas trees subject to the excise tax imposed under RCW 84.33.100
through 84.33.140, for commercial purposes, and that has long-term commercial significance for
growing trees commercially” (Lewis County Code 17.30.140). The intent of this designation is
to maintain and enhance resource-based industries, encourage the conservation of productive
forest lands, and discourage incompatible uses. Primary land uses within this designation
include the growing and harvesting of timber, forest products, and associated management
activities in accordance with the WFPA (Lewis County Code 17.30.440-450). Accessory uses
allowed in Forest Resource Lands include utility substations and transmission lines. Incidental
uses in Forest Resource Lands are defined as uses which may provide supplementary income
without detracting from the overall productivity of the forestry activity. These uses include
“erection, construction, alteration, and maintenance of gas, electric, water, or communication and
public utility facilities.” Wind energy facilities are not specifically identified as a permitted use
in this section; therefore, these facilities are subject to a special use permit.

In addition to designating uses, the Lewis County zoning regulations address criteria for
approving special uses and identify supplemental requirements for land use approvals. Lewis
County and the Applicant identified the Special Uses Criteria of LCC 17.115.030(7) as an
applicable provision in the Wind Project Proposed Findings, and the Applicant is proposing to
permit the Project as a special use under this provision. This provision requires that “residential,
recreational, and other non-resource uses permitted under Chapter 17.30 LCC, Resource
Lands...shall demonstrate that the use does not adversely affect the overall productivity of the
total resource parcel for the intended resource use by reason of the non-resource activity
proposed.” The Project would comply with this provision, as only a small portion of the Project
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Area would be permanently developed with wind turbines and associated infrastructure, and the
overall productivity of the McDonald Tree Farm would not be diminished.

The Project would comply with the applicable Supplemental Requirements established in LCC
17.145, except LCC 17.145.030 as described below. The Project would meet the appropriate
industrial setbacks as required in LCC 17.145.020(c), and would ensure that the noise
requirements in LCC 145.050 are met (as required by LCC 17.115.020(1)). The road
construction, stormwater, and development standards defined in LCC 17.145.080(1), (3), and (5)
would be met. The Project would meet the electrical substation requirements included in LCC
17.145.100. The majority of the Project’s wind turbines meet the height requirements included
in LCC 145.030(3). The Applicant has submitted a variance request to Lewis County to achieve
full compliance with these height requirements.

4.3.3 Shoreline Management

The Lewis County SMP was first adopted in 1974 and was last updated in 1998. This document
sets forth policies, rules, and regulations for the development of the shorelines within the county.
The South Fork of Garrard Creek is listed in the SMP. This creek is within the Project Area.
Construction of the Project transmission line may might involve activity within the 200-foot
SMP buffer. See Section 3.2 — Water Resources for more detail on project impacts to Garrard
Creek. If the transmission line is to be located within the shoreline buffer, construction activities
would require a shoreline substantial development permit to be consistent with the County’s
shoreline regulations.

4.3.4  Critical Areas

Lewis County has adopted regulations for protecting critical areas and human health and safety
as required by the GMA of 1990. Lewis County Code Chapter 17.35 includes minimum critical
areas designations and protection standards, consistent with the requirements of Chapter 36.70A
RCW. The county’s critical areas regulations identify, classify, and designate protection
measures for wetlands, fisheries habitat, wildlife habitat, frequently flooded areas, aquifer
recharge areas, and geologically hazardous areas, including erosion and landslide hazard areas.

Geologic hazards and any impacts of the proposed Project on these geologic hazard areas are
described in Section 3.1, Earth Resources. Fisheries habitat, frequently flooded areas, aquifer
recharge areas, and any impacts of the proposed Project on these resources are discussed in
Section 3.2, Water Resources. Wetlands within the Project Area and any impacts of the
proposed Project on wetland resources are identified in Section 3.4. Wildlife habitat in the
Project Area and any impacts of the proposed Project on wildlife habitat are discussed in Section
3.5, Wildlife.
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4.4  Grays Harbor County

4.4.1 Comprehensive Plan

Grays Harbor County is not required to plan under the GMA. Nevertheless, the county
recognizes the importance of comprehensive planning and has conducted county-wide long-rage
planning efforts that incorporate those aspects of the GMA that are relevant to local needs and
circumstances. The first land use planning study for the County was completed in 1961 and
serves as the original basis for the County's Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The original
Comprehensive Plan consisted of four reports, including population trends, land use analysis and
economic base data, the comprehensive plan, and a summary. The Agricultural Element of the
Comprehensive Plan and a Rural Lands Study were completed in 1981 and 1982, respectively.
The County’s Interim Resource Lands and Critical Areas Designation was adopted in 1992.

The Project would be located in an area of the county designated by the Comprehensive Plan as
Agricultural. This designation includes both cropland and grazing land, mostly in the eastern
part of the county. Grays Harbor County first designated agricultural land in the late 1960s by
adopting comprehensive land use maps and designating an agriculture zone. In September 1969
the county adopted Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance #38, which regulates land uses within the
agricultural zoning district.

The Agricultural Element of the Comprehensive Plan contains adopted goals, objectives, and
policies to guide the use and future development of the agricultural lands. The following goals,
objectives, and policies are relevant to the proposed Project:

5.4.1 Goal To conserve and protect agricultural lands from incompatible
development and to encourage the continued economic viability of
agriculture.

5.4.2 Objectives 1. To ensure County policies, programs, and ordinances especially zoning

and capital improvement programs will promote a land use pattern
beneficial to agricultural activities and support the goals and objectives of
this plan.

2. To ensure that there are adequate land and water resources for
continued agricultural development.

3. To protect agricultural operations from the adverse impacts associated
with non-agricultural development.

4. To keep agricultural land from being converted to non-agricultural
uses.

5. To provide flexibility to accommodate the diversity of agricultural uses
while assuring adequate protection for each type of use.
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5.4.3 Policies 4. Lands and land uses adjacent to planned agricultural areas should be
of a rural or low density nature in order to separate agricultural uses
from incompatible and more intense residential, commercial, and
industrial development.

The northern part of the Project Area, which includes the 115 kV transmission line route from
the Project to the interconnection point at Cedarville, spans the narrow tributary valley of
Garrard Creek and a lightly populated area of the larger Chehalis River Valley. The proposed
transmission line route would follow Garrard Creek Road and South Bank Road to Cedarville.
This portion of the transmission line would be located within a Grays Harbor PUD utility
easement in which existing electric distribution and transmission lines are located. Adjacent land
uses are agricultural and rural residential lands. The proposed transmission line would replace
the existing transmission line structures and would be located within an existing easement
dedicated to utility use, and would therefore not be incompatible with adjacent agricultural land
uses.

7. Non-agricultural commercial and industrial uses should not be allowed
in farming areas unless:

a. No other practicable alternative site is available;

b. The uses will only convert the least suitable agricultural land in
the area; and

C. Would not negatively directly or indirectly impact adjacent
agricultural activities.

The proposed transmission line would replace an existing distribution or transmission line
similar in size within existing utility easements. No agricultural land would be converted for
construction and operation of the transmission line. Temporary indirect impacts to agricultural
activities would be minor and may include brief, intermittent delays from construction traffic,
noise, and dust. There would be no direct or permanent indirect impacts to adjacent agricultural
activities.

9. Roads and other capital facilities in agricultural areas should
primarily service agricultural and other compatible rural activities;
changes in these facilities that would negatively impact agricultural
activities or encourage new residential development should not be
allowed.

Project-related construction activities would require improvements to local roads to
accommaodate the truck traffic associated with the construction process. Detailed plans for these
improvements and the connections to county roads would be prepared following a detailed
evaluation of road requirements. Temporary indirect impacts to agricultural activities would be
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minor and may include construction traffic, noise, and dust. These road improvements would
not have any direct or permanent impacts agricultural activities or encourage new residential
development.

4.4.2 Zoning

According to the Grays Harbor County Comprehensive Zoning Code (Title 17), zoning districts
and their schedule of regulations do not affect uses and related activities on streets and their
rights-of-way, rail tracts and their rights-of-way, and utility conduits and their rights-of-way
(Grays Harbor County Code 17.04.070(C)). Therefore, the proposed Project transmission line
would not be subject to Grays Harbor County zoning regulations. However, the following
discussion is provided for informational purposes, consistent with the level of information
analyzed for the proposed Project in Lewis and Pacific counties.

Land along the proposed Project transmission line corridor in Grays Harbor County is zoned as
Agricultural-2. The primary purpose of this district is to encourage the conservation and
protection of agricultural lands and to reserve areas for use by large commercial farms. The
establishment of this district recognizes the importance of the agricultural industry in Grays
Harbor County and provides protection for those soils and areas most suitable for commercial
agriculture (GHCC 17.16.010). In this zone, public utility and service structures must be located
and constructed in such places and in such manner that they would not segment land of any one
farm and would not interfere with agriculture activities by limiting or interfering with the access
of fields or the effectiveness and efficiency of the farmer and farm equipment (GHCC
17.16.040). As stated above, the proposed Project transmission line would replace an existing
transmission line similar in size within existing utility easements. No agricultural land would be
segmented or converted for construction and operation of the transmission line. Temporary
indirect impacts to agricultural activities would be minor and may include construction traffic,
noise, and dust. There would be no direct or permanent indirect impacts to adjacent agricultural
activities.

4.4.3 Shoreline Management

The Grays Harbor County Shorelines Management Master Program was adopted in 1974 and
was last updated in 1998. This document sets forth policies, rules, and regulations for the
development of the shorelines within the county. Garrard Creek and the Chehalis River within
the Project Area are subject to the provisions of the SMP. Construction of the proposed Project
transmission line might occur within the 200-foot SMP buffer. See Section 3.2, Water
Resources, for more detail on project impacts to Garrard Creek and the Chehalis River. If the
transmission line is to be located within the shoreline buffer, construction activities would
require a shoreline substantial development permit to be consistent with the County’s shoreline
regulations.
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4.4.4  Critical Areas

Grays Harbor County originally adopted Interim Resource Lands and Critical Area Designations
in 1992. These designations included geologically hazardous areas (including erosion hazard
and landslide hazard areas) and wetlands. Areas of seismic risk had already been adopted by the
county through the adoption of the Uniform Building Code. Frequently flooded areas had been
designated and mapped by the Flood Insurance Rates Map. At the time of adoption, certain
designations such as mine and volcanic hazard areas, aquifer recharge areas, and fish and
wildlife habitat were reserved for future consideration.

Grays Harbor County prepared a draft critical areas ordinance in 2008 to identify critical
protection areas and to supplement the existing development regulations contained in Grays
Harbor County Code. Critical protection areas were identified for geologically hazardous areas,
frequently flooded areas, wetland areas, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, and critical
aquifer recharge areas. The county included best available science in the preparation of
development regulations to protect the existing function and values of critical protection areas,
especially anadromous fisheries. Grays Harbor County adopted code amendments addressing
critical areas in June 2010.

Geologic hazards and any impacts of the proposed Project on these geologic hazard areas are
described in Section 3.1, Earth Resources. Fisheries habitat, frequently flooded areas, aquifer
recharge areas, and any impacts of the proposed Project on these resources are discussed in
Section 3.2, Water Resources. Wetlands within the Project Area and any impacts of the
proposed Project on wetland resources are identified in Section 3.4. Wildlife habitat in the
Project Area and any impacts of the proposed Project on wildlife habitat are discussed in Section
3.5, Wildlife.

4.5 Pacific County

45.1 Comprehensive Plan

The Pacific County Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1998, setting forth goals and policies to
protect the health, welfare, safety and quality of life of the county’s residents. Prior to 1998, a
majority of the County was not covered under a Comprehensive Plan, and prior to 2004, a
majority of the County was unzoned. There have been a few minor amendments to the Plan
since 1998, and new development regulations were adopted in 2004.

The Comprehensive Plan contains five primary elements mandated by State law: land use,
housing, capital facilities, utilities and transportation. The Comprehensive Plan also contains a
rural element, critical areas and resource lands element, and a public facilities element, as well as
implementation programs that identify actions and projects to carry out the Plan’s goals and
policies. Development regulations are adopted and implemented to carry out the goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
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Pacific County began a review and update of its comprehensive plan and development
regulations in 2009 to ensure compliance with the GMA’s periodic review requirements.

The Project Area is located within the County’s designated Forest Land of Long-Term
Commercial Significance. The purpose of this designation is to conserve forest lands of long-
term commercial significance; maintain and enhance resource-based industries; discourage
residential encroachment and other incompatible development from long-term forest lands; and
promote and protect forestry and its dependent community through the enhancement, protection
and perpetuation of the ability of private and public landowners to grow and harvest timber. The
economy of Pacific County is greatly influenced by the timber industry, as over 70 percent of the
land area is forested, with much of that land under the control of a few timber companies. Forest
Land of Long-Term Commercial Significance has been assessed pursuant to Chapter 84.33 RCW
and Chapter 84.34 RCW. Forest Land of Long-Term Commercial Significance typically
contains large parcels. Most parcels are thousands of acres and nearly all parcels are over 40
acres. Development pressure surrounding this forest land is not intense.

Pacific County Ordinance No. 147 — Critical Areas and Resource Lands, and the corresponding
language in the county’s Comprehensive Plan were adopted to maintain and enhance natural
resource-based industries, including productive timber, agricultural, and fishing industries.
Continued implementation of Ordinance No. 147 would encourage the conservation of
productive forest lands and productive agricultural lands, and discourage incompatible uses.

The Comprehensive Plan includes the following goal and policies applicable to the proposed
Project:

GOAL R-3 Forest land of long-term commercial significance should be conserved in
order to maintain a viable forestry industry for long-term economic use
while protecting environmental values.

Policy R-3.3 The primary land use activities in forest land of long-term commercial
significance should be commercial forest management, agriculture,
mineral extraction, accessory uses, wildlife habitat enhancement
programs, and other non-forest related economic activities relying on
forest land.

The primary land use in the Project Area is commercial forestry. The Project would develop
three WTGs on forest lands in Pacific County. Timber harvesting activities would continue
during project operation. Commercial forestry land would not be taken out of timber production,
with the exception of limited areas where permanent wind energy facilities would be sited.

Policy R-3.4 Land use activities within or adjacent to forest land of long-term
commercial significance should be sited and designed to minimize
conflicts with forest management, and other activities on forest land.
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The Project has been designed to be compatible with ongoing use of surrounding commercial
forest lands. The WTGs have been sited to allow log harvesting operations to occur in the same
area over the life of the Project. Logging activities are expected to continue in the immediate
vicinity of the WTG locations.

Policy R-3.5 The County discourages the establishment or expansion of utility local
improvement districts, or sewer, water or public utility districts on forest
lands of long-term commercial significance which result in the imposition
of assessments, rates, or charges on designated forest land.

The Project would involve development of commercial-scale wind energy facilities on
commercial forest land leased from Weyerhaeuser. The Project would not create a utility
district.

Policy R-3.8 Subject to any state or local regulation of critical areas, the County
encourages the multiple economic use of forest land for a variety of
natural resource and other land use activities particularly suited for forest
lands because of physical and topographical characteristics; remoteness
from populated areas; availability of water supplies; the quality of the
forest environment; or where the efficient provision of statewide or
regional utilities, energy generating and/or transmission facilities, or
public facilities require access across or use of such forest lands.

The Project would be co-located with commercial timber operations on Weyerhaeuser land.
Project operations would not interfere with ongoing timber harvest operations. Final Project
design would evaluate sites for all WTGs and associated facilities to avoid impacts to critical
areas, such as wetlands and primary habitats, and cultural resources. The construction and
operation of the Project would adhere to the mitigation measures discussed under each resource
heading in this EIS.

The Comprehensive Plan’s Utilities Element contains the following applicable goals and
policies:

Goal U-2 Negative impacts associated with the siting, development, and operation
of utility services and facilities on adjacent properties and the natural
environment should be minimized.

Policy U-2.3 The County should work cooperatively with surrounding municipalities in
the planning and development of multi-jurisdictional utility facility
additions and improvements.

The Project would be located in Pacific, Lewis, and Grays Harbor counties. While the Project
includes proposed facilities in three counties, most of the WTG locations are in Lewis County.
Therefore, the three counties have agreed that Lewis County will act as the lead agency for the

Draft 4-15 Consistency with Plans and Policies



Coyote Crest Wind Park = Environmental Impact Statement

SEPA review of the Project pursuant to WAC 197-11-050. The SEPA process requires
evaluation of probable significant adverse impacts of a proposed development such as this
Project. This DEIS analyses any environmental impacts and recommends mitigation for those
impacts.

45.2 Zoning

The Pacific County portion of the Project Area is zoned as Commercial Forest by Pacific County
(Figure 3-13). The intent of the Commercial Forest District is to provide for and encourage the
long-term productivity, commercial management, and sustained use of forest resources. The
Commercial Forestry district provides for uses that are compatible with forestry activities while
maintaining water quality and soil productivity. This district is characterized by lands which are
relatively remote from residential areas, have a very limited infrastructure base or limited access
to public infrastructure, and have a history of being used for the production of timber or other
natural resource development and extraction. Major utility facilities are a conditional use in the
Commercial Forest zone.

45.3 Shoreline Management
The Project Area does not include any shorelines that are subject to the County’s Shoreline
Management Master Program.

45.4 Critical Areas

Pacific County adopted the Critical Areas and Resources Lands Ordinance No. 147 in 1999 and
amended the ordinance in 2000. Regulated critical areas include all wetlands, frequently flooded
areas, aquifer recharge areas, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, geologically hazardous
areas, shellfish areas, and kelp, eelgrass, herring and smelt spawning areas. All proposed
development activities have to be reviewed by Pacific County to assess potential impacts, if any,
to critical areas and resources lands identified in Ordinance 147. Prior to Pacific County issuing
a permit, the Department of Community Development must review or assess all development
activities that require a building permit, shorelines permit, road approach permit, or any type of
grading and/or filling activities.

Geologic hazards and any impacts of the proposed Project on these geologic hazard areas are
described in Section 3.1, Earth Resources. Fisheries habitat, frequently flooded areas, aquifer
recharge areas, and any impacts of the proposed Project on these resources are discussed in
Section 3.2, Water Resources. Wetlands within the Project Area and any impacts of the
proposed Project on wetland resources are identified in Section 3.4. Wildlife habitat in the
Project Area and any impacts of the proposed Project on wildlife habitat are discussed in Section
3.5, Wildlife.
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5. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

This chapter includes information on public involvement activities and coordination with
agencies, tribes and other organizations that has occurred to date in the preparation of the Coyote
Crest Wind Park DEIS.

5.1 Public Involvement

Public involvement is a process by which interested and affected individuals, organizations,
agencies, Indian tribes and governmental entities are consulted and included in the decision-
making process. Through this process, members of the local community and other parties
potentially affected by the proposed action have been given an opportunity to voice concerns,
identify issues, suggest approaches to the EIS analysis, and express their opinions. Formal
opportunities for public involvement in the Coyote Crest Wind Park environmental review
process included a scoping comment period and a public open house. Lewis County received
and maintained records of public comment of various forms (e.g., letters and telephone
comments) throughout the scoping process. The activities described below are those conducted
or sponsored by Lewis County specifically in support of the SEPA process for the County’s
review of the Coyote Crest proposal.

The Applicant submitted an application for development of a wind energy facility to Lewis
County on September 23, 2009, supplemented by a Variance Application on October 12, 2009.
In response, the County determined that the proposal would be likely to have a significant
adverse effect on the environment and that an EIS would be required under SEPA (RCW
43.21C.030 [2][c]) and the Lewis County SEPA ordinance. On November 18, 2009 Lewis
County issued a Determination of Significance/Scoping Notice documenting this finding and
requesting comments on the scope of the EIS. The notice identified the proposed scope of the
EIS, the time and place for a public meeting to obtain input, and a date for submittal of written
comments. The Determination of Significance/Scoping Notice was published in multiple local
newspapers and in Ecology’s SEPA Register. The Determination of Significance/Scoping
Notice was also distributed directly to Lewis County’s mailing list for the Coyote Crest project,
which includes adjacent property owners and interested agencies, organizations and individuals.

The Determination of Significance and request for scoping comments informed interested parties
that comments on alternatives, probable significant adverse impacts and licenses and approvals
that may be required must be received by December 21, 2010. To facilitate public input in
determining the scope of the EIS, Lewis County held a public scoping meeting in Chehalis on
December 3, 2010. Lewis County received comments on the scope of the EIS in letter form and
as written comments recorded on comment forms submitted at the scoping meeting. Lewis
County reviewed the entire body of scoping comments, identified the comments with respect to
the topic or environmental issue addressed, and grouped the comments by similar topic area.

The input from the scoping process was used to guide the development of the DEIS.
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5.2 Agency Consultation

As the lead agency under SEPA, Lewis County has the responsibility for the development of this
DEIS. The Planning Division of Lewis County Community Development directed the
preparation of the EIS. The Planning Division coordinated with other branches of Lewis County
government as necessary during the EIS process. In cooperation with Pacific County and Grays
Harbor County, Lewis County also created a tri-county steering committee to coordinate the
review of the proposed action under SEPA.

Lewis County has lead jurisdiction over the environmental review and land use approval
processes for the proposal. Other agencies or entities will have jurisdiction over other permits
that would be required to construct and operate the project, and/or have expertise concerning
elements of the environment addressed in the EIS. Consequently, Lewis County is coordinating
with these entities in the development of the EIS documentation.
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7. DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRAFT EIS

Federal Agencies and Officials

Bonneville Power Administration

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10

Federal Aviation Administration, Southern Regional Office

Federal Communications Commission

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Seattle District

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

Indian Tribes
Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis Reservation

Washington State Agencies and Officials

Office of the Governor, Executive Policy Advisor

Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Washington Department of Commerce, Energy Policy Division
Washington Department of Ecology

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Washington Department of Natural Resources

Washington State Department of Transportation, Southwest Region
Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission

Washington State Patrol

Local Government Agencies and Officials

City of Centralia

City of Chehalis

City of Oakville

Grays Harbor County Fire Protection District 1
Grays Harbor County, Public Services Department
Grays Harbor Public Utility District

Lewis County Fire District 11

Lewis County Fire District 16

Lewis County Public Utility District

Pacific County Department of Community Development
Pe Ell School District

Riverside Fire Authority

Town of Pe ElI

Libraries

Centralia Timberland Library

Chehalis Timberland Library (Vernetta Smith)
Elma Timberland Library

Oakville Timberland Library
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Media

The East County Journal (Morton)
The Chronicle (Centralia)

The Vidette (Montesano)

Organizations and Individuals

Doty General Store

Port Blakely Tree Farms

Weyerhaeuser Company

Weyerhaeuser Company Mineral Resources
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