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DEIS (RDEIS), and HCP Amendment 

 

Introduction 
In December 2016, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Department of Natural 

Resources (DNR), also referred to as the Joint Agencies, released the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (DEIS) for the marbled murrelet long-term conservation strategy. During the 90-day comment 

period following release of the DEIS, the Joint Agencies received over 5,000 individual comments. Based 

in part on comments received, the Joint Agencies decided to develop a revised draft EIS (RDEIS) instead 

of proceeding directly to a final EIS (FEIS). The RDEIS included two new alternatives as well as new and 

updated environmental analysis. 

In September 2018, the Joint Agencies released the RDEIS and draft amendment to the Habitat 

Conservation Plan (1997 HCP) as separate documents. During the comment period, which was extended 

to 90 days (ending on December 6), the Joint Agencies received over 4,300 comment letters on these 

documents. 

Following an initial review of the comments on both documents, the Joint Agencies developed brief 

summaries of the comments received. In many cases, the Joint Agencies combined similar or identical 

comments from different individuals into a single comment summary. The Joint Agencies then wrote 

responses to each comment summary. 

In the following document, comment summaries on the DEIS, RDEIS, and HCP amendment are 

presented separately. Comments are organized first by subject, then by topic. Each commenter was 

assigned a number. 

The comment responses provided the Joint Agencies an opportunity to further explain their management 

approach, analysis methods, and policies. These responses should help readers deepen their understanding 

of the long-term conservation strategy. 
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Acronyms  
DEIS Draft environmental impact statement 

DNR Washington State Department of Natural Resources 

EIS Environmental impact statement 

FEIS Final environmental impact statement 

GIS Geographic information system 

1997 HCP State Trust Lands Habitat Conservation Plan 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

OESF Olympic Experimental State Forest HCP Planning Unit 

RDEIS Revised draft environmental impact statement 

SEPA State environmental policy act 

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

WDFW Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 

Terms 
Interim strategy Marbled Murrelet Interim Conservation Strategy 

Joint Agencies DNR and USFWS 
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DEIS Comment Responses 

 Topic: General 

Subtopic: General support for marbled murrelet conservation  

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed general support for marbled murrelet conservation with a long-

term conservation strategy, without expressing preference for a particular alternative or providing 

specific critique of the DEIS. Many cited general concern with ongoing marbled murrelet 

population decline (refer to topic “Marbled Murrelet Population Decline”) and loss of murrelet 

habitat. 

DEIS Commenters 

2, 4, 6, 230, 231, 316, 326, 327, 330, 346, 347, 427, 480, 481, 489, 492, 498 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 Topic: Alternatives 

Subtopic: Range of alternatives 

 COMMENT 

Commenter says that the Joint Agencies failed to consider all reasonable alternatives as required 

by NEPA, and must eliminate Alternative B and analyze the conservation alternative. 

DEIS Commenters 

175, 311, 317, 393, 395, 403, 414, 417, 421, 422, 503 

Response 

The Joint Agencies maintain that the DEIS, RDEIS, and FEIS all include a reasonable range of 

alternatives that were screened for their potential ability to meet the need and purpose for the 

action as described in Chapter 2 (the Joint Agencies’ need and purpose statements in the DEIS 

were separated by agency for the RDEIS; no changes were made to these statements for the 

FEIS). This chapter also includes a discussion of alternatives that were considered but not 

analyzed in detail. 
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Subtopic: Support for the no action alternative (Alternative A). 

 COMMENT 

A few commenters called for no action or support Alternative A, citing adequacy of existing 

protections and the economic impacts to schools and other beneficiaries from the action 

alternatives. 

DEIS Commenters 

1, 28, 406, 485 

Response 

Alternative A represents the interim conservation strategy (interim strategy) for the marbled 

murrelet. DNR is required by the 1997 HCP to replace the interim strategy with a long-term 

conservation strategy that is based on scientific findings that reflect a better understanding of 

marbled murrelet ecology and conservation. The long-term conservation strategy will guide 

management activities and identify lands for conservation that better provide long-term habitat 

benefits for the marbled murrelet. Approving a long-term conservation strategy will provide more 

certainty on protecting strategically located marbled murrelet habitat, as well as ensure 

sustainable management of state trust lands. Further delay could have consequences for DNR’s 

compliance with federal permits under the 1997 HCP and impact DNR’s ability to meet its trust 

obligations. 

Subtopic: Support for Alternative B 

 COMMENT 

Many commenters expressed specific support for Alternative B, including several school districts 

and associations, counties, cities, and several industries and individuals. Several commenters note 

that Alternative B is the only alternative that meets the trust mandate as well as Endangered 

Species Act criteria. School districts and associations cited specific concerns with school funding, 

with one commenter noting that Alternative B is the only option that would not require 

compensation from the general fund. 

DEIS Commenters 

22, 175, 226, 232, 310, 311, 312, 313, 314, 317, 392- 400, 403, 404, 405, 407-422, 428-430 

Response 

The impacts of the long-term conservation strategy on the trusts are evaluated in Section 4.11 of 

the FEIS, “Socioeconomics.” Refer to Section 2.4, “Comparing the Alternatives,” for a discussion 

on the major components of each alternative. Section 2.4 includes a discussion on how the 

alternatives address DNR’s objectives for the proposal, including the trust mandate and 

Endangered Species Act compliance. 
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Subtopic: Clarify description of Alternative C 

 COMMENT 

The commenter indicates that the summary of Alternative C on page 2-34 of the DEIS notes that 

"other high-quality habitat patches" are included in the alternative. However, the bullets say that 

all current habitat is conserved. 

DEIS Commenter 

410 

Response 

The bullet cited in this comment letter appears beneath the sentence "Within each of the nine 

emphasis areas...,” indicating that all current marbled murrelet habitat (forest stands that have a P-

stage value of at least 0.25) within emphasis areas will be conserved. Outside emphasis areas, 

patches of marbled murrelet habitat with a P-stage value of 0.47 or greater also will be conserved. 

Subtopic: Support for alternatives C, E, or F 

 COMMENT 

One commenter felt that alternatives C and E were best. 

DEIS Commenter 

495 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

One commenter called for implementing C and F with no harvest of potential habitat. 

DEIS Commenter 

98 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 
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 Subtopic: Support for Alternative E or modified Alternative E 

 COMMENT 

A few commenters supported Alternative E due to its protection of all high-quality habitat. One 

commenter noted that additional work is needed to build a public/private partnership to conserve 

habitat on private timber lands. Some commenters, including USEPA and WDFW, asked that 

Alternative E be enhanced with additional conservation for the FEIS. 

DEIS Commenters 

340, 389, 423, 426, 487 

Response 

Establishing public/private partnerships to conserve habitat on private timber lands is outside the 

scope of this EIS. A new alternative (Alternative G) was added and analyzed in the RDEIS and 

FEIS, primarily in response to comments supporting an alternative with additional conservation 

components suggested by USEPA and WDFW. 

Subtopic: Support for Alternative F 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed support for Alternative F. One commenter pointed out benefits to 

Skamokawa creek fish habitat as well as murrelet habitat. 

DEIS Commenters 

9, 11, 16, 45, 46, 94, 171, 179, 221, 280, 482, 483 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Modify Alternative F with additional conservation 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed support for a modified Alternative F, reducing harvest of habitat. 

Many suggested adding conservation recommended by the American Bird Conservancy. 

DEIS Commenters 

16, 24, 45, 46, 162,163, 167, 169, 172, 180, 209, 225, 271, 272, 275, 296, 315, 321, 426, 459, 

504-1,032 
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Response 

Several proposed alternatives that the Joint Agencies received modified Alternative F, including 

an alternative proposed by the American Bird Conservancy. All of these proposed alternatives 

contain significantly more marbled murrelet conservation than Alternative F. These alternatives 

do not accomplish DNR’s need and purpose of the proposal, which include obtaining long-term 

certainty for timber harvest and other management activities on forested state trust lands, 

consistent with DNR’s fiduciary responsibility to the trust beneficiaries as defined by law (the 

Joint Agencies’ need and purpose statements in the DEIS were separated by agency for the 

RDEIS; no changes were made to these statements for the FEIS). The proposed alternatives are 

not consistent with project objectives because of impacts to trust beneficiaries from harvest 

restrictions. Also, under these alternatives mitigation greatly exceeds impacts from DNR’s 

activities proposed under the existing alternatives. Based on their impacts to trust beneficiaries, 

these alternatives were not considered economically feasible in view of DNR’s trust obligations, 

and thus were not considered reasonable alternatives. Consequently, the Joint Agencies decided 

not to analyze the proposed alternatives in detail. Refer to “Alternatives Considered but not 

Analyzed in Detail” in Chapter 2 of the RDEIS and “Commenter Alternatives Not Analyzed in 

Detail” of the FEIS for more information. 

Conservation measures relating to forest health treatments, forest roads, harvest-related 

infrastructure, salvage and recovery, blasting, crushing and pile-driving, aerial activities, 

recreation, leases and contracts, waste management, and research activities also were 

recommended by commenters. Many of these recommended measures were already included in 

one or more of the existing alternatives, in whole or in part (refer to Section 2.2 of the FEIS). 

Modifications were made to conservation measures for Alternative H for the FEIS; refer to 

Section 2.2 of this FEIS. Additionally, the majority of conservation measures recommended in 

the commenter alternatives were addressed by the HCP amendment (refer to Appendix A, Table 

A-4 of the HCP amendment, included as Appendix Q to the FEIS). 

 

 COMMENT 

Pacific Seabird asked for Alternative F to be modified to include no harvest of any occupied, 

suitable, and near-suitable habitat in next 50 years; application of 150-meter buffers around all 

occupied, suitable, and older-forest habitat; and buffers around all special habitat areas and 

emphasis areas from Alternative E. USEPA also suggested that the Joint Agencies modify 

Alternative F to add conservation and include analysis of this option in the FEIS. 

DEIS Commenters 

168 

Response 

Refer to the response to the first comment in this subtopic. 
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 COMMENT 

American Bird Conservancy made similar recommendations to Pacific Seabird Group to modify 

Alternative F: add conservation areas from Alternative E and manage them as marbled murrelet 

management areas; restrict harvest of existing and future marbled murrelet habitat over the next 

50 years, including 3,023 acres of high-quality habitat; provide no-touch 150-meter buffers 

around all occupied sites and old forest as mapped by the 2008 Science Team; prohibiting salvage 

and recovery in marbled murrelet management areas and special habitat areas; and prohibit 

blasting within .5 miles of occupied sites, marbled murrelet management areas, and special 

habitat areas during the nesting season. 

DEIS Commenters 

174 

Response 

Refer to the response to the first comment in this subtopic. 

 

 COMMENT 

One commenter expressed support for combining alternatives E and F with same level of harvest. 

DEIS Commenters 

27 

Response 

Refer to the response to the first comment in this subtopic. 

Subtopic: Alternative G 

 COMMENT 

WDFW proposed a new alternative to be considered, based on Alternative E but enhanced with 

additional conservation. Key components of this proposed new alternative include 100-meter 

buffers on all occupied sites, with management in the buffer limited to light thinning of dense, 

young forest to promote faster growth; retention of all high-quality habitat patches; provision of 

key, secure large breeding habitat blocks in southwest Washington; and retention of some “next 

best” (P-stage .36 and .25) habitat for current nesting and as future recruitment for high-quality 

habitat in the OESF and southwest Washington. WDFW recommended adding several specific 

marbled murrelet management areas from Alternative F and "false negative" habitat patches 

identified by WDFW staff to Alternative E. 

WDFW does not support alternatives A or B, and cannot support alternatives C, D, and E as 

drafted. They are concerned with harvest of high-quality habitat under Alternative F, and 
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requested more information on how much of the low-quality northern spotted owl habitat would 

reach P-stage by Decade 5. They also are concerned that Alternative F does not include 

conservation areas near the Straits of Juan de Fuca. 

DEIS Commenter 

340 

Response 

Alternative G, as presented in Chapter 2 of the RDEIS and FEIS, was developed in response to 

comments received from WDFW and USEPA and includes additional conservation components 

as recommended in this comment. Habitat conservation along the Straits varies by alternative. 

Under all alternatives considered (except Alternative B), all occupied sites in the Straits area are 

protected with 100-meter buffers. Additional conservation along the Straits is considered under 

alternatives C, D, E, H, and G through inclusion of special habitat areas or emphasis areas (refer 

to Section 2.3 of the RDEIS and FEIS). 

Only Alternative F includes low-quality northern spotted owl habitat as marbled murrelet-specific 

conservation. The table below shows the acres of low-quality northern spotted habitat included in 

marbled murrelet-specific conservation under Alternative F, by P-stage in decades 0 and 5. 

P-stage Decade 0 acres Decade 5 acres 

0 60,000 41,000 

0.25 6,000 15,000 

0.36 2,000 200 

0.47 1,000 7,000 

0.62 300 6,000 

0.89 300 400 

1.0 0 0 

Total 69,000 69,000 

 

 

 COMMENT 

WDFW provided new information on previously unidentified marbled murrelet habitat, and 

comments on proposed habitat release. WDFW is concerned with the release of low-quality 

murrelet habitat within the first decade, and suggests that further study of immediate impact of 

this harvest on the murrelet population be considered. The commenter proposes that a protracted 

and structured release of harvest over the full term of this HCP amendment be considered and 

analyzed for impacts. 

DEIS Commenters 

340 
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Response 

Alternative G in the RDEIS and FEIS includes additional conservation as recommended in this 

comment and is similarly responsive to comments from USEPA. 

Subtopic: Conservation alternative 

 COMMENT 

A coalition of environmental groups submitted a proposal called the “conservation alternative.” A 

majority of the over 5,200 comments received were in support of this alternative. A majority of 

these comments came in the form of pre-printed postcards (a majority with personal comments 

added) and form e-mails, but hundreds of individual written comments also were received. 

Commenters supporting the conservation alternative expressed concern that the DEIS shows a 

declining population under all proposed alternatives; does not use the most current, best available 

science; and allows the continued harvest of murrelet habitat. Many of these commenters shared 

strongly-felt concerns about extinction and shared personal stories about their relationships with 

the murrelet and its habitat. The conservation alternative would expand on Alternative F, adding 

emphasis areas and special habitat areas from Alternative E, retaining all current and future 

habitat, expanding no-touch buffers to 150 meters on occupied sites and on mapped old forest in 

the OESF (as mapped by the 2008 Science Team), and adding an adaptive management target. 

Many commenters specifically asked that the conservation alternative be analyzed via a 

supplemental or revised DEIS prior to choosing a preferred alternative. Many of the commenters 

supporting the conservation alternative specifically cited the 25,000 acres of habitat that could be 

harvested under Alternative F as a problem, expressed the urgency of population decline, cited 

the up-listing of the species by WDFW, and called for the use of best available science 

(particularly recognizing the Strait of Juan de Fuca as a hot-spot for the population, and 

increasing conservation in this area). 

DEIS Commenters 

3, 5, 8, 10, 12-15, 19, 30, 31, 33-35, 39, 40-44, 47-50, 52-70, 72-75, 77-79, 81-88, 90-93, 95-97, 

99-119, 121-131, 133-163, 164-166, 170, 173, 177, 178, 181-220, 222-224, 227-229, 234-239, 

241- 254, 256-262, 264-270, 273, 274,276 -279, 282-284, 286-295, 297-305, 318- 320, 322-324, 

329-339, 341-344, 345, 348-388, 390, 391, 401, 435-448, 450-458, 460- 465, 467-479, 484, 500, 

501, 503, 1,033- 5,226 

Response 

A preliminary analysis of the "Conservation Alternative" and other proposed modifications of 

Alternative F is presented in Chapter 2 of the FEIS ( refer to the section titled Commenter 

Alternatives Not Analyzed in Detail). The commenter’s proposed alternatives do not accomplish 

DNR’s need and purpose described in Chapter 1 of the FEIS, specifically DNR’s need to obtain 

long-term certainty for timber harvest and other management activities on forested state trust 

lands consistent with DNR’s fiduciary responsibility to the trust beneficiaries, as defined by law. 
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The commenter’s proposed alternatives also are not consistent with DNR’s objectives because of 

impacts to trust beneficiaries from the harvest restrictions and because the mitigation imposed 

greatly exceeds impacts from DNR’s activities proposed under the existing alternatives. Based on 

their impacts to trust beneficiaries, these alternatives were not considered economically feasible 

in view of DNR’s trust obligations, and thus were not considered reasonable alternatives. (The 

Joint Agencies’ need and purpose statements in the DEIS were separated by agency for the 

RDEIS; no changes were made to these statements for the FEIS.) 

 

 COMMENT 

Appendix 2 to the proposed conservation alternative includes a proposal to more aggressively 

thin and use uneven-age management regimes within uplands with special objectives, outside of 

conservation areas, and to shorten rotation lengths in uplands with general objectives (page 2 of 

comment attachment). In addition, the proposal asks that “DNR analyze the economic impacts of 

the conservation alternative...to determine an optimal approach which finds no or minimal 

adverse impacts to any trust beneficiaries.... minimizing the revenue difference between 

Alternative A and the conservation alternative by adjusting the timing and choice of which lands 

are harvested and at what rates during the next decade” while not changing existing assumptions 

for alternatives A through F. 

DEIS Commenters 

410 

Response 

Harvest levels and rotation lengths are an outcome of the process to calculate the sustainable 

harvest level. The process of calculating the sustainable harvest level uses optimization modeling 

to calculate the harvest level and considers the suite of laws, policies, and economic 

considerations applicable to state trust lands.  

Economic considerations such as management costs, timber prices, and interest rates play a role 

in harvest planning, and these assumptions are the same for each alternative. Adjusting 

assumptions under the conservation alternative and not under any of the other alternatives would 

not provide a legitimate comparison of alternatives. However, if the assumptions are not adjusted 

and the rotation length is shortened, as suggested by the commenter, either the value of timber 

will be lower or a law or policy would have to be violated. 
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 Topic: Marbled Murrelet Population Impacts 

Subtopic: Population decline 

 COMMENT 

Many comments highlighted that the alternatives, based on the Peery and Jones 2016 population 

viability analysis (Appendix C of the DEIS), show continued population declines for modeled 

female marbled murrelet populations. Commenters believe there should be an alternative that 

does not result in projected population declines, and that in the absence of population recovery 

goals, a precautionary approach should be taken. Some commenters questioned whether the 

alternatives analyzed are reasonable, given the continued population decline modeled in 

Appendix C. Many asserted that the population viability analysis was evidence that none of the 

proposed alternatives will help the murrelet, and many asserted that the population viability 

analysis shows that the plan will lead to extirpation. 

DEIS Commenters 

21, 36, 40, 174, 233, 237-244, 246, 249- 251, 253, 254, 257-260, 263, 265, 266, 268, 269, 278, 

282, 286, 297, 300, 301, 302, 303, 305, 309, 317, 318-321, 324, 343, 371, 383, 385, 387, 388, 

437, 448, 449, 451, 457, 458, 463, 472, 476, 486, 496 

Response 

The decline of the marbled murrelet population in Washington is influenced by many factors, 

including loss of murrelet habitat. Refer “Current Population Trends and Habitat Conditions” in 

Section 3.6 of the FEIS for more information. 

The population viability analysis model (Appendix C) was not designed to provide an absolute 

estimate of population response for a particular alternative. Instead, the model was developed to 

help understand how marbled murrelet populations might respond to the variations in murrelet 

habitat proposed under each alternative. 

Peery and Jones modeled several population scenarios at the scale of Washington State, and 

DNR-managed lands only (Appendix C to the RDEIS and FEIS). The model assumed that habitat 

was the main influence on current population declines. Since only approximately 14 percent of 

murrelet habitat in Washington occurs on DNR-managed lands (refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS), 

the model focused on the relative differences between the alternatives by artificially holding 

habitat conditions on non-DNR-managed lands constant. Refer to “Effect on Marbled Murrelet 

Populations” in Section 4.6 of the FEIS for more information. 

The “enhancement scenario” on DNR-managed lands shows that all alternatives would reverse 

the declining population trend line for a population of female birds associated with DNR-

managed lands. Other scenarios show varying rates of continued population decline, although no 

scenario appears to increase the current rate of decline. 
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The Joint Agencies have not found compelling evidence that additional population modeling 

would improve the ability to compare the potential impacts of the alternatives. The effect of the 

preferred alternative on the marbled murrelet population will, however, be evaluated by USFWS 

in a biological opinion, which will be required once DNR submits its HCP amendment to the 

USFWS. The proposed action is an amendment to the 1997 HCP and associated incidental take 

permit, and therefore, must meet the issuance criteria for Endangered Species Act Section 10 

permits including to not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the 

species in the wild. DNR’s Objective #2 in the need and purpose (refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS) 

is to “Provide forest conditions in strategic locations on forested state trust lands that minimize 

and mitigate incidental take of marbled murrelets resulting from DNR’s forest management 

activities. In accomplishing this objective, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to 

maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet populations.” 

Refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS for a discussion of the proposed action and the regulatory and 

policy framework for this action. 

 

 COMMENT 

Noting habitat loss assumed in the first decade, several commenters asked that a supplemental 

DEIS indicate when the murrelet population may stabilize (no longer decline) in Washington. 

Does the decline end in the 11th year or continue into the second decade? Can murrelets tolerate 

another 15 years of population decline and still reach stability at a lower population level, or 

would they risk extinction? 

DEIS Commenters  

21, 36, 40, 174, 233, 237-244, 246, 249- 251, 253, 254, 257-260, 263, 265, 266, 268, 269, 278, 

282, 286, 297, 300, 301, 302, 303, 305, 309, 317, 318-321, 324, 343, 371, 383, 385, 387, 388, 

437, 448, 449, 451, 457, 458, 463, 472, 476, 486, 496 

Response 

As noted in the Section 4.6 of the FEIS (under the heading “Comparing Modeled Population 

Responses Among the Alternatives”), population viability analysis modelling results for the 

Washington population showed no substantial difference in population size or quasi-extinction 

probabilities. The reason is that (1) the portion of the marbled murrelet population in Washington 

attributed to DNR-managed lands is 14 percent (refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS), and (2) habitat 

conditions on non-DNR-managed lands in Washington does not change over time in the model, 

so the Washington population continues to decline throughout the 50-year modeling period (refer 

to p. 33 of Appendix C to the FEIS). The population viability analysis results, which focus solely 

on habitat changes on DNR-managed lands, indicate significant differences in ending population 

sizes among the alternatives considered. Under "enhancement" scenarios, the murrelet population 

on DNR-managed lands begins to stabilize or increase within 10 to 30 years, depending on the 

alternative (refer to Table 4.6.9 in the FEIS). At the scale of the Washington population, there is 
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not a substantial difference in ending population size or quasi-extinction risk among the action 

alternatives. Refer to the first response under this subheading for more information on the 

population viability analysis. 

 

 COMMENT 

If ocean conditions were a driving factor in the Washington murrelet population decline, why 

does this decline not manifest in Oregon and northern California? Stabilization of populations 

elsewhere on the coast needs to be addressed, and discussion needs to be added about why 

Washington is anomalous among the three states with the listed population. An alternative is 

needed that can stabilize the Washington murrelet population in the first decade. 

DEIS Commenters 

21, 36, 40, 174, 233, 237-244, 246, 249- 251, 253, 254, 257-260, 263, 265, 266, 268, 269, 278, 

282, 286, 297, 300, 301, 302, 303, 305, 309, 317, 318-321, 324, 343, 371, 383, 385, 387, 388, 

437, 448, 449, 451, 457, 458, 463, 472, 476, 486, 496 

Response 

The best available science indicates that marbled murrelet abundance and distribution in 

nearshore marine waters during the summer breeding season is largely determined by the amount 

and configuration of nesting habitat available in adjacent landscapes (Miller and others 2012, 

Piatt and others 2007, Raphael and others 2016). Physical marine habitat indicators appear to 

have little effect on murrelet distribution, except in Puget Sound, where the marine human 

footprint (shoreline development, shipping lanes, and etcetera) is also a significant factor 

(Raphael and others 2016). Another important difference between Washington and other parts of 

the species’ range is the distances that some murrelets will fly between nest sites and foraging 

areas. A radio-telemetry study in Washington documented an average commuting distance of 33 

miles between the nest site and preferred marine foraging areas, with some individuals flying 

over 70 miles one-way (Lorenz and others 2017). These distances include flights over both land 

and sea to reach preferred foraging areas. These observations represent the farthest nest-sea 

commuting distances documented for marbled murrelets, indicating that some murrelets in 

Washington fly longer distances between inland nest sites and preferred marine foraging areas 

than murrelets in other parts of the species range (Lorenz and others 2017). Under all alternatives 

considered in the FEIS, the total amount of marbled murrelet habitat is expected to increase on 

DNR-managed lands over the term of the 1997 HCP, which eventually will result in increased 

habitat capacity to support marbled murrelet nesting. Because habitat development is a slow 

process, there is uncertainty regarding how long it will take for population trends to stabilize, but 

there are indications that population stabilization is starting to occur in southern Oregon and 

northern California (Raphael and others 2018).  
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COMMENT 

One commenter asked for more detailed information explaining why murrelets are declining 

faster in Zone 1 than in the coastal zones. "Perhaps given the different methodology of 

determining occupied sites, the Straits should have been split off from Puget Sound to better 

correlate population loss with habitat loss." 

DEIS Commenters 

317 

Response 

The factors influencing marbled murrelet populations are described in Chapter 3.6 of the FEIS. 

The population trends for murrelets in Washington are calculated at the scale of large sampling 

stratums within larger conservation zones, while habitat trends have been reported at the scale of 

large geographic regions (for example, the Olympic Peninsula) that are adjacent to multiple 

sampling stratums and portions of two conservation zones for marbled murrelets. General 

correlations that compare murrelet density in the nearshore marine waters and the amount of 

inland murrelet habitat have shown that areas with greater amounts of inland habitat generally 

support larger populations of murrelets. Similar correlations regarding inland habitat loss and 

population declines also have been described. While inland habitat appears to be the strongest 

factor that influences the marine distribution of marbled murrelets, the marine human footprint 

(for example, shoreline development and shipping lanes) is also an important factor influencing 

marbled murrelets in the Straits and Puget Sound (Raphael and others 2016). 

 

 COMMENT 

A few commenters focused on the population viability model assumptions and factors. Some 

noted that the population viability analysis did not adequately capture the influence of controlling 

variables like food supply in marine waters, or the relationship of fish abundance and inland 

habitat. Others suggest that model assumptions are unsubstantiated; declines are based on a host 

of factors, but these factors are not quantified or described. Commenters noted that the report 

(Appendix C to the RDEIS) does not substantiate the conclusion that the availability of inland 

habitat is the primary cause of recent population declines. Federal lands also will continue to 

develop habitat, but this increase is not included in the population viability analysis. One 

commenter stated there is no demonstrated correlation between increasing or decreasing inland 

habitat and murrelet population trends, and was critical of the statistical analysis presented in the 

report. Another pointed out that the report does not provide certainty on whether or not the 

species will respond to an increase in inland habitat. One commenter suggested that there is not a 

discussion as to quality of habitat that is regenerated versus natural stands. 

DEIS Commenters 

317, 397, 403, 404, 417, 421, 496 
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Response 

The scope of the population viability analysis was to estimate the potential and relative effect of 

habitat management alternatives, using parameters largely under the control of the land 

management agency (DNR) as a means to compare the alternatives (refer to Appendix C of the 

FEIS). The model assumed that habitat was the main influence on current population declines. 

Since only approximately 14 percent of inland murrelet habitat in Washington occurs on DNR-

managed lands (refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS), the model focused on the relative differences 

between the alternatives by artificially holding habitat conditions constant on non-DNR-managed 

lands. The model was not designed to provide an absolute estimate of population response for a 

particular alternative. Refer to “Effect on Marbled Murrelet Populations” in Section 4.6 of the 

FEIS for more information. 

The assumptions made in the population viability analysis are explicitly stated in the methods, 

and are scientifically based. The authors note that while the population viability analysis model is 

sufficiently robust and well-parameterized to help assess how the proposed management 

alternatives may impact murrelet populations, there is uncertainty about how marine stressors 

could further diminish murrelet populations, regardless of projected increases in the amount and 

quality of inland habitat. 

Subtopic: Population decline in Southwest Washington  

 COMMENT 

Commenters noted that the marbled murrelet population in southwest Washington is likely to 

decline no matter what actions are taken, and communities will suffer as a result of futile 

conservation efforts. 

DEIS Commenters 

311, 404, 421 

Response 

Southwest Washington has long been identified as an important geographic area for the 

conservation of marbled murrelets (USFWS 1997). DNR has a legal responsibility to minimize 

and mitigate for impacts to marbled murrelet habitat on DNR-managed lands. Under all 

alternatives considered except Alternative B, adjusted acres of murrelet habitat in southwest 

Washington are expected to increase on DNR-managed lands over the next 50 years (refer to 

Table 4.6.12 in the FEIS). The best available science indicates that marbled murrelet distribution 

and trend in the breeding season is largely determined by amount and trend of suitable murrelet 

habitat. As the amount of habitat increases in an area, it may be possible for local marbled 

murrelet population trends to stabilize and eventually increase (Raphael and others 2016, p. 115). 
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Subtopic: Murrelet population numbers 

 COMMENT 

The commenter points out that DNR did not provide actual population numbers or account for 

uncertainty. 

DEIS Commenter 

503 

Response 

The actual number of marbled murrelets nesting on DNR-managed lands is unknown but has 

been estimated based on current and future habitat capacity in the population viability analysis. 

The population viability analysis assumes a starting population of 542 female marbled murrelets 

associated with habitat on DNR-managed lands. Estimates of how the population may change in 

response to changes in habitat on DNR-managed lands over a 50-year period are provided in 

Table 4.6.9 of the FEIS. Because there is uncertainty regarding future marbled murrelet 

population trends, the population viability analysis (Appendix C to the FEIS) applies both risk 

and enhancement scenarios to express a potential range of population outcomes for the 

alternatives. 

DNR has a legal responsibility to minimize and mitigate impacts to marbled murrelet habitat on 

DNR-managed lands. Under all alternatives considered, murrelet habitat is expected to increase 

on DNR-managed lands over the next 50 years (refer to Table 4.6.12 of the FEIS). DNR’s 

research and monitoring and adaptive management obligations are stated in the 1997 HCP (refer 

to Section 5 of the 1997 HCP) and are not changed by this HCP amendment. Under the proposed 

HCP amendment, DNR will continue to monitor the amount of marbled murrelet habitat that is 

located in long-term forest cover over the life of the 1997 HCP. 

This is a long-term conservation strategy, covering almost 1.4 million acres of forest land across a 

wide geographic area. Uncertainty is present. The location of existing conservation based on GIS 

information known today may change as field work determines different boundaries of 

components of long-term forest cover. Areas of certainty and uncertainty are explained in 

Appendix G of the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Only small portion of population is affected 

 COMMENT 

Some commenters pointed out the small portion of the marbled murrelet population that is 

addressed by the 1997 HCP. One commenter noted that the long-term conservation strategy will 

only affect about 1 percent of the overall North American population of the marbled murrelet. 
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DEIS Commenters 

403, 424 

Response 

The range of the marbled murrelet extends along the Pacific coast of North America from central 

California to southwestern Alaska. The federally-listed marbled murrelet population that occurs 

in Washington, Oregon, and California is classified by the USFWS as a distinct population 

segment (75 FR 3424). In Washington, approximately 14 percent of marbled murrelet habitat is 

located on DNR-managed lands (refer to Section 3.6 of the FEIS). 

As part of the approval process for the long-term conservation strategy, described in Section 1.4 

of the FEIS, USFWS will be preparing a biological opinion to determine whether DNR’s 

amendment to the 1997 HCP would jeopardize the continued existence of the marbled murrelet. 

USFWS will consider the current status of the marbled murrelet, the effects of the action on 

marbled murrelets, the cumulative effects of the proposal, and the results of the population 

viability analyses (refer to Section 4.6 and Appendix C of the FEIS). 

 Topic: Social and Economic Impacts 

Subtopic: Impacts to Pacific and Wahkiakum counties, other rural counties 

 COMMENT 

Some commenters expressed concern that the alternatives will contribute further stress to the 

county budget and ability to operate and provide services. Use of the State Forestland 

Replacement program has been inadequate to offset economic losses from encumbered 

forestlands. The interim strategy has resulted in financial crisis, and none of the alternatives 

outlined in the DEIS will rectify this. The commenters cited a recent DNR study that the marbled 

murrelet population in Wahkiakum County is just 1 to 2 pairs of birds, and questions how habitat 

protection will save the species in the county. Other commenters expressed concerns about 

reduced revenues for rural counties, and pointed out that thinning does not bring in enough 

revenue. Some commenters pointed out that the DEIS does not address how adverse economic 

impacts will be mitigated. 

DEIS Commenters 

17, 311, 392, 397, 398, 403, 408, 410, 411-413 

Response 

The Joint Agencies acknowledge that alternatives C through F would result in declining revenues 

to Wahkiakum County. DNR is actively working toward appropriate mitigation for those impacts. 

Alternative H, the Joint Agencies’ preferred alternative, was developed to decrease adverse 

impacts to Pacific, Wahkiakum, and other rural counties. The number of marbled murrelets 
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nesting in Wahkiakum County is unknown. The Joint Agencies are not aware of the study 

mentioned by the commenter, but surveys completed under the interim strategy identified 23 

occupied marbled murrelet sites on DNR-managed lands in Wahkiakum County. 

Subtopic: Impacts to industry and jobs 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters pointed to the economic impacts to timber harvest and manufacturing 

industries. One commenter noted that domestic manufacturing facilities rely on non-exportable 

state timber for supply. Others noted that hardwood manufacturers are particularly threatened due 

to alternatives that do not allow riparian thinning. 

DEIS Commenters 

393, 397, 398, 411-413, 416, 418, 419, 420 

Response 

Section 5.3 of the FEIS, “Forest Management in the Analysis Area,” includes a discussion of 

incremental reductions in available timber. In summary, DNR-managed forestland produces an 

average of 17 percent of total harvest volume for counties in the analysis area. Private forestland 

produces approximately 81 percent, and federal and other public lands produce an average of 2 

percent. Private forestlands are expected to continue to provide the majority of timber products to 

industry into the future, regardless of actions on DNR-managed lands. Pacific and Wahkiakum 

counties may be significantly impacted by reductions in available timber volume under 

alternatives C, D, E, F, or G. Pacific County may be significantly impacted by reductions in 

available timber volume under Alternative H (refer to Section 4.11). Riparian thinning is still 

allowed under all alternatives, except in areas where the riparian forest is classified as current 

marbled murrelet habitat. 

Subtopic: Mitigating economic impacts: trust land replacement 

program/land transfer program 

 COMMENT  

The commenter supports the use of the Trust Land Transfer and State Forestland Replacement 

programs. The Trust Land Transfer program should be used in Pacific and Wahkiakum counties 

to the fullest extent possible to compensate for any economic impacts to their budgets from 

marbled murrelet protection. One commenter noted that the State Forestland Replacement 

program has not been used successfully for encumbered lands in Pacific or Wahkiakum counties. 

One commenter asked how economic impacts to the trusts affecting low income communities 

will be mitigated. 
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DEIS Commenters 

19, 25, 20, 299, 408, 457, 476, 477 

Response 

The State Forestland Replacement program has been used by DNR in Southwest Washington to 

mitigate impacts to forestlands encumbered by Endangered Species Act listings. Funding of this 

program comes from the state. Since its inception, DNR has used the program to dispose of 291 

acres in Wahkiakum County (generated revenue to the county of over $1.7 million) and 108 acres 

in Pacific County (generated revenue to the county of over $1.9 million). Funding for the 

program is dependent on legislative appropriations. 

Subtopic: Relationship of trust lands to local revenues/form task force 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed concern that the existing system of funding schools or counties 

through logging from state trust lands is unsustainable. Some commenters suggested that the 

Commissioner convene a task force or conference to study and make recommendations on 

alternative sources of funding for beneficiaries and rural economies. 

DEIS Commenters 

4, 32, 98, 99, 252, 282, 291, 302, 320, 322, 328, 337, 343, 359, 373, 465, 467, 469, 476, 477, 496, 

497, 500, 501-503 

Response 

Chapter 1 of the FEIS recognizes that DNR’s proposed action must be consistent with its 

fiduciary duties as a trust lands manager. These duties are summarized under “State Trust Lands” 

in Chapter 1 of the FEIS. Changing these duties is outside the scope of this EIS. 

In 2018, the Washington State Legislature directed the Commissioner of Public Lands to appoint 

a marbled murrelet advisory committee to assist in developing a report to the legislature that 

includes an economic analysis of potential losses or gains from any proposed long-term 

conservation strategy, and makes recommendations relating to: 

a) Actions that support maintaining or increasing family-wage timber and related jobs in the 

affected rural communities, taking into account, as appropriate, the role of other market 

factors; 

b) Strategies to ensure no net loss of revenues to the trust beneficiaries due to the 

implementation of additional marbled murrelet conservation measures; 

c) Additional means of financing county services; and 

d) Additional reasonable, incentive-based, non-regulatory conservation measures for the 

marbled murrelet that also provide economic benefits to rural communities. 

(Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 
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Called the “Solutions Table,” this advisory board has been meeting since May, 2018 and has 

delivered its first report to the Washington State Legislature. 

Subtopic: More detailed financial analysis needed 

 COMMENT 

Commenters asked for a more detailed financial analysis of how the alternatives would impact 

timber counties, including the reduction in revenue because of an emphasis on thinning. Some 

commenters noted that rural communities have seen loss of sawmills and tax revenues, and one 

noted that little revenue comes from thinning. Several noted that locking up more resources will 

worsen these economies. One commenter asked that the socioeconomic impact section be 

rewritten to consider additional data sources including 2010 census data (Underwood and Cross 

2017). A commenter requested more information about the poverty rate, employment, and 

economic information for Clallam County using the 2010 census. Another commenter noted that 

the socioeconomic analysis is incomplete and uses limited data, and should be analyzed 

concurrently with the economic analysis performed for the Alternatives for Establishment of a 

Sustainable Harvest Level Draft Environmental Impact Statement (sustainable harvest DEIS). 

More information about impacts to timber volumes and other contributing factors to local 

economic impacts are needed. 

DEIS Commenters 

313, 314, 317, 392, 410, 411-413, 428-430, 477 

Response 

The socioeconomic analysis was performed using reasonably available data at a scale in keeping 

with the landscape-level change expected under the alternatives. County income information 

using 2015 U.S. Census data was reported in Section 3.10, “Environmental Justice,” of the FEIS. 

Economic impacts to counties are considered in sections 3.11 and 4.11of the FEIS. Per the criteria 

used, no adverse economic impacts were identified for counties other than Pacific and 

Wahkiakum. 

The socio-economic analysis does not attempt to estimate changes to timber supply based on the 

actual amount of timber harvested, but instead on a change in acres available under the 

alternatives. This analysis is based on the valid assumption that, over the long run, less timber 

will be produced if fewer acres are available for harvest. The analysis includes estimated changes 

in operable acres and bare land value at the scale of western Washington. Because no adverse 

impacts were found at this scale, the analysis also considered impacts to individual counties and 

trusts. Impacts to employment are considered at both the analysis area and county scale. 

However, the Joint Agencies cannot speculate on the effect of the alternatives on individual mills. 

The long-term conservation strategy will have implications for DNR’s sustainable harvest 

calculation. In a separate action, DNR is updating the calculation, with a separate process for 

environmental review that analyzes potential harvest levels associated with long-term 

https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/em_solutions_table_leg_report_2018_final.pdf?vax8hkm
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conservation strategy alternatives. Refer to Section 1.2 of Chapter 1 of the FEIS for more 

information. 

Subtopic: Table 3.11.1 

 COMMENT 

The commenter requested clarification on the title of Table 3.11.1 and questioned the acreage that 

does not reflect all of Clallam County State Forest Lands. The commenter also asked whether the 

data underlying the table was in error and was used in researching socioeconomics element. 

DEIS Commenters 

410 

Response 

The Joint Agencies corrected the error found in the table and updated the acreage values per 

changes made to the underlying data (refer to Appendix O of the RDEIS for more information). 

 Subtopic: Environmental justice 

 COMMENT 

Two commenters asked that the environmental justice portion of the DEIS better examine long-

term impacts on low-income rural and minority populations, particularly in smaller communities 

with human populations dependent on harvest and replanting activities. 

DEIS Commenters 

19, 422 

Response 

As cited in Section 3.10 of the DEIS, USEPA environmental justice guidelines define a poverty 

area as an area in which at least 20 percent of the residents are below the poverty level. Using 

U.S. Census data, within the analysis area only Cowlitz County meets this standard. Only a small 

portion of Cowlitz County is within the analysis area, and this county is considered to have high 

socioeconomic resiliency (refer to Section 3.11 of the DEIS). Economic impacts to local 

employment are examined in Section 3.11, which applied a higher threshold for determining 

adverse economic impacts for Pacific (19.5 percent minority) and Wahkiakum (10.9 percent 

minority) counties. A higher threshold for impacts was chosen for these two counties, which have 

between 15 and 17 percent poverty rates, because they are highly dependent on timber-related 

jobs. Although harvest of non-timber forest products is expected to continue unchanged under a 

long-term conservation strategy (for example, collection of salal), and these occupations are often 

associated with minority populations, replanting and other forestry activity which also are 

associated with these populations would be negatively affected by a reduction in operable acres. 
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For this reason, adverse impacts to employment are anticipated in these counties under 

alternatives C through F. A more detailed, long-term economic study looking at impacts to rural 

and minority populations would require consideration of larger economic trends and forces in 

these communities. That level of study is outside the scope of this EIS. 

Subtopic: Socioeconomic analysis  

 COMMENT 

A few commenters would like to see a value given to ecosystem services and ecotourism. One 

commenter noted that ecotourism is economically important to western Washington, and 

ecosystem protection for tourism needs to be included in the DEIS. Other commenters noted that 

the economic impact of birdwatching should be considered. Suggested revenue sources include 

carbon offsets/carbon credits, trust lands transfers and encumbered lands replacement programs, 

conservation futures, and recreation (including enhancement of non-murrelet habitat for 

recreation use). One commenter noted that DNR should maximize timber value, not timber 

volume harvested. 

DEIS Commenters 

289, 336, 341, 359, 366, 391, 457 

Response 

The socioeconomic analysis (Section 4.11 of the FEIS) addresses ecosystem services to the extent 

that data was available to evaluate these services. As summarized in FEIS Table 4.11.7, no 

measurable impacts were identified for environmental services and non-timber related economic 

activities for the action alternatives. Also in Section 4.11 of the FEIS, the State Forestlands 

Replacement program is noted as a potential source of mitigation in Pacific and Wahkiakum 

counties. 

 Topic: Amount of Existing Conservation 

Subtopic: Amount and benefits of existing conservation 

 COMMENT 

Some commenters are concerned that existing conservation acreage is overstated. These 

commenters point out that existing conservation includes “stringers” (defined in the response 

below) which are vulnerable to predation and disturbance. Also, many natural area preserves 

(NAP) and natural resources conservation areas (NRCA) do not include murrelet habitat 

(examples include Carlisle Bog, Rocky Prairie, Bald Hills, and significant portions of the 

Morningstar NRCA). Commenters ask that the existing conservation acreage be revised 

downward to reflect more realistic numbers. One commenter questioned how the current base of 
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200,000 acres of existing marbled murrelet habitat (Table 3.6.2 on p. S-5 of the DEIS) relates to 

the 583,000 acre conservation base? 

DEIS Commenters 

33, 299 

Response 

Chapter 2 of the FEIS explains the conservation benefits provided by areas of existing 

conservation, even where these areas do not directly provide murrelet habitat. These benefits 

include insulating murrelet habitat from land use and forest management disturbances, and 

providing contiguity with other structurally complex forest stands. 

“Stringers” are narrow areas, predominantly riparian management zones, which are less than 200 

meters wide where adjacent uplands have not been designated as long-term forest cover. Stringers 

are considered part of long-term forest cover. However, they are not assigned credit for mitigation 

under the alternatives because they are too narrow to provide interior forest. As stated in Chapter 

2 of the FEIS, forest stands in riparian management zones can help insulate murrelet habitat from 

other forest management activities. 

Only the forested acres of NAPs and NRCAs were included in the acres reported as “existing 

conservation” (total is approximately 85,000 acres). NAPs and NRCAs often include mature 

forest habitat. 

For the RDEIS, updated forest inventory information was used to revise the number of acres 

reported as long-term forest cover and forest inventory data was further updated for the FEIS 

(refer to Appendix O of each document). The FEIS reports 567,000 acres of long-term forest 

cover. DNR also used more recent vegetation height data to more accurately measure current 

vegetation height, which improves estimates of current edge condition and type for the marbled 

murrelet analysis in Chapter 4 of the RDEIS and FEIS. For a complete description of data updates 

between the DEIS and the RDEIS, refer to Appendix O of the RDEIS, and for a complete 

description of data updates between the RDEIS and the FEIS, refer to Appendix O of the FEIS. 

The 200,000 acres mentioned in the comment is reported in Figures S.3.1 and 4.6.1 in the FEIS 

and is 207,000 acres. This acreage reflects current marbled murrelet habitat identified by the P-

stage model, not all the forested acres within long-term forest cover, which is 567,000 acres. 

Subtopic: Existing conservation is adequate 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters note that DNR already defers a large percentage of its land base and should 

not set aside more land for additional species protections. Some commenters note that this 

existing conservation satisfies Endangered Species Act and 1997 HCP requirements. Others note 

that existing protections will provide enough suitable mature and old-growth habitat within the 

remaining life of the 1997 HCP. Some commenters state that the inclusion of unoccupied set-
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aside areas and marginal habitat will not promote recovery of the murrelet. Some commenters 

asked whether USFWS has quantified how much habitat statewide it wants preserved. One 

commenter asked whether, as federal lands grow more habitat, DNR-managed lands could be 

released to meet trust obligations. 

DEIS Commenters 

2, 22, 28, 281, 317, 393, 399, 404, 411-413, 417, 421, 425, 431, 434 

Response 

Consistent with DNR’s obligations under the 1997 HCP, DNR is seeking to amend its 1997 HCP 

and associated incidental take permit by replacing the marbled murrelet interim strategy with a 

long-term conservation strategy. Endangered Species Act Section 10 issuance criteria identified 

in Section 1.2 of the FEIS apply to the amendment process. The FEIS identifies alternatives that 

represent a range of conservation strategies for the marbled murrelet on DNR-managed land, 

including existing conservation. The FEIS analyzes these alternatives using more recent science 

related to marbled murrelet population decline, occupied site survey data, distribution of marine 

populations, and disturbance impacts, as well as the development of more sophisticated forest 

inventory data for DNR-managed lands. In developing the alternatives, an emphasis was made to 

define large, contiguous blocks of interior forest, and more marginal habitat was included only if 

it served the purpose of reducing edge effects and improving security of higher quality habitat. 

Refer to Section 4.6, “Marbled Murrelets,” of the FEIS for an evaluation of how these alternatives 

may affect marbled murrelet populations. Figure 2.4.5 in the FEIS provides a summary of 

impacts and mitigation by alternative. An alternative may not achieve DNR’s need and purpose if 

mitigation greatly exceeds impacts, or if impacts greatly exceeds mitigation. (The Joint Agencies’ 

need and purpose statements in the DEIS were separated by agency for the RDEIS; no changes 

were made to these statements for the FEIS.) 

The 1997 recovery plan for the marbled murrelet (USFWS 1997) lists recommendations for 

habitat conservation in Washington, including conservation of habitat on DNR-managed lands. 

The conservation provided by the 1997 HCP compliments existing conservation efforts on federal 

lands and provides for conservation in areas that lack federal ownership. There is no provision 

within the proposed alternatives to release additional acres of DNR-managed lands in response to 

habitat that develops on federal lands in the future. 

Subtopic: Old growth/old forest 

 COMMENT 

Many commenters highlighted the importance of protecting old or old-growth forest. Many were 

concerned about the harvest of mature and older forest allowed under the alternatives. 

DEIS Commenters 

11, 16, 29, 30, 38, 44, 51, 80, 82, 118, 144, 170, 172, 233, 240, 264, 282, 299, 325, 460, 465, 496 
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Response 

DNR defines old growth as forests that are in the structurally complex stage of stand 

development, are at least 5 acres in size, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally 

considered the start of European settlement in the Pacific Northwest. All forests that meet these 

requirements are currently deferred from harvest under the Policy for Sustainable Forests (DNR 

2006, p.33) and will remain deferred regardless of the outcome of this planning process. The 

acres of potential harvest cited in Section 4.6 of the DEIS do not include stands that meet old-

growth forest criteria. 

In addition, the alternatives will not change the northern spotted owl or riparian conservation 

strategies in the 1997 HCP. Many areas being managed as habitat under these strategies are 

mature forest. Refer to Chapter 2 of the FEIS for more information on long-term forest cover. 

 

 COMMENT 

One commenter questioned how many acres of old-growth is deferred, and why stands 

developing after 1850 are not deferred? One commenter wanted more explanation of what age of 

old growth is considered marbled murrelet habitat. 

DEIS Commenters 

488, 496 

Response 

DNR defines old growth as forests that are in the structurally complex stage of stand 

development, are at least 5 acres in size, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally 

considered the start of European settlement in the Pacific Northwest. All forests that meet these 

requirements are currently deferred from harvest under the Policy for Sustainable Forests (DNR 

2006, p.33) and will remain deferred regardless of the outcome of this planning process. The 

proposed alternatives were developed to be consistent with this policy, meaning that no 

alternative includes harvest of forests that meet this criteria. For more information about 

identifying mature and old growth forests, visit www.dnr.wa.gov/programs-and-services/forest-

resources/habitat-conservation/identifying-mature-and-old-forests. 

To determine whether or not a forest is marbled murrelet habitat, DNR uses previous murrelet 

habitat survey work, habitat relationship studies, and a habitat classification model known as “P-

stage” that was first developed by a team of scientists convened by DNR in 2004. Refer to 

Chapter 2 and Appendix E of the FEIS for more information. 

 

http://sharepoint/sites/frc/teams/mmltcs/Shared%20Documents/SEPA%20NEPA/FEIS/FEIS%20Appendices/MM%20FEIS%20Appendix%20S%20Comment%20Summaries/www.dnr.wa.gov/programs-and-services/forest-resources/habitat-conservation/identifying-mature-and-old-forests
http://sharepoint/sites/frc/teams/mmltcs/Shared%20Documents/SEPA%20NEPA/FEIS/FEIS%20Appendices/MM%20FEIS%20Appendix%20S%20Comment%20Summaries/www.dnr.wa.gov/programs-and-services/forest-resources/habitat-conservation/identifying-mature-and-old-forests
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 COMMENT 

A few commenters noted that murrelets require true old growth, and additional conservation 

acreage under alternatives C, D, E, and F would require much longer than the life of the 1997 

HCP to develop into old growth. 

DEIS Commenters 

311, 414, 415, 421 

Response 

As noted in the preceding response, DNR identifies murrelet habitat using previous murrelet 

habitat survey work, habitat relationship studies, and a habitat classification model known as “P-

stage” that was first developed by a team of scientists convened by DNR in 2004. Appendix E of 

the FEIS provides a detailed explanation of the P-stage habitat model. 

Only stands that are naturally regenerated (and therefore likely contain some scattered legacy 

trees from previous stands) are included in P-stage habitat (Appendix E, p. E-6 through E-7). 

Murrelet nest sites and occupancy behaviors have been documented in second-growth forests that 

contain structural elements similar to old-growth, such as remnant old-growth trees, or younger 

trees with platforms created by deformities or dwarf-mistletoe infestations (Evans-Mack and 

others 2003, Grenier and Nelson 1995). 

 

 COMMENT 

One commenter noted that DNR had not achieved the goal of having 20 percent of state trust 

lands in the OESF in old forest, and wants a commitment to protect all old growth within OESF 

stated in the strategy. 

DEIS Commenters 

33 

Response 

DNR’s proposed action is to develop a long-term conservation strategy for marbled murrelets on 

forested state trust lands. The long-term conservation strategy will not change other conservation 

strategies of the 1997 HCP. Old-growth forest, defined as structurally complex stands five acres 

and larger that originated naturally before the year 1850, is deferred from harvest by the Policy 

for Sustainable Forests (DNR 2006). An exception is made for the OESF to meet research 

objectives; however, DNR has no such research planned at this time. DNR's commitment in the 

1997 HCP is to achieve and then maintain at least 20 percent of DNR-managed lands in each of 

the 11 landscapes in the OESF as Old Forest Habitat for northern spotted owls and at least 40 

percent of DNR-managed lands in each of the 11 landscapes in the OESF as Young Forest 

Habitat and better (Young Forest or Old Forest Habitat). Old-growth forests and Old Forest 

Habitat are not the same. Refer to page IV.88 of the 1997 HCP for a discussion on Young and 
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Old Forest Habitat. Once the northern spotted owl habitat thresholds are met in a landscape, both 

Young and Old Forest Habitat would be available for harvest as long as harvest is consistent with 

other 1997 HCP objectives, including the marbled murrelet strategy as amended, and does not 

cause the amount of either habitat type to fall below threshold amounts. 

 Topic: Location of Conservation 

Subtopic: Protect more habitat near the Strait of Juan de Fuca 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters called specifically for increased marbled murrelet conservation in locations 

adjacent to marine waters, and in particular, close to the Strait of Juan de Fuca. These 

commenters cited Raphael and others 2014, which identified at-sea marbled murrelet population 

“hot spots” in the Strait of Juan de Fuca, and found that the variation in at-sea abundance was 

highly correlated with the amount and cohesion of terrestrial (inland) habitat. Many of the 

commenters supporting the conservation alternative also cited Raphael and others 2014. One 

commenter asked specifically to protect all inland habitat and buffers in the Straits HCP planning 

unit, establish at least two marbled murrelet management areas in that area, and adjust short-term 

harvest to ensure habitat stability/gain for the murrelet within the first decade of the plan. Another 

commenter recommended that the FEIS discuss the rationale for releasing land in the Straits. 

DEIS Commenters 

15, 33, 38, 122, 132, 221, 223, 225, 255, 256, 299, 340, 335, 348, 350, 359, 369, 426, 4 37, 451, 

455, 458, 472, 473, 476, 481, 486 

Response 

For the RDEIS and FEIS, DNR-managed lands were segregated into two types of landscapes: 

high-value landscapes and marginal landscapes. The high-value landscapes were further 

separated into strategic locations and other high-value landscapes. 

Strategic locations are geographic areas within Washington that the Joint Agencies view as 

having a disproportionately high importance for murrelet conservation. One of the reasons for 

their importance is proximity to marine waters (within 40 miles), including proximity to marine 

“hotspots” (Raphael and others 2016), which are areas with higher-than-average murrelet density. 

One of these strategic location is the OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha River). Habitat 

conservation along the Straits varies by alternative. Under all alternatives (except Alternative B), 

all occupied sites in the Straits area are protected with 100-meter buffers. Additional conservation 

along the Straits is considered under alternatives C, D, E, H, and G through inclusion of special 

habitat areas or emphasis areas (Refer to Section 2.3 of the FEIS). The OESF and Straits (west of 

the Elwha River) and the Southwest Washington strategic location contain the most acres of land 
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contributing to marbled murrelet conservation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the FEIS for more 

information on strategic locations and the areas conserved under each alternative. 

Subtopic: Zoning the OESF 

 COMMENT 

One commenter asked that the OESF not be “zoned” by the long-term conservation strategy. 

DEIS Commenters 

403 

Response 

The OESF is being managed under an "integrated management" approach. Integrated 

management includes the use of silviculture to achieve integration of revenue production and 

ecological values at a stand and landscape scale, through practices such as variable density 

thinning. It includes tailoring riparian buffers to watershed conditions. It also includes the 

“unzoned” approach to northern spotted owl habitat conservation, in which northern spotted owl 

habitat can be located anywhere within a landscape and move over time as long as threshold 

proportions of habitat are maintained. This approach also includes research and monitoring and 

adaptive management. 

The OESF has always had harvest deferrals, starting with 15,000 acres of old-growth forest 

deferred for 15 years when the OESF was founded. DNR uses deferrals to help meet its 

ecological objectives per the conservation strategies in the 1997 HCP. For example, many old-

growth stands are also Old Forest Habitat that contribute to northern spotted owl habitat 

thresholds. Because deferrals are not co-located in a single contiguous block but interspersed with 

more actively managed areas, they help DNR realize an important component of integrated 

management: a working forest with a full range of forest conditions (DNR 1997). 

The Joint Agencies recognize that designation of areas for marbled murrelet conservation would 

limit management options in the OESF within those areas. In part to address this issue, 

Alternative H, the Joint Agencies’ preferred alternative, allows thinning in non-habitat within 

special habitat areas in areas to provide some management flexibility and help DNR preserve the 

“unzoned” concept for the OESF. 

Subtopic: Protect land on east side of Olympic Peninsula 

 COMMENT 

One commenter called for including additional lands near Dabob Bay Natural Area and Devils 

Lake Natural Resource Conservation Area (NRCA) in the conservation strategy. They call for 

delay of a timber sale in this area. 
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DEIS Commenters 

461 

Response 

Forested natural area preserves and NRCAs are part of long-term forest cover for the marbled 

murrelet. Areas outside long-term forest cover are available for harvest, subject to the 

requirements of the 1997 HCP conservation strategies. Under Alternative H, harvest of some 

marbled murrelet habitat would be delayed until the end of the first decade. 

Analysis of the potential environmental impacts of a specific timber sale in the analysis area is 

outside the scope of this EIS. The long-term conservation strategy is a non-project action under 

SEPA. Supplemental review of site-specific projects such as timber sales occurs under SEPA 

(and if a federal project, under NEPA) and any other applicable local, state, or federal law at the 

time they are proposed. Potential environmental impacts of the timber sale in question were 

analyzed as part of that sale’s SEPA process. 

Subtopic: More habitat protection needed in the OESF 

 COMMENT 

Some commenters asked for more conservation in the OESF. One commenter asked for 

information about the percentage of P-stage 1.0 habitat acres that are slated for long-term forest 

cover, and percent of P-stage 1.0 habitat acres in the entire analysis area. One commenter noted 

that P-stage 1.0 habitat acres are found mostly in the OESF (Table 3.6.1), and this planning unit 

needs more conservation. One commenter pointed out that marbled murrelet management areas 

only have a 50 percent habitat target under Alternative F, which is insufficient for minimizing 

edge effects. 

DEIS Commenters 

33, 299, 301 

Response 

Under all alternatives, DNR will protect all P-stage 1.0 habitat (occupied sites) in the analysis 

area that were identified under the interim strategy. Under all of the action alternatives, DNR will 

protect approximately 16,000 additional acres of occupied sites that were identified by the 2008 

Science Team (refer to Appendix D of the FEIS for more information on how these sites were 

identified). The analysis area includes the OESF. Edge effects were included in the computation 

of impacts under Alternative F. 

In the FEIS, DNR reported an estimated change in long-term forest cover acres by landscape or 

strategic location and alternative (Figure 2.4.1.). Acres of long-term forest cover in the OESF and 

Straits (west of the Elwha River) strategic location are expected to increase under every 

alternative except B. 
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 Topic: Murrelet Habitat 

Subtopic: Percent of land with murrelet habitat 

 COMMENT 

Clarify the following: p. 1-9 cites that 9 percent of land within the analysis area is DNR-managed. 

Page 3-30 says that DNR manages approximately 14 percent of potential nesting habitat. The 

same page cites that murrelet habitat makes up approximately 15.5 percent of total DNR-

managed land within the analysis area. One commenter asked that Table 2.2.1 show the 

percentages of the analysis area protected by the alternatives. 

DEIS Commenters 

33, 317 

Response 

Page 1-9 of the DEIS reports the total amount of land that DNR manages under its 1997 HCP 

within 55 miles of all marine waters in western Washington. That total is approximately 1.4 

million acres, which is 9 percent of this geographic area. 

Page 3-30 of the DEIS (below Table 3.6.1) reports that 15.5 percent of these approximately 1.4 

million acres is murrelet habitat. 

Page 3-30 of the DEIS (top of page) indicates that the acres of habitat DNR manages in western 

Washington is only 14 percent of the total murrelet habitat in Washington. DNR provided this 

percentage to stress that most habitat is located on federal lands. 

Table 2.2.4 in the FEIS has been edited to include the percentage of DNR-managed lands within 

the analysis area that would be included in long-term forest cover under each of the alternatives. 

Subtopic: Habitat quality/mitigation credit 

 COMMENT 

One commenter asked how the acres reported in Figure 2.4.5 (impacts and mitigation) compares 

with Figure 2.4.2 (habitat quality). Another commenter suggested that the restoration of low-

quality habitat over time does not adequately mitigate the loss of higher quality habitat. One 

commenter suggested that stringers are functioning as nesting sites and should be counted as part 

of available habitat. Another commenter questioned the premise that habitat in one location can 

mitigate loss of habitat in another location. 

DEIS Commenters 

33, 301, 422, 496 
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Response 

Figure 2.4.2 reports all long-term forest cover acres under each alternative, and the amount by 

which these acres increase over time. Figure 2.4.5 serves a different purpose. It reports only 

murrelet habitat acres, and these acres are adjusted by quality. Meaning, each acre is multiplied 

by its P-stage value to calculate both take (impacts) and mitigation (habitat growth). Appendix E 

describes the methodology used to adjust habitat acres by their P-stage quality for purposes of 

calculating impacts and mitigation. 

Due to the susceptibility of lands in a “stringer” configuration (refer to Chapter 7 of the FEIS for 

a definition of stringer) to predation and other adjacent edge effects, these lands were not given 

mitigation credit. They were included as a component of marbled murrelet conservation on DNR-

managed lands because can provide limited nesting opportunities for murrelets when surrounded 

by mature forest.  

The long-term conservation strategy is designed to respond to the conservation needs of the 

marbled murrelet across the analysis area (all lands that DNR manages under its 1997 HCP 

within 55 miles of marine waters in western Washington). Impacts and mitigation are distributed 

strategically across this area by emphasizing protection of all known occupied sites, and through 

the conservation of large blocks of existing habitat in strategic locations. The combination of 

existing long-term forest cover and additional murrelet-specific conservation areas added by the 

alternatives ensure that 78 to 89 percent of current marbled murrelet habitat will remain on the 

landscape and provide nesting opportunities while additional habitat develops over time. 

Subtopic: Protect high-quality habitat/no harvest of habitat 

 COMMENT 

Many commenters, including most who commented with support of the conservation alternative, 

pointed to the harvest of murrelet habitat as a concern under all the alternatives. Many consider 

this harvest as the biggest deficiency with Alternative F. "Release of 25,000 acres of habitat for 

harvest under the most protective Alternative (F) is inimical to the long-term survival of the 

declining population." Many commenters asked that no high-quality habitat be harvested. Several 

noted that maintaining available habitat on state trust lands in the near term is important for 

species recovery. 

DEIS Commenters 

18, 32, 35, 38, 39, 90, 104, 108, 124, 132, 142, 145, 155, 163, 167, 172, 174, 235, 237, 238, 250, 

251, 253, 254, 259, 260, 262, 263, 264, 267, 268, 269, 270, 274, 276, 277, 282, 286, 295, 297, 

300, 301, 303, 305, 308, 309, 324, 329, 335, 336, 337, 343, 359, 367, 370, 371, 372, 383, 389, 

437, 440, 441, 455, 456, 458, 463, 464, 466, 471, 473, 487 
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Response 

Harvest of potential marbled murrelet nesting habitat, defined using the P-stage habitat 

classification model, is an environmental impact that DNR proposes to mitigate with the 

conservation of additional habitat acres through time. Section 4.6 and Appendix C of the FEIS 

detail the modeling of potential impacts of this harvest to the marbled murrelet population. Eighty 

eight percent of the habitat proposed for harvest under Alternative F is low-quality habitat, and no 

acres of occupied sites (highest quality habitat) or old growth are proposed for harvest. Both the 

total acres of marbled murrelet habitat and the overall quality (P-stage value) of habitat increase 

under all alternatives through the life of the 1997 HCP. Note that additional high-quality habitat 

identified in the field as old growth is already protected pursuant to DNR's old growth policy 

(DNR 2006). 

Subtopic: Release of marginal habitat justified 

 COMMENT 

Research has shown that restricting management of marginal habitat is not valuable as a long-

term conservation tool. Murrelets are an old-growth dependent species (commenter cites Nelson 

and Hamer 1995) and most state trust lands lack the biologically necessary attributes critical to 

marbled murrelet habitat. 

DEIS Commenters 

404 

Response 

Appendix E of the FEIS provides a detailed explanation of the P-stage habitat model. Only stands 

that are naturally regenerated (and therefore more likely to contain some scattered legacy trees 

from previous stands) are included in P-stage habitat (Appendix E, p. E-6 through E-7). Murrelet 

nest sites have been documented in second-growth forests with structural elements similar to old-

growth, such as remnant old-growth trees, or younger trees with platforms created by deformities 

or dwarf-mistletoe infestations (Evans-Mack and others 2003, Grenier and Nelson 1995). 

Per the Policy for Sustainable Forests (DNR 2006), DNR defers harvest of old-growth forests, 

which are defined in western Washington as a stand that is at least 5 acres in size, with a natural 

origin date prior to 1850, and in the most structurally complex stage of stand development. 

Subtopic: Adequacy of buffers 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters called for larger buffers to reduce predation by jays and crows on murrelet 

nests. Several commenters suggested that buffers of up to 100 meters are too narrow to protect 

nests from predation, microclimate impacts, and windthrow. Other commenters reference the 
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conservation alternatives proposal of 150-meter buffers as more adequate (refer to subtopic 

“Conservation Alternative”). USEPA questioned the adequacy of 50-meter buffers on sites 200 

acres or greater within OESF. Other commenters questioned the need for buffers at all. 

DEIS Commenters 

233, 268, 285, 301, 319, 323, 329, 366, 422, 426, 437, 458, 465 

Response 

Occupied site buffers are used to minimize edge effects from adjacent timber harvest that can 

result in windthrow, microclimate changes, and increased predation risk. These effects are most 

severe within 50 meters (165 feet) of hard edges and diminish with increasing distance from the 

edge. While 150-meter wide buffers would provide additional protection for occupied sites from 

severe windthrow events, the best available science regarding edge effects to marbled murrelet 

habitat features (for example, platform trees, platform density, and predation risk) have 

demonstrated that edge effects are most profound within 50 meters of a hard edge and are 

essentially immeasurable beyond 100 meters from a hard edge. Severe windthrow events can 

extend beyond 100 meters from edges, but these events are relatively uncommon, and usually 

occur in locations with specific geographic features that funnel prevailing winds. Other 

environmental factors, such as changes in temperature and moisture gradients, can extend beyond 

100 meters from an edge, but these factors have not been linked directly to changes in murrelet 

habitat features or nest success beyond 100 meters from hard edges. A review of the science of 

how edges can affect murrelet habitat is presented in Appendix H of the RDEIS. 

Subtopic: Forest fragmentation/edge effects 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed concern with ongoing forest fragmentation. One commenter asked 

whether DNR had done a study of the size of unfragmented forest necessary for marbled murrelet 

survival. Another commenter suggested that alternatives A and B do not adequately ameliorate 

edge effects associated with habitat fragmentation. 

DEIS Commenters 

248, 285, 305, 329, 458 

Response 

Plissner and others (2015) reviewed murrelet literature and found that nest success was not 

significantly associated with patch size alone. However, many studies have shown that habitat 

fragmentation can result in reduced nesting success along man-made edges as a result of 

increased predation risk (Plissner and others 2015, p. 51). A literature review by the Oregon 

Department of Forestry (ODF) in 2019 found that the relationship between murrelet nesting 

success and landscape characteristics is complicated, and available information does not indicate 

a consistent trend; however, many studies indicate higher nesting success away from hard edges 
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(ODF 2019). Interior forest patches that are not influenced by edge effects are recognized as 

important for providing secure nesting opportunities for marbled murrelets. The Joint Agencies 

included edge effects in the analytical framework used to calculate impacts (harvest) and 

mitigation (habitat growth). The area of nesting habitat in interior forest patches is one of the 

evaluation criteria analyzed in the Chapter 4.6 of the FEIS. 

 

 COMMENT 

Commenters argue that murrelets are an edge species. Citing Horton 2008, one commenter stated 

that murrelet activities increase with high-contrast edges where there was abundant old growth 

and late seral forests in large patches. The DEIS does not identify or examine any new long-term 

studies about the interrelationship between edge effects, fragmentation, and corvid behavior, nor 

about corresponding marbled murrelet responses. The commenter questions the effectiveness and 

necessity of including unoccupied habitat in special habitat areas and emphasis areas because 

reducing edge effects and fragmentation will not impact likelihood of survival or recovery. 

Another commenter noted that Chen's studies on interior forest conditions and edge effects (Chen 

and others 1993) should not be broadly applied, and that roads do not necessarily create an edge 

effect. 

DEIS Commenters 

404, 421, 422 

Response 

A literature review by the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) in 2019 found that the 

relationship between murrelet nesting success and landscape characteristics is complicated, and 

available information does not indicate a consistent trend; however, many studies indicate higher 

nesting success away from hard edges (ODF 2019). Malt and Lank (2009) conducted a study of 

nesting depredation using artificial nests and demonstrated that predator disturbance was more 

likely at hard edges than in interior habitats (ODF 2019). Marbled murrelets are known to locate 

their nests throughout forest stands and fragments, including along various types of natural and 

man-made edges, but there is no evidence to suggest that marbled murrelet preferentially select 

for nest sites along man-made edges (McShane and others 2004, p. 4-87). These studies are the 

basis for conserving existing habitat and non-habitat areas within special habitat areas. A review 

of the science of how edges can affect murrelet habitat is presented in Appendix H of the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Amount of baseline habitat 

 COMMENT 

The commenter asked why figures S-1 and 4.6.1 show approximately 200,000 acres as a starting 

baseline of habitat for all alternatives, and why Figure 2.4.2 shows different baseline habitat 

amounts for each alternative. 
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DEIS Commenters 

340 

Response 

Figures S-1 and 4.6.1 both show the entire amount of murrelet habitat that exists in the analysis 

area today. This amount is the same for each alternative. 

By contrast, Figure 2.4.2 shows the amount of murrelet habitat included in long-term forest cover 

under each alternative. Because long-term forest cover is different under each alternative, the 

baseline would be different for each and also would be different from the amount shown in 

figures S-1 and 4.6.1. 

Subtopic: Northern spotted owl low-quality habitat as murrelet habitat 

 COMMENT 

The commenter requests that DNR include a table of the amount of modeled northern spotted owl 

low-quality habitat that would be murrelet habitat by each P-stage category in Decade 0 and 

Decade 5, by HCP planning unit. 

DEIS Commenter 

340 

Response 

Only Alternative F includes low-quality northern spotted owl habitat as marbled murrelet specific 

conservation. The table below shows the acres of marbled murrelet-specific conservation 

included in Alternative F because it is low-quality northern spotted habitat, by P-stage in decades 

zero and five. 

P-stage Decade 0 acres Decade 5 acres 

0 60,000 41,000 

0.25 6,000 15,000 

0.36 2,000 200 

0.47 1,000 7,000 

0.62 300 6,000 

0.89 300 400 

1.0 0 0 

Total 69,000 69,000 
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 Topic: Impacts and Mitigation 

Subtopic: Stringers 

 COMMENT 

The commenter asked for further clarification of why stringers are not given mitigation value, but 

at the same time are afforded “existing conservation value.” 

DEIS Commenters 

340 

Response 

Stringers (areas 200 meters wide or less, predominately riparian management zones, where 

adjacent uplands have not been designated as long-term forest cover) are a component of existing 

conservation because they can provide limited nesting opportunities for murrelets when 

surrounded by mature forest. Due to the susceptibility of lands in a “stringer” configuration to 

predation and other adjacent edge effects, these lands were not given mitigation credit.  

Subtopic: Minimizing and mitigating to the maximum extent practicable 

 COMMENT 

The commenter says that the DEIS does not analyze whether the alternatives provide 

“minimization and mitigation to the maximum extent practicable.” No alternative combines all of 

the conservation areas to the maximum extent that can be practicably done to offset take 

(impacts). If DNR cannot afford to reduce timber harvest, the Endangered Species Act requires 

that it affirmatively demonstrate why. DNR also does not provide a sufficiently specific analysis 

of the impacts of impacts or mitigation. 

DEIS Commenters 

503 

Response 

The Joint Agencies applied the need and purpose when designing the alternatives for the DEIS 

(the Joint Agencies’ need and purpose statements in the DEIS were separated by agency for the 

RDEIS; no changes were made to these statements for the FEIS). Setting aside all potential 

habitat was rejected as not practicable, given the obligations of DNR to manage state trust lands 

for trust beneficiaries as well as for resource conservation. The socioeconomics analysis in the 

FEIS demonstrates the economic impacts to beneficiaries and local economies of reducing timber 

harvest under each alternative. Further reduction of harvest beyond the range analyzed would 
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exacerbate these adverse impacts, and would not be practicable. Impacts to marbled murrelets and 

mitigation for these impacts are fully analyzed in Section 4.6 of the FEIS. 

The method used to compute impacts and mitigation is detailed and applies adjustments for 

habitat quality, geographic location, and edge effects from roads and timber harvest, and for 

habitat that develops later in time (refer to Appendix H of the FEIS). The Joint Agencies report 

acres of mitigation minus impacts for strategic locations that are recognized as important for 

marbled murrelet conservation (refer to Table 4.6.5 of the FEIS). The Joint Agencies also account 

for changes in habitat quality over time. Only habitat that develops during the first decade in 

interior forest patches is given full mitigation credit. 

NEPA and SEPA require agencies to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives and include 

appropriate and feasible mitigation measures for each action alternative. Each of the alternatives 

analyzed in the FEIS include minimization and mitigation measures (refer to the conservation 

measures in Chapter 2 of the FEIS). Therefore, the Joint Agencies submit that this NEPA 

requirement has been met. 

The commenter may be referring to the Endangered Species Act Section 10 incidental take permit 

issuance criteria, which requires USFWS to determine whether the impact of the taking would be 

minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable (refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS for a 

description of the Section 10 issuance criteria). Information contained in the FEIS will be 

available to the USFWS when determining whether the Section 10 permit issuance criteria has 

been met (refer to the USFWS approval process described in Chapter 1 of the FEIS). 

Subtopic: Fragmented habitat as mitigation 

 COMMENT 

The commenter says that the DEIS should not count highly fragmented, low-quality murrelet 

habitat areas as mitigation for logging high-quality habitat. The alternatives do not effectively 

differentiate among the forests in terms of their location or value to the marbled murrelet. 

DEIS Commenters 

503 

Response 

The DEIS did not assume equivalency between low-quality and high-quality habitat in the 

computation of impacts and mitigation and neither does the FEIS. Section 4.6 and Appendix H 

explain in detail how impacts and mitigation are calculated, demonstrating that there is no 

equivalency assigned between one acre of high-quality habitat and one acre of low-quality 

habitat. Mitigation values are adjusted for quality, as explained in the FEIS. The formula does not 

value “highly fragmented, low-quality habitat” the same as high-quality habitat. Fragmentation, 

which is expressed as P-stage value discounts for edge and the exclusion of stringer habitat, as 

well as discounts for distance from marine waters and how far into the future the habitat develops 
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and counts towards mitigation, are used in the calculation of impacts and mitigation. The use of 

these factors responds to the “Revised HCP Handbook” cited in the commenter’s letter that “care 

should be given to compare and document the value of what is lost and the expected value of 

measures to replace what would be lost.” The Joint Agencies strongly believe that this care has 

been taken, as is expressed in the analytical framework (FEIS Appendix B) used to estimate 

potential impacts and mitigation, the addition of conservation measures, and the overall design of 

the long-term conservation strategy alternatives. 

Subtopic: Mitigation and uncertainty 

 COMMENT 

The commenter points out that the DEIS should not count uncertain protections as mitigation. 

The commenter requests that DNR explain whether all areas of long-term forest cover will be 

protected from logging, and only count as mitigation those areas unequivocally protected as a 

condition of the 1997 HCP. 

DEIS Commenters 

175, 311, 317, 393, 395, 403, 414, 417, 421, 422, 503 

Response 

This is a long-term conservation strategy, covering almost 1.4 million acres of forest land across a 

wide geographic area. Uncertainty is present. The location of existing conservation, based on 

GIS-information known today, may change as field work determines different boundaries of 

components of long-term forest cover. Both the areas of certainty and uncertainty are explained in 

the EIS (refer to Chapter 4 and appendices D, E and G of the FEIS). Mitigation credit is only 

provided for forested habitat with a P-stage value and is discounted for edge and time over the 

50-year planning period. Additional areas of long-term forest cover are considered part of the 

long-term conservation strategy, as these areas provide habitat connectivity or habitat security, 

even if they are not credited as murrelet habitat. 

 

 COMMENT 

Commenter says that mitigation should only count permanent habitat preservation as mitigation 

and should ensure that mitigation precedes any allowed take. Under the alternatives, mitigation 

does not precede take and there is no specific implementation schedule for the mitigation 

strategy. 

DEIS Commenters 

503 
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Response 

Conservation measures, which minimize disturbance, would be implemented immediately. 

Habitat growth, which mitigates other incidental take, will be implemented as it occurs naturally 

through time. Alternative H includes metering, which delays harvest of up to 5,000 adjusted acres 

until the end of the first decade following implementation to allow for habitat development in 

long-term forest cover and resulting in no net loss in adjusted acres of habitat. The acres of 

metering increased from 3,500 acres in the RDEIS to 5,000 acres in the FEIS as a result of data 

updates conducted for the FEIS (refer to Appendix O of the FEIS). 

Subtopic: Natural areas as mitigation 

 COMMENT 

Commenter asks that DNR not count existing natural area preserves (NAP) and natural resources 

conservation areas (NRCA) as mitigation. 

DEIS Commenters 

175, 311, 317, 393, 395, 403, 414, 417, 421, 422, 503 

Response 

NAPs and NRCAs are permit lands covered by the 1997 HCP. Mitigation is calculated based on 

the new acres of habitat that will grow through time in these areas, adjusted by the P-stage value 

of those acres. Only when this habitat occurs and develops on NAPs and NRCAs will it be 

counted as mitigation. 

Subtopic: Take-to-mitigation ratio 

 COMMENT 

The commenter expressed concern that the DEIS assumes that a 1:1 take-to-mitigation ration 

fully offsets impacts and fails to provide spatially or temporally specific analysis of the impacts 

of the taking. The commenter requests that the Joint Agencies distinguish between long-term 

forest cover and mitigation, and only consider habitat to be mitigation if it provides actual 

conservation benefits to marbled murrelets that offset the impacts of the authorized take. 

DEIS Commenters 

503 

Response 

Mitigation value is discounted based both on the spatial location of the new habitat and when it 

becomes habitat. A 1:1 ratio is not assumed. Actual acres of new habitat exceed what is given 

credit as mitigation, because stringers are not given mitigation credit and a temporal discount is 
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applied to habitat that develops in later decades. Take (impact) of habitat is assumed to occur in 

the first decade of the strategy, as is explained in Section 4.6 of the FEIS. Impacts to marbled 

murrelets and mitigation for these impacts are also analyzed in Section 4.6 of the FEIS. 

 Topic: Conservation Areas 

Subtopic: Emphasis areas 

 COMMENT 

The commenter recommends that DNR strike permission to clearcut (variable retention harvest) 

areas within emphasis areas and either retain consistency with Table 2.4.1 or more clearly explain 

where and when clearcuts (variable retention harvest) are permitted within emphasis areas, 

especially in the table cited. 

DEIS Commenters 

33 

Response 

Table 2.4.1 of the DEIS and FEIS is accurate and internally consistent with the description of 

emphasis areas (Section 2.2 of the FEIS). Table 2.4.1 states that variable retention harvests within 

long-term forest cover would not be permitted. Emphasis areas include both long-term forest 

cover and areas available for general management. The description of emphasis areas in Section 

2.2 of the FEIS states that active forest management, including variable retention harvest, of non-

habitat is allowed within emphasis areas when such activities do not delay achievement of future 

habitat goals for the emphasis area. 

Subtopic: Marbled murrelet management areas 

 COMMENT 

Commenter requests clarification on what management activities will be allowed in these areas 

(per Table 2.4.1, is clearcutting allowed?) Per page 2-15, clearcutting appears to be prohibited in 

marbled murrelet management areas except where the 2008 Science Team permitted it within the 

OESF. Is this correct? Clarify what the 2008 Science Team report (Raphael and others 2008) 

allows and prohibits. Clarify why all the 2008 Science Team report recommendations were not 

included. 

DEIS Commenters 

33, 496 
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Response 

Alternative F applies the recommendations from the 2008 Science Team report (Raphael and 

others 2008). Marbled murrelet management areas would be managed for habitat enhancement. 

As stated in Table 2.4.1, no variable retention harvest would be allowed in long-term forest cover, 

which includes marbled murrelet management areas, under Alternative F. Thinning, salvage, 

reforestation, and other limited management would be allowed within marbled murrelet 

management areas but outside habitat, and non-timber land uses would continue pursuant to 

existing policy and conservation measures. Some variable retention harvest is possible in marbled 

murrelet management areas in the OESF as long as habitat conditions are met (50 percent remains 

habitat, 2/3 of area remains as tall trees [security forest]). 

Subtopic: Occupied sites 

 COMMENT 

Regarding detections of occupancy noted in the DEIS, commenter requests that DNR clarify and 

better quantify how many occupied sites are certain and how many are assumed. How much of 

the analysis area has been surveyed to protocol? 

DEIS Commenters 

422, 496 

Response 

Occupied sites on DNR-managed lands were documented through surveys, using survey 

protocols that were available at the time. These sites are included in all alternatives, including the 

no action alternative. Work by the Science Team (Raphael and others 2008) identified 

approximately 16,000 additional acres of occupied sites, and these sites are included in all of the 

action alternatives. A summary of the area surveyed and the total acres of occupied sites is 

included in Appendix D of the FEIS. 

 Topic: Conservation Measures 

Subtopic: Thinning 

 COMMENT 

Commenter requests that DNR prohibit variable density thinning in occupied site buffers, as 

thinning increases the possibility of windthrow, alters microclimate, and facilitates easier 

penetration by predators. Indicate the maximum and minimum percent that will be followed 

under all alternatives. Clarify what habitat enhancement thinning means, if not variable density 

thinning. Define “commercial thinning” within the marbled murrelet management areas and the 
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maximum percent of harvest envisioned (also, how commercial thinning differ from variable 

density thinning). 

DEIS Commenter 

33 

Response 

Definitions for variable density thinning and commercial thinning are provided in Chapter 7 of 

the FEIS. The Joint Agencies clarified specific measures for thinning allowed in each type of 

conservation area in Table 2.2.5 of the RDEIS and FEIS. 

Subtopic: General 

 COMMENT 

One commenter expressed confusion around what activities would be allowed in conservation 

areas, citing too much “wiggle room” and too-permissive standards for routine operations. 

Another commenter requested more explicit requirements for consultation with USFWS on these 

activities. 

DEIS Commenters 

299, 496 

Response 

Conservation measures were updated for the RDEIS and FEIS and are explained in Section 2.2 of 

each document. 

Subtopic: Roads 

 COMMENT 

Commenter requests that DNR not allow road construction through occupied sites and their 

buffers under alternatives B, E, or F. 

DEIS Commenters 

33 

Response 

Road construction through occupied sites and occupied site buffers is expected to be a rare event 

and is only permitted in situations when no other route is feasible. In these cases, DNR would 

consult with USFWS to minimize impacts to marbled murrelets. Over the past 20 years, DNR has 

constructed only one new road through an occupied site in response to a landslide destroying a 

road that provided access to rural residential homes. 
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Subtopic: Tailholds, rigging, guy lines 

 COMMENT 

Commenter advises that DNR delete permission for tailholds and rigging and guy lines and 

landings in occupied sites and buffers. 

DEIS Commenters 

33 

Response 

As described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS, under alternatives A through G, tailholds, guylines, and 

rigging in occupied sites would be installed outside the marbled murrelet nesting season. In 

occupied sites, occupied site buffers, and special habitat areas, impacts to platform trees from 

tailholds, guylines, and rigging would be avoided when possible. 

Under Alternative H, installation of tailholds, guylines, and rigging in occupied sites would occur 

outside of the nesting season, and would avoid impacts to platform trees when possible. 

Installation of tailholds, guylines, and rigging in occupied site buffers or in special habitat areas 

would avoid platform trees when possible. In addition, if installation would occur within an 

occupied site buffer or within 328 feet of an occupied site in a special habitat area during the 

nesting season, work would be performed during the limited operating period (two hours after 

sunrise to two hours before sunset [USFWS 2012]). 

Subtopic: Blasting 

 COMMENT 

Commenter requests a 0.5-mile blasting buffer from occupied sites and marbled murrelet 

conservation areas during the nesting season (part of the conservation alternative). 

DEIS Commenters 

162, 169, 174 

Response 

Blasting within a distance of 0.25-mile of occupied sites will be restricted during the nesting 

season. Minimization measures such as avoiding blasting during the nesting season or application 

of limited operating periods would apply to these activities. 
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Subtopic: Salvage 

 COMMENT 

Some commenters asked for more prohibitions on salvage. Some suggested that salvage be 

prohibited in marbled murrelet management areas and special habitat areas. Another suggested 

that the strategy prohibit salvage logging in areas of 20 acres or less, as these openings substitute 

for clearcuts planned in long-term forest cover or in the OESF and any other HCP planning unit. 

DEIS Commenters 

169, 174 

Response 

The proposed conservation measures for all action alternatives would allow salvage after a 

disturbance event in marbled murrelet conservation areas only with a site-specific restoration plan 

approved by the Joint Agencies and under other specific parameters intended to protect and 

recover habitat. 

Subtopic: Recreation 

 COMMENT 

Commenter says that murrelet-encumbered lands in timber-dependent counties should be re-

evaluated for passive recreation outside murrelet conservation areas. Motorized trails should not 

be permitted in special habitat areas, or occupied sites and buffers, including the half-mile buffer 

within emphasis areas. One commenter noted recreation impacts should be carefully addressed in 

habitat to avoid conflict with habitat protection, and that improving late-successional forest 

conditions may provide additional recreation opportunities outside the nesting season. The Baker-

Bellingham Recreation Advisory Committee asked that flexibility be given to allow undesignated 

trails to become designated trails where they can work within the strategy. This committee also 

noted concern with the restrictions on new recreation under alternatives C and D, wanted more 

information on the consultation process for recreation under alternatives B and E, and were 

concerned that alternative F removes too much land from the recreation inventory. 

DEIS Commenters 

340, 477, 493 

Response 

A wide variety of recreational activities occur on DNR-managed lands. Existing recreation is 

covered under the HCP as a de minimus use, and DNR regularly consults with USFWS for new 

activities that could potentially impact marbled murrelet habitat. The action alternatives propose 

three approaches to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the impacts from new or expanded recreation 
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activities for the murrelet, described in Table 2.2.8 in the FEIS. Refer to Appendix A, Table A-4 

in the HCP amendment for conservation measures specific to the amendment. 

 Topic: Other Impacts 

Subtopic: Impacts on other listed species 

 COMMENT 

Commenter asks if “overall abundance and distribution of species, including listed and sensitive 

species, would remain stable or increase on DNR-managed lands” apply to the murrelet (p. 2-57 

of the DEIS). 

DEIS Commenters 

33 

Response 

This statement applies to non-murrelet species. Impacts to murrelets are analyzed in Chapter 4. 

Subtopic: Carbon sequestration 

 COMMENT 

Commenter notes that, per some researchers, carbon sequestration and in situ carbon sinks are 

greatest in mature, old-growth forests and that sequestration will not be increased through 

variable density thinning. Commenter requests a quantifiable estimate of soil disturbance impacts 

on carbon release associated with thinning stands fifty years and younger and with disturbance 

related to other operating procedures. 

DEIS Commenters 

33 

Response 

The Joint Agencies agree that mature and old-growth forests in western Washington will continue 

to be the largest reservoir of sequestered carbon through the life of the 1997 HCP. DNR policies 

do not allow harvest of old-growth forests, and those policies are unchanged by the alternatives. 

The Joint Agencies are not aware of any studies in the peer-reviewed literature quantifying 

changes in soil carbon resulting from soil disturbance associated with forest thinning operations, 

and findings from a recent global meta-analysis were uncertain (James and Harrison 2016). 

Furthermore, the alternatives do not increase soil disturbance impacts nor change DNR’s current 

thinning practices. Section 4.1 of the FEIS did not find any impacts to soils under the alternatives. 



  DEIS COMMENT RESPONSES 

 
 
Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy FEIS 
Appendix S  Page S-57 

Subtopic: Impacts to DNR operations 

 COMMENT 

One commenter asked what constitutes "routine operations,” and whether variable retention 

harvest is included in that. Commenter asked that if variable retention harvest is not allowed in 

long-term forest cover, that it be clearly stated on p. S-11. Another commenter was concerned 

about limitations on DNR’s access to operable lands. 

DEIS Commenters 

33, 410 

Response 

Examples of routine operations allowed within long-term forest cover include thinning, forest 

health treatments, road construction and reconstruction, blasting, trail maintenance, and non-

timber harvest land uses such as leases. Each of these activities would be subject to specific 

conservation measures that differ by alternative and depending on when and where the activity 

would occur. Consideration of operational impacts is part of the decision-making process before 

the Board of Natural Resources when evaluating the action alternatives. Conservation measures 

were updated for the FEIS; refer to Chapter 2 for more information. Also refer to DNR’s HCP 

amendment (Appendix Q to the FEIS). 

Subtopic: Recreation impacts 

 COMMENT 

The commenter expressed concern with how the alternatives limit recreation opportunities in east 

Snohomish County. The commenter suggested educating recreation users and preserving or 

creating nesting trees. 

DEIS Commenters 

312 

Response 

Conservation measures addressing recreation impacts are based on science that supports the fact 

that nesting murrelets are disturbed by recreational activities, and recreation can expose nesting 

birds to predators. Existing and ongoing recreation activities would continue within conservation 

areas. Preserving or creating individual nest trees would not be as effective as providing a larger 

area of protected interior forest in which disturbance is limited. 
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Subtopic: Climate change analysis 

 COMMENT 

One commenter noted that “The partial inclusion of climate change effects, attributed to modeling 

difficulties, is not acceptable. In fact, conservative impacts of likely climate change factors should 

be used. Climate change science forecasts severe species stress and significant species extinction. 

These factors cannot be under-represented.” Another commenter questions data inputs and 

assumptions behind the climate change analysis. Other commenters asked for more analysis of 

climate change on nesting habitat and species persistence. 

DEIS Commenters 

172, 317, 449, 503 

Response 

It is unclear if the first commenter is referring to the climate change chapters or to the population 

estimates. The data presented in the climate chapter uses the best available science. The Joint 

Agencies are unaware of any study in the peer-reviewed literature that documents severe species 

stress and significant species extinction risk for marbled murrelet under a changing climate. As 

noted in the FEIS, the science indicates an intensifying of natural disturbance regimes, such as 

wildfire and drought. But the location, disturbance extent, and timing of such events is unknown. 

Using the most recent species assessment, the FEIS also summarizes results published by Case 

and others (2015), in which the marbled murrelet received an overall climate sensitivity score of 

“high,” in part because of the species’ habitat affinity to older forest conditions with complex 

forest structure. Taken together, disturbance projections and habitat sensitivity suggest risk to 

marbled murrelet habitat from natural disturbances likely will increase. Outside of Alternative B, 

all other alternatives increase current and future murrelet habitat, thereby reducing current and 

future species habitat risk and stress. Any additional species stress related to food availability in 

the marine environment is the same across all alternatives and likely is not influenced by DNR 

forest management. 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter believes the analysis in the DEIS fails to sufficiently incorporate the impacts of 

climate change. 

DEIS Commenters 

503 

Response 

Climate change is analyzed as an element of the affected environment, and is acknowledged as a 

source of potential impacts under the cumulative effects analysis in Chapter 5 of the FEIS. Setting 
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aside more mature and maturing forest, which is proposed under all alternatives, is not anticipated 

to exacerbate climate change impacts or contribute to climate change. Using the most recent 

species assessment, Section 3.2 of the FEIS also summarizes results published by Case and others 

(2015), in which the marbled murrelet received an overall climate sensitivity score of “high,” in 

part because of the species’ habitat affinity to older forest conditions with complex forest 

structure. Taken together, disturbance projections and habitat sensitivity suggests risk to murrelet 

habitat from natural disturbances likely will increase. Outside of Alternative B, all other 

alternatives increase current and future murrelet habitat, thereby reducing current and future 

species habitat risk and stress. 

Subtopic: Cumulative impacts of OESF management 

 COMMENT 

One commenter recommended that the FEIS discuss the potential cumulative impacts to marbled 

murrelet habitat associated with proposed research in the OESF to test natural disturbance-based 

landscape management approaches. 

DEIS Commenters 

426 

Response 

Analysis of the potential environmental impacts of a specific, proposed research project in the 

analysis area is outside the scope of this EIS. The long-term conservation strategy is a non-project 

action under SEPA. Supplemental review of site-specific projects such as research projects occurs 

under SEPA (and if a federal project, under NEPA) and any other applicable local, state, or 

federal law at the time they are proposed. 

Cumulative impacts to marbled murrelets are not expected from potential research activities 

because experimental treatments would occur only in areas that are either non-habitat or areas 

that have been released for harvest under one of the alternatives considered in this FEIS. Impacts 

of harvest removal and edge effects are accounted for in the analytical framework used to assess 

impacts and mitigation for the alternatives. Management and research activities in areas of long-

term forest cover have restrictions to reduce impacts to marbled murrelet habitat (refer to Table 

2.2.5 in Chapter 2 of the FEIS). If any proposed project is expected to affect marbled murrelets in 

ways not analyzed and permitted by USFWS, DNR will consult with the USFWS and DNR's 

Forest Practices Division to obtain a research permit.  
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Subtopic: Impacts to northern spotted owls 

 COMMENT 

Commenters noted that Alternative F trades murrelet protection for northern spotted owl 

protection, and that this alternative will open up 47,000 acres of northern spotted owl habitat to 

logging. 

DEIS Commenters 

496 

Response 

Alternative F does not open up more acres of northern spotted owl habitat to logging, compared 

to the no action alternative (Alternative A). Alternative F conserves all high-quality northern 

spotted owl habitat and low-quality habitat that otherwise might have been available for some 

harvest. 

Subtopic: Impacts to elk 

 COMMENT 

One commenter stated that the discussion of impacts to elk forage did not highlight the vital role 

forage areas play, and the critical role elk play in local communities. Commenter indicated that 

declining elk herds in the OESF as a concern, and cites an Olympic Natural Resource Center 

conference summary from 2001. 

DEIS Commenters 

410 

Response 

Reduced timber harvest can have a population effect on elk, since lands managed for commercial 

timber production produce optimal forage for elk. Effects on elk can largely be mitigated if 

proposed blocks of older forest are interspersed with early seral stage areas. This would be the 

case under all alternatives, although to varying degrees. It is a matter of scale. Table 4.5.2 of the 

FEIS states that "Foraging habitat for deer and elk may be locally reduced where larger blocks of 

long-term forest cover would be added, particularly under Alternative F. However, foraging 

habitat would continue to be present at the analysis area scale." The Joint Agencies have no 

evidence to support changing this conclusion. Potential local impacts are acknowledged, but on 

the scale of the analysis area, and considering that harvest will continue to occur in OESF, 

throughout the analysis area on DNR-managed lands, and on privately-held timber lands, the 

Joint Agencies have not identified a significant impact to elk. WDFW relies primarily on trends 

in bull elk harvest as a gauge of elk population status in the game management units within the 

OESF. With the exception of the Hoko Game Management Unit (WDFW area designation 
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located in far northwestern Clallam County), bull elk harvest has been stable or increasing in this 

area in recent years, according to WDFW staff. The alternatives do not propose new conservation 

in the Hoko Game Management Unit. 

 Topic: Missing or Expanded Analysis 

Subtopic: Analyze impact of US Navy Growler training 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters asked for more analysis of U.S. Navy Growler (low flying aircraft) training 

over the Olympic Peninsula, expressing concern that these activities will disturb nesting marbled 

murrelets. One commenter asked that the impacts of Navy activities be analyzed in a 

supplemental DEIS. One commenter called for a revised DEIS to analyze the direct, indirect, and 

cumulative impacts of military operations on the Olympic Peninsula to the murrelet, and provided 

estimates of “take.” This commenter states "the ‘take’ of marbled murrelet from the expansion of 

military activities in the long-term forest cover DEIS zone is unknown and likely significantly 

underreported in current NEPA/SEPA processes associated with military training and testing 

activities. Comprehensive and adequate cumulative impacts analysis have not been carried out.” 

DEIS Commenters 

33, 172, 174, 247, 305, 500, 503 

Response 

The Joint Agencies recognize the potential for noise to impact nesting murrelets (refer to Chapter 

4 of the FEIS). Although decisions regarding naval activities are outside the scope of this EIS, a 

discussion of noise impacts generated by these activities has been added to Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 

The U.S. Navy EIS and the associated Biological Opinion for aircraft training over the Olympic 

Peninsula is available at https://www.nwtteis.com/Documents/2015-Northwest-Training-and-

Testing-Final-EIS-OEIS/2015-Final-EIS-OEIS. In the Biological Opinion, USFWS completed a 

detailed analysis of the effects of aircraft noise on nesting marbled murrelets and concluded that 

marbled murrelet responses to the type and duration of aircraft overflights proposed by the Navy 

are likely to be brief periods (minutes) of increased vigilance and alerting behaviors. Over 99 

percent of training flights will be spent at high altitudes where marbled murrelet habitat will not 

be exposed to high-amplitude aircraft noise. The closest approach of aircraft to marbled murrelet 

nesting habitat will be at 2,000 feet or greater above ground level (USFWS 2016, p. 212). 

https://www.nwtteis.com/Documents/2015-Northwest-Training-and-Testing-Final-EIS-OEIS/2015-Final-EIS-OEIS
https://www.nwtteis.com/Documents/2015-Northwest-Training-and-Testing-Final-EIS-OEIS/2015-Final-EIS-OEIS
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Subtopic: Implications of state up-listing of the marbled murrelet to 

"endangered" in November 2016 

 COMMENT 

Many commenters noted that the up-listing of the marbled murrelet from state threatened to state 

endangered should influence the conservation strategy. One commenter asked that the new state 

endangered status should be noted on page 3-33, Appendix L, and in the summary. Another 

commenter stated that the implications of a state endangered listing must be fully analyzed in the 

EIS, including addressing factors affecting its endangered status and a review of recovery plan 

goals. 

DEIS Commenters 

174, 241, 256, 266, 299, 301, 305, 329, 337, 364, 368, 433, 437, 448, 455, 463, 464, 478 

Response 

State up-listing by WDFW occurred after the DEIS was sent to print. On page 5-9, the DEIS 

anticipated this up-listing. This up-listing also is described in Section 3.5 of the FEIS. As stated in 

Appendix L, federally listed species, such as the marbled murrelet, are not included in the 

appendix but are described in the EIS. State up-listing of the marbled murrelet does not require 

additional action by DNR under its 1997 HCP or incidental take permit. WDFW is responsible 

for writing a recovery plan for species it lists as state endangered. That plan has not yet been 

completed. 

Subtopic: Inadequate consideration of other factors affecting murrelet 

population, including impacts of marine conditions/food supply 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters noted that the DEIS does not adequately consider other factors that limit the 

recovery of the species and make growing nesting habitat on DNR-managed land over 100 years 

unlikely to substantially impact recovery. Several other commenters noted that marine conditions 

are likely to impact the population, and that DNR should consider food abundance and quality 

when determining how much habitat protection is needed. 

DEIS Commenters 

175, 311, 317, 393, 395, 403, 414, 417, 421, 422, 503 

Response 

Recent analysis indicates that the amount and distribution of inland habitat are the primary factors 

influencing the abundance and trends of murrelet populations (Falxa and others 2016). Changing 

marine conditions also play a role, and these are acknowledged in the cumulative effects analysis. 
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However, marine conditions are outside the scope of what the 1997 HCP can address. The 1997 

HCP applies to forested uplands, not aquatic lands. The alternatives all would increase the 

amount of nesting habitat available on DNR-managed lands through the life of the 1997 HCP, 

which some population viability analysis scenarios show could have a positive impact. Per the 

Implementation Agreement, the 1997 HCP will run for 70 years from the effective date with the 

option of three, ten-year renewals (page B.7 of the Implementation Agreement). 

 

 COMMENT 

One commenter noted that DNR does manage some aquatic lands and these should be part of the 

analysis. 

DEIS Commenters 

422 

Response 

DNR does manage seven marine aquatic reserves. These reserves play an important role in 

providing habitat for forage fish, which support offshore populations of marbled murrelets and 

other seabirds. Where population data has been collected at these reserves, significant declines in 

both forage fish and marbled murrelets have been observed (DNR 2010a). No changes are 

proposed to the management of these reserves related to marbled murrelets. Fluctuations in forage 

fish populations and marine conditions are outside the scope of what the long-term conservation 

strategy on DNR-managed lands can address. 

Subtopic: Indirect and cumulative effects analysis 

 COMMENT 

The commenter points out that the DEIS analysis fails to adequately consider indirect and 

cumulative effects, including the effects of harvest scheduling choices; road installation, use and 

abandonment; corvids; U.S. Navy Growler jet training; and offsite logging and fragmentation. 

DEIS Commenters 

503 

Response 

The potential effects of timber harvest and associated activities on DNR-managed lands were 

reviewed under the Final EIS on Alternatives for Sustainable Forest Management of State Trust 

Lands in Western Washington (DNR 2004), as well as the Washington Forest Practices Rules 

Final DEIS (DNR 2001). More recently, the Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable 

Harvest Level for Forested State Trust Lands in Western Washington DEIS (DNR 2016) also 

examined the impacts of different harvest scheduling choices on the affected environment. These 
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analyses do not need to be repeated for the long-term conservation strategy DEIS, RDEIS or 

FEIS. The long-term conservation strategy FEIS does address the multiple indirect impacts to 

nesting murrelets from a variety of audio-visual disturbances (refer to Section 4.6 of the FEIS), 

and provides conservation measures to minimize or avoid disturbance from such activities, 

including road construction and abandonment (refer to Section 2.2 of the FEIS). 

The cumulative effects discussion in the DEIS did not specifically address U.S. Navy Growler 

training; however, a detailed analysis of the Navy’s training program is presented in the Navy’s 

EIS, available at https://www.nwtteis.com/Documents/2015-Northwest-Training-and-Testing-

Final-EIS-OEIS/2015-Final-EIS-OEIS. Also, a discussion on the U.S. Navy’s training program 

has been included in the cumulative effects analysis in Chapter 5 of the FEIS. Disturbance from 

low-flying aircraft associated with DNR management is analyzed in the FEIS (refer to Section 4.6 

and Appendix H), and conservation measures are proposed to address these impacts. The 

cumulative effects analysis (Chapter 5) includes discussion of forest management by private and 

federal landowners, non-forest land uses, changes in the marine environment, and other potential 

impacts. Issues associated with forest fragmentation are mitigated by the focus on large, 

contiguous blocks of forested habitat and the use of buffers around occupied sites to reduce 

disturbance and edge effects, including increased predation risk from corvids. 

 Topic: Process 

Subtopic: Sequencing of long-term conservation strategy with sustainable 

harvest calculation 

 COMMENT 

A few commenters expressed concern about the sequencing of the long-term conservation 

strategy and the sustainable harvest calculation, asking how the long-term conservation strategy 

can be incorporated into the sustainable harvest calculation and how the economic impacts from a 

financial analysis will be used by the long-term conservation strategy. Some asked that DNR 

complete the long-term conservation strategy first so that it can inform the sustainable harvest 

calculation. 

DEIS Commenters 

33, 299, 308, 328, 436, 348, 402, 410, 439, 494, 500 

Response 

DNR is completing the long-term conservation strategy and sustainable harvest calculation for 

fiscal years 2015 through 2024 in parallel processes because these two projects are related. The 

alternatives for the long-term conservation strategy designate varying amounts of state trust lands 

for murrelet conservation, which will affect the total amount of land available for harvest and the 

overall sustainable harvest level. The Board of Natural Resources will make decisions regarding 

https://www.nwtteis.com/Documents/2015-Northwest-Training-and-Testing-Final-EIS-OEIS/2015-Final-EIS-OEIS
https://www.nwtteis.com/Documents/2015-Northwest-Training-and-Testing-Final-EIS-OEIS/2015-Final-EIS-OEIS
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both the long-term conservation strategy and the sustainable harvest level at the end of these 

processes. If a sustainable harvest level is set prior to the adoption of the long-term conservation 

strategy, the sustainable harvest level will be adjusted. 

In the Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS, DNR analyzed four 

sustainable harvest level alternatives, along with a no action alternative that reflects the previous 

level set by the Board of Natural Resources in 2007. Each action alternative combined a long-

term conservation strategy, arrearage approach, and riparian thinning level as a basis for 

calculating a sustainable harvest level. The action alternatives include the long-term conservation 

strategy alternatives that conserve the fewest as well as the most acres. These combinations result 

in the widest range of harvest levels, within the legal and policy objectives under which DNR 

manages state trust lands. 

The financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS and FEIS) was specific to the sustainable 

harvest calculation. This analysis considered the potential financial impacts of 38 scenarios on 

trust beneficiaries, each scenario representing a different combination of long-term conservation 

strategy, arrearage, and riparian thinning options. The financial analysis was intended to inform 

the Board of Natural Resources’ decision about the sustainable harvest level. 

Subtopic: Public meeting process 

 COMMENT 

One commenter was critical of covering both the marbled murrelet strategy and the sustainable 

harvest calculation in combined public meetings, which conflated the issues and did not leave 

enough time for commenters to ask questions. They support hearings encouraging testimony from 

the public. Others were pleased with the public meetings and outreach efforts. One commenter 

asked for more time to comment. 

DEIS Commenters 

26, 32, 308, 473, 477, 483, 493 

Response 

Many stakeholders in DNR's management of state trust lands are concerned about both marbled 

murrelet conservation and the sustainable harvest calculation. It was efficient for staff and many 

stakeholders to combine the public meetings for these parallel processes (refer to the previous 

response under this subtopic). Both DNR and USFWS staff spoke to multiple attendees at all four 

public meetings, and meetings were not ended until the public appeared to be done asking 

questions and getting the information they needed. An extended, 90-day comment period was 

held, exceeding NEPA and SEPA requirements of 45 and 30 days, respectively. 
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Subtopic: Public comment requirements of the Endangered Species Act 

 COMMENT 

The commenter states that the DEIS is deficient in that it is solely focused on meeting NEPA and 

SEPA requirements without meeting the public comment requirements of the Endangered Species 

Act. DNR has not presented a draft HCP to the public for comment. No analysis is provided of 

how the proposed alternatives may or may not meet Endangered Species Act Section 10 approval 

criteria. 

DEIS Commenters 

329 

Response 

The DEIS presented a reasonable range of alternatives and the Joint Agencies solicited public 

comment on these proposed alternatives. These comments were considered in developing the 

HCP amendment. The RDEIS included the Joint Agencies’ preferred alternative (Alternative H) 

and a proposed HCP amendment based on Alternative H. Both the RDEIS and the proposed 

amendment were available for public review from September until December, 2018 and the FEIS 

is now available. Issuance criteria are not directly addressed in the FEIS, but will be addressed in 

USFWS’s final decision documents. However, the evaluation criteria to assess impacts and 

mitigation, population viability, and projected changes in the amount and distribution of marbled 

murrelet habitat on DNR-managed lands are presented in Section 4.6 of the FEIS and are relevant 

to the issuance criteria. 

Subtopic: Promptly adopt long-term conservation strategy 

 COMMENT 

One commenter called for moving promptly to approve a long-term conservation strategy. 

DEIS Commenters 

499 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 
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 Topic: Endangered Species Act 

Subtopic: Endangered Species Act obligations are met by way of the 

alternatives 

 COMMENT 

Commenter suggests that because the alternatives were jointly formulated by the Joint Agencies, 

they are legally sufficient to meet DNR’s legal obligations under the Endangered Species Act. 

DEIS Commenters 

403 

Response 

The alternatives represent a range of approaches to long-term marbled murrelet habitat 

conservation. For a discussion of how each alternative addresses the purpose of this process, refer 

to Section 2.4 of the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Incidental take 

 COMMENT 

One commenter noted that it is ecologically unthinkable to suppose that “incidental take” cannot 

harm murrelet species recovery. Loss of any genetic diversity as a result of take exacerbates 

species decline. Another commenter stated that no alternative deals with increases in take. 

Another commenter suggested that USFWS define a limit on incidental take. 

DEIS Commenters 

364, 389, 432 

Response 

Incidental take is defined in Chapter 1 of the FEIS. Pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the 

Endangered Species Act, DNR can only obtain an incidental take permit with the completion of 

an HCP that meets the Section 10 issuance criteria. The issuance criteria includes a determination 

from USFWS that the take will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of 

the species in the wild (refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS). Incidental take that is limited in scope and 

duration does not necessarily preclude recovery of a listed species. 
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 COMMENT 

Commenters noted that none of the action alternatives result in an increase in incidental take. One 

commenter pointed to Section 25.3(c) of the Implementation Agreement. This section indicates 

that HCP amendments that do not increase the level of incidental take already permitted in the 

incidental take permit do not require an amendment to the permit; no additional mitigation will be 

necessary unless the proposed HCP amendment increases the level of incidental take. 

DEIS Commenters 

404, 415, 416, 417, 422 

Response 

In 1996, DNR applied to USFWS for an incidental take permit to take marbled murrelets and 

other Endangered Species Act-protected species in association with its land management 

activities. DNR proposed, and USFWS approved, a five-step interim strategy for murrelet habitat 

identification and protection. The strategy involved collecting scientific information; preserving, 

on an interim-basis, all murrelet habitat in westside HCP planning units; and ultimately, DNR 

submitting its proposal for a long-term conservation strategy for the murrelet to USFWS for 

approval (DNR 1997, p. IV.39-40). 

Pursuant to the interim strategy, DNR can release up to 74,286 acres of unsurveyed, suitable, but 

mostly low-quality murrelet habitat for harvest. This habitat was expected to support fewer 

marbled murrelets, with lower reproductive success than higher quality habitat, and constitute 

roughly five percent of the potentially occupied sites on DNR-managed lands. Approximately 

31,000 acres of this habitat has been harvested since implementation of the interim strategy. 

In contrast to low-quality habitat, the interim strategy restricted harvest of most high-quality 

marbled murrelet habitat in the westside HCP planning units. The purpose was to preserve high-

quality habitat for possible future protection under the long-term conservation strategy. High-

quality habitat preserved under the interim strategy constitutes those areas that are estimated to 

support approximately 95 percent of the nesting murrelets on DNR-managed lands. 

The long-term conservation strategy had not been developed at the time of incidental take permit 

consideration, and therefore its implementation was not evaluated in the 1997 Biological Opinion. 

The 1997 Biological Opinion states that “any take resulting from implementation of [the long-

term conservation strategy] would require a permit amendment.” Any change which increases the 

level of incidental take would require an incidental take permit amendment. Several actions may 

result in amendment proceedings, including new listings, land transactions, adjustments to 

conservation strategies, and increases in levels of take. The types and procedures for amendments 

are specified in Section 25 of the Implementation Agreement for the 1997 HCP. The take of high-

quality habitat under the long-term conservation strategy would be new take that results from 

implementation of the long-term conservation strategy. 

The Joint Agencies have determined that the take of high-quality habitat contemplated in the HCP 

amendment was neither proposed by DNR in the 1997 HCP, nor permitted by USFWS in the 
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1997 incidental take permit. Each agency concludes that the take of high-quality habitat 

contemplated in the HCP amendment would exceed currently permitted take, and, therefore, an 

HCP and incidental take permit amendment is required. 

Subtopic: Extirpation and take 

 COMMENT 

The commenter says that there is no biological justification for authorizing additional take for a 

species that is on a fast path to extirpation. 

DEIS Commenter 

329 

Response 

Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act authorizes USFWS to issue incidental take permits to 

non-federal entities if specified issuance criteria have been met. DNR has a legal responsibility to 

minimize and mitigate for impacts to marbled murrelet habitat on DNR-managed lands and to 

ensure adequate funding is available to implement their plan. Under all alternatives considered, 

nesting habitat is expected to increase on DNR-managed lands over the next 50 years (Refer to 

Table 4.6.10 in the FEIS). 

Subtopic: Species recovery requirements/Endangered Species Act criteria 

 COMMENT 

One commenter asked what other states were doing to conserve the species, and whether the 

Endangered Species Act requires recovery of all species everywhere. Others questioned whether 

USFWS criteria could be met by all of the alternatives. 

DEIS Commenters 

309, 424 

Response 

The marbled murrelet is listed as endangered by the State of California under the California 

Endangered Species Act. The California forest practices rules include provisions to avoid take 

and jeopardy pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act. California State Parks have 

developed and implemented marbled murrelet management plans aimed at protecting nesting 

murrelets, and reducing predation risk in State Parks. In Oregon, the marbled murrelet is State-

listed as a threatened species, and state agencies (Oregon Department of Forestry) have relied on 

marbled murrelet surveys to avoid take of occupied habitat on state-managed forest lands. The 

Oregon Department of Forestry is currently in the process of developing an HCP for marbled 

murrelets and other federally-listed species that occur on state-managed lands in western Oregon. 
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The Joint Agencies maintain that they have analyzed a reasonable range of alternative in the 

DEIS, RDEIS, and FEIS. Section 10 issuance criteria will be used to evaluate DNR’s HCP 

amendment at the conclusion of the NEPA process, prior to issuance of the record of decision. 

Subtopic: Jeopardy 

 COMMENT 

The commenter says the alternatives risk jeopardy by impeding recovery and continuing species 

decline. Commenter also states that consideration of an alternative likely to avoid jeopardy is 

required. 

DEIS Commenters 

503 

Response 

A jeopardy analysis will be conducted by USFWS after a formal application to amend the 1997 

HCP is submitted by DNR and the FEIS is published. 

Subtopic: Alternatives do not meet Endangered Species Act 

 COMMENT 

A few commenters stated that the alternatives do not comply with Endangered Species Act 

requirements to monitor, minimize, and mitigate impacts of incidental take from harvest, and are 

not consistent with recovery or maintenance of stable murrelet populations in Washington. 

DEIS Commenters 

177, 270, 308, 309 

Response 

One of the objectives of the HCP amendment is to provide forest conditions in strategic locations 

on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of marbled murrelets 

resulting from DNR’s forest management activities. In accomplishing this objective, DNR 

expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet 

populations (refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS). The criteria used to measure this objective are 

detailed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. As noted in the FEIS (Chapter 4), population viability analysis 

modeling results for the Washington population showed no substantial difference in population 

size or quasi-extinction probabilities. This result is due to two factors: (1), the portion of the 

marbled murrelet population in Washington attributed to DNR-managed lands is only 14 percent 

(refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS), and (2) habitat conditions on non-DNR-managed lands in 

Washington do not change over time in the model, so the Washington population continues to 

decline throughout the 50-year modeling period (Appendix C to the FEIS, p. 33). The population 
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viability analysis results that focus solely on habitat changes on DNR-managed lands indicate 

significant differences in ending population sizes amongst the alternatives considered (refer to 

Table 4.6.9 in the FEIS). In addition, USFWS must find that the HCP amendment meets the 

Endangered Species Act Section 10 issuance criteria, including that the amendment minimizes 

and mitigates to the maximum extent practicable and will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of 

the survival and recovery of the species in the wild. 

 Topic: Other 

Subtopic: Need and purpose 

 COMMENT 

One commenter asked that the portion of the purpose statement, “a significant amount of 

protection for the murrelet” should be added to the “need” statement. The commenter found the 

need and purpose statements deficient because of their focus on fiduciary responsibility to the 

trusts. 

DEIS Commenters 

33, 503 

Response 

The Joint Agencies’ need and purpose statements in the DEIS were adopted by the Board of 

Natural Resources and USFWS to guide the development of the alternatives. These statements 

were informed by an extensive scoping process. They reflect the multiple management objectives 

and requirements that apply to state trust lands and the commitments of the 1997 HCP.  

The need and purpose statements were separated by agency for the RDEIS. No changes to these 

statements were made for the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Use best available science/more recent than 2008 Science Team 

report 

 COMMENT 

Many commenters, including most supporting the conservation alternative (refer to comments 

under that topic), called for the use of best available science and/or more current science to design 

a conservation plan. Several noted that the 2008 Science Team Report is dated, and pointed to 

deficiencies in the DEIS with regard to using best available science. These deficiencies included 

not protecting upland habitat in the Strait of Juan de Fuca pursuant to Raphael 2014 (also cited as 

2015 or 2016), which indicated this area as a “hot spot” for at-sea populations. 
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DEIS Commenters 

33, 43, 61, 95, 110, 114, 116, 122, 142, 143, 155, 161, 173, 255, 265-267, 274, 299, 305, 309, 

335, 348, 359, 363, 369, 471, 473, 494 

Response 

The best available science was used throughout the development and analysis of the alternatives. 

The 2008 Science Team Report was referenced repeatedly in the DEIS and is the basis for several 

components of the long-term conservation strategy, including the P-stage model, the addition of 

occupied sites to all action alternatives, and the location of conservation areas under Alternative 

F. However, the 2008 Science Team report was not the only source of best available science used 

to develop the alternatives and analyze their impacts. Many sources of current science also were 

used throughout the DEIS (refer to Chapter 6 of the DEIS; also refer to literature cited in the 

appendices). Appendix E cites Raphael (with an alternate date of 2015; this date has been 

corrected to 2014) as a source used in developing the methodology to estimate the location and 

quality of marbled murrelet habitat for these alternatives. 

Habitat conservation along the Strait of Juan de Fuca varies by alternative. Under all alternatives 

considered (except Alternative B), all occupied sites in the Strait area are protected with 100-

meter buffers. Additional conservation along the Strait is considered in alternatives C, D, E, H, 

and G through inclusion of special habitat areas or emphasis areas (refer to Section 2.3 in the 

FEIS). 

Subtopic: State's role in recovery and habitat protection 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters called for more leadership on the part of DNR or Washington State to 

contribute to species recovery, citing uncertainties at the federal government level and the 

responsibilities of the state to protect habitat and environmental values of forestlands. Some 

commenters stated that the alternatives were inadequate because they fail to outline a recovery 

plan. 

DEIS Commenters 

5, 6, 21, 33, 142, 146, 150, 329, 364 

Response 

The proposed action is an amendment to DNR’s 1997 HCP and associated incidental take permit 

to replace the interim conservation strategy for the marbled murrelet with a long-term 

conservation strategy. DNR expects that the HCP amendment will make a significant contribution 

to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet populations; however, the 1997 HCP was not 

designed to be a species recovery plan. 
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Subtopic: Range of alternatives 

 COMMENT 

Some commenters stated that the NEPA/SEPA analysis does not analyze a full range of 

alternatives, including analyzing an alternative that would result in recovery or one that has no 

harvest of habitat. One commenter suggested that the FEIS clarify that Alternative B does not 

meet the need and purpose, and that more conservation should be added to Alternatives E and F 

to create a "maximum conservation" alternative. Other commenters found that none of the 

analyzed alternatives are acceptable and more conservation must be added. One commenter 

suggested that Alternative A was not "no action" because it releases 36,000 acres for logging. 

DEIS Commenters 

18, 32, 308, 426, 449, 478, 491, 494, 496, 503 

Response 

The Joint Agencies received several comment letters proposing new alternatives for consideration 

in this NEPA/SEPA process. These commenter-submitted alternatives were considered but not 

analyzed in detail as described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. These alternatives contained 

significantly more marbled murrelet-specific conservation than Alternative F, which was found to 

have significant adverse impacts to trust beneficiaries when compared to all other alternatives 

analyzed in detail (refer to Section 4.11 and Figure 2.4.5 of the FEIS for more information). 

Based on the analysis of impacts to trust beneficiaries, these commenter-submitted alternatives 

were not determined to be economically feasible and thus are not reasonable alternatives pursuant 

to 43 CFR 46.420(b). 

The need and purpose statements in the DEIS make clear that the long-term conservation strategy 

must meet both Endangered Species Act requirements and DNR’s fiduciary responsibilities to the 

trust beneficiaries. The range of alternatives explored were guided by the need and purpose, 

including Objective #2: “Provide forest conditions in strategic locations on forested state trust 

lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of marbled murrelets resulting from DNR’s 

forest management activities. In accomplishing this objective, DNR expects to make a significant 

contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet populations.” The Joint Agencies 

maintain that the range of alternatives meet NEPA requirements. (The Joint Agencies’ need and 

purpose statements in the DEIS were separated by agency for the RDEIS; no changes were made 

to these statements for the FEIS.) 

Alternative A is the no action alternative, and any harvest that would take place under that 

alternative would be the result of strictly applying the interim strategy. DNR has been putting 

potential habitat on hold over and above the interim strategy while a long-term conservation 

strategy has been under development. If Alternative A was adopted as the long-term conservation 

strategy, some of this habitat would be released for harvest. 
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Subtopic: Update Policy for Sustainable Forests with current climate 

change science 

 COMMENT 

One commenter asked that the Policy for Sustainable Forests be updated to reflect current science 

on climate change, carbon sequestration, and greenhouse gas emissions in forest landscapes. 

DEIS Commenters 

319 

Response 

Updating the Policy for Sustainable Forests is outside the scope of this EIS. 

Subtopic: Need explicit criteria and monitoring of habitat loss and 

population 

 COMMENT 

One commenter asked for monitoring to provide evidence of population recovery before further 

cutting of mature forest that functions as marbled murrelet habitat. 

DEIS Commenters 

329 

Response 

Monitoring of the marbled murrelet population is ongoing under the Northwest Forest Plan 

monitoring program (for example, Falxa and Raphael 2016), and is expected to continue into the 

future. DNR has a legal responsibility to minimize and mitigate for impacts to marbled murrelet 

habitat on DNR-managed lands. Under all alternatives considered, nesting habitat is expected to 

increase on DNR-managed lands over the next 50 years (refer to Table 4.6.10 in the FEIS). 

DNR’s research and monitoring and adaptive management obligations are stated in the 1997 HCP 

(refer to Section 5 of the 1997 HCP) and are not changed by this amendment. Under the proposed 

HCP amendment, DNR will continue to monitor the amount of marbled murrelet habitat that is 

located in areas conserved as long-term forest cover over the life of the 1997 HCP. 

Subtopic: Need more genetic information about marbled murrelets 

 COMMENT 

One commenter pointed to the need for more genetic information about local and regional 

marbled murrelet populations, which could help inform habitat conservation. The habitat gaps in 
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alternatives A through F present a risk of declining genetic diversity caused by localized 

inbreeding. 

DEIS Commenters 

329 

Response 

The best available information regarding population genetic structure indicates that there is no 

strong evidence of either inbreeding or low genetic variation in marbled murrelets. Marbled 

murrelets sampled off the Oregon and Washington coasts do not differ genetically from marbled 

murrelets sampled from mainland Alaska and British Columbia (Piatt and others 2007, p. 42). 

Maintaining and improving the distribution of marbled murrelet nesting habitat is an important 

consideration in the development of a long-term conservation strategy and is represented in the 

FEIS by an analysis of "strategic locations" for marbled murrelets (refer to Chapter 2 of the 

FEIS). 

Subtopic: Allow renewable energy development on specific ownership 

 COMMENT 

One commenter asked that specific tracts of DNR-managed lands be excluded from Alternative F, 

if that is chosen as the preferred alternative, and that future renewable energy facility 

development be permitted on its lands. 

DEIS Commenter 

490 

Response 

The Joint Agencies have selected Alternative H as the preferred alternative. This alternative 

excludes the tracts referred to by the commenter. The proposed action is an amendment to an 

existing HCP; therefore, any potential future transactions affecting DNR-managed lands would 

need to comply with the existing plan and its Implementation Agreement. Adding future 

renewable energy facility development to the list of permitted actions under DNR’s 1997 HCP is 

outside of the scope of this EIS. 

 Subtopic: Security forest 

 COMMENT 

Commenter asks how the 80-foot tall standard was chosen for security forest. 

DEIS Commenter 

496 
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Response 

As stated on page 2-11 of the DEIS, security forest provides additional protection to nesting 

habitat from wind, predators, and other types of disturbances. These functions are generally 

associated with forests over 80 feet tall, because once stands reach this height, the crowns of trees 

begin to overlap with adjacent stands, and edge effects are minimal or non-existent (refer to Malt 

and Lank 2009, Van Rooyen and others 2011). 

Subtopic: Build nest platforms 

 COMMENT 

Commenter suggests that DNR build platforms in timber stands and cavities in cliffs to speed 

murrelet population recovery. 

DEIS Commenters 

312, 317 

Response 

No known science currently supports this approach as a successful method to increase marbled 

murrelet populations. 

 

Subtopic: Northern spotted owl habitat definitions 

 COMMENT 

The commenter requests that a definition of northern spotted owl low-quality habitat be included 

in Table 2.2.3; only what is not low-quality is currently described in the footnote. 

DEIS Commenter 

340 

Response 

The footnote to Table 2.2.3 does not define low-quality northern spotted owl habitat. However, 

low-quality habitat is defined in a footnote to Table 2.4.1. Low-quality habitat includes the 

following DNR-mapped habitat classes as of 2015: sub-mature; movement, roosting, and 

foraging; movement; and young forest marginal and dispersal habitat per the definitions in the 

1997 HCP and DNR’s 2008 South Puget HCP Planning Unit Forest Land Plan. 
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Subtopic: Modeling 

 COMMENT 

The commenter says that weaknesses of the modeling used to support the DEIS must be 

described. 

DEIS Commenters 

503 

Response 

Use of the P-stage model to identify and value marbled murrelet nesting habitat is fully explained 

in Appendix E to the FEIS. Uncertainty, and how uncertainty is addressed within this model, as 

well as how this model compares as a habitat classification tool to other available tools, is fully 

explained in this appendix. As this appendix carefully explains, predictions of the P-stage model 

cannot be perfectly accurate. The Joint Agencies “conclude that there is an unknown level of 

uncertainty in P-stage predictions of current and future habitat, but also that the general 

applicability of P-stage model predictions outweigh their uncertainty” (p. E-13). 

Subtopic: Implementation documents 

 COMMENT 

The commenter says that the DEIS must provide an implementation schedule, draft 

implementation agreement, monitoring plan, adaptive management plan, or plan to respond to 

unforeseen circumstances during the 50-year plan. 

DEIS Commenters 

503 

Response 

Several of these elements are addressed by the HCP amendment submitted by DNR under the 

RDEIS and updated and submitted with the FEIS. The Joint Agencies will respond to unforeseen 

circumstances as described in the 1997 HCP Implementation Agreement. 

Subtopic: White Paper on DNR trust duties 

 COMMENT 

A memorandum submitted on behalf of several commenters argues that DNR and the Board of 

Natural Resources have discretion to adopt a long-term conservation strategy that uses best 

available science, fully complies with the Endangered Species Act, and meaningfully contributes 

to the conservation and recovery of the marbled murrelet. It argues that the Skamania decision 
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does not preclude DNR from managing its forests in compliance with federal law and 

conservation goals. A second memorandum that responds to the “White Paper on the Department 

of Natural Resources’ Trust Obligations to Counties and their Taxing Districts” (2016) also was 

submitted by commenters. This second memorandum argues that the Skamania decision does not 

mean that DNR must maximize its revenues from state trust lands. 

DEIS Commenters 

501, 502 

Response 

Chapter 1 includes an overview of the regulatory and policy framework, which applies to DNR’s 

management of state trust lands. Taken together, these laws and policies require DNR to make 

decisions in the best interest of the trusts, consistent with legal requirements and environmental 

law. 

Subtopic: Miscellaneous comments 

 COMMENT 

Commenters indicated that impacts from the following are not adequately addressed in the DEIS: 

air quality and pollution from harvest, landslide events, wind and fire events, undesignated/illegal 

land use activities, road construction and fragmentation from roads, climate change, or thinning 

risks. Impacts to northern spotted owls must be analyzed. Commenters also say that September 30 

should be end of the murrelet nesting season. Appendix E has an error in P-stage analysis in 

predicting occupancy, which is compounded in the Peery model. 

DEIS Commenters 

175, 311, 317, 393, 395, 403, 414, 417, 421, 422, 503 

Response 

The DEIS focuses on impacts to the affected environment from the long-term conservation 

strategy. Impacts from harvest and related activities, which are ongoing in the analysis area, have 

been previously addressed in other environmental documents, which are referenced throughout 

the DEIS. Risk of landslides are discussed in Section 4.1 of the FEIS. Lands identified as 

potentially unstable would continue to be managed under current regulations, policies, and 

procedures, which are designed to minimize landslide risks. For these reasons, landslide risk is 

not expected to increase compared to current conditions, even on the 24,000 additional acres 

made available for active management under Alternative B (as compared to the no action 

alternative) (refer to Section 4.1 of the FEIS).  Natural disturbances including wind and fire are 

discussed in sections 4.2 and 4.6 of the FEIS.  Habitat degradation from roads is described in 

Appendix H to the DEIS, and habitat degraded by roads is accounted for in the analytical 

framework used to calculate impacts and mitigation. Impacts from roads also are analyzed in 
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several sections in Chapter 4, including Section 4.8, “Forest Roads.” Potential impacts to northern 

spotted owls are addressed in Section 4.5 of the DEIS.  

The use of September 23 as the murrelet nesting season end date in the conservation measures is 

consistent with the guidance issued by USFWS in its 2012 document, “Marbled Murrelet Nesting 

Season and Analytical Framework for Section 7 Consultation in Washington” (USFWS 2012a). 

Appendix E acknowledges that some areas modelled as non-habitat were found to be occupied 

sites, and the commenter is suggesting that the P-stage model therefore may under-estimate 

murrelet habitat on DNR-managed lands. However, as described in Appendix E, the P-stage 

model performed better at predicting occupied sites on DNR-managed lands than the Maxent 

model developed for the Northwest Forest Plan.    

As described in Appendix E, the P-stage model is based on DNR’s site-specific forest inventory 

data and allows for projections of forest growth over time. As acknowledged in Appendix E, the 

Joint Agencies conclude that there is an unknown level of uncertainty in P-stage predictions of 

current and future habitat. However, the general applicability of the P-stage model predictions 

outweigh their uncertainty for this conservation planning effort. 
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Part 2: Response to Comments on the 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact 
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Susan Wilson 
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Taylor Roads 
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RDEIS Comment Responses 

 Topic: Supports the Long-term Conservation Strategy 

 COMMENT 

The commenters support having a conservation strategy. Many cited concerns with ongoing 

population declines and loss of forest habitat to logging. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C4, C61, C63, C65, C66, C77, C102, C116, C131, C133, C146, C147, C150, C181, C189, C197, 

C202, C298, C227, C231, C243, C239, C245, C265, C285, C286, C92, C110, C215, C216, C230, 

C238, C262, C319, C333, C338, C340, C341, C342, C345, C346, C349, C371, C378, C377, 

C379, C385, C388, C391, C393, C398, C402, C411, C457, C464, C468 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

One commenter expressed dismay about the delay in developing a final long-term conservation 

strategy. Delays notwithstanding, the commenter supports the current process to develop an 

appropriate long-term conservation strategy. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 Topic: Alternative Specific 

Subtopic: Against Alternative A 

 COMMENT 

Because of murrelet population declines, DNR should not select Alternative A, which would 

propose no changes in management. 
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RDEIS Commenters 

C204, C205 

Response 

Alternative A is the "no action" alternative, an alternative required under both NEPA and SEPA 

when preparing an EIS. The no action alternative represents continued management under the 

existing direction or in the absence of the proposed action. For this proposal, selecting Alternative 

A would mean continuing to manage under the interim strategy for the marbled murrelet and 

would not meet DNR’s and USFWS’ respective need and purpose of the long-term conservation 

strategy. 

Subtopic: Support Alternative B  

 COMMENT 

Alternative B best meets DNR’s Objective #1, Trust Mandate. The difference in long-term forest 

cover between alternatives B and F is 158,000 acres, which would impact trust beneficiaries 

upwards of $800,000,000. Alternative B leaves more acres available for operations and a higher 

total value of timber sales, and shows a positive trend for bare land value. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C369, C547 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR erroneously concludes that Alternative B harms the marbled murrelet while Alternative H 

favors it. Both alternatives protect occupied sites; however, Alternative H protects a greater 

number of acres, including forested areas that are not currently habitat and some areas that will 

never become habitat during the life of the 1997 HCP. Additionally, both alternatives B and H 

meter (delay) the harvest of habitat during the first two decades of the plan. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C369 

Response 

It is true that Alternative H conserves more acres than Alternative B. Both alternatives conserve 

occupied sites; however, only Alternative H provides buffers on occupied sites. Alternative B 

conserves known occupied sites, but these sites are not protected with buffers. All other 
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alternatives buffer occupied sites. Occupied sites left unbuffered are likely to incur more loss due 

to windthrow and erode in size over time. 

Occupied site buffers are important because they provide current or future security forest around 

occupied sites, lessening edge impacts within the occupied sites and potentially increasing nest 

success for marbled murrelet using those occupied sites. They also can protect the occupied sites 

from predation, wind, and other disturbances.  

Alternative H also includes special habitat areas, which are areas of current and future marbled 

murrelet habitat and security forests. All areas within special habitat areas, including current 

habitat, future habitat, and security forest, serve important roles in maintaining and creating 

secure landscapes for marbled murrelet nesting. Refer to Text Box 2.2.2 in the FEIS for a 

definition of security forest. 

Alternative H is the only alternative that includes intentional metering (delay) of harvest of some 

murrelet habitat outside long-term forest cover during the first decade of the planning period to 

give forests within long-term forest cover time to develop into higher-quality habitat. Refer to 

Section 2.3, “Profiles of the Alternatives,” in the FEIS for a description of each alternative. 

 

 COMMENT 

Page 4-62 of the RDEIS states that there is no substantial difference in population size or quasi-

extinction probability among action alternatives; therefore, the trust beneficiaries request 

Alternative B be adopted. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C369 

Response 

As noted in the RDEIS (Section 4.6), population viability analysis modelling results for the 

Washington population of marbled murrelets showed no substantial difference in population size 

or quasi-extinction probabilities. This result is due to two factors: (1) only 14 percent of the 

marbled murrelet population in Washington is attributed to DNR-managed lands (refer to Section 

3.6 in the FEIS), and (2) habitat conditions on non-DNR-managed lands in Washington do not 

change over time in the model, so the Washington population continues to decline throughout the 

50-year modeling period (refer to Appendix C, p. 33). The population viability analysis results, 

which focus solely on habitat changes on DNR-managed lands, indicate significant differences in 

ending population sizes amongst the alternatives considered (refer to Table 4.6.9 in the RDEIS). 

The Joint Agencies identified Alternative H as the preferred alternative. Alternative H most 

closely meets the direction provided by the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff in 

developing a preferred alternative, and meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking action on a 

permit decision. The board’s direction is to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, 
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address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. 

Alternative B does not buffer occupied sites and, as demonstrated in Table 4.6.5 of the FEIS, the 

impacts of Alternative B exceed the estimated mitigation provided. Alternative B also performs 

the poorest in the population viability analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 of the FEIS for a comparison 

of the alternatives, including how each alternative addresses DNR’s purpose of the proposal.  

 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed support for Alternative B, stating that it best minimizes impact to 

the trusts, meets trust obligations/mandate, impacts the least amount of state trust lands, complies 

with both the Endangered Species Act and the 1997 HCP, and meets the need and purpose of the 

long-term conservation strategy. Some commenters expressed that adopting any alternative other 

than Alternative B would be a breach of DNR's trust responsibilities. One commenter suggested 

enhancement of murrelet habitat on conservation land. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C275, C352, C355, C369, C403, C410 

Response 

The Joint Agencies identified Alternative H as the preferred alternative. Alternative H most 

closely meets the direction provided by the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff in 

developing a preferred alternative, and meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking action on a 

permit decision. The board’s direction is to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, 

address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. 

Alternative B does not buffer occupied sites and as demonstrated in Table 4.6.5 of the FEIS, the 

impacts of Alternative B exceed the estimated mitigation provided. Alternative B also performs 

the poorest in the population viability analysis.  

In its HCP amendment, DNR did not include a method of enhancing murrelet habitat. Alternative 

H does allow thinning in non-murrelet habitat in some special habitat areas for enhancement of 

northern spotted owl habitat; such thinning may enhance habitat for the marbled murrelet, but this 

is unproven at this time. Refer to Section 2.4 of the FEIS for a comparison of the alternatives, 

including how each alternative addresses DNR’s purpose of the proposal. 

 

 COMMENT 

Commenters support Alternative B because it provides revenue for school districts and other 

beneficiaries in perpetuity. Other beneficiaries include counties, fire districts, ambulance and 

hospital services, roads, libraries, and public health services. Alternative B also provides jobs, has 

the least impact on revenue and jobs, and provides the most revenue to trust beneficiaries. 

Commenters suggest that until more is known about limiting factors affecting marbled murrelets, 
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Alternative B is appropriate because it best meets conservation strategy objectives and DNR's 

trust obligations. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C225, C228, C234, C278, C293, C298, C301, C355, C362, C364, C394, C412, C440, C454, 

C456, C403, C10 

Response 

DNR identified Alternative H as its preferred alternative because it most closely meets the 

direction provided by the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff in developing a preferred 

alternative. Refer to Section 2.4 for a comparison of the alternatives, including how each 

alternative addresses DNR’s purpose of the proposal. Alternative B does not buffer occupied 

sites. As demonstrated in Table 4.6.5 of the FEIS, the impacts of Alternative B exceed the 

estimated mitigation provided, and Alternative B performs the poorest in the population viability 

analysis. 

 

 COMMENT 

Commenters expressed that existing conservation, including DNR's policy on old growth and 

areas conserved for Endangered Species Act compliance, are sufficient and that additional 

conservation is not necessary and would violate DNR's trust obligation. Setting aside additional 

lands would affect revenue to school districts and additional conservation would include second-

growth forest with limited value to marbled murrelets. Commenters urge the Board of Natural 

Resources (board) to adopt Alternative B. Because the marbled murrelet is an old-growth species 

and Alternative B protects old-growth and occupied sites, Alternative B is appropriate. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C103, C195, C352, C403  

Response 

Alternative H most closely meets the direction provided by the Board of Natural Resources to 

DNR staff in developing a preferred alternative. The board’s direction is to minimize impacts to 

murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate financial impacts to 

trust beneficiaries. 

Alternative H includes special habitat areas, which are areas of current and future marbled 

murrelet habitat and security forests. All areas within special habitat areas, including current 

habitat, future habitat, and security forest, serve important roles in maintaining and creating 

secure landscapes for marbled murrelet nesting. Refer to Text Box 2.2.2 in the FEIS for a 

definition of security forest. Alternative B does not buffer occupied sites. As demonstrated in 

Table 4.6.5 of the FEIS, the impacts of Alternative B exceed the estimated mitigation provided, 

and Alternative B performs the poorest in the population viability analysis. 
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 COMMENT 

Commenters state that Alternative B complies with the Endangered Species Act because it 

protects areas that are or could become murrelet habitat, including old-growth forests and 

occupied sites. Commenters state that marbled murrelets are an old-growth species. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C275, C369, C403 

Response 

Alternative H most closely meets the direction provided by the Board of Natural Resources to 

DNR staff in developing a preferred alternative. The board’s direction is to minimize impacts to 

murrelets, offset impacts, and address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate financial impacts 

to trust beneficiaries. Alternative B does not buffer occupied sites. As demonstrated in Table 

4.6.5 of the FEIS, the impacts of Alternative B exceed the estimated mitigation provided, and 

Alternative B performs the poorest in the population viability analysis.  

Murrelet nest sites and occupancy behaviors have been documented in second-growth forests that 

contain structural elements similar to old growth, such as remnant old-growth trees, or younger 

trees with platforms created by deformities or dwarf-mistletoe infestations (Evans-Mack and 

others 2003, Grenier and Nelson 1995). Only stands that are naturally regenerated (and therefore 

likely contain some scattered legacy trees from previous stands) are included in murrelet habitat 

(refer to Appendix E of the FEIS). 

 

 COMMENT 

In the RDEIS, all of the alternatives show a significant increase in quality and quantity of habitat 

by the end of the planning period, which means all of the alternatives meet DNR’s Objective #2. 

Since all alternative meet Objective #2, Alternative B does this and best meets DNR’s Objective 

#1. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C547 

Response 

It is true that all of the alternatives show an increase of habitat from current conditions by the end 

of the planning period. However, Alternative H most closely balances impacts (harvest) and 

mitigation (habitat growth) (refer to Figure 4.6.5 in the FEIS). Alternative H is based on direction 

from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset 

impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. 

This alternative best meets DNR’s need and purpose of the proposal by integrating DNR’s 

obligations to provide marbled murrelet conservation under the Endangered Species Act with 

DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide revenue to its trust beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ 
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need and purpose for taking action on a permit decision. Alternative B does not buffer occupied 

sites. As demonstrated in Table 4.6.5 of the FEIS, the impacts of Alternative B exceed the 

estimated mitigation provided, and Alternative B performs the poorest in the population viability 

analysis. Refer to Section 2.4 for a comparison of the alternatives, including how each alternative 

addresses DNR’s purpose of the proposal. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR’s Objective #3 is best met by Alternative B because it allows the most land for active 

management. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C547 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

Alternative B best meets all the DNR objectives. It is believed to go above and beyond the pledge 

of the 1997 HCP, but it is supported. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C547 

Response 

Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff to 

minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate 

financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. Alternative B does not buffer occupied sites. As 

demonstrated in Table 4.6.5 of the FEIS, the impacts of Alternative B exceed the estimated 

mitigation provided, and Alternative B performs the poorest in the population viability analysis. 

Refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS for a discussion on the respective need and purpose of DNR and 

USFWS for the proposed action. Refer to Section 2.4 for a comparison of the alternatives, 

including how each alternative addresses DNR’s purpose of the proposal. 
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Subtopic: Against Alternative B 

 COMMENT 

Alternative B should be eliminated from consideration in the FEIS because it fails on its face to 

meet the Section 10 issuance criteria of the Endangered Species Act. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

The Joint Agencies agreed to explore a range of alternatives in the EIS. The need and purpose of 

each agency is clearly stated in Chapter 1. The alternatives presented in the RDEIS and FEIS 

represent a range of approaches to marbled murrelet habitat conservation to meet the need and 

purpose for both agencies. The range of alternatives is believed to be reasonable, and the analysis 

is presented to understand the environmental consequences of each alternative. After conducting 

the analysis, all alternatives may not meet both agencies’ need and purpose statements (refer to 

Section 1.1 and Chapter 2 of the FEIS). Alternative B is included in the RDEIS and FEIS as an 

alternative for the Board of Natural Resources to consider, but the Joint Agencies’ preferred 

alternative is Alternative H. 

Subtopic: Supports Alternative F 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed a preference for Alternative F and protecting as much habitat as 

possible. Commenters state that Alternative F does the most to support marbled murrelets, 

provides habitat needed to buffer against climate change impacts including fire and extreme wind 

or rain events, conserves and grows more habitat (170,000 acres) compared to Alternative H 

(43,000 acres), and results in a larger marbled murrelet population compared to Alternative H. 

One commenter noted that forests that are set aside will sequester carbon, act as a gene pool, and 

help both wildlife and people survive hotter, more extreme conditions. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C9, C105, C114, C144, C152, C159, C164, C166, C170, C177, C180, C187, C188, C246, C249, 

C250, C251, C252, C442, C253, C254, C255, C256, C257, C258, C260, C261, C263, C266, 

C267,C271, C273, C274,C281, C314, C315, C331, C348, C357, C60, C383, C409, C445, C461, 

C453, C213 
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Response 

While Alternative F includes more conservation, Alternative H most closely meets the direction 

provided by the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff in developing a preferred alternative. 

The board’s direction is to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, 

and reduce disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries.  

Subtopic: Supports Alternatives F and/or G 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed a preference for alternatives F and/or G because they include more 

conservation than other alternatives, meet the murrelet’s minimum requirements, are better for 

marbled murrelet survival, increase the size of the population, include no net loss of habitat, 

provide better resilience to climate change and human caused natural disturbance, better protect 

nest sites and interior habitat, and make a significant contribution to recovery. Commenters called 

for protection of all nest sites and both current and future quality habitat and also questioned why 

either Alternative F or G was not the preferred alternative. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C118, C124, C140, C149, C162, C185, C193, C198, C213, C220, C283, C289, C290, C312, 

C316, C317, C322, C351,C367, C396, C400, C406, C415, C416, C417, C422, C436, C443, 

C460, C463, C466, C467 

Response 

Alternative H most closely meets the direction provided by the Board of Natural Resources to 

DNR staff to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce 

disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries.  

Alternative H protects all occupied sites, including the 16,000 acres of occupied sites identified 

by the 2008 Science Team, and includes 100-meter buffers on those sites. This alternative 

balances impacts (harvest) and mitigation (habitat growth) and also increases the amount of 

interior forest in long-term forest cover over the analysis period. Refer to Section 2.4 of the FEIS 

for a comparison of the alternatives, including how each alternative addresses DNR’s purpose of 

the proposal.  
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Subtopic: Against Alternative F or G 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed that alternatives F and G are insufficient to protect the marbled 

murrelet and buffer forests. Specifically, Alternative F does not significantly restrict logging and 

timber management or account for the continued population decline that happened during the 

lengthy delay in adopting a long-term conservation strategy; even under Alternative F, 

populations decline for several decades. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C151, C244, C290, C322, C389, C462 

Response 

Alternative F is the most conservative of the alternatives under consideration for the long-term 

conservation strategy. Alternatives that include greater amounts of conservation than Alternative 

F were proposed in the comments on the DEIS. Those proposed alternatives do not accomplish 

DNR’s need and purpose, which includes obtaining long-term certainty for timber harvest and 

other management activities on forested state trust lands consistent with DNR’s fiduciary 

responsibility to the trust beneficiaries, as defined by law. DNR determined that the proposed 

alternatives that conserved more habitat than Alternative F are not consistent with DNR’s 

objectives for the proposal because of impacts to trust beneficiaries from harvest restrictions and 

because the mitigation imposed greatly exceeds impacts from DNR’s activities proposed under 

the existing alternatives. USFWS concurs that the proposed mitigation under these alternatives 

would greatly exceed the impacts from DNR’s activities. Based on analysis of impacts to trust 

beneficiaries, these alternatives were not considered economically feasible in view of DNR’s trust 

obligations, and thus not considered reasonable alternatives pursuant to 43 CFR 46.420(b). Refer 

to “Commenter Alternatives Not Analyzed in Detail” in Chapter 2 of the FEIS for more 

information. 

 

 COMMENT 

Alternatives G and F do not meet DNR's trust obligation and are not reasonable alternatives. 

Setting aside potential conservation areas for all alternatives while the long-term conservation 

strategy is in development also violates DNR's trust obligation. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C224 

Response 

The interim strategy is required as part of DNR's 1997 HCP and allows DNR to remain compliant 

with the federal Endangered Species Act while managing state trust lands and developing a long-

term conservation strategy. 

Subtopic: Clarification of Alternative G  

 COMMENT 

Alternative G, developed in response to comments on the DEIS, predominantely from WDFW 

and USEPA, advocates for 100-meter, non-managed buffers around all occupied areas. This is not 

made clear on p. 2-51 of the RDEIS. In its comments on the DEIS, WDFW clearly specified 100-

meter, non-managed buffers around all occupied areas.   

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

The Joint Agencies developed Alternative G in response to comments received on the DEIS, 

including comments from WDFW and USEPA. In developing this alternative, DNR did not 

include WDFW’s suggestion of non-managed buffers. Thinning is allowed in occupied site 

buffers to enhance or maintain security forest with windfirm canopies. DNR has clarified this 

issue in the FEIS; refer to Section 2.3, “Profile of the Alternatives,” of the FEIS for more 

information. 

Subtopic: Supports Alternative G 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed support for Alternative G because of the level of protection it 

provides for marbled murrelet habitat. This alternative maximizes population survival but reduces 

financial impacts to trust beneficiaries as compared to Alternative F, and does not overly impact 

the timber industry. Suggested modifications to Alternative G include releasing for harvest areas 

of marginal habitat that do not provide key buffering for higher quality habitat or occupied sites 

now or in the future, and reducing impacts to Wahkiakum County. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C100, C101, C132, C204, C209, C205, C209, C297, C305 
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Response 

Alternatives F and G include more conservation than Alternative H and provide more support for 

marbled murrelets. Although Alternative G would have lower impacts to trust beneficiaries than 

Alternative F, those impacts are still higher than Alternative H.  

Alternative H most closely meets the direction provided by the Board of Natural Resources to 

DNR staff to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce 

disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries.  

 

 COMMENT 

Alternative G appears to be the best alternative. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Support Alternative H  

 COMMENT 

Commenter supports Alternative H. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C118, C140, C317, C351 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Against Alternative H 

 COMMENT 

Alternative G is not as good as Alternative F but better than Alternative H. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 



  RDEIS COMMENT RESPONSES 

 
 
Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy FEIS 
Appendix S  Page S-129 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS does not demonstrate that the preferred alternative meets the purpose statements 

regarding long-term certainty for management and obligations under the Endangered Species Act. 

The RDEIS also does not demonstrate that the preferred alternative will do more to satisfy the 

stated need than alternatives that entail less timber harvest. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

The purpose of an EIS is to analyze adverse impacts to the environment of the proposal, including 

impacts from a reasonable range of alternatives. The Board of Natural Resources has the 

discretion to select an alternative within the range analyzed that they believe best meets the need 

and purpose of the proposal. Refer to Section 2.4 for a comparison of the alternatives, including 

how each alternative addresses DNR’s purpose of the proposal. Ultimately, the USFWS is 

required to determine if the Board of Natural Resources’ selected alternative meets Section 10 

issuance criteria under the Endangered Species Act and will either issue, issue with conditions, or 

deny the permit amendment. 

 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed opposition to Alternative H because it does not consider the 

portion of each counties’ economy that is timber based. They believe this alternative would cause 

hardship to counties dependent on timber revenue such as Clallam County, and would harm rural 

economies and jobs across western Washington. They also fear that Alternative H will cause a 

lumber shortage and make prices rise. Commenters believe that Alternative H does not meet 

DNR's duty of undivided loyalty to the trusts and does not meet Objective #2 as stated in the 

RDEIS, in which DNR expects “to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting 

marbled murrelet populations.” 

One commenter encouraged DNR to work on doing this strategy right and in a collaborative 

process, rather than going forward with Alternative H, which they claim has flaws that raise 

questions about DNR’s compliance with its fiduciary trust management obligations.  

RDEIS Commenters 

C228, C229, C241, C292, C293, C300, C301, C369, C422, C454 
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Response 

Potential impacts at the county level are included in Section 4.11 of the FEIS. In addition, DNR 

has conducted an analysis of the potential impacts of the HCP amendment on taxing districts 

(refer to Appendix R in the FEIS).  

Alternative H was developed to meet direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff 

to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate 

financial impacts to trust beneficiaries.  

 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters are opposed to Alternative H for a number of reasons. It does not protect 

habitat and will not support marbled murrelets; it includes too much harvest of mature and old-

growth forest; it has too little mitigation; it allows a net loss of 1,000 acres of habitat in the North 

Puget Planning unit over 50 years; it does not incorporate the best available science for marbled 

murrelet recovery; it does not consider habitat loss from fire, wood piracy, storms, road building, 

or climate change; it only increases conservation by 10,000 acres; it reduces forest cover around 

occupied sites and buffers in the Straits, preventing expansion of geographic distribution and 

inhibiting habitat growth; and it protects less habitat than Alternative F or what was 

recommended in the 2008 Science Team Report. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C105, C124, C127, C135, C138, C144, C145, C149, C159, C176, C194, C204, C205, C213, 

C220, C253, C257, C269, C283, C314, C315, C325, C329, C343,C344,C375, C384, C404, C406, 

C409, C417, C421, C422, C439, C444, C450, C461, C453, C470, C471, C472, C473, C474, 

C475, C476, C477, C478, C480, C481, C482, C483, C484, C485, C487, C488, C489, C490, 

C491, C492, C493, C494, C495, C496, C497, C498, C499, C500, C501, C502, C503, C504, 

C505, C506, C507, C508, C509, C510, C511, C512, C513, C514, C515, C516, C517, C518, 

C519, C520, C521, C522, C523, C524l, C525, C526, C527, C528, C529, C530, C531, C532, 

C533, C534, C535, C536, C537, C538, C539, C540, C541, C542, C543, C545, C546 

Response 

DNR’s current policy (DNR 2006) is to defer from harvest all old-growth forests. DNR defines 

old growth as forests that are in the structurally complex stage of stand development, at least five 

acres in size, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start of European 

settlement in the Pacific Northwest. The long-term conservation strategy will not alter this policy. 

Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff to 

minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate 

financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. This alternative best meets DNR’s need and purpose by 

integrating DNR’s obligations to provide marbled murrelet conservation under the Endangered 
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Species Act with DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide revenue to its trust beneficiaries, and 

best meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking action on a permit decision. 

Alternative H protects all existing occupied sites and captures existing habitat within 20 special 

habitat areas that are distributed across strategic locations. Strategic locations are geographic 

areas within Washington that the Joint Agencies view as having a disproportionately high 

importance for murrelet conservation. Strategic locations include North Puget, Southwest 

Washington, and the OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha River). The OESF and Straits (west of 

the Elwha River) and the Southwest Washington strategic location contain the most acres of land 

contributing to marbled murrelet conservation. 

Of the 20 special habitat areas, 19 contain an occupied site. All the special habitat areas include 

current habitat, future habitat, and security forest. Alternative H also applies 100-meter buffers on 

all occupied sites and increases the amount of interior forest habitat in long-term forest cover. 

Special habitat areas are part of long-term forest cover, which is defined as DNR-managed 

forestlands with commitments to maintaining permanent forest cover to provide long-term 

conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. Although DNR may perform some management in 

long-term forest cover, these areas are excluded from variable retention harvest planning under 

the sustainable harvest calculation. Refer to Table 2.2.1 in the FEIS for the total acres of long-

term forest cover under Alternative H. 

Alternative H does allow some harvest of low and high-quality murrelet habitat outside long-term 

forest cover. However, DNR will delay (meter) the harvest of some of this habitat during the first 

decade to give forests within long-term forest cover time to develop into higher-quality habitat to 

achieve no net loss of adjusted acres of habitat over the first decade. Alternative H was designed 

to have a smaller conservation footprint than Alternative F to more closely balance impacts 

(harvest) and mitigation (habitat growth), per direction from the Board of Natural Resources. 

Alternative H accounts for uncertainties that were not addressed in the analytical framework. 

Those uncertainties include the possibility of natural disturbances impacting habitat protected in 

long-term forest cover in the future such as windthrow, fire, and disease. To account for the 

possibility of these natural disturbances occurring, the mitigation in Alternative H exceeds impact 

by 809 adjusted acres (refer to Table 4.6.5 in the FEIS; refer to Appendix T of the FEIS for more 

information on mitigation for natural disturbance). 

The best available science was used throughout the development and analysis of the alternatives. 

The 2008 Science Team Report was referenced repeatedly in the DEIS, RDEIS, and FEIS, and is 

the basis for several components of the long-term conservation strategy, including the P-stage 

habitat classification model and the addition of occupied sites to all action alternatives. However, 

the 2008 Science Team report was not the only source of best available science used to develop 

the alternatives and analyze their impacts. Many sources of current science also were used 

throughout the DEIS and RDEIS and carried through the FEIS. (Refer to Chapter 6, “Literature 

Cited,” of the FEIS; also refer to literature cited in the appendices.) 



  RDEIS COMMENT RESPONSES 

 
 
Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy FEIS 
Appendix S  Page S-132 

 COMMENT 

In the North Puget HCP planning unit, Alternative H experiences a net loss of 1,072 adjusted 

acres after 50 years. If Alternative H is adopted, this loss of habitat would create a larger gap in 

the geographic distribution of habitat on DNR-managed lands. This gap is concerning due to that 

planning unit’s proximity to the San Juan Islands, where marbled murrelet density at sea is 

relatively high. Commenters feel a long-term conservation strategy should result in a net increase 

of habitat instead. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C115, C117, C122, C151, C153, C154, C162, C173, C179, C185, C211, C272, C282, C289, 

C312, C316, C322, C337, C347, C382, C387, C389, C400, C413, C414, C416, C437, C460, 

C463, C466 

Response 

In the FEIS, DNR reports habitat by strategic location and landscape (refer to Table 3.6.1 in the 

FEIS). Habitat in the North Puget strategic location is currently estimated at 60,061 acres. 

Estimated habitat in the final decade of the planning period in this strategic location is over 

72,065 acres under Alternative H, indicating a net increase in total habitat over the term of the 

1997 HCP in this location (refer to Table 4.6.3 in the FEIS). However, the analytical framework 

developed for estimating impacts and mitigation applies both P-stage adjustments and temporal 

discounts to habitat that develops in later decades (refer to Appendix H to the FEIS), resulting in 

negative values in North Puget (mitigation minus impact) for some alternatives (refer to Table 

4.6.5 in the FEIS). Alternative H is expected to maintain the current distribution of murrelets in 

the North Puget area by protecting all known occupied sites and approximately 80 percent of the 

existing murrelet habitat and designating special habitat areas in locations with significant 

existing habitat. Alternative H results in a net increase in the total amount of nesting habitat on 

DNR-managed lands in the North Puget landscape by the end of the analysis period.  

 

 COMMENT 

Commenters state that a successful plan must result in larger, viable populations of marbled 

murrelets, expand their geographic range, and increased population resilience in the state for the 

next 50 years (or 100 years and beyond), while also reducing financial burdens on resource- 

dependent communities. The conservation strategy should result in population stabilization and 

recovery. 

Commenters requested that Alternative H not be adopted as the preferred alternative and stated 

that Alternative H does not do enough to make a significant contribution to marbled murrelet 

recovery and does not meet the long-stated biological goals. Comments further state that 

Alternative H likely will result in smaller populations of marbled murrelets and shrinking 

distribution of habitat, permits too much harvest of mature and old-growth habitat in anticipation 

of more habitat in the future, and does not include enough habitat as mitigation. Commenters feel 
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that DNR needs a more protective plan for the marbled murrelet, with more stringent protection 

for old-growth forests. Alternatives F and G most closely accomplish this goal but none of the 

propose alternatives go far enough. All eight alternatives project a continued population decline. 

DNR should start over and look for a solution that will save the murrelet will also supporting 

coastal communities that rely on timber. 

The current rate of decline could drive the murrelet to extinction. Please consider what extinction 

means when making decisions regarding Washington wildlife. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C115, C117, C122, C123, C135, C151, C162, C173, C179, C183, C196,C206, C207, C211, 

C212, C214, C244, C272, C282, C285, C289, C290, C312, C316, C322, C337, C347, C366, 

C375, C382, C389, C397, C400, C407, C414, C415, C416, C431, C435, C437, C446, C460, 

C463, C467, C483, C486, C544, C536 

Response 

Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff to 

minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, and address uncertainty, and reduce 

disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. This alternative best meets DNR’s need 

and purpose of the proposal by integrating DNR’s obligations to provide marbled murrelet 

conservation under the Endangered Species Act with DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide 

revenue to its trust beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking action on a 

permit decision. One of DNR’s objectives is to “Provide forest conditions in strategic locations 

on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of marbled murrelets 

resulting from DNR’s forest management activities. In accomplishing this objective, DNR 

expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet 

populations.” 

The decline of the marbled murrelet population in Washington is influenced by many factors, 

including loss of murrelet habitat. Refer to Section 3.6, “Current Population Trends and Habitat 

Conditions,” in the FEIS for more information. 

The population viability analysis model (Appendix C) was not designed to provide an absolute 

estimate of population response for a particular alternative. Instead, the model was developed to 

help understand how marbled murrelet populations might respond to the variations in murrelet 

habitat proposed under each alternative. 

Peery and Jones modeled several population scenarios at the scale of Washington State, and 

DNR-managed lands only (refer to Appendix C to the FEIS). The model assumed that habitat was 

the main influence on current population declines. Since only approximately 14 percent of 

murrelet habitat in Washington occurs on DNR-managed lands (refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS), 

the model focused on the relative differences between the alternatives by artificially holding 

habitat conditions on non-DNR-managed lands constant so that only the effects of habitat change 
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on DNR-managed lands would be modeled. Refer to Section 4.6, “Effect on Marbled Murrelet 

Populations,” in the FEIS for more information. 

The “enhancement scenario” on DNR-managed lands shows that all alternatives would reverse 

the declining population trend line for a population of female birds associated with DNR-

managed lands. Other scenarios show varying rates of continued population decline, although no 

scenario appears to increase the current rate of decline.  

DNR’s current policy (DNR 2006) is to defer from harvest all old-growth forests. DNR defines 

old growth as forests that are in the structurally complex stage of stand development, at least five 

acres in size, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start of European 

settlement in the Pacific Northwest. The long-term conservation strategy will not alter this policy. 

Refer to Section 4.11 for a socioeconomic analysis of the proposed alternatives. 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter asked DNR to protect all habitat in the Strait of Juan de Fuca and along the coast 

of Washington from Grays Harbor south. The current preferred alternative does not protect 

sufficient murrelet habitat. The commenter supports an alternative with the maximum amount of 

murrelet habitat and restoration of additional nesting places. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C405 

Response 

None of the alternatives protect all habitat in the Strait of Juan de Fuca and along the coast of 

Washington, from Grays Harbor south. Simply avoiding harvest of all habitat in these areas does 

not meet DNR’s need and purpose of this proposal. The Joint Agencies’ preferred alternative (H) 

focuses its marbled murrelet-specific conservation into 20 special habitat areas that are distributed 

across three strategic locations: the OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha River), southwest 

Washington, and North Puget. Strategic locations are geographic areas within Washington that 

the Joint Agencies view as having a disproportionately high importance for murrelet 

conservation. One of the reasons for their importance is proximity to marine waters (within 40 

miles), including proximity to marine “hotspots” (Raphael and others 2016), which are areas with 

higher-than-average murrelet density. The OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha River) and the 

Southwest Washington strategic location contain the most acres of land contributing to marbled 

murrelet conservation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the FEIS for more information on strategic locations 

and the areas conserved under each alternative. 
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 COMMENT 

Protect more murrelet habitat. The preferred alternative does not adequately protect old-growth 

forests. 

Commenter 

C186 

Response 

DNR’s current policy (DNR 2006) is to defer from harvest all old-growth forests. DNR defines 

old growth as forests that are in the structurally complex stage of stand development, at least five 

acres in size, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start of European 

settlement in the Pacific Northwest. The long-term conservation strategy will not alter this policy. 

Subtopic: Economic impacts as justification for Alternative H 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS uses the economic impacts as its justification for selecting the preferred alternative. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff to 

minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate 

financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. This alternative best DNR’s need and purpose of the 

proposal by integrating DNR’s obligations to provide marbled murrelet conservation under the 

Endangered Species Act with DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide revenue to its trust 

beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking action on a permit decision. 

Socioeconomic impacts (Section 4.11) must be discussed in an EIS when they are interrelated to 

natural or physical environmental effects (40 CFR § 1508). Chapter 1 discusses DNR’s fiduciary 

responsibility to trust beneficiaries. DNR’s Objective #1 recognizes that trust land management 

obligations include revenue generation and must consider the impact to trust beneficiaries; refer 

to the financial analysis in Appendix P to the FEIS. For a summary of impacts of the HCP 

amendment on DNR’s trust beneficiaries at the taxing district level, refer to Appendix R. 

 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS recognizes (p. 1-4) that the 1997 HCP requires agencies to fully analyze and show 

the socioeconomic reason why the agencies chose the proposed action. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response  

The discussion beginning on Page 1-4 of the RDEIS acknowledges that the 1997 HCP and 

incidental take permit provides DNR the stability, certainty, and flexibility it needs to meet its 

responsibility as a trust lands manager, which is to provide a perpetual source of revenue to its 

trust beneficiaries while simultaneously developing a complex, healthy, resilient forest ecosystem 

capable of supporting native species. The nature of DNR’s duties as a trust land manager and the 

different types of trust land are briefly explained in Chapter 1 of the FEIS. Refer to Section 4.11 

of the FEIS for an analysis of potential impacts to social and economic values. 

Subtopic: Scientific basis for Alternative H 

 COMMENT 

Alternative H is not based on science. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

The best available science was used throughout the development and analysis of the alternatives. 

The 2008 Science Team Report was referenced repeatedly in the DEIS, RDEIS, and FEIS, and is 

the basis for several components of the long-term conservation strategy, including the P-stage 

habitat classification model and the addition of occupied sites to all action alternatives. However, 

the 2008 Science Team report was not the only source of best available science used to develop 

the alternatives and analyze their impacts. Many sources of current science also were used in the 

DEIS and FEIS and carried through the FEIS. (Refer to Chapter 6, “Literature Cited,” of the 

FEIS; also refer to literature cited in the appendices.) 

Subtopic: Location of special habitat areas under Alternative H 

 COMMENT  

The RDEIS does not show precisely where special habitat areas are located on the landscape. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C416 
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Response 

Maps showing the location of special habitat areas are located in Appendix F of the FEIS. 

Appendix B of the HCP amendment contains detailed maps of each special habitat area, including 

township, range, and section information. The HCP amendment can be found in Appendix Q to 

the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Conservation alternative should have been analyzed 

 COMMENT 

The conservation alternative should have been analyzed. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413, C421 

Response 

A preliminary analysis of the "conservation alternative" and other proposed modifications of 

Alternative F is presented in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. The proposed conservation alternative did not 

accomplish DNR’s need and purpose, which include obtaining long-term certainty for timber 

harvest and other management activities on forested state trust lands consistent with DNR’s 

fiduciary responsibility to the trust beneficiaries, as defined by law. The proposed conservation 

alternative is not consistent with DNR’s purpose because of impacts to trust beneficiaries from 

the harvest restrictions and because the mitigation imposed greatly exceeds impacts from DNR’s 

activities proposed under the existing alternatives. Based on its impacts to trust beneficiaries, this 

alternative was not considered economically feasible in view of DNR’s trust obligations, and thus 

was not considered a reasonable alternative pursuant to 43 CFR 46.420(b). Refer to “Commenter 

Alternatives Not Analyzed in Detail” in Section 2.4 of the FEIS for more information. 

  Topic: Does Not Support Alternatives or Strategy 

Subtopic: Against cutting trees 

 COMMENT 

Washington cut its tall trees to make money, but California saved them and made money by 

attracting tourists to see them. DNR is making a mistake by cutting these trees as part of the long-

term conservation strategy. 

RDEIS Commenter 

544  
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Response 

Every year, there are an estimated 11 million visits to DNR-managed lands by people seeking a 

variety of recreational opportunities. DNR’s primary recreation focus is to provide a primitive 

experience in a natural setting through trails, water access, trailhead facilities, and rustic camping 

facilities. DNR broadly categorizes recreation as either “developed” or “dispersed.” Developed 

recreation occurs at DNR-managed recreation facilities and on DNR-managed trails. Dispersed 

recreation occurs outside of designated facilities and trails. 

Statewide, DNR manages over 160 designated recreation facilities and over 1,100 miles of 

designated trails for both motorized and non-motorized uses. Trailheads provide access to DNR-

managed trails and trail systems. Day-use sites and trailheads often provide informational kiosks 

and toilet facilities. Campgrounds provide recreationists the opportunity to stay overnight in an 

area managed for camping and may also provide access to nearby trail systems. Trail-based 

recreational use includes both motorized and non-motorized activities. Non-motorized uses 

include hiking and walking, trail running, horseback riding, hiking, riding with pack stock and/or 

pets, and mountain bicycle riding. Motorized uses include motorcycle riding, ATV riding, and 

4x4 driving. DNR manages designated trails for specific recreational uses or combinations of 

uses. 

Dispersed recreational activities include, but are not limited to, hunting, fishing, target shooting, 

rock climbing, dispersed camping, water activities, hiking, forest product gathering, and 

geocaching. DNR encourages responsible public use of roads, trails, land, and water, consistent 

with its obligations as a trust and land manager. 

For more information about recreational use of DNR-managed land and potential impacts to this 

use from the marbled murrelet long-term conservation strategy, refer to sections 3.7 and 4.7 of the 

FEIS. 

Subtopic: Alternative funding sources  

 COMMENT 

DNR should not have to choose between the survival of murrelets and old-growth forests and 

funding schools and other needs. Find alternative sources of funding, such as a state income tax. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C321, C350, C470, C536, C543, C544 

Response 

DNR’s current policy (DNR 2006) is to defer from harvest all old-growth forests. DNR defines 

old growth as forests that are in the structurally complex stage of stand development, at least five 

acres in size, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start of European 

settlement in the Pacific Northwest. The long-term conservation strategy will not alter this policy. 
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Refer to Section 1.1 for a discussion of the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for 

this proposal. 

Identifying and developing alternative sources of revenue for funding is outside the scope of this 

EIS. Per legislative direction in 2018, the Commissioner of Public Lands has formed a “Solutions 

Table” tasked with providing recommendations to the Washington State Legislature that will 

offset potential revenue and job losses in rural communities (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 

Subtopic: Alternatives do not support recovery 

 COMMENT 

Commenter does not support the strategy because it will destroy marbled murrelets to benefit the 

logging industry. Marbled murrelets need 567,000 acres of protected land. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C2 

Response 

Under each alternative, DNR will maintain “long-term forest cover,” which is DNR-managed 

forestlands with commitments to maintaining permanent forest cover to provide long-term 

conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. Although DNR may perform some management in 

long-term forest cover, these areas are excluded from variable retention harvest planning under 

the sustainable harvest calculation (refer to tables 2.5 through 2.8 in the FEIS for more 

information). 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 

riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres. The second part is areas that will be managed specifically for marbled murrelet. Amounts 

of marbled murrelet-specific conservation vary by alternative. Refer to Section 2.2 in the FEIS for 

more information. 

Subtopic: Does not support amending the 1997 HCP 

 COMMENT 

The commenter does not support amending the 1997 HCP because it is not in the best interest of 

the marbled murrelet. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C356 
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Response 

When the 1997 HCP was enacted, DNR adopted an interim conservation strategy for marbled 

murrelet habitat, with the understanding that a long-term conservation strategy would be 

developed once more was known about the bird's habitat needs (DNR 1997, p. IV.39). The 

amendment for a long-term conservation strategy is the fulfillment of a long-standing 

commitment in the 1997 HCP. 

Subtopic: Strategy needs improvements 

 COMMENT 

The strategy needs numerous improvements, for example addressing lack of habitat. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C316 

Response 

Under each alternative, DNR will maintain “long-term forest cover,” which is DNR-managed 

forestlands with commitments to maintaining permanent forest cover to provide long-term 

conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One 

part is areas that are subject to existing policy or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for 

Sustainable Forests, and Washington State law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural 

areas, and areas being managed under the riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP 

conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 acres. The second part is areas that will be 

managed specifically for marbled murrelet. Amounts of marbled murrelet-specific conservation 

vary by alternative. Refer to Section 2.2 in the FEIS for more information. Refer to Section 4.6 

for a discussion of habitat losses and gains over the five decade planning period. 

Alternative H seeks to most efficiently meet the respective need and purpose of DNR and 

USFWS (refer to Chapter 1 in the FEIS). DNR’s Objective #2 is to provide forest conditions in 

strategic locations on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of 

marbled murrelets resulting from DNR’s forest management activities. In accomplishing this 

objective, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled 

murrelet populations. 

 Topic: Other Alternatives 

Subtopic: Alternative supporting murrelets 

 COMMENT 

The commenter supports whichever alternative conserves and restores marbled murrelets.  
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RDEIS Commenters 

C5, C336 

Response 

Alternative H seeks to most effectively meet the respective need and purpose of DNR and 

USFWS (refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS), including providing habitat that minimizes and 

mitigates the incidental take of marbled murrelets resulting from DNR's forest management 

activities. By meeting these objectives, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to 

maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet populations. 

 

 COMMENT 

Adopt the alternative which offers the greatest likelihood of stabilizing or increasing the marbled 

murrelet population in the next 50 years. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C91 

Response 

Alternative H seeks to most efficiently meet the respective need and purpose of USFWS and 

DNR (refer to Chapter 1 in the FEIS). DNR’s Objective #2 is to provide forest conditions in 

strategic locations on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of 

marbled murrelets resulting from DNR’s forest management activities. In accomplishing this 

objective, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled 

murrelet populations. 

For the population viability analysis (Appendix C to the FEIS), Peery and Jones modeled several 

population scenarios at the scale of Washington State, and DNR-managed lands only. The model 

assumed that habitat was the main influence on current population declines. Since only 

approximately 14 percent of murrelet habitat in Washington occurs on DNR-managed lands (refer 

to Section 3.6 in the FEIS), the model focused on the relative differences between the alternatives 

by artificially holding habitat conditions on non-DNR-managed lands constant. Refer to Section 

4.6, “Effect on Marbled Murrelet Populations,” in the FEIS for more information. 

The “enhancement scenario” on DNR-managed lands shows that all alternatives would reverse 

the declining population trend line for a population of female birds associated with DNR-

managed lands. Other scenarios show varying rates of continued population decline, although no 

scenario appears to increase the current rate of decline.   
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Subtopic: Seek other alternatives 

 COMMENT 

Trees are so important, as are birds. Please seek alternatives! 

RDEIS Commenter 

C28 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Alternative that meets the Endangered Species Act 

 COMMENT 

DNR should adopt an alternative that meets the intent of the Endangered Species Act. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C176 

Response 

Pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered Species Act, DNR can only obtain an 

incidental take permit with the completion of an HCP that meets the Section 10 issuance criteria 

of the Endangered Species Act (refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS). The issuance criteria includes a 

determination from USFWS that the take will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival 

and recovery of the species in the wild. The proposed action also will be evaluated by USFWS in 

a biological opinion. 

Refer to Section 2.4 of the FEIS for a comparison of the alternatives, including how each 

alternative addresses DNR’s purpose of the proposal. 

Subtopic: Range of alternatives 

 COMMENT 

Comment stating the EIS violates NEPA for failing to include a reasonable range of alternatives. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C423 
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Response 

40 CFR § 1502.14(a) requires that an EIS “Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all 

reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly 

discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated.” Department of Interior rule 43 CFR § 

46.420 (b) on reasonable alternatives provides that “In addition to the requirements of 40 CFR 

1502.14, this term includes alternatives that are technically and economically practical or feasible 

and meet the need and purpose of the proposed action.” Refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS for a 

discussion of the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS of the proposal. The DEIS 

evaluated six alternatives, and two additional alternatives were evaluated in the RDEIS and FEIS. 

The alternatives considered includes a broad range of options for management and conservation 

of marbled murrelet habitat on DNR-managed lands. The Joint Agencies agreed to the range of 

alternatives analyzed in the FEIS. 

 

 COMMENT 

The range of alternatives does not account for DNR's lengthy delay in adopting a long-term 

conservation strategy, a time during which the murrelet's habitat and population have continued 

to decline. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Since approval of the DNR’s 1997 HCP and associated incidental take permit, DNR has been 

implementing the interim strategy, which includes conducting surveys for marbled murrelets, 

identifying marbled murrelet habitat, and deferring timber harvest in many areas identified as 

marbled murrelet habitat. As described in Chapter 5 of the FEIS, the interim strategy authorized 

the removal of some low-quality marbled murrelet habitat and allowed for some harvest of habitat 

that was surveyed and determined to be unoccupied.  

The Joint Agencies used the latest and best available information in developing the alternatives in 

the FEIS, including changes in marbled murrelet populations and habitat conditions since the 

adoption of the 1997 HCP. Additionally, the population viability analysis (refer to Appendix C) 

incorporates the rate of population decline for marbled murrelets observed in Washington in the 

analysis of the alternatives. 

Subtopic: Significant contribution 

 COMMENT 

Commenters urged the Joint Agencies to do more than minimize and mitigate the take of 

murrelets. The RDEIS incorrectly assumes that DNR will meet its contractual obligations under 
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the 1997 HCP to "make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet 

populations" merely by adopting a long-term conservation strategy that meets Section 10 permit 

issuance criteria. An alternative must be sought that makes a significant contribution to murrelet 

recovery on the state trust lands DNR manages. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C15, C16, C18, C19, C20, C21, C22, C23, C24, C25, C26, C27, C28, C29, C31, C32, C33, C34, 

C35, C36, C37, C38, C39, C41, C42, C43, C44, C45, C46, C47, C48, C49, C50, C51, C53, C56, 

C57, C58, C59, C68, C69, C71, C72, C73, C82, C83, C84, C85, C86, C87, C88, C90, C94, C97, 

C98, C108, C111, C112, C156, C157, C413 

Response 

Under Section 10 of the federal Endangered Species Act, USFWS may issue an incidental take 

permit amendment only if all legally-required permit issuance criteria are met. One requirement is 

that the impacts of DNR’s take is minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable. 

Measures such as conserving occupied sites, protecting most existing habitat, recruiting 

additional habitat, and reducing human disturbances to habitat are expected to provide habitat 

capability for marbled murrelets on DNR-managed lands. By providing habitat capability, DNR 

expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet 

populations and thereby meet the requirements of the Endangered Species Act and participate in 

the Recovery Plan for the Threatened Marbled Murrelet in Washington, Oregon, and California 

(USFWS 1997). Refer to section 1.1 of the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of DNR and 

USFWS for this proposal. 

 

 COMMENT 

Given the uncertainty regarding impacts of climate change on marbled murrelet habitat, the 

amount by which mitigation exceeds impacts under Alternative H may not be sufficient, 

especially given the known scale of past events. Alternative H is far less likely than Alternatives 

C, E, F, or G to ensure that habitat losses do not exceed habitat gains over time. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C297 

Response 

Raphael and others (2016) assessed current natural disturbance rates of marbled murrelet habitat 

and reported that, between 1993 and 2012, 11,116 acres of “higher quality habitat” was lost to 

natural disturbances across all ownerships in Washington, including federal reserves. This loss 

represents about 0.72 percent of nesting habitat over 20 years, or about 0.36 percent habitat loss 

per decade across all ownerships due to natural disturbance (wildfire, windthrow, insects, and 

disease). The analysis by Raphael and others (2016) was done using a “Maxent” marbled 

murrelet habitat model that the Joint Agencies found to be reasonably consistent with the P-stage 
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model (refer to Appendix E of the RDEIS). Davis and others (2016) studied natural disturbance 

rates of northern spotted owl habitat and found results similar to those reported by Raphael and 

other (2016) for habitat loss due to natural disturbance in western Washington. 

As described in Chapter 3.2 of the FEIS, under climate change some disturbance rates are 

expected to increase, such as fire; some are expected to be unchanged, such as windthrow; and 

some are expected to change in frequency and location, such as beetle outbreaks. Based on these 

studies, DNR estimated that the natural disturbance rate of murrelet habitat may double by the 

end of the 50-year analysis period. Under this assumption, mitigation needs to exceed impact by 

approximately 395 adjusted acres to account for potential loss of habitat to natural disturbance. 

Every alternative except B meets this requirement. Refer to Appendix T of the FEIS for more 

information on mitigation for natural disturbance. 

Subtopic: Trust mandate 

 COMMENT 

DNR should select an alternative that complies with its trust mandate. DNR should change course 

on the preferred alternative to one that does. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C221, C228, C241, C292, C293, C301, C318, C364, C394, C412 

Response 

The respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS of the proposal are discussed in Section 

1.1 of the FEIS. DNR’s Objective #1 expressly recognizes the trust mandate: “Generate revenue 

and other benefits for each trust by meeting DNR’s trust management responsibilities. Those 

responsibilities include making state trust lands productive, preserving the corpus of the trust, 

exercising reasonable care and skill in managing the trust, acting prudently with respect to trust 

assets, acting with undivided loyalty to trust beneficiaries, and acting impartially with respect to 

current and future trust beneficiaries.” 

Alternative His based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR staff to minimize 

impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate financial 

impacts to trust beneficiaries. This alternative best meets DNR’s need and purpose of the 

proposal by integrating DNR’s obligations to provide marbled murrelet conservation under the 

Endangered Species Act with DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide revenue to its trust 

beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking action on a permit decision. 
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Subtopic: No alternatives is sufficient 

 COMMENT 

Commenters state that none of the alternatives do enough to protect suitable habitat or the 

marbled murrelet, or achieve the objective necessary for the protection of the bird, and that all 

alternatives continue to log mature and high-quality forest. Commenters further state the desire 

for an alternative that addresses all issues impacting Washington’s marbled murrelet population 

and one that conserves all remaining high-quality habitat and does not allow management 

activities within the habitat (for example, road building, logging, or blasting). 

RDEIS Commenters 

C244, C259, C317, C327, C337, C387, C389, C390, C407, C416, C423, C424, C427, C430, 

C432, C434, C437, C438, C448, C455, C458, C462, C463, C465 

Response 

Addressing all issues impacting the Washington marbled murrelet population is outside the scope 

of this proposal. Under Section 10 of the federal Endangered Species Act, USFWS may issue an 

incidental take permit only if all legally-required permit issuance criteria are met. The same 

permit issuance criteria apply to consideration of incidental take permit amendments. 

One permit issuance requirement is that the impacts of DNR’s take is minimized and mitigated to 

the maximum extent practicable. Measures such as conserving occupied sites, protecting most 

existing habitat, recruiting additional habitat, and reducing human disturbances to habitat are 

expected to provide habitat capability for marbled murrelets on DNR-managed lands. By 

providing habitat capability, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and 

protecting marbled murrelet populations and thereby meet the requirements of the Endangered 

Species Act and participate in the Recovery Plan for the Threatened Marbled Murrelet in 

Washington, Oregon, and California (USFWS 1997). Refer to section 1.1 of the FEIS for the 

respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

Subtopic: General recommendations on alternatives 

 COMMENT 

Commenters indicated that the long-term conservation strategy should protect all occupied sites, 

existing high quality habitat, and forests that will become habitat in the near-term as 

recommended by scientists. Interior forest habitat should be increased and buffers established to 

protect chicks from predators, and those buffers should be wider. The long-term conservation 

strategy should protect all habitat with a P-stage value over 0.47 for one mile around occupied 

sites and habitat. The strategy should include more and larger marbled-murrelet-specific 

conservation areas to broaden the geographic distribution of murrelets in western Washington and 

to improve habitat conditions, help reduce or mitigate risk from natural and human-caused 

disturbances, and mitigate for planned logging without further risk to murrelet populations. The 
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long-term conservation strategy should not lead to smaller patches and fewer marbled murrelets. 

Larger areas will help to reduce impacts of humans or natural disturbance. Isolated conservation 

areas create habitat fragmentation that hinder the species’ survival and recovery. The long-term 

conservation strategy should include linkages between marine and forest habitat, and provide 

additional support for protection of “hotspots” around the Strait of Juan de Fuca and in southwest 

Washington. Habitat could be hastened with thoughtful thinning to promote growth. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C79, C115, C117, C122, C123, C135, C151, C153, C154, C160, C162, C173, C179, C183, C185, 

C190, C192, C196, C198, C199, C200, C211, C212, C214, C244, C272, C280, C282, C289, 

C290, C312, C316, C322, C324, C326, C327, C337, C339, C347, C366, C370, C381, C382, 

C389, C397, C400, C405, C407, C409, C413, C414, C415, C416, C418, C423, C431, C435, 

C437, C446, C447, C450, C459, C460, C461, C463, C467, C470, C471, C472, C473, C474, 

C475, C477, C478, C480, C481, C482, C483, C484, C485, C487, C488, C489, C490, C491, 

C492, C493, C494, C495, C496, C497, C498, C499, C500, C501, C502, C503, C504, C505, 

C506, C507, C508, C509, C510, C511, C512, C513, C514, C515, C516, C517, C518, C519, 

C520, C521, C522, C524, C525, C526, C527, C528, C529, C530, C531, C532, C533, C534, 

C535, C536, C537, C539, C541. C542, C543, C545, C546 

Response 

Under all alternatives, DNR will protect all occupied sites in the analysis area that were identified 

under the interim strategy. DNR currently protects 397 occupied sites under the current interim 

strategy; DNR will protect 388 occupied sites under alternatives B through H (refer to Appendix 

O to the FEIS for more information). Occupied sites are where marbled murrelet behavior 

indicative of nesting was observed during field surveys. Under all of the action alternatives, DNR 

will protect approximately 16,000 additional acres of occupied sites that were identified by the 

Science Team (refer to Appendix D of the DEIS for more information on how these sites were 

identified). 

The Joint Agencies recognize that occupied sites are not likely to account for all of the nesting 

behavior on DNR-managed lands in the planning area. It is likely that murrelets are nesting in 

other areas, with stands identified as high-quality habitat having the highest probability of being 

used for nesting (refer to Appendix E to the FEIS). Under each alternative, DNR will maintain 

“long-term forest cover” which is DNR-managed forestlands with commitments to maintaining 

permanent forest cover to provide long-term conservation for all species covered under the 1997 

HCP. Although DNR may perform some management in long-term forest cover (for example, 

construction of roads or thinning in areas of non-habitat), these areas are excluded from variable 

retention harvest planning under the sustainable harvest calculation (refer to tables 2.5 through 

2.8 in the FEIS for more information). 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 
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riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres. The second part is areas that will be managed specifically for marbled murrelets. 

Amounts of marbled murrelet-specific conservation vary by alternative. Alternatives C, E, and G 

conserve all high-quality habitat stands throughout the analysis area, whether those stands are 

located within or outside long-term forest cover. All alternatives except A and B apply a 

combination of special habitat areas, emphasis areas, or marbled murrelet management areas to 

provide additional conservation of existing habitat and reduce habitat fragmentation. Refer to 

Section 2.2 in the FEIS for more information. 

All alternatives except B include buffers on occupied sites to minimize edge effects from adjacent 

timber harvest that can result in windthrow, microclimate changes, and increased predation risk to 

eggs and chicks. 

In developing the alternatives, an emphasis was made to define large, contiguous blocks of 

interior forest. Interior forest patches that are not influenced by edge effects are recognized as 

important for providing secure nesting opportunities for marbled murrelets. DNR included edge 

effects in the analytical framework used to calculate impacts (harvest) and mitigation (habitat 

growth). The area of nesting habitat in interior forest patches is one of the evaluation criteria 

analyzed in Section 4.6 of the FEIS. 

The Joint Agencies recognize the importance of habitat distribution across the analysis area. The 

importance of protecting existing habitat along the Strait of Juan de Fuca is recognized in several 

alternatives though application of emphasis areas, special habitat areas, and protection of known 

occupied sites with buffers. Alternative H captures existing habitat within 20 special habitat areas 

that are distributed across strategic locations. Strategic locations are geographic areas within 

Washington that the Joint Agencies view as having a disproportionately high importance for 

murrelet conservation. Strategic locations include North Puget, Southwest Washington, and the 

OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha River). The OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha River) and 

the Southwest Washington strategic location contain the most acres of land contributing to 

marbled murrelet conservation. 

Measures to minimize noise and visual disturbance to nesting marbled murrelets are included in 

all alternatives (refer to Section 2.2 in the FEIS and Table A-4 in Appendix A of the HCP 

amendment). The alternatives allow for some thinning in young forests to enhance stand 

development in some areas (refer to Table 2.2.5 in the FEIS). 

 

 COMMENT 

Include enough acreage around nest sites to ensure no disturbance. DNR needs to work with 

aquatic lands to minimize distance between prey fish and nests. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C199 
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Response 

All of the alternatives, except Alternative B, include buffers around occupied sites to protect from 

disturbance. Influencing aquatic land management is outside the scope of this EIS. Refer to 

Section 1.1 for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

Subtopic: More conservation areas 

 COMMENT 

A few commenters expressed support for more and larger conservation areas. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C141, C161, C287, C352 

Response 

The alternatives considered for this proposal include a broad range of potential conservation 

areas.  

Subtopic: Marbled Murrelet Coalition alternative 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters wrote in support of the alternative submitted by the marbled murrelet 

coalition in comments on the DEIS, as well as those submitted by the Pacific Seabird Group and 

American Bird Conservancy, a modified Alternative F, or the Science Team recommendations 

(Raphael and others 2008). Some commenters supported previous comments submitted by the 

Olympic Peninsula Audubon Society, which endorsed the alternative submitted by the Marbled 

Murrelet Coalition. Commenters stated that these alternatives fully protect and restore marbled 

murrelet habitat, provide the best opportunity for marbled murrelet recovery, prevent further 

population declines and the need of additional conservation in the future, and are most likely to 

make a significant contribution to marbled murrelet population biological goals and support 

population recovery. 

Commenters expressed concern that Alternative H did not measure up to alternatives F and G. 

They emphasized the increase in conservation under alternatives F and G compared to Alternative 

A, stressed the importance of southwest Washington to marbled murrelets, and expressed concern 

over impacts from management activities, all of which could be lessened by selecting Alternative 

F or G. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C185, C206, C301, C314, C382, C389, C409, C431, C437, C462 
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Response 

The Joint Agencies did consider all of the alternatives suggested in response to the DEIS, 

including the alternatives proposed by the American Bird Conservancy, Pacific Seabird Group, 

USEPA, and the Marbled Murrelet Coalition, the latter of which was supported by the Olympic 

Peninsula Audubon Society. These four alternatives proposed by commenters would modify 

Alternative F. Each of these alternatives would create marbled murrelet conservation areas of 

varying sizes and configurations, and prohibit timber harvest of current and future habitat for the 

remaining initial term of the incidental take permit. All of these four alternatives contain 

significantly more marbled murrelet-specific conservation than Alternative F, which was found to 

have significant adverse impacts to trust beneficiaries when compared to all other alternatives 

analyzed in detail (refer to Section 4.11, “Socioeconomics”). The commenter-proposed 

alternatives do not accomplish the DNR’s need and purpose, which include obtaining long-term 

certainty for timber harvest and other management activities on forested state trust lands 

consistent with DNR’s fiduciary responsibility to the trust beneficiaries, as defined by law, as 

well as complying with the Endangered Species Act. Based on its impacts to trust beneficiaries, 

these alternatives were not considered economically feasible in view of DNR’s trust obligations, 

and thus were not considered a reasonable alternative pursuant to 43 CFR 46.420(b). 

Refer to Section 2.4 for a comparison of the alternatives, including commenter alternatives not 

analyzed in detail, and Figure 2.4.5 for more information. 

 Topic: Components of a Conservation Strategy 

Subtopic: Goals of the conservation strategy 

 COMMENT 

The goal of the conservation strategy should be species recovery, not take minimization. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C283 

Response 

The respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS are described in Chapter 1 of the FEIS. 

DNR’s Objective #2 for developing a marbled murrelet long-term conservation strategy is to 

provide forest conditions in strategic locations that minimize and mitigate incidental take of 

marbled murrelets resulting from DNR's forest management activities. In accomplishing this 

objective, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled 

murrelet populations. Accomplishing this objective also should aid USFWS in accomplishing the 

Recovery Plan for the Threatened Marbled Murrelet in Washington, Oregon, and California 

(USFWS 1997) and meet Endangered Species Act Section 10 issuance criteria, including not to 

preclude the survival and recovery of the species in the wild.   
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 COMMENT 

Commenters state that a long-term conservation strategy should include and meet the specific 

long-term state biological goals: stabilize and increase marbled murrelet populations, increase 

geographic distribution, enhance species resilience to human and natural disturbance, and make 

significant contribution to recovery. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C115, C117, C135, C151, C173, C185, C207, C211, C214, C280, C290, C312, C316, C322, 

C328, C337, C347, C382, C389, C390, C397, C400, C409, C414, C428, C437, C460, C463 

Response 

The respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for the long-term conservation strategy are 

included in Section 1.1 of the FEIS. DNR’s Objective #2 is to provide forest conditions in 

strategic locations on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of 

marbled murrelets resulting from DNR’s forest management activities. In accomplishing this 

objective, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled 

murrelet populations (refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS). Accomplishing this objective also should 

aid USFWS in accomplishing the Recovery Plan for the Threatened Marbled Murrelet in 

Washington, Oregon, and California (USFWS 1997) and meet Endangered Species Act Section 

10 issuance criteria, including not to preclude the survival and recovery of the species in the wild.   

Section 4.6 describes the potential effects of the alternatives on marbled murrelet habitat and 

populations. This section includes analysis of habitat gains and growth of habitat by the end of 

the five-decade planning period, habitat distribution, and the effects of the alternatives on 

marbled murrelet populations. The tables in this section summarize the effects of each alternative 

on murrelet habitat quantity and quality, and the resulting effects on murrelet populations (Table 

4.6.10); each alternative’s approach to reducing risk for murrelet populations (Table 4.6.11); and 

the effects of each alternative on the distribution of murrelets in Washington (Table 4.6.12). 

 

 COMMENT 

The long-term conservation strategy should explicitly state measurable biological goals and 

objectives and include provisions for strategy review, research to test assumptions and the 

effectiveness of management actions, and corrective actions as needed to meet mitigation targets. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C132, C322, C366, C404, C413, C422, C435, C446  
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Response 

DNR’s Objective #2 of the long-term conservation strategy is to provide forest conditions in 

strategic locations on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of 

marbled murrelets resulting from DNR’s forest management activities. In accomplishing this 

objective, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled 

murrelet populations (refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS). This objective is stated as a biological 

goal in the HCP amendment: “to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the incidental take of murrelets 

resulting from DNR's forest management activities, in a manner that increases the habitat 

capacity of DNR-managed HCP lands over the life of the HCP.” This goal reflects issuance 

criteria that applicants must meet when seeking an incidental take permit, which requires 

applicants to minimize and mitigate the impacts of such taking to the maximum extent practicable 

(HCP Handbook, p. 16-3 and 16-4). 

Under all alternatives considered in the RDEIS, the total amount of marbled murrelet habitat is 

expected to increase on DNR-managed lands over the term of the 1997 HCP, which will result in 

increased habitat capacity to support marbled murrelet nesting (refer to Figure 4.6.1 in the FEIS). 

USFWS will develop a biological opinion of DNR's proposed HCP amendment to document their 

conclusions and rationale regarding the effects of the proposed amendment on the marbled 

murrelet. Following the development of the biological opinion, USFWS will make a Section 7 

finding that determines the likely effect of the proposed HCP amendment on the marbled murrelet 

and decide whether to amend the incidental take permit and if any conditions apply. 

DNR’s research and monitoring and adaptive management obligations are stated in the 1997 HCP 

(refer to Section 5 of the 1997 HCP) and are not changed by this amendment. However, the HCP 

amendment adds more detail to these requirements. The Joint Agencies have agreed to the 

following regarding monitoring: Implementation monitoring will document forest management 

activities and describe them in sufficient detail to document compliance with the requirements of 

the long-term conservation strategy on DNR-managed lands covered by the strategy. 

Implementation monitoring also will periodically describe changes in landscape-level habitat 

conditions in areas managed to provide murrelet habitat. This requirement will include a 

summary of the quantity and quality of habitat (P-stage) in occupied sites, occupied site buffers, 

special habitat areas, and areas of long-term forest cover not included in the preceding categories, 

by HCP planning unit. Natural disturbance that occurs in these areas will be tracked through the 

reporting of salvage activities. In addition, during the first decade of implementation, DNR will 

report on the delay of the harvest of 5,000 adjusted acres of habitat. Refer to Section 6.4 of the 

HCP amendment for more information. 

The long-term conservation strategy is based upon conservation of existing marbled murrelet 

habitat and permitting other forest stands to naturally develop into murrelet habitat over time in 

long-term forest cover. Since effectiveness monitoring is the documentation of changes in habitat 

conditions over time, the methods are the same as those for implementation monitoring. 
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Validation monitoring will only occur within the OESF and will document marbled murrelet use 

of select areas managed to provide nesting habitat. Monitoring will rely upon surveys to detect 

changes in site occupancy. 

 

 COMMENT 

Comment 

The long-term conservation strategy should lead to more murrelets across more of the landscape, 

not fewer murrelets in smaller forest patches. Broader geographic distribution helps reduce the 

risk that major human or natural disturbances will wipe out significant portions of the murrelet 

population. Marbled murrelets are spectacular birds that are worth making sacrifices to save 

because they are the essence of the Pacific Northwest. Do more than you must to save this 

species. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C450, C470, C471, C472, C473, C474, C475, C477, C478, C480, C481, C482, C483, C484, 

C485, C487, C488, C489, C490, C491, C492, C493, C494, C495, C496, C497, C498, C499, 

C500, C501, C502, C503, C504, C505, C506, C507, C508, C509, C510, C511, C512, C513, 

C514, C515, C516, C517, C518, C519, C520, C521, C522, C524, C525, C526, C527, C528, 

C529, C530, C531, C532, C533, C534, C535, C537, C539, C540, C541, C542, C543, C545, 

C546  

Response 

Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR to minimize 

impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, and address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate 

financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. This alternative best meets DNR’s need and purpose of 

the proposal by integrating DNR’s obligations to provide marbled murrelet conservation under 

the Endangered Species Act with DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide revenue to its trust 

beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking action on a permit decision. 

One of DNR’s objectives is to “Provide forest conditions in strategic locations on forested state 

trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of marbled murrelets resulting from DNR’s 

forest management activities. In accomplishing this objective, DNR expects to make a significant 

contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet populations.” 

In developing the alternatives, an emphasis was made to define large, contiguous blocks of 

interior forest. Interior forest patches that are not influenced by edge effects are recognized as 

important for providing secure nesting opportunities for marbled murrelets. DNR included edge 

effects in the analytical framework used to calculate impacts (harvest) and mitigation (habitat 

growth). The area of nesting habitat in interior forest patches is one of the evaluation criteria 

analyzed in Section 4.6 of the FEIS. 
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The decline of the marbled murrelet population in Washington is influenced by many factors, 

including loss of murrelet habitat. Refer to Section 3.6, “Current Population Trends and Habitat 

Conditions,” in the FEIS for more information. 

The population viability analysis model (Appendix C) was not designed to provide an absolute 

estimate of population response for a particular alternative. Instead, the model was developed to 

help understand how marbled murrelet populations might respond to the variations in murrelet 

habitat proposed under each alternative. 

Peery and Jones modeled several population scenarios at the scale of Washington State, and 

DNR-managed lands only (refer to Appendix C to the FEIS). The model assumed that habitat was 

the main influence on current population declines. Since only approximately 14 percent of 

murrelet habitat in Washington occurs on DNR-managed lands (refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS), 

the model focused on the relative differences between the alternatives by artificially holding 

habitat conditions on non-DNR-managed lands constant. Refer to Section 4.6, “Effect on Marbled 

Murrelet Populations,” in the FEIS for more information. 

The “enhancement scenario” on DNR-managed lands shows that all alternatives would reverse 

the declining population trend line for a population of female birds associated with DNR-

managed lands. Other scenarios show varying rates of continued population decline, although no 

scenario appears to increase the current rate of decline.  

 

 COMMENT 

Commenter supports a conservation strategy that protects vital mature and old-growth forest 

habitat and also reduces financial impacts to timber-dependent communities. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C450, C471, C472, C473, C474, C475, C476, C477, C478, C480, C481, C482, C483, C484, 

C485, C487, C488, C489, C490, C491, C492, C493, C494, C495, C496, C497, C498, C499, 

C500, C501, C502, C503, C504, C505, C506, C507, C508, C509, C510, C511, C512, C513, 

C514, C515, C516, C517, C518, C519, C520, C521, C522, C523, C524, C525, C526, C527, 

C528, C529, C530, C531, C532, C533, C534, C535’ C537, C539, C541, C542, C543, C545, 

C546 

Response 

DNR’s current policy (DNR 2006) is to defer from harvest all old-growth forests. DNR defines 

old growth as forests that are in the structurally complex stage of stand development, at least five 

acres in size, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start of European 

settlement in the Pacific Northwest. The long-term conservation strategy will not alter this policy. 

Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR to minimize 

impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate financial 
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impacts to trust beneficiaries. This alternative best meets DNR’s need and purpose of the 

proposal by integrating DNR’s obligations to provide marbled murrelet conservation under the 

Endangered Species Act with DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide revenue to its trust 

beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking action on a permit decision. 

One objective is to “Provide forest conditions in strategic locations on forested state trust lands 

that minimize and mitigate incidental take of marbled murrelets resulting from DNR’s forest 

management activities. In accomplishing this objective, DNR expects to make a significant 

contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet populations.” Refer to Figure 4.6.5 

in the FEIS for a comparison of impacts and mitigation under each alternative. 

Subtopic: Purpose of the long-term conservation strategy 

 COMMENT 

A fundamental purpose of the long-term conservation strategy is the protection of marbled 

murrelet habitat, not the economic development of logging communities. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C244 

Response 

DNR’s Objective #2 of the purpose of the proposal is to “provide forest conditions in strategic 

locations on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of marbled 

murrelets resulting from DNR’s forest management activities. In accomplishing this objective, 

DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet 

populations.” However, as a trust lands manager DNR also must “generate revenue and other 

benefits for each trust by meeting DNR’s trust management responsibilities” (Objective #1). 

Refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for the 

proposal and Section 1.2 for a description of DNR’s fiduciary responsibilities. 

Subtopic: RDEIS does not address previous concerns 

 COMMENT 

Revisions in the RDEIS did not adequately address our previously stated concerns related to 1) 

the failure of the alternatives to include meaningful measures to stabilize and recover the marbled 

murrelet, 2) inadequacy of the long-term conservation strategy to address impacts of climate 

change, 3) inadequate consideration of non-harvest revenue sources such as carbon offsets, 4) 

limitations on recreation facilities and activities in murrelet-specific conservation areas. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C185  



  RDEIS COMMENT RESPONSES 

 
 
Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy FEIS 
Appendix S  Page S-156 

Response 

One of DNR’s objectives for the long-term conservation strategy is to "provide forest conditions 

in strategic locations on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of 

marbled murrelets resulting from DNR's forest management activities. In accomplishing this 

objective, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled 

murrelet populations" (refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS). Existing conservation under all 

alternatives, along with murrelet-specific conservation under the action alternatives, is expected 

to aid DNR in meeting this objective and contribute to recovery of the species. Note that DNR 

manages only nine percent of the land within the range of the marbled murrelet in Washington 

and 14 percent of the total murrelet habitat in Washington (Refer to Table 1.3.1 and Section 3.6 

of the FEIS). 

While impacts to marbled murrelets specifically as a result of climate change are not known, 

potential impacts to both vegetation and wildlife in general are described in Section 4.2 of the 

FEIS. 

Consideration of alternate revenue sources is outside the scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 

for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for the proposal. 

For limitations on recreational facilities and activities in occupied sites, occupied site buffers, and 

special habitat areas, refer to tables 2.2.5 through 2.2.8 in the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Strategy components  

 COMMENT 

Commenter identified the following as needed in a long-term conservation strategy to support 

population recovery: 1) protect all occupied sites, including those identified by the Science Team; 

2) place minimum 100-meter buffers on occupied sites; 3) protect all P-stage 0.47 and higher 

habitat in the analysis area; 4) within the OESF, maintain all habitat greater than P-stage 0 in 

decade 0; outside of OESF, meter harvest of low quality habitat in the first decade; and 6) 

combine conservation areas from alternatives F, G, and H in the following ways: conserve 

existing habitat adjacent to or in close proximity to current occupied sites, especially where not in 

currently proposed conservation; give lowest priority to non-habitat or areas of no known 

occupancy; make larger conservation areas a higher priority in southwest Washington; retain 

isolated occupied sites because they make important contributions to geographic distribution 

throughout all planning areas and high value landscapes; and use Science Team scorecard results 

by geographic planning block in southwest Washington. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C409 
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Response 

Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR to minimize 

impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate financial 

impacts to trust beneficiaries. This alternative best meets DNR’s need and purpose of the 

proposal by integrating DNR’s obligations to provide marbled murrelet conservation under the 

Endangered Species Act with DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide revenue to its trust 

beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking action on a permit decision. 

Alternative H protects all existing occupied sites and captures existing habitat within 20 special 

habitat areas that are distributed across strategic locations. Strategic locations are geographic 

areas within Washington that the Joint Agencies view as having a disproportionately high 

importance for murrelet conservation. Strategic locations include North Puget, Southwest 

Washington, and the OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha River). The OESF and Straits (west of 

the Elwha River) and the Southwest Washington strategic location contain the most acres of land 

contributing to marbled murrelet conservation. 

Of the 20 special habitat areas, 19 contain one or more occupied sites. All the special habitat 

areas include current habitat, future habitat, and security forest. Alternative H also applies 100 

meter buffers on all occupied sites and increases the amount of interior forest habitat in long-term 

forest cover. 

Special habitat areas are part of long-term forest cover, which is defined as DNR-managed 

forestlands with commitments to maintaining permanent forest cover to provide long-term 

conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. Although DNR may perform some management in 

long-term forest cover, these areas are excluded from variable retention harvest planning under 

the sustainable harvest calculation. Refer to Table 2.2.1 in the FEIS for the total acres of long-

term forest cover under Alternative H. 

Alternative H does allow some harvest of low and high-quality murrelet habitat outside long-term 

forest cover. However, DNR will delay (meter) the harvest of some of this habitat during the first 

decade to give forests within long-term forest cover time to develop into higher-quality habitat. 

The commenter’s other suggestions, such as protecting all P-stage 0.47 and higher habitat in the 

analysis area, maintaining all habitat greater than P-stage 0 in decade 0 in the OESF, and 

combining conservation areas from alternatives F, G, and H in the manner described, would 

create an alternative with significantly more marbled murrelet-specific conservation than 

Alternative F, which was found to have significant adverse impacts to trust beneficiaries when 

compared to all other alternatives analyzed in detail (refer to Section 4.11, “Socioeconomics”). 

This alternative would not accomplish DNR’s need and purpose, which include obtaining long-

term certainty for timber harvest and other management activities on forested state trust lands 

consistent with DNR’s fiduciary responsibility to the trust beneficiaries, as defined by law, as 

well as complying with the Endangered Species Act. Based on its impacts to trust beneficiaries, 

this alternative would not be considered economically feasible in view of DNR’s trust 
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obligations, and thus would not be considered a reasonable alternative pursuant to 43 CFR 

46.420(b). 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenters are concerned about recovery efforts. A meaningful long-term conservation 

strategy should result in no net loss of habitat or increase the amount of habitat. It must set aside 

enough current and future old forest to not only offset the habitat the DNR plans to log but also to 

improve forest habitat conditions for the murrelet, without putting the population at further risk. 

DNR should adopted the recommendations in the 2008 Science Team Report, which include 

protecting all nest sites, quality habitat, and forest that will become quality habitat in the future. 

DNR also should protect larger and more connected areas of older forests that provide habitat and 

increase interior forest habitat. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C30, C135, C136, C138, C144, C149, C159, C194, C247, C255, C257, C269, C283, C314, C329, 

C343, C357, C365, C397, C406, C409, C436, C439, C453, C461  

Response 

The analysis presented in Section 4.6 of the FEIS demonstrates that the amount of murrelet 

habitat on DNR-managed lands is expected to increase under all alternatives considered over the 

five-decade planning period. 

Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR to minimize 

impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, and address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate 

financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. Alternative H has the closest balance between impacts 

(harvest) and mitigation (habitat growth). Refer to Figure 2.4.5 for impacts and mitigation of all 

alternatives. 

In developing the alternatives, an emphasis was made to define large, contiguous blocks of 

interior forest. Interior forest patches that are not influenced by edge effects are recognized as 

important for providing secure nesting opportunities for marbled murrelets. DNR included edge 

effects in the analytical framework used to calculate impacts and mitigation. The area of nesting 

habitat in interior forest patches is one of the evaluation criteria analyzed in the Chapter 4.6 of the 

FEIS. The amount of interior forest in long-term forest cover increases under Alternative H over 

the five-decade planning period. 

Alternative H delays (meters), until the end of the first decade of implementation, harvest of 

approximately 5,000 adjusted acres of current habitat that DNR otherwise would authorize for 

harvest upon amendment of its incidental take permit. The specific location and quality of habitat 

to be metered will be at DNR’s discretion. Metering will maintain habitat capacity while 

additional habitat is developed under the long-term conservation strategy. These metered acres 
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will become available for harvest at the beginning of the second decade (refer to Chapter 2 of the 

FEIS). 

Refer to Figure 2.4.1 for estimated changes in long-term forest cover by alternative, and to Figure 

2.4.2 for the increase in habitat quality in long-term forest cover under the alternatives. Refer to 

Figure 4.6.5 for adjusted acres of impacts and mitigation by the end of the planning period by 

alternative and adjusted for habitat quality. 

Many recommendations from the 2008 Science Team Report were incorporated into the 

alternatives considered in the FEIS. Examples include protection of occupied sites and buffers. 

The population viability analysis developed to evaluate the alternatives demonstrates that 

alternatives that conserve more habitat in the short-term and result in greater habitat increases in 

the long term are expected to have the lowest quasi-extinction risks, and greater potential for 

stabilizing and/or increasing marbled murrelet populations (refer to Section 4.6 of the FEIS). 

 

 COMMENT 

The conservation strategy must stabilize and increase the murrelet population on DNR-managed 

lands within the murrelet’s range, broaden its geographic distribution, and increase its resilience 

to natural disturbances and climate change. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C135, C206, C255, C257, C314, C315, C365, C375, C422, C439, C450, C453, C470, C471, 

C472, C473, C474, C475, C476, C477, C478, C480, C481, C482, C483, C484,C 485, C487C488, 

C489, C490, C491, C492,C 493, C494, C495, C496,C 497, C498, C499, C500, C501, C502C504, 

C505, C506, C507, C508, C509, C510, C511, C512, C513, C514, C515, C516, C517, C518, 

C519, C520, C521, C522, C524, C525, C526, C527, C528, C529, C530, C531, C532, C533, 

C534, C535, C537, C539, C540, C541, C542, C543, C545, C546 

Response 

Chapter 4.6, Appendix C, and Appendix H provide information on how the marbled murrelet 

population could respond under the different alternatives based on the population viability 

analysis. All alternatives except Alternative B include buffers around occupied sites that are 

intended to reduce the risk of predation and natural disturbance. Under all alternatives, the 

amount of habitat will increase by the end of the planning period. 

As described in Chapter 3.2 of the FEIS, under climate change some disturbance rates are 

expected to increase, such as fire; some are expected to be unchanged, such as windthrow; and 

some are expected to change in location and frequency, such as beetle outbreaks. DNR estimated 

that the natural disturbance rate of murrelet habitat may double by the end of the 50-year analysis 

period. Under all alternatives except B, mitigation exceeds impacts enough to account for this 

doubling of the natural disturbance rates. Refer to Appendix T for more information. 
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Subtopic: Time period of the long-term conservation strategy 

 COMMENT 

Since old-growth species are measured by centuries, a meaningful plan should be focused over a 

longer time than decades; centuries or even millennia. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

This proposal is intended to amend the 1997 HCP with a long-term conservation strategy for 

marbled murrelets. The permit duration was identified in the Implementation Agreement to be in 

full effect for a period of seventy years from the effective date.  

 Topic: Impacts and Mitigation 

Subtopic: Take through harvest of potential nesting habitat 

 COMMENT 

Alternative H results in a negative population response compared to the baseline at the end of the 

plan’s term. Under the enhancement scenario, the population fails to return to starting population 

levels, with a decrease in reproductive females from 542 to 510 with metering of released habitat, 

and 500 females without metering. The commenter supports Alternative G (at the least), which 

would increase the population to 610 females, largely due to conservation of all high-quality 

habitat, all current habitat in the OESF, and larger special habitat areas, while still allowing for 

substantial harvest of low-quality habitat. Only alternatives E, F, and G conserve and grow more 

habitat over the next 50 years and are expected to produce the largest marbled murrelet 

populations over the long term. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C369, C305 

Response 

The population viability analysis model (refer to Appendix C to the RDEIS) was not designed to 

provide an absolute estimate of population response for a particular alternative. Instead, the 

model was developed to help understand how marbled murrelet populations might respond to the 

variations in murrelet habitat proposed under each alternative. 

The values presented in the comment come from the enhancement scenario of the population 

viability analysis for DNR-managed lands, expect that, in the analysis in the RDEIS, Alternative 
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G results in a population of 600, not 610 females. This is just one of the four scenarios considered 

in the population viability analysis. 

The current population is modeled as declining at a rate of about 5 percent per year (refer to 

Appendix C to the FEIS). Under the baseline, the amount of habitat available does not change 

over time. Given this baseline, the enhancement analysis for DNR-managed lands shows a 

continuous decline in the murrelet population. 

All alternatives result in a larger murrelet population than under the baseline. Under the 

enhancement analysis for DNR-managed lands, Alternative A shows a decline and then increase 

in the murrelet population. This projection represents a continuation of the no-action alternative 

(Alternative A). Alternatives C through H are projected to result in more murrelets than under 

Alternative A by Decade 5. The population viability analysis will be considered along with other 

data presented in the FEIS by the Board of Natural Resources. 

Subtopic: Mitigation of harvest in occupied sites or special habitat areas 

 COMMENT 

Harvest and thinning within occupied site buffers or special habitat areas do not appear to be fully 

mitigated under the analytical framework. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

The analytical framework is a methodology agreed upon by the Joint Agencies to provide 

objective, repeatable, science-based estimates of potential impacts and mitigation to marbled 

murrelet habitat from DNR’s land management activities under the 1997 HCP. The analytical 

framework provides the means to assess how DNR’s mitigation measures cover potential 

impacts. This quantification will enable the Joint Agencies to evaluate whether a proposed long-

term conservation strategy meets the issuance criteria for the incidental take permit. Refer to 

Appendix B for a full description of the analytical framework and how it works. 

Stand replacement harvest is not allowed in currently identified occupied sites or their buffers. 

Stand replacement harvest also is not allowed within special habitat areas. Thinning in occupied 

site buffers and in non-murrelet habitat within special habitat areas is allowed subject to certain 

rules and depending on alternative; refer to Table 2.2.5 in the FEIS and Appendix Q for more 

information, and to Table A-4 in Appendix A to the HCP amendment. 

To quantify mitigation, the Joint Agencies examine how many acres of long-term forest cover 

have a P-stage habitat value today and at the end of the 1997 HCP in 2067. Habitat values are 

adjusted based on time, edge effects, and other factors including geographic location. DNR’s 
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mitigation credit is calculated by subtracting current habitat from the future habitat in order to 

assign mitigation credit to total growth of habitat over the life of the 1997 HCP. 

Prior to approval, impacts from harvest included in the HCP amendment and incidental take 

permit, including thinning conducted in occupied site buffers or special habitat areas, must meet 

multiple criteria under the Endangered Species Act. Refer to the discussion of USFWS approval 

process in Section 1.4. 

Potential impacts to marbled murrelets from thinning in occupied site buffers would be mitigated 

through implementing limited operating periods if carried out during the nesting season. Thinning 

is restricted to current and future murrelet habitat and must meet additional restrictions as 

described in Table 2.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Use of existing conservation as mitigation 

 COMMENT 

The long-term conservation strategy alternatives impermissibly rely on hundreds of thousands of 

acres of "existing conservation" forests as mitigation of DNR's proposed past and future "take" of 

existing or potential marbled murrelet habitat. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Every alternative includes lands that are already deferred from harvest or otherwise conserved 

under the conservation strategies in the 1997 HCP, to meet policy objectives in the Policy for 

Sustainable Forests, or in compliance with Washington state law. “Deferred from harvest or 

otherwise conserved” means these lands are subject to existing policy or legal constraints and are 

excluded from variable retention harvest planning under the sustainable harvest calculation. The 

total amount of this “existing conservation” is 567,000 acres. Every alternative also includes 

lands that are specific to marbled murrelet conservation. These lands are different under each 

alternative. Combined, marbled-murrelet specific lands and existing conservation are called 

“long-term forest cover.” Not all lands that will be conserved are murrelet habitat. 

Existing conservation plays an important role in the long-term conservation strategy. Chapter 2 

more fully explains the conservation benefits provided by areas of existing conservation, even 

where these areas do not directly provide murrelet habitat. These benefits include insulating 

murrelet habitat from land use and forest management disturbances, and providing contiguity 

with other structurally complex forest stands. 

The analytical framework assumes that the loss of murrelet habitat from harvest outside long-

term forest cover (impacts) will be offset by development of murrelet habitat inside long-term 

forest cover (mitigation). Mitigation is only expected to occur when existing forest cover either 

becomes murrelet habitat or existing habitat transitions from one P-stage category to another. If 
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existing forest cover does not develop into habitat, or existing habitat does not transition from one 

P-stage category to another, DNR does not receive mitigation credit. Each habitat acre harvested 

and each acre grown have different habitat values, depending on their P-stage value, their location 

relative to forest edges, distance from other habitat areas, and in which decade they are harvested 

or develop into habitat. Stringers (narrow areas [less than 200 meters wide], predominantly 

riparian management zones, where adjacent uplands have not been designated as long-term forest 

cover) are not given mitigation credit. For more information about how impacts and mitigation 

are calculated, refer to Appendix H of the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Mitigation assumptions 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS continues to rely on scientifically-questionable and speculative mitigation 

assumptions, including geographic location and temporal value of future forests and not 

effectively considering the effect of climate change on to-be grown murrelet habitat. The RDEIS’ 

mitigation strategy relies heavily on unsubstantiated and biologically-risky assumptions 

pertaining to the geographic and temporal value of future marbled murrelet habitat. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Appendix B addresses the analytical framework that the Joint Agencies used to provide objective, 

repeatable, science-based estimates of potential impacts and mitigation to marbled murrelet 

habitat from DNR’s land management activities under the 1997 HCP. The best available science 

was used throughout the development and analysis of the alternatives. The 2008 Science Team 

Report was referenced repeatedly in the DEIS, RDEIS, and FEIS and is the basis for several 

components of the long-term conservation strategy, including the P-stage habitat classification 

model and the addition of occupied sites to all action alternatives (refer to Appendix E). 

However, the 2008 Science Team report was not the only source of best available science used to 

develop the alternatives and analyze their impacts. Many sources of current science also were 

used throughout the DEIS and RDEIS and carried through to the FEIS. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the 

FEIS; also refer to literature cited in the appendices.) 

The mitigation assumptions underlying the FEIS are built upon a principle hypothesis of murrelet 

conservation biology: that the quantity and quality of nesting habitat affects the murrelet 

population. Mitigation calculations recognize that each habitat acre grown will have different 

habitat values, depending upon their P-stage value, their location relative to forest edges, and 

distance from other habitat areas, and in which decade they are harvested or develop into habitat. 

(For more information on how mitigation is calculated as well as the science that supports these 

calculations, refer to Appendix H of the FEIS). 
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Geographic location is incorporated into the mitigation calculation through the delineation of 

marginal and high value landscapes (refer to Appendix H of the FEIS). It also is incorporated into 

the mitigation calculation through the delineation of strategic locations (Southwest Washington, 

OESF and the Straits [west of the Elwha River], and North Puget). Both approaches to 

incorporating geographic location into the value of mitigation are supported by science. 

All alternatives are likely to result in more carbon sequestered than emitted over the five-decade 

planning period. Other than Alternative B, all alternatives increase long-term forest cover relative 

to Alternative A, increasing likely long-term forest cover resilience, resistance, and persistence to 

a changing climate. Refer to the discussion of conclusions in Section 4.2 and Table 4.2.4 of the 

FEIS. As described in Section 3.2 of the FEIS, under climate change some disturbance rates are 

expected to increase, such as fire; some are expected to be unchanged, such as windthrow; and 

some are expected to change in location and intensity, such as beetle outbreaks. Per these studies 

DNR estimated that the natural disturbance rate of murrelet habitat may double by the end of the 

50-year analysis period. Based on DNR’s calculations, mitigation for any alternative should 

exceed impacts by approximately 395 adjusted acres to account for this doubling effect. Every 

alternative except B meets this requirement. Refer to Appendix T for more information. 

Subtopic: Biological risks of take and mitigation 

 COMMENT 

The Endangered Species Act requires USFWS to use the precautionary principles in measuring 

the biological risks of DNR's potential take and mitigation. 

 
RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Statutes and rules guide USFWS’ responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act. The duties 

of USFWS are correctly stated in their need and purpose (refer to Section 1.1 in the FEIS). 

Section 1.2 identifies the Section 10 issuance criteria and Section 1.4 contains a summary of the 

USFWS approval process. 

Subtopic: Mitigation for lands in conservation status 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS continues to give DNR effective mitigation credit for tracts of DNR forests for which 

DNR has already received fair market value compensation by the State to place these lands into 

conservation status. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

DNR’s 1997 HCP recognizes that land transaction are part of DNR’s forest land management 

activities, including transactions into conservation status. DNR committed to maintaining the 

conservation objectives of the 1997 HCP in its disposition program (DNR 1997, p IV-192). 

DNR’s Implementation Agreement with USFWS, which is included in the 1997 HCP, gives DNR 

the discretion to dispose of permit lands and requires that the recipient of the disposed land 

commit to managing the land in accordance with the 1997 HCP and the Implementation 

Agreement. The agreement allows DNR to receive mitigation credit for those lands (DNR 1997, 

Appendix B, page 6). 

Mitigation is only expected to occur when existing forest cover either becomes murrelet habitat or 

existing habitat transitions from one P-stage category to another. If existing forest cover does not 

develop into habitat, or existing habitat does not transition from one P-stage category to another, 

DNR does not receive mitigation credit. Stringers (narrow areas [less than 200 meters wide], 

predominantly riparian management zones, where adjacent uplands have not been designated as 

long-term forest cover) are not given mitigation credit. For more information about how impacts 

and mitigation are calculated, refer to Appendix H of the FEIS. 

 

Subtopic: Take-to-mitigation ratio 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS erroneously assumes that no more than a roughly 1:1 take-to-mitigation ratio is the 

"maximum extent practicable" DNR can provide in its long-term conservation strategy to be 

consistent with DNR's purported Trust Mandate. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Each habitat acre harvested and each acre grown have different habitat values, depending on their 

P-stage value, their location relative to forest edges, distance from other habitat areas, and in 

which decade they are harvested or develop into habitat. The comparison of impact and 

mitigation does not represent the future habitat capacity to support marbled murrelets. Alternative 

H contains 11,089 adjusted acres of potential impacts and 11,898 adjusted acres of potential 

mitigation, so there are approximately 809 more adjusted acres of mitigation than impacts under 

this alternative (refer to Figure 4.6.5 of the FEIS). The current amount of habitat on DNR-

managed lands is estimated at 207,000 raw (unadjusted) acres, and the ending habitat for 

Alternative H is estimated at 272,000 raw acres, indicating an increase in over 65,000 raw acres 
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of habitat on DNR-managed lands over the HCP analysis period (refer to Table 4.6.3 of the 

FEIS). All of the alternatives result in more habitat at the end of the planning period than at the 

start, regardless of the take-to-mitigation ratio, and, with the exception of Alternative B, more 

conservation acres overall than Alternative A. For more information on how P-stage acres are 

adjusted, refer to Appendix H. 

Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act specifies incidental take permit issuance criteria. The 

USFWS must determine that all permit issuance criteria will be met by a permit applicant in order 

to issue the permit amendment. One Section 10 permit issuance requirement is that the impact of 

the taking to covered species (in this case marbled murrelets) will be minimized and mitigated to 

the maximum extent practicable by the applicant through implementation of an HCP. The 

USFWS takes the position that full mitigation of a taking meets this requirement. If the USFWS 

determines that the taking is not fully mitigated, the USFWS will work with an applicant to 

identify practicable minimization or mitigation measures that would allow permit issuance. 

Ultimately, the USFWS must determine from a biological perspective whether the conservation 

measures in the HCP amendment will minimize and mitigate the impacts of the taking on the 

species’ status and/or its habitat. 

 

Subtopic: Harvest of high-quality habitat 

 COMMENT 

Given the length of the population viability analysis period (less than 70 years), harvest of high-

quality marbled murrelet habitat is a functionally permanent impact spatially and temporally that 

is not likely to be fully mitigated for individual impacts under Alternative H/the proposed 

amendment. It is a setback to persistence and recovery efforts for a minimum of 150 to 220 years 

or more for higher-quality habitat patches harvested and 70 to 120 years for lower-quality habitat 

harvested. Therefore, arresting loss of higher-quality habitat now and minimizing lower-quality 

habitat loss will be key for recovering populations into the future. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Appendix E to the FEIS provides a detailed explanation of the P-stage habitat model. Only stands 

that are naturally regenerated (and therefore are more likely to contain some scattered legacy trees 

from previous stands) are included in P-stage habitat (Appendix E, p. E-6 through E-7). Murrelet 

nest sites have been documented in second-growth forests with structural elements similar to old-

growth, such as remnant old-growth trees, or younger trees with platforms created by deformities 

or dwarf-mistletoe infestations (Grenier and Nelson 1995, Evans-Mack 2003). 
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Subtopic: Mitigation for disturbance 

 COMMENT 

It is not enough to reduce impacts from human disturbance. DNR must fully minimize and 

mitigate for disturbance take. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C409 

Response 

When developing the analytical framework, disturbance impacts to the marbled murrelet from a 

variety of human activities were taken into account. The Joint Agencies identified 36 DNR 

activities that may cause disturbance, and a step-by-step description of how disturbance activities 

were incorporated into the analytical framework is included in Appendix H. 

Disturbance impacts were analyzed in the FEIS. Refer to Section 4.6 for more information. Table 

4.6.14 provides the average estimated acreage of murrelet habitat disturbed annually during the 

nesting season, by activity group. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR should evaluate and mitigate losses from natural disturbance. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C314, C375, C406 

Response 

The analysis presented in Chapter 3.2 in the FEIS provides a general discussion of how natural 

disturbances may change in response to climate change, and Chapter 5 (p. 5-10) provides a brief 

discussion that climate change is likely to increase natural disturbance risks to marbled murrelet 

habitat in Washington. 

Losses from natural disturbance were considered in the alternatives. Alternative F includes 

marbled murrelet management areas, alternatives D and H include special habitat areas, 

alternatives C and E include special habitat areas and emphasis areas, and Alternative G includes 

all three of these areas, and all alternatives except B include occupied site buffers. These areas all 

are intended to provide security forest surrounding murrelet habitat. Each type of conservation 

area takes a slightly different approach to supporting murrelet reproduction by reducing the 

likelihood of predation and risks of natural disturbances. 

The discussion in Section 4.6 on the quality of habitat gained through time recognizes natural 

disturbances. Refer to Figure 4.6.5 comparing habitat loss and gain by alternative, and Table 4.6.5 
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comparing acres of mitigation minus impact, by landscape or strategic location and alternative. 

Refer to Table 4.6.11 for a summary of the approach incorporated into each alternative to reduce 

risk to marbled murrelets. 

 

 COMMENT 

The FEIS should include a detailed description of the methods used to calculate epsilon. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

The Board of Natural Resources (board) identified a series of principles to guide the development 

of a long-term conservation strategy preferred alternative. One of the principles stated that the 

preferred alternative should fully offset impacts and add additional conservation to cover 

uncertainty due to natural disturbance. The board developed the concept of “epsilon” to account 

for this additional mitigation. Under Alternative H, the adjusted acres of potential mitigation 

minus the adjusted acres of potential take represents epsilon. 

Raphael and others (2016) assessed current natural disturbance rates of marbled murrelet habitat 

and reported that, between 1993 and 2012, 11,116 acres of “higher quality habitat” was lost to 

natural disturbances across all ownerships in Washington, including federal reserves. This loss 

represents about 0.72 percent of nesting habitat over 20 years, or about 0.36 percent habitat loss 

per decade across all ownerships due to natural disturbance (wildfire, windthrow, insects, and 

disease). The analysis by Raphael and others (2016) was done using a “Maxent” marbled 

murrelet habitat model that the Joint Agencies found to be reasonably consistent with the P-stage 

model (refer to Appendix E of the RDEIS). Davis and others (2016) studied natural disturbance 

rates of northern spotted owl habitat and found results similar to those reported by Raphael and 

other (2016) for habitat loss due to natural disturbance for all lands in western Washington. 

As described in Chapter 3.2 of the FEIS, under climate change some disturbance rates are 

expected to increase, such as fire; some are expected to be unchanged, such as windthrow; and 

some are expected to change in location and intensity, such as beetle outbreaks. Based on these 

studies, DNR estimated that the natural disturbance rate of murrelet habitat may double by the 

end of the 50-year analysis period. Based on DNR’s calculations, mitigation for any alternative 

should exceed impacts by approximately 395 adjusted acres to account for this doubling effect. 

Every alternative except B meets this requirement. Refer to Appendix T of the FEIS for more 

information on mitigation for natural disturbance. 

 

 COMMENT 

Disturbance take needs to be added to the total take estimate. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Estimates of habitat area exposed to noise and visual disturbance are provided in Chapter 4.6. As 

noted in the FEIS, noise and visual disturbance do not physically remove or degrade habitat, so 

the effects of noise disturbance are not equivalent to habitat removed or degraded by timber 

harvest or road construction. Most habitat areas exposed to noise disturbance are also likely to be 

degraded by edge effects from roads and timber harvest. Habitat area degraded by edge effects 

from both roads and timber harvest are accounted for in the calculation of impacts and mitigation 

(Appendix H).  

Subtopic: Sources of take and mitigation 

 COMMENT 

The commenter says that the RDEIS sources of take and mitigation were underestimated or not 

accounted for, and the RDEIS does not adequately evaluate or underestimates all sources of take, 

including the impacts and degradation from storm damage, windthrow, wildfire, climate change 

and other natural disturbances to the marbled murrelet. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C117, C151, C160, C173, C185, C211, C282, C289, C290, C312, C316, C322, C337, C347, 

C366, C389, C422, C435, C446, C463 

Response 

Impacts to the marbled murrelet and impacts and mitigation estimates from DNR management 

activities on state trust lands are addressed in Chapter 4.6, Appendix C, and Appendix H of the 

RDEIS and FEIS. The Joint Agencies would need specific examples of DNR activities that are 

underestimated or unaccounted for to perform additional analysis. 

Subtopic: Road mitigation 

 COMMENT 

Disturbances such as road construction and the use of heavy equipment may result in take of 

murrelets that is not properly mitigated. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C135, C450, C453, C470, C471, C472, C473, C474, C475, C477, C478, C480, C481, C482, 

C483, C484, C485, C486, C487, C488, C489, C490, C491, C492, C493, C494, C495, C496, 

C497, C498, C499, C500, C501, C502, C503, C504, C505, C506, C507, C508, C509, C510, 
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C511, C512, C513, C514, C515, C516, C517, C518, C519, C520, C521, C522, C524, C525, 

C526, C527, C528, C529, C530, C531, C532, C533, C534, C535, C536, C537, C539, C541, 

C542, C543, C545, C546 

Response 

Appendix H of the FEIS discusses the quantification of impacts, such as edges created by major 

road corridors and disturbance impacts such as aircraft, ground-based activities, and impulsive 

noise generating activities, for the impacts and mitigation calculation. 

Subtopic: Impact and mitigation balance 

 COMMENT 

DNR should not support an alternative in which impacts exceed mitigation. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C204 

Response 

Refer to Figure 2.4.5 in the FEIS for the impacts and mitigation of each alternative. Alternative H 

most closely balances impacts (harvest) and mitigation (habitat growth) (refer to Figure 4.6.5 in 

the FEIS). Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to DNR to 

minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, and address uncertainty, and reduce 

disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. This alternative best meets DNR’s need 

and purpose of the proposal by integrating DNR’s obligations to provide marbled murrelet 

conservation under the Endangered Species Act with DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide 

revenue to its trust beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking action on a 

permit decision. Refer to Section 2.4 for a comparison of the alternatives, including how each 

alternative addresses DNR’s purpose of the proposal. 

Pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered Species Act, DNR can only obtain an 

incidental take permit with the completion of a HCP amendment that meets the Section 10 

issuance criteria of the Endangered Species Act (refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS). The issuance 

criteria includes a determination from USFWS that the impact of the taking will be minimized 

and mitigated to the maximum extent practicable and that the taking will not appreciably reduce 

the likelihood of the survival and recovery of the species in the wild. 
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 Topic: Marbled Murrelet Population Impacts 

Subtopic: Population decline 

 COMMENT 

The long-term (five decade) difference in population decline between alternatives B and H is not 

significant, with a decline of 70.6 percent under Alternative B and a decline of 69.4 percent under 

Alternative H. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C275 

Response 

The population viability analysis model was not designed to provide an absolute estimate of 

population response for a particular alternative. Instead, the model was designed to show relative 

differences between the alternatives to help understand how marbled murrelet populations might 

respond to the variations in murrelet habitat proposed under each alternative. Refer to Section 4.6, 

“Effect on Marbled Murrelet Populations,” and Appendix C to the FEIS for more information. 

The population viability analysis explores how marbled murrelet populations might respond to 

different alternatives through "risk" and "enhancement" scenarios at two scales: DNR-managed 

lands and Washington. The commenter appears focused on the result of the risk scenario at the 

Washington scale. Under the risk scenarios, the marbled murrelet population continues to decline 

due to an assumed lower survival rate in the model, resulting in only minor differences in the 

projected population sizes between all the alternatives considered at the Washington scale. By 

contrast, under the enhancement scenarios, marbled murrelet survival rates are assumed to be 

higher in the model, which helps illustrate differences between the alternatives and reveals how 

the population might stabilize, or increase, in response to increases in murrelet habitat at the scale 

of DNR-managed lands. 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter states uncertainty about which environmental changes are driving the population 

decline, and mentions ocean conditions and corvid predation as important factors that may have a 

greater impact on murrelet recovery than shortage of inland habitat. The commenter suggests that 

DNR implement practices that limit corvid attraction and adaptive management to address the 

issue, and enhance unsuitable habitat in existing conservation areas. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C275 
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Response 

Section 3.6 of the FEIS describes the biology and ecology of the marbled murrelet and includes a 

discussion of the factors that may influence population decline, including historic and on-going 

habitat loss, marine conditions, and corvid predation. The alternatives employ various strategies 

to reduce corvid predation risk (for example, applying buffers to occupied sites, and protecting 

security forest in special habitat areas), and also allows for thinning in young forests to enhance 

stand development in some areas (refer to Table 2.2.5 in the FEIS). 

 

 COMMENT 

Commenters expressed concerned about the decline in the marbled murrelet population and forest 

habitat in Washington. One commenter noted that marbled murrelet’s population losses are a 

serious signal, not just for the bird but also for the people of Washington alive today and 

generations to come. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C21, C23, C38, C72, C73, C87, C111  

Response 

The Joint Agencies recognize the declining marbled murrelet population in Washington and 

completed the population viability analysis to understand the potential impacts of the long-term 

conservation strategy on this trend. Refer to Section 3.6 of the RDEIS and Appendix C for a full 

explanation of the population viability analysis. 

All alternatives increase the acreage and quality of murrelet habitat over the planning period. 

These projected increases present likely positive impacts to the sub-population of murrelets on 

DNR-managed lands, even when considered against the ongoing population decline. If habitat is 

the primary limitation on murrelet population growth, all alternatives should result in a reversal of 

the population decline over time. However, under the "risk" scenario, the population continues to 

decline because this scenario assumes a greater influence from chronic environmental stressors 

outside the forest. Refer to Table 4.6.13 in the FEIS for key comparisons of the alternatives. 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter is extremely concerned about the decline in marbled murrelet populations in our 

state, and the loss of the forests the murrelet needs. Those forests have a tremendous capacity to 

store large amounts of carbon, helping protect the climate. Only older, standing forests have that 

capacity; in a forest that has been logged and replanted, the soil and dead roots are rapidly lose 

carbon as the young trees begin to grow. The IPCC #SR15 report, recently released, highlights 

the urgency of this moment. This is not the time to be cutting forests. Instead, as the murrelets 

decline shows us, we must do what we can to help our forests grow. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C110, C222 

Response 

Under all alternatives, the amount (acreage) and quality (P-stage) of murrelet habitat increases 

over the analysis period. These projected increases present likely positive impacts to the sub-

population of murrelets on DNR-managed lands, even when considered against the ongoing 

population decline. If habitat is the primary limitation on murrelet population growth, all 

alternatives should result in a reversal of the population decline. However, under the "risk" 

scenario, the population continues to decline because this scenario assumes a greater influence 

from chronic environmental stressors outside the forest. Refer to Table 4.6.13 in the FEIS for key 

comparisons of the alternatives. 

Although a carbon sequestration and emission analysis was not conducted for the marbled 

murrelet long-term conservation strategy, one was conducted by DNR in Alternatives for 

Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS (DNR 2016). These analyses found that more 

carbon was sequestered than emitted over a five-decade period under each of the sustainable 

harvest alternatives analyzed, and that the differences in the net amount of carbon sequestered 

between alternatives were small (DNR 2016). 

 

 COMMENT 

Marbled murrelets have become very difficult to find. It is imperative to act now to save the 

marbled murrelet. Adopt a long-term conservation strategy that protects remaining marbled 

murrelets and allows them to prosper and increase in health and number. These actions also will 

help mitigate climate change and preserve our forests. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C487, C493, C497, C524 

Response 

Section 3.6 of the FEIS includes a discussion of population decline, including the factors that may 

influence it. Section 1.1 sets out the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for the 

long-term conservation strategy. 

 

 COMMENT 

More needs to be done now to compensate for past losses and prevent functional extirpation from 

the state within next several decades. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

The long-term conservation strategy needs to stabilize and increase murrelet population size as 

soon as possible. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Under all alternatives considered, the total amount and quality of marbled murrelet habitat are 

expected to increase on DNR-managed lands over the term of the 1997 HCP, which will increase 

the capacity of DNR-managed lands to support marbled murrelet nesting (refer to Figure 4.6.1 in 

the RDEIS). The decline of the marbled murrelet population in Washington is influenced by 

many factors, including loss of murrelet habitat. Murrelet populations are expected to eventually 

stabilize in response to increased habitat area and decreased habitat fragmentation. Because 

habitat development is a slow process, there is uncertainty regarding how long it will take for 

population trends to stabilize, but there are indications that population stabilization is starting to 

occur in southern Oregon and northern California (Raphael and others 2018, p. 338). 

 

 COMMENT 

Any loss of habitat on state trust lands in the next decade will virtually ensure that the marbled 

murrelet population continues to decline rather than begin to stabilize. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

The amount of habitat available for marbled murrelets on DNR-managed lands is expected to 

increase over time under all alternatives. Refer to Figure 4.6.1 in the FEIS for more information. 
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 Subtopic: Cause of population decline 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS uses analysis based on the assumption that “habitat is the main influence on 

population decline.” This assumption is contrary to studies that confirm that the marbled murrelet 

is an old-growth species that is limited, in particular, by the absence of sufficient food. If ocean 

conditions are the culprit, more inland habitat may have little or no benefit to the marbled 

murrelet. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C547 

Response 

Section 3.6 of the FEIS includes a discussion of population decline, including marine conditions 

and other factors that may influence population decline. The population viability analysis 

(Appendix C of the FEIS) uses demographic information collected for marbled murrelets from 

intensive field studies based on the understanding of marbled murrelet ecology and nesting 

habitat needs. The analysis acknowledges the impact of other factors on population decline, 

noting that “. . . changes in climate and other environmental factors, particularly in the marine 

environment, that were not considered likely also impact murrelet population dynamics and will 

continue to do so in the future” (refer to Appendix C, p. 40). It is outside the scope of this EIS to 

measure impacts to the murrelet from the marine environment. Refer to Section 1.1 for the 

respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

Subtopic: Population increase 

 COMMENT 

The conservation strategy should increase the murrelet population size as a buffer against major 

human or natural disturbances. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C314, C453 

Response 

Under all alternatives considered in the FEIS, the total amount and quality of marbled murrelet 

habitat are expected to increase on DNR-managed lands over the term of the 1997 HCP, which 

will result in increased habitat capacity to support marbled murrelet nesting (refer to Figure 4.6.1 

in the FEIS). In developing the alternatives, an emphasis was made to define large, contiguous 

blocks of interior forest. Interior forest patches that are not influenced by edge effects are 

recognized as important for providing secure nesting opportunities for marbled murrelets. DNR 

included edge effects in the analytical framework used to calculate impacts (harvest) and 
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mitigation (habitat growth). The area of habitat in interior forest patches is one of the evaluation 

criteria analyzed in the Chapter 4.6 of the FEIS. 

Murrelet population trends are expected to eventually stabilize in response to increased habitat 

area and decreased habitat fragmentation. Because habitat development is a slow process, there is 

uncertainty regarding how long it will take for population trends to stabilize, but there are 

indications that population stabilization is starting to occur in southern Oregon and northern 

California (Raphael and others 2018, p. 338). 

Subtopic: Bookend scenario 

 COMMENT 

If no habitat were harvested (an upper bookend scenario) after five decades, DNR-managed lands 

are predicted to have 403,000 raw acres of habitat, equivalent to a 26 percent larger population 

size than Alternative F. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

The “upper bookend scenario” refers to a supplementary analysis requested by the Board of 

Natural Resources in 2016, to evaluate how no harvesting of state trust lands through the planning 

period would affect the modeled marbled murrelet population in the population viability analysis. 

At the same time, the board requested a “lower bookend scenario,” referring to a scenario in 

which all DNR-managed habitat would be removed immediately (Refer to Section 2.1 in the 

FEIS). The purpose of the request was to “portray the outermost boundaries of the model’s 

outputs for the murrelet population.” The board recognized that “these ‘bookend’ lines were 

outside the range of reasonable alternatives.” These scenarios were referenced in the RDEIS and 

FEIS, but not included as alternatives (refer to the presentation at the August 2016 board 

meeting). 

 

 COMMENT 

Population declines suggests that current management practices on state and private lands are not 

sufficient to ensure long-term survival of the murrelet. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C439 
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Response 

This commenter noted that estimated marbled murrelet habitat losses in Washington have been 

highest on non-federal lands. DNR manages approximately 9 percent of the total land area within 

the range of the marbled murrelet in Washington (refer to Table 1.3.1 in the FEIS), and manages 

about 14 percent of the total murrelet habitat in Washington (refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS). 

Most marbled murrelet habitat in Washington is located on federal lands managed under the 

Northwest Forest Plan (refer to Section 3.6 of the FEIS). 

 

 COMMENT 

Because murrelet populations have declined in the years since DNR began developing the long-

term conservation strategy, more must be done now to compensate for these past losses and 

prevent extinction in the near term. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C422 

Response 

DNR has been operating under an interim strategy for marbled murrelets since the HCP was 

adopted in 1997, and has largely avoided impacting habitat within marbled murrelet management 

areas associated with various alternatives presented in the 2008 Science Team Report as well as 

the DEIS and RDEIS for the long-term conservation strategy. The assessment of impacts and 

mitigation is forward-looking and is based on projections of how murrelet habitat will change 

over time in response to different management alternatives. 

 

 COMMENT 

The causes of murrelet declines are likely related to urbanization of the Puget Sound and marine 

conditions. Marbled murrelets spend 90 percent of their life cycles at sea. DNR has failed to 

address these more impactful reasons for the murrelet’s decline. Instead, DNR is relying on 

further and inordinate protection of inland habitat on state trust lands, which is more than its fair 

share of conservation. This issue should be addressed instead of placing the conservation burden 

on the trust beneficiaries of southwest Washington. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C403, C11, C355, C394, C454, C456 

Response 

The factors influencing marbled murrelet populations are described in Chapter 3.6 of the FEIS. 

While murrelets spends the majority of their time at sea, the portion of their life history that takes 
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place in the forest (breeding) is critical for survival and population growth and is the aspect that 

DNR can influence with its proposal for a long-term conservation strategy on DNR-managed 

lands. It is outside the scope of this EIS to measure impacts to the murrelet from the marine 

environment. Refer to Section 1.1 for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for 

the proposal. 

 

 COMMENT 

Marbled murrelet populations in Oregon have stabilized or slightly increased lately, which 

suggests that the major factor in murrelet population declines is habitat, not marine conditions. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C213 

Response 

The factors influencing marbled murrelet populations are described in Section 3.6 of the FEIS. 

While murrelets spends the majority of their time at sea, the portion of their life histories that 

takes place in the forest (breeding) is critical for survival and population growth and is the aspect 

that DNR can influence with its proposal for a long-term conservation strategy on DNR-managed 

lands. The alternatives differ in the amount and location of DNR-managed land designated for 

long-term conservation and also include a combination of conservation measures proposed to 

protect marbled murrelet habitat. 

 

 COMMENT 

Best available science (from Raphael and others) shows population decline due to degradation 

and elimination of essential, nonfederal, terrestrial habitat. Commenter questions how the 

projected decline in marbled murrelet populations over the next 50 years can satisfy the 1997 

HCP requirement that the long-term conservation strategy will “significantly contribute toward 

the recovery of the marbled murrelet.” Preserve current and future habitat. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C213, C402 

Response 

Objective #2 of DNR’s purpose of this proposal is to provide forest conditions in strategic 

locations on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of marbled 

murrelets resulting from DNR’s forest management activities. In accomplishing this objective, 

DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet 

populations (refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS). The criteria used to measure this objective are 

detailed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. In particular, Southwest Washington has long been identified 
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as an important geographic area for the conservation of marbled murrelets (USFWS 1997). Under 

all alternatives considered, murrelet habitat in southwest Washington is expected to increase on 

DNR-managed lands over the next 50 years (refer to Table 4.6.10 in the FEIS). 

While murrelets spends the majority of their time at sea, the portion of their life histories that 

takes place in the forest (breeding) is critical for survival and population growth and is the aspect 

that DNR can influence with its proposal for a long-term conservation strategy on DNR-managed 

lands. As the amount of murrelet habitat increases in an area, local marbled murrelet trends may 

stabilize and eventually increase (Raphael and others 2016, p. 115). 

 

 COMMENT 

Marbled murrelets were common 51 years ago. Now they are absent and not seen in the same 

areas. The species has experienced dramatic population declines. Marbled murrelets needs special 

status in Washington, and commenters hope that Washington will up-list the murrelet to 

endangered to inspire Oregon to do the same. Damage to murrelet habitat and the ecosystem 

needs to be repaired. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C92, C208 

Response 

The Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission changed the state listing status for marbled 

murrelets from threatened to endangered in February 2017 (refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS). The 

Periodic Status Review for the Marbled Murrelet (Desimone 2016) details the status of the 

species in Washington. 

Subtopic: No guarantee of recovery 

 COMMENT 

DNR cannot guarantee that its strategy will help murrelets. The RDEIS states that no matter 

which alternative is selected, it is unlikely it will make a difference in the recovery of the marbled 

murrelet. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C320, C547 

Response 

Pursuant to the 1997 HCP, DNR is required to propose a long-term conservation strategy for 

marbled murrelets. The 1997 HCP incidental take permit must be amended in order to implement 

the long-term conservation strategy. In order for the permit amendment to be approved, DNR 
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must, among other requirements, minimize and mitigate for impacts of the taking of murrelets to 

the maximum extent practicable.  

Under all alternatives considered, murrelet habitat is expected to increase on DNR-managed lands 

over the next 50 years (refer to Table 4.6.10 in the FEIS). Section 4.6 of the FEIS summarizes 

potential impacts to marbled murrelets from the alternatives. Refer to Figure 4.6.5 for impacts 

and mitigation under the alternatives and to Table 4.6.16 for a summary of potential impacts to 

murrelets. 

Subtopic: Toxic spraying 

 COMMENT 

Intensive toxic spraying in forests is hurting marbled murrelets. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C105 

Response 

Aerial activities, including the application of herbicides, is recognized as a potential source of 

noise disturbance to nesting marbled murrelets. Minimization measures have been incorporated 

into DNR’s proposed amendment to avoid aerial activities in close proximity to known occupied 

sites during the nesting season (refer to Section 2.2 and Table 4.6.14 in the FEIS). Effects to 

marbled murrelets from direct or indirect exposure to toxins from herbicides used in forestry 

operations has not been reported in the published literature.   

Subtopic: Impacts to individual birds 

 COMMENT 

Retention of high-quality habitat is important, but the spatial and temporal impacts to individual 

birds are not addressed. For example, Alternative E has no harvest of high-quality habitat, but still 

harvests significant low-quality habitat similar to Alternative H. Under Alternative E, the number 

of female marbled murrelets at the end of Decade 5 is above starting baseline because existing 

high-quality habitat has been maintained and remains functional. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

All of the alternatives protect occupied sites, which are habitat patches of varying size in which 

murrelets are assumed to nest based on field observations. The analysis presented in Section 4.6 

of the FEIS provides a general discussion of how individual marbled murrelets can be affected by 
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habitat removal, but does not enumerate the numbers of marbled murrelets that may be directly or 

indirectly affected by habitat losses or gains over time. Habitat quality and quantity are used as a 

surrogate measure to evaluate impacts to marbled murrelets. 

Alternatives that protect more acres of high-quality habitat are expected to result in lower impacts 

to individual murrelets relative to alternatives that release high-quality habitat for harvest (refer to 

Section 4.6 of the FEIS). 

The Joint Agencies developed an “analytical framework” to provide objective, repeatable, 

science-based estimates of potential impacts and mitigation to marbled murrelet habitat from 

DNR’s land management activities under the 1997 HCP. Refer to Appendix B to the FEIS for 

more information. 

 Topic: Marbled Murrelet Habitat  

Subtopic: Conserve habitat 

 COMMENT 

DNR needs to conserve habitat in Washington because Oregon is waffling about murrelet 

protection. 

RDEIS Commenter 

210 

Response 

Under all alternatives being considered for the long-term conservation strategy, the amount of 

habitat available for murrelets on DNR-managed lands is expected to increase over time. Refer to 

Figure 4.6.1 in the FEIS. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR’s legacy depends on conserving remaining marbled murrelet habitat for future generations. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C545 

Response 

Objective #2 of DNR’s purpose of this proposal to “provide forest conditions in strategic 

locations on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of marbled 

murrelets resulting from DNR’s forest management activities. In accomplishing this objective, 
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DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet 

populations.” However, as a trust lands manager DNR also must “generate revenue and other 

benefits for each trust by meeting DNR’s trust management responsibilities” (Objective #1). 

Refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this 

proposal and Section 1.2 for a description of DNR’s fiduciary responsibilities. 

 

 COMMENT 

The conservation strategy should not allow a net loss of habitat. In the North Puget region there is 

a net loss over 50 years. It should include a net increase in habitat in western Washington.  

RDEIS Commenters 

C135, C409 

Response 

Habitat in the North Puget strategic location is currently estimated at 60,061 acres (refer to Table 

3.6.1 in the FEIS). Estimated habitat in the final decade of the planning period in this strategic 

location under Alternative H is 72,064 acres, indicating a net increase in total habitat over the 

term of the 1997 HCP in this location (refer to Table 4.6.3 in the FEIS). However, the analytical 

framework developed for estimating impacts and mitigation applies both P-stage adjustments and 

temporal discounts to habitat that develops in later decades (refer to p. 17 of Appendix H to the 

FEIS), resulting in negative values in North Puget (mitigation minus impact) for some 

alternatives (refer to Table 4.6.5 in the FEIS).  

 

 COMMENT 

DNR needs to stop logging trees from marbled murrelet management areas and stop cutting older 

forests because habitat loss and fragmentation are major factors in murrelet population declines. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C206, C365 

Response 

The estimated acres of habitat in the final decade of the planning period (refer to Table 4.6.3 of 

the FEIS) shows that the total amount of high-quality habitat increases under alternatives C 

through H, as compared to Alternative A. Development of habitat in long-term forest cover also 

should result in a net increase of habitat for every alternative, including Alternative A, by the end 

of the planning period (refer to Figure 4.6.1). 
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 COMMENT 

The commenter provided DNR with information regarding land in the OESF near Clallam Bay. 

However, logging of marbled murrelet habitat occurred via Stumpy's Ride timber sale. DNR 

should protect remaining marbled murrelet habitat. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C349 

Response 

Under all alternatives being considered for the long-term conservation strategy, the amount of 

habitat available for murrelets on DNR-managed lands is expected to increase over time. Refer to 

Figure 4.6.1 in the FEIS. Large patches of habitat within interior forest, which is habitat located 

away from forest edges, are more likely to help protect nesting marbled murrelets from the effects 

of predation, changes to microclimate, and other types of disturbance events and activities. By the 

end of the planning period, the change in raw acres of interior forest habitat increases under 

alternatives C through H, as compared to Alternative A (refer to Table 4.6.4). 

 

 COMMENT 

Commenter stating there should be more protection on DNR-managed lands to account for 

habitat lost to private timber harvests. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C200, C220 

Response 

The proposal is to amend DNR’s 1997 HCP) by replacing the interim strategy with a long-term 

conservation strategy. The 1997 HCP covers DNR-managed lands, not private lands. DNR has a 

fiduciary obligation to the trust beneficiaries to manage forested state trust lands for their benefit. 

DNR cannot use these lands to mitigate for management of private forestlands. Refer to Section 

5.3 for information on the effects of past forest management on the marbled murrelet, including 

from timber harvest on private forestlands. Changing forest practices rules to address the loss of 

habitat on private timber lands is not within the scope of this FEIS. 

 

 COMMENT 

Protecting more land for the murrelet helps other species; because of the interconnectedness, this 

would help Chinook salmon also. 



  RDEIS COMMENT RESPONSES 

 
 
Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy FEIS 
Appendix S  Page S-184 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

The 1997 HCP is a multi-species plan that includes four conservation strategies: northern spotted 

owl, marbled murrelet, riparian, and multi-species. Because of the interconnectedness mentioned, 

the benefits of the conservation provided under the 1997 HCP and other laws and DNR policies 

should extend to many species, including Chinook salmon. Refer to Section 4.4 of the FEIS for a 

discussion on the impacts to aquatic resources and to Section 4.5 for a discussion on the impacts 

to wildlife and biodiversity. 

Subtopic: Marbled murrelet nesting habitat 

 COMMENT 

USFWS has shown in their 1988 biological report that in Washington, marbled murrelets are 

found where mature and old-growth forests make up over 30 percent of the landscape. Fewer 

marbled murrelets are found where clearcut and meadow areas make up more than 25 percent of 

the landscape. Murrelets nest in the oldest trees in a stand of over 500 hectares (1,235 acres) and 

are less likely to occupy a stand under 100 hectares (247 acres). Murrelets only nest in mature 

forests showing old-growth characteristics at about 200 years of age. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C450, C470, C471, C472, C473, C474, C475, C477, C478, C480, C481, C482, C483, C484, 

C485, C487, C488, C489, C490, C491, C492, C493, C494, C495, C496, C497, C498, C499, 

C500, C501, C502, C503, C504, C505, C506, C507, C508, C509, C510, C511, C512, C513, 

C514, C515, C516, C517, C518, C519, C520, C521, C522, C524, C525, C526, C527, C528, 

C529. C530, C531, C532, C533, C534, C535, C537, C538, C539, C540, C541, C542, C543, 

C545, C546 

Response 

Section 4.6 of the FEIS contains analysis of marbled murrelet habitat distribution that considers 

habitat location, proximity to occupied sites, and habitat patch size. The analysis of habitat 

location considered how marbled murrelet habitat is distributed across the landscapes at a 

watershed scale. This analysis found that under all alternatives, the adjusted acres of habitat 

increases in more watersheds than they decrease by the fifth decade of the analysis period (refer 

to Figure 4.6.6). 

Larger patches of habitat within interior forest, which is habitat located away from forest edges, 

are more likely to help protect nesting marbled murrelets from the effects of predation, changes to 

microclimate, and other types of disturbance events and activities. Figure 4.6.3 shows that interior 

forest increases under all alternatives by the end of the planning period. 
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The analysis of habitat patch size (Table 4.6.8) found that the number of habitat patches 1,000 

acres or larger would increase, as would the total area of habitat within these patches, under 

alternatives C through H, as compared to Alternative A. The sum of area in patches five or more 

acres in size would increase under alternatives C through G, decrease under Alternative B, and 

stay the same under Alternative H, as compared to Alternative A. 

Murrelet nest sites have been documented in second-growth forests with structural elements 

similar to old-growth, such as remnant old-growth trees, or younger trees with platforms created 

by deformities or dwarf-mistletoe infestations (Evans-Mack and others 2003, Grenier and Nelson 

1995). Only stands that are naturally regenerated (and therefore likely contain some scattered 

legacy trees from previous stands) are included in P-stage habitat (refer to Appendix E of the 

FEIS). 

Subtopic: Definition of habitat 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS does not use a consistent definition of “habitat.” Sometimes it is an area that can 

become "potential future habitat" and sometimes current. This makes DNR overcompensate the 

setting aside of land and assume the additional land set aside will benefit the marbled murrelet. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C547 

Response 

Appendix E, “P-Stage Focus paper,” describes how the Joint Agencies identified and classified 

marbled murrelet habitat for the purposes of developing the long-term conservation strategy. 

These P-stage values are used in the analytical framework to help calculate the take and 

mitigation, a critical component of obtaining an incidental take permit. 

Text box 2.1.3 in the RDEIS defined the habitat terms used in the document, including “marbled 

murrelet habitat” or “current marbled murrelet habitat,” “future marbled murrelet habitat,” “low-

quality murrelet habitat,” and “high-quality murrelet habitat.” 

Subtopic: Occupied sites 

 COMMENT 

The commenter points out that the alternatives have 59,000 acres of occupied sites, except 

Alternative A, which is has only 43,000, a difference of 16,000 acres. It is not fair to compare 

Alternative A with the other seven alternatives because Alternative A has a different baseline 

amount of occupied habitat. The commenter would like DNR to provide an explanation for why 

Alternative A, the interim strategy, does not recognize the 16,000 acres of Science Team-

identified occupied acres. The Science Team delineation of occupied sites (about 59,000 acres per 
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DNR’s occupied sites GIS layer, 2013) has been and is the currently used standard by DNR for 

screening forest practices applications for forest practices rules disturbance-avoidance within set 

distances of occupied sites. The Science Team acres (59,000) have been the interim in established 

practice, and if this is adjusted to be consistent with all alternatives at 59,000 acres, then the 

graphs (4.6.10 and 4.6.11) will change so that Alternative A lands between alternatives E and G, 

and out-performs Alternative H. Because the added acres are P-stage 1.0, no “adjustment” is 

needed. 

If the interim strategy should stay in force for any period of time, there is no logical reason that 

DNR or WDFW would want to regress to recognizing only 43,000 occupied acres being 

restricted to the immediate survey polygon, which would be counter to established forest 

practices screening tools that WDFW and DNR have used since at least 2013. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Alternative A is the no action alternative, and reflects the interim strategy under the 1997 HCP 

and incidental take permits for all of the westside HCP planning units. This alternative does not 

include the occupied sites identified by the Science Team because the 1997 HCP has not been 

amended yet to include these sites. These acres are added to the other alternatives because the 

1997 HCP would be amended to include them, regardless of which action alternative was 

selected. The Joint Agencies are aware that there are differences in management between forest 

practices and the 1997 HCP. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR’s HCP amendment (Section 6.2.) states several times that there are 592 existing occupied 

sites, but the RDEIS in Chapter 3 states there are 401 occupied sites. Please explain. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Occupied sites are represented in DNR’s GIS database as polygons. When DNR completed the 

RDEIS, many of these occupied site polygons were contiguous. Reasons vary. For example, some 

areas were divided into sections for field surveys and those found to be occupied were entered 

into the database as separate polygons, even if they shared a boundary. In other cases, a single 

occupied site was entered as two polygons because it crossed an administrative or watershed 

boundary. Multiple, contiguous polygons make it difficult for DNR to consistently report the total 

number of occupied sites on DNR-managed land, because DNR must determine if contiguous 

polygons represented several occupied sites or one.  
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To ensure consistency for monitoring and reporting purposes moving forward, DNR has 

developed a method for dissolving (combining) contiguous occupied site polygons into a single 

polygon in DNR’s GIS database. Each of these dissolved polygons is counted as one site. This 

method is reliable, objective, and repeatable and does not affect the total number of acres of 

occupied sites that DNR will protect. 

Per this method, DNR currently protects 397 occupied sites under the current interim strategy.  

DNR will protect 388 occupied sites under alternatives B through H.  

The acres of occupied sites have not changed since the RDEIS was published: 42,975 acres of 

occupied sites will be protected under Alternative A and 59,331 acres will be protected under 

alternatives B through H. There are fewer occupied sites under alternatives B through H because 

these sites tend to be larger and more contiguous, meaning more of them were dissolved into 

single polygons. Refer to Appendix D for more information on occupied sites.   

Subtopic: Definition of occupied site 

 COMMENT 

The term “Occupied site” is not clearly defined in the 1997 HCP; therefore, it defaults to the 

common meaning of the term. The RDEIS alters the term to mean assumed presence. By 

changing the definition, the Joint Agencies have changed the scope of what was intended in the 

1997 HCP protections and violated the Implementation Agreement. The Federal Services are 

imposing additional land-use restrictions and financial obligations on DNR. Occupied sites that 

do not have a physical presence of marbled murrelets should be released and not protected. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C547 

Response 

In the glossary to the RDEIS, DNR defined occupied site as “habitat patches of varying size in 

which murrelets are assumed to nest based on field observations.” This definition is based on the 

2008 report Recommendations and Supporting Analysis of Conservation Opportunities for the 

Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy (also referred to as the 2008 Science Team 

Report). Field observations include nests, chicks, eggs, egg shell fragments, murrelets flying 

below, through, into, or out of the forest canopy, murrelets circling above a stand within one tree 

height of the top of the canopy, or marbled murrelets calling from a stationary location within 

habitat. 

Refer to Appendix D to the FEIS for a detailed definition of occupied sites and the history of how 

DNR delineated occupied sites for the purposes of conservation planning, starting with initial 

efforts after the 1997 HCP was signed and continuing to review and adjustment of occupied sites 

by the 2008 Science Team. Although murrelets may or may not be using them currently, 
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occupied sites represent DNR’s best information on where murrelets might be nesting on DNR-

managed lands. 

 

 COMMENT 

High-quality habitat represents the immediate, best probability of use by marbled murrelets and 

the best chance for nesting success. The population viability model assumes immediate use by 

breeders as P-stage habitat develops, an untested theory that is not supported by the literature. For 

a species with high site fidelity, removal of those habitat patches will have a prolonged impact. 

Breeding may be delayed 1, 2, or several years until breeding birds find new patches. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

The population viability analysis assumes that murrelets displaced by habitat loss would become 

non-breeders for at least one year, and that displaced breeders could become breeders again if 

nesting habitat was available in the year after they became non-breeders. The model also assumes 

that dispersing individuals select habitat in proportion to availability. The authors (Peery and 

Jones) also note that these aspects (breeding dispersal) of murrelet breeding ecology are not well 

understood (Appendix C to the FEIS, p. 40). No other information is available on breeding 

dispersal for marbled murrelets following habitat loss or whether or not individuals displaced by 

habitat loss re-enter the breeding population. 

Subtopic: Size of occupied site buffers 

 COMMENT 

There should be a larger general buffer due to significant prior lack of success. There should be a 

330 feet “no-touch” protective radii around potential nest trees and 660 feet buffer around 

occupied trees that allow silvicultural prescriptions that favor succession of old-growth forest. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

The alternatives cover a range of acres and configurations of forestlands that DNR manages for 

marbled murrelet conservation. Development of the alternatives was informed by the scoping 

process and the respective need and purpose for DNR and USFWS for the proposal (refer to 

Section 1.1 of the FEIS).  
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Alternatives A, E, F, G, and H apply a 100-meter buffer to the outer extent of all occupied sites. 

Under alternatives C, D, and E, buffers are reduced to 164 feet (50 meters) for sites 200 acres or 

greater in the OESF. Alternative B does not include occupied site buffers. Refer to Section 4.6 for 

an analysis of the potential impacts of the alternatives on marbled murrelets. Additional 

information on the potential effects on the marbled murrelet population from the alternatives is 

included in Appendix C. 

Thinning in occupied site buffers is allowed only in non-murrelet habitat in the OESF and in 

nesting, roosting, and foraging or dispersal management areas, and must follow the specific rules 

in Table A-4 in Appendix A to the HCP amendment. Thinning in these areas provides DNR 

operational flexibility to aid in reaching northern spotted owl objectives. 

Subtopic: Marbled murrelets as edge species 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS does not discuss or address literature describing high levels of marbled murrelet use 

of high-contrast edge and fragmented forest (Nelson and Hamer 1995). Because of this, 

unoccupied habitat, such as special habitat areas and emphasis areas designed to reduce 

fragmentation and edge effects, should not be protected because these attributes will likely not 

affect survival and recovery of the species. Marbled murrelets use natural, and possibly human 

created, edges to navigate from marine waters to their nest site; therefore, although reducing edge 

may reduce predation, it may not increase the use of interior timber stands by the marbled 

murrelet.  

RDEIS Commenter 

C369, C433 

Response 

A literature review by the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) in 2019 found that the 

relationship between murrelet nesting success and landscape characteristics is complicated, and 

available information does not indicate a consistent trend; however, many studies indicate higher 

nesting success away from hard edges (ODF 2019). Malt and Lank (2009) conducted a study of 

nesting depredation using artificial nests and demonstrated that predator disturbance was more 

likely at hard edges than in interior habitats (ODF 2019). Marbled murrelets are known to locate 

their nests throughout forest stands and fragments, including along various types of natural and 

man-made edges, but there is no evidence to suggest that marbled murrelet preferentially select 

for nest sites along man-made edges (McShane and others 2004, p. 4-87). These studies are the 

basis for conserving existing habitat and non-habitat areas within special habitat areas. A review 

of the science of how edges can affect murrelet habitat is presented in Appendix H of the FEIS. 
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Subtopic: Habitat development 

Comment 

The discussion of alternatives designed to grow new habitat (C, D, E, F, G, and H) is inadequate. 

This discussion ignores science saying that development of stands with characteristics necessary 

for marbled murrelet is expected to take at least 100 to 200 years, and so will not occur within the 

lifetime of the 1997 HCP. Also, the 1997 HCP includes assumptions that marbled murrelet 

habitat would develop within riparian areas and thus the amount of habitat available would 

increase over the lifetime of the 1997 HCP. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C369 

Response 

Appendix E to the FEIS provides a detailed explanation of the P-stage habitat model. Only stands 

that are naturally regenerated (and therefore are more likely to contain some scattered legacy trees 

from previous stands) are included in P-stage habitat (Appendix E to the FEIS). Murrelet nest 

sites have been documented in second-growth forests with structural elements similar to old-

growth, such as remnant old-growth trees, or younger trees with platforms created by deformities 

or dwarf-mistletoe infestations (Grenier and Nelson 1995, Evans-Mack 2003). 

 

 COMMENT 

Marbled murrelets will not nest in second growth, no matter how large the trees are. Cutting old 

growth trees is a death sentence for murrelets. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C386 

Response 

Murrelet nest sites have been documented in second-growth forests with structural elements 

similar to old-growth, such as remnant old-growth trees, or younger trees with platforms created 

by deformities or dwarf-mistletoe infestations (Evans-Mack and others 2003, Grenier and Nelson 

1995). Only stands that are naturally regenerated (and therefore likely contain some scattered 

legacy trees from previous stands) are included in P-stage habitat (refer to Appendix E of the 

FEIS). 

DNR’s current policy (DNR 2006) is to defer from harvest all old-growth forests. DNR defines 

old growth as forests that are in the structurally complex stage of stand development, at least five 

acres in size, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start of European 

settlement in the Pacific Northwest. The long-term conservation strategy will not alter this policy. 
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 COMMENT 

The RDEIS does not recognize science that has developed over the past twenty-one years that 

demonstrates that unless a stand has all the characteristics required by the murrelet, then the 

murrelet cannot use the stand and it is not habitat. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C441 

Response 

Murrelet nest sites and occupancy behaviors have been documented in second-growth forests that 

contain structural elements similar to old-growth, such as remnant old-growth trees, or younger 

trees with platforms created by deformities or dwarf-mistletoe infestations (Evans-Mack and 

others 2003, Grenier and Nelson 1995). 

Subtopic: Conservation of habitat for recovery 

 COMMENT 

The commenter supports recovery efforts for marbled murrelets and asks for conservation of their 

habitat (comment is not alternative specific). 

RDEIS Commenters 

C310, C311  

Response 

All alternatives (except Alternative B) apply buffers to known occupied sites, several alternatives 

protect all high-quality habitat with a P-stage value of 0.47 or higher (alternatives C, G, and E), 

and all alternatives (except A and B) apply a combination of special habitat areas, emphasis areas, 

or marbled murrelet management areas to provide additional conservation of existing habitat and 

reduce habitat fragmentation. Refer to Chapter 2 of the FEIS for more information. 

Subtopic: Conservation of Non-habitat 

 COMMENT 

Commenters believe DNR misapplied the P-stage concept as developed in the Science Team 

Report by incorporating timber stands that have no current or future P-stage value within special 

habitat areas. The RDEIS proposes alternatives that would take tens of thousands of acres of state 

trust lands out of commercial production, even though these acres are not habitat now and will 

not become habitat before the end of the plan in 2057 or in this century. Single cohort tree 

plantations will not grow into habitat without intervention. Setting these areas aside as habitat is 

ignorant or irresponsible and will have impacts to trust beneficiaries with no benefit to murrelets. 
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DNR has failed to show how conserving these acres will help the species and should limit 

conservation to those acres that do. Setting aside areas for murrelet that are not habitat now is not 

required by the endangered species act and a violation of DNR’s trust duties. 

While conservations measures in the RDEIS allow some management within special habitat areas 

under Alternative H, it is questionable whether this would occur, given DNR's past practices 

regarding allowed active management within riparian areas. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C67, C228, C241, C292, C293, C301, C364, C403, C278, C362, C364, C369, C433 

Response 

Proposed special habitat areas, emphasis areas, and marbled murrelet management areas do retain 

areas of non-habitat as long-term forest cover. The concept behind special habitat areas is to 

allow for smaller conservation areas (compared to larger emphasis areas and marbled murrelet 

management areas) where nest success (productivity) is improved by reducing predation pressure 

in existing occupied sites. Emphasis areas are larger than special habitat areas because they allow 

variable retention timber harvest within their boundaries. 

The retention of non-habitat "security forest" within special habitat areas and emphasis areas was 

intended to help improve productivity at the occupied sites. A literature review by the Oregon 

Department of Forestry (ODF) in 2019 found that the relationship between murrelet nesting 

success and landscape characteristics is complicated, and available information does not indicate 

a consistent trend; however, many studies indicate higher nesting success away from hard edges 

(ODF 2019). Malt and Lank (2009) conducted a study of nesting depredation using artificial nests 

and demonstrated that predator disturbance was more likely at hard edges than in interior habitats 

(ODF 2019). Another study has shown that marbled murrelet nesting is likely to be more 

productive if the habitat is surrounded by simple-structured forest (McShane and others 2004, p. 

4-94). This science is the basis for conserving existing habitat and non-habitat areas within 

special habitat areas and in occupied site buffers. Areas of non-habitat can provide soft-edge or 

no-edge conditions adjacent to existing habitat areas (refer to Appendix H to the FEIS). The 

biological benefit for marbled murrelets is lower predation risk and higher nesting success. The 

mitigation benefit of conserving non-habitat is reflected in the analytical framework by increasing 

the amount of interior forest murrelet habitat conserved in long-term forest cover. Interior forest 

habitat receives full mitigation credit in the analytical framework, whereas habitat in edges is 

partially discounted to account for habitat degradation associated with edge effects. 

Appendix E of the FEIS provides a detailed explanation of the P-stage habitat model. Only stands 

that are naturally regenerated (and therefore are more likely to contain some scattered legacy trees 

from previous stands) are included in murrelet habitat. 

 



  RDEIS COMMENT RESPONSES 

 
 
Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy FEIS 
Appendix S  Page S-193 

 COMMENT 

All alternatives analyzed in the RDEIS are based on P-stage, a model utilized in the 2008 Science 

Team Report. P-stage is a measure of a stand’s ability to function as marbled murrelet habitat. A 

stand must have a minimum value of 0.25 to be considered marbled murrelet habitat. P-stage 0.25 

habitat is unlikely to develop into a higher stage during the life of the 1997 HCP. Also, P-stage 

can be discounted based on edge. Within the Clallam Bay Block, most of the state trust lands are 

State Forest Lands. Significant portions of these lands have no P-stage value. Stands with a P-

stage value are predominantly 0.36, with some stands in other P-stages. Special habitat areas 

within the Clallam Block contain stands that do not have a P-stage value and are not expected to 

develop into P-stage during the remainder of the 1997 HCP. These stands may be considered 

security forest. Including non-habitat stands, limiting their future management, and removing 

their ability to generate needed revenue for trust beneficiaries raises concerns that could be 

considered in the RDEIS; however, the RDEIS fails to analyze the impacts of the loss of revenue 

on public services and utilities; nor does it address the impacts under environmental justice or 

socioeconomics caused by including non-habitat in the special habitat areas. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C433, C300 

Response 

Proposed special habitat areas, emphasis areas, and marbled murrelet management areas do retain 

areas of non-habitat as long-term forest cover. The concept behind special habitat areas is to 

allow for smaller conservation areas (compared to larger emphasis areas and marbled murrelet 

management areas) where nest success (productivity) is improved by reducing predation pressure 

in existing occupied sites. Emphasis areas are larger than special habitat areas because they allow 

variable retention timber harvest within their boundaries. 

The retention of non-habitat "security forest" within special habitat areas and emphasis areas was 

intended to help improve productivity at the occupied sites. A literature review by the Oregon 

Department of Forestry (ODF) in 2019 found that the relationship between murrelet nesting 

success and landscape characteristics is complicated, and available information does not indicate 

a consistent trend; however, many studies indicate higher nesting success away from hard edges 

(ODF 2019). Malt and Lank (2009) conducted a study of nesting depredation using artificial nests 

and demonstrated that predator disturbance was more likely at hard edges than in interior habitats 

(ODF 2019). Another study has shown that marbled murrelet nesting is likely to be more 

productive if the habitat is surrounded by simple-structured forest (McShane and others 2004, p. 

4-94). This science is the basis for conserving existing habitat and non-habitat areas within 

special habitat areas. Low-quality P-stage habitat is expected to increase in quality as stands age 

and natural successional processes increase stand diversity overtime. Appendix E of the FEIS 

provides a detailed explanation of the P-stage habitat model. Only stands that are naturally 

regenerated (and therefore likely contain some scattered legacy trees from previous stands) are 

included in murrelet habitat (Appendix E, p. E-6 through E-7). Murrelet nest sites have been 

documented in second-growth forests with structural elements similar to old-growth, such as 
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remnant old-growth trees, or younger trees with platforms created by deformities or dwarf-

mistletoe infestations (Grenier and Nelson 1995). 

Section 4.9 of the FEIS describes the potential effects of the alternatives on providing public 

services such as energy production and communication. This analysis includes the potential 

impacts of management constraints on existing communication and energy-related uses and the 

ability of DNR to sell additional rights-of-way and leases for new or expanded communication 

and energy related uses. 

Section 4.10 addresses the potential impacts of the alternatives on low-income and minority 

populations and Section 4.11 includes the socioeconomics analysis. Per the socioeconomic 

analysis, Pacific and Wahkiakum counties have the highest potential for reduced timber harvest 

and low economic diversity, resulting in a potential loss of income to low-income and minority 

populations. 

Subtopic: Type of habitat to protect 

 COMMENT 

The long-term conservation strategy needs to protect occupied sites, their buffers, and special 

habitat areas from human disturbances, for example from activities such as road construction and 

heavy equipment use that result in non-mitigated take. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C159, C194, C257, C314, C323, C343, C357, C375, C406, C409, C439, C461, C453, C30 

Response 

Measures to minimize noise and visual disturbance to nesting marbled murrelets are detailed in 

Section 2.2 of the FEIS. Noise disturbance and habitat impacts may occur (for example, road re-

construction through occupied sites and buffers) when other options are not feasible. Habitat 

degraded by roads is accounted for in the analytical framework for calculating impacts and 

mitigation (refer to Appendix H to the FEIS). 

Subtopic: Harvest of high-quality habitat 

 COMMENT 

WDFW advises that the final amendment reduce significant short-term harm to marbled murrelets 

by excluding harvest of high-quality habitat and by minimizing proposed harvest of low-quality 

habitat. The marbled murrelet population is at risk of even more accelerated decline, and the 

proposed strategy of offsetting take of high-quality habitat into the near-term with later mitigation 

exacerbates that risk. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

All high-quality habitat that is identified as old-growth forest will be conserved under existing 

policies, and all high-quality habitat associated with occupied sites will be protected under all 

alternatives. DNR defines old growth as forests that are in the structurally complex stage of stand 

development, at least five acres in size, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally 

considered the start of European settlement in the Pacific Northwest. 

Areas of high-quality murrelet habitat that do not meet the definition of old growth, are located 

outside long-term forest cover, and are not needed to meet other 1997 HCP conservation 

objectives may be released for harvest, depending on the alternative. Alternatives C, E, and G 

conserve all high-quality habitat, regardless of location. Alternative G was developed in response 

to comments from WDFW and USEPA and includes additional conservation measures.  

The population viability analysis developed for this project (refer to Appendix C to the FEIS) 

does not indicate an accelerated rate of decline in response to any of the alternatives considered. 

Declines are more severe under the “risk” scenarios in the population viability analysis. Under the 

“enhancement” scenarios, population trends stabilize and/or increase by the 2nd or 3rd decade in 

response to increasing habitat on DNR-managed lands.   

Subtopic: Nesting platforms 

 COMMENT 

DNR should construct nesting platforms in nearshore areas to provide suitable habitat without 

impacting jobs. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C454 

Response 

DNR is currently unaware of any science that demonstrates that man-made nesting platforms are 

used by marbled murrelets. 

Subtopic: Decreased spatial distribution of murrelets 

 COMMENT 

Commenters mentioned specific geographic locations of conservation, and were concerned that 

narrowing conservation to three strategic locations will decrease spatial distribution and resilience 

of the marbled murrelet population. They also are concerned about sufficient protection of habitat 
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in southwest Washington, as this area has been identified as being of prime importance. 

Commenters made recommendations to include marbled murrelet management areas (as 

described in Alternative F) in southwest Washington and managing the Elochoman block as an 

emphasis area (as described in Alternative G). 

RDEIS Commenters 

C185, C459, C467 

Response 

Section 2.3 provides an explanation of the development and importance of the strategic locations 

for marbled murrelet conservation. Occupied sites outside of the strategic locations are also 

protected under all of the alternatives. One of the reasons the strategic locations are important is 

the abundance and distribution of the identified occupied sites within them. 

The long-term conservation strategy is designed to respond to the conservation needs of the 

marbled murrelet across the analysis area (all lands that DNR manages under its 1997 HCP 

within 55 miles of marine waters in western Washington). Habitat impacts and mitigation are 

distributed strategically across this area by emphasizing protection of all known occupied sites 

and conserving large blocks of existing habitat in strategic locations. The combination of existing 

long-term forest cover and additional murrelet-specific conservation areas added by the 

alternatives ensure that 78 to 89 percent of the current murrelet habitat will remain on the 

landscape and provide for nesting opportunities while additional habitat develops over time.  

Section 4.6 of the FEIS contains analysis of marbled murrelet habitat distribution that considers 

habitat location, proximity to occupied sites, and habitat patch size. The analysis of habitat 

location considered how marbled murrelet habitat is distributed across the landscapes at a 

watershed scale. This analysis found that under all alternatives, the adjusted acres of habitat 

increases in more watersheds than they decrease by the fifth decade of the analysis period (refer 

to Figure 4.6.6). 

Alternative H best meets DNR’s need and purpose of the proposal by integrating DNR’s 

obligations to provide marbled murrelet conservation under the Endangered Species Act with 

DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide revenue to its trust beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ 

need and purpose for taking action on a permit decision. Alternative H is based on the Board of 

Natural Resources’ direction to DNR to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts and 

address uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. 

Subtopic: Need for consolidated habitat 

 COMMENT 

The commenter supports conserving a large portion of Blanchard Forest as consolidated habitat, 

not just the areas around the present known site, or the 1,600 acres set aside for recreation. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C416 

Response 

The alternatives cover a range of acres and configurations of forestland that DNR manages for 

marbled murrelet conservation. The alternatives differ in the amount of land that is designated for 

marbled murrelet conservation, where conservation is located, how conservation areas will be 

managed, and the amount of marbled murrelet habitat that will be removed. Development of the 

alternatives was informed by a scoping process described in Chapter 1 of the FEIS and by 

comments received on the DEIS. The Joint Agencies used an analytical framework to guide the 

development and screening of alternatives; refer to Appendix B to the FEIS for more information. 

Alternative H, best meets DNR’s need and purpose of the project by integrating DNR’s 

obligations to provide marbled murrelet conservation under the Endangered Species Act with 

DNR’s fiduciary obligations to provide revenue to its trust beneficiaries, as well as USFWS’ need 

and purpose for taking action on a permit decision. Alternative H is based on the Board of Natural 

Resources’ direction to DNR to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts and address 

uncertainty, and reduce disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. Refer to Section 

2.4 for a comparison of the alternatives, including how each alternative addresses DNR’s purpose 

of the proposal. 

Subtopic: Zoning the OESF 

 COMMENT 

Setting aside habitat in the OESF will zone the forest and defeats the purpose for which it was 

established. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C40, C456 

Response 

The Joint Agencies recognize that designation of areas for marbled murrelet conservation would 

limit management options in the OESF within those areas. In part to address this issue, 

Alternative H allows thinning within special habitat areas in areas that are not currently marbled 

murrelet (P-stage) habitat to provide some management flexibility within the areas designated for 

marbled murrelet conservation under this alternative and help DNR preserve the “unzoned” 

concept for the OESF. 
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Subtopic: Protect maximum in select areas 

 COMMENT 

DNR should protect the maximum amount of habitat in the Strait of Juan de Fuca, North Puget 

Sound, and Southwestern Washington. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C445 

Response 

Section 2.3 of the FEIS provides an explanation of the development and importance of three 

strategic locations for marbled murrelet conservation: the OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha 

River), North Puget, and Southwest Washington. The Joint Agencies identified strategic locations 

through the process of developing the analytical framework for the long-term conservation 

strategy (refer to Appendix B) and Alternative H. The OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha 

River) strategic location and the North Puget strategic location contain the most acres of land 

contributing to marbled murrelet conservation. 

Subtopic: Protection of murrelet habitat in the Skamokawa drainage 

 COMMENT 

The commenter supports marbled murrelet conservation, particularly in the Skamokawa drainage.  

RDEIS Commenter 

C217 

Response 

There is DNR-managed land in in the Skamokawa drainage. Depending on the alternative, the 

Skamokawa drainage may include marbled-murrelet specific conservation designations such as 

emphasis area, marbled murrelet management area, or special habitat area. 

Subtopic: Protection of murrelet habitat in Whatcom County 

 COMMENT 

Protect marbled murrelet areas in Whatcom County. Eastern Whatcom County should not be 

open to greater impacts. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C233 
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Response 

The eastern portion of Whatcom County is included in the North Puget strategic location. 

Strategic locations are geographic areas in Washington that the Joint Agencies view as having a 

disproportionately high importance for murrelet conservation. The North Puget strategic location 

and the OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha River) strategic location contain the most acres of 

land contributing to marbled murrelet conservation. Refer to Section 2.3 of the FEIS for more 

information. 

Subtopic: Strategic location boundaries misleading 

 COMMENT 

Boundaries of the strategic locations give the impression that DNR is conserving more habitat in 

the analysis area than they are. Redraw the boundary lines to reflect the actual area of state forest 

lands managed by DNR in each location. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C185 

Response 

Each strategic location boundary in the RDEIS and FEIS indicates a geographic area that the 

Joint Agencies view as having a disproportionately high importance for murrelet conservation. 

These lines were not meant to imply that DNR manages or conserves all of the land within the 

boundaries. Also, management and land use decisions for lands not managed by DNR are outside 

the control of DNR and the scope of this EIS, regardless of their inclusion within the boundary. 

DNR has clarified this issue in the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Zone 2 protection  

 COMMENT 

DNR is the primary public land agency in Zone 2, which also has the lowest number of murrelets 

in both Washington and Oregon. Recovery of the species in Zone 2 thereby relies on DNR. How 

does DNR’s abandonment of marbled murrelet management areas in Zone 2 aid in the recovery 

of murrelets in this zone? 

RDEIS Commenter  

C213 
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Response 

Zones 1 and 2 are recovery zones for the marbled murrelet defined in the Recovery Plan for the 

Threatened Marbled Murrelet in Washington, Oregon, and California (USFWS 1997). Zone 2 

includes southwest Washington. Southwest Washington has long been identified as an important 

geographic area for the conservation of marbled murrelets. Under all alternatives considered, 

murrelet habitat in southwest Washington is expected to increase on DNR-managed lands over 

the next 50 years (refer to Table 4.6.10 in the RDEIS).  

Alternative H focuses its marbled murrelet conservation into 20 special habitat areas distributed 

across strategically important locations for the marbled murrelet. One of these strategic locations 

(southwest Washington) is located in Zone 2. Special habitat areas are designed to increase 

marbled murrelet productivity by reducing edge effects and fragmentation. In general, special 

habitat areas rely on the exclusion of active forest management to achieve a goal of reducing edge 

and fragmentation and growing new habitat over the long-term. Special habitat areas are designed 

to increase interior forest around occupied sites in specific geographic areas to benefit the species.  

Subtopic: Zone 1 and 2 protection 

 COMMENT 

DNR owns more low-elevation forests in Zones 1 and 2 than the Federal government. These 

lowland forests are prime murrelet nesting habitat and are the closest to marine foraging areas. 

Which alternative best reflects the importance of these areas by protecting them? 

RDEIS Commenter 

C213 

Response 

Zones 1 and 2 are recovery zones for the marbled murrelet defined in the Recovery Plan for the 

Threatened Marbled Murrelet in Washington, Oregon, and California (USFWS 1997). Zone 1 

includes the North Puget strategic location and a portion of the OESF and Straits (west of the 

Elwha River) strategic location. Zone 2 includes the west side of the Olympic Peninsula and the 

southwest Washington strategic location (refer to Figure 3.6.1 in the FEIS). 

Alternative F conserves the most acres overall. Alternative H includes 20 special habitat areas 

that are distributed within strategic locations, including some lower-elevation areas in the North 

Puget, and OESF and Straits (west of the Elwha River) strategic location where DNR-managed 

lands are closer to marine waters than Federal lands. Refer to Section 2.4 for a comparison of the 

alternatives, including how each alternative addresses DNR’s purpose of the proposal. 
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Subtopic: Impacts from management activities 

 COMMENT 

The commenter is concerned that conservation measures around management activities are not 

specific enough to provide adequate protection. Of specific concern are activities occurring in 

occupied sites or buffers during the breeding season, including tail holds, guy lines, and rigging; 

landing construction; and road construction. Also, daily timing restrictions may not be sufficient 

once a chick has hatched and nest locations outside of conservation areas are being potentially 

subject to disturbance from blasting and aerial activities. Under Alternative H, the majority of 

occupied sites are located outside of special habitat areas. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C409, C305 

Response 

The Joint Agencies have updated the conservation measures for the FEIS; refer to Tables 2.2.5 

through 2.2.8 in the FEIS and Appendix Q for more information. Under Alternative H, tailholds, 

guylines, and rigging are allowed in occupied sites but must be installed outside of the nesting 

season and avoid impacts to platform trees when possible. These activities are also allowed in 

occupied site buffers but must avoid impacts to platform trees when possible and follow limited 

operating periods when carried out during the nesting season. Landing and road construction or 

maintenance activities must take place outside of the nesting season when feasible or must follow 

limited operating periods during the nesting season. 

Subtopic: Restoration forestry 

 COMMENT 

Commenter supports restoration forestry to improve degraded areas, generate more revenue, and 

develop future high-quality habitat. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C115, C153, C154, C190, C200, C415, C423, C536 

Response 

Under all alternatives, thinning is allowed outside long-term forest cover. Within long-term forest 

cover, thinning restrictions vary by alternative. Under Alternative H, thinning is allowed in non-

murrelet habitat and future habitat in the outer 164 feet of occupied site buffers in northern 

spotted owl management areas, with a goal of enhancing habitat for northern spotted owls. 

Thinning also is allowed in special habitat areas that are in northern spotted owl management 

areas to enhance or maintain security forest with a windfirm canopy. In other areas of long-term 

forest cover, thinning is allowed in both non-murrelet habitat and future habitat. Thinning is not 
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allowed in occupied sites. Refer to Table 2.2.5 in the FEIS for more information. Thinning would 

likely enhance future habitat for marbled murrelets. 

Subtopic: Impacts to northern spotted owls 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS claims no impacts to the northern spotted owl (because it has its own strategy), but 

because they occupy similar habitat what impacts the marbled murrelet will impact the northern 

spotted owl. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C423 

Response 

Potential impacts to northern spotted owls from the northern spotted owl strategy were analyzed 

in the EIS for the 1997 HCP. The RDEIS states that areas currently managed for northern spotted 

owl habitat will continue to be managed in the same manner unless those areas are included in 

long-term forest cover. In that case, management would be more restrictive (for example, areas 

included in occupied site buffers that may have been available for variable-retention harvest 

under the northern spotted owl conservation strategy would no longer be available for that 

purpose).  

 Topic: Conservation (General) 

 COMMENT 

We must preserve and expand what remains intact of our whole ecosystem here in the Northwest 

and ensure they will continue into the future because there will be increased pressure from 

humans who are relentless in taking what they want while ignoring the consequences. 

The only way we can provide for future generations with a planet that is healthier than the one we 

were given is to restore our forests, our oceans, and our freshwater resources, and not continuing 

to destroy what few pristine, nature-intact ecosystems we have. We need to clean up toxic 

chemicals saturating our waters, lands, air, oceans, foods, and life forms. 

The agenda for conservation is being set by big business. Corporations have no duty to conserve 

natural resources or consider the impact their actions will have. They do not care about 

endangered species. 

DNR has the power, authority, and responsibility to save natural beauty. Once destroyed, it 

cannot be restored. Please do not destroy our natural heritage. Think of our children’s children 

and the kind of planet you would like them to have. 
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RDEIS Commenters 

C506, C508, C513, C529, C533 

Response 

As described in DNR's Policy for Sustainable Forests, DNR will continue to “conserve and 

enhance the natural systems and resources of forested state trust lands managed by DNR to 

produce long-term, sustainable trust income, and environmental and other benefits for the people 

of Washington.” 

 

 COMMENT 

Humans place more importance on their electronic gadgets than wildlife or the natural 

environment. There is no space in our world for creatures that are not human. Wildlife has no 

voice in the legislative and regulatory process other than through our efforts. Do not allow our 

wildlife to disappear. Wildlife and environment are Washington State. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C478, C496, C525 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed concern for maintaining healthy forests and trees and for natural 

resource conservation and protection for marbled murrelets, and for multiple other species 

including humans, now and for future generations. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C25, C90, C53, C111, C112, C27, C34, C35, C36, C38, C58, C72, C87, C137, C288 

Response 

Objective #2 of DNR’s purpose for developing the long-term conservation strategy is to provide 

forest conditions in strategic locations that minimize and mitigate incidental take of marbled 

murrelets resulting from DNR's forest management activities (refer to Section 1.1). In 

accomplishing this objective, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and 

protecting marbled murrelet populations. Under the long-term conservation strategy, DNR will 

maintain long-term forest cover, which is defined as DNR-managed forestlands with 

commitments to maintaining permanent forest cover to provide long-term conservation benefits 

to the marbled murrelet. Long-term forest cover is expected to provide habitat for a wide range of 
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species, including the murrelet. DNR's trust mandate also requires DNR to manage the trust 

assets for current and future generations, in perpetuity (DNR 2006). 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter is very concerned about the decline in the marbled murrelet in Washington. 

Washington State is a place where it is understood that caring for a species like the murrelet, and 

forest it depends on, also makes a real difference for people—especially the children alive today 

and generations to come. Forests provide clean water, clean air, and carbon capture that is so 

important for the future. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C25, C33, C34, C35, C42, C57, C82, C223 

Response 

DNR practices sustainable forest management on the forest lands it manages. DNR has a focused 

conservation objective of maintaining and developing long-term forest cover, which is defined as 

DNR-managed forestlands with commitments to maintaining permanent forest cover to provide 

long-term conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. Although DNR may perform some 

management in long-term forest cover, these areas are excluded from variable retention harvest 

planning under the sustainable harvest calculation. 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 

riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres. The second part is areas that will be managed specifically for marbled murrelet. Amounts 

of marbled murrelet-specific conservation vary by alternative. Refer to Section 2.2 in the FEIS for 

more information. 

By providing long-term forest cover, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to 

maintaining and protecting marbled murrelet populations, as well as providing additional benefits 

such as clean air and water and carbon capture. 

 Topic: Existing Conservation 

Subtopic: Adequacy of the interim strategy 

 COMMENT 

The decrease of the marbled murrelet population in the State of Washington by over 44 percent 

over the last 15 years is demonstrating that the interim strategy is not effective. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

DNR manages about 14 percent of the total habitat in the inland range of the murrelet in 

Washington State (refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS). 

The factors influencing marbled murrelet populations are described in Chapter 3.6 of the FEIS. 

While murrelets spend the majority of their time at sea, the portion of their life history that takes 

place in the forest (breeding) is critical for survival and population growth and is the aspect that 

DNR can influence with its proposal for a long-term conservation strategy on DNR-managed 

lands. 

Population surveys are conducted in the marine environment. The location of nests used by birds 

found in at-sea surveys is not known. It is not possible with the data available to conclude that a 

declining murrelet population is due to the effectiveness of the interim strategy, as no trends in 

the number of murrelets using DNR-managed lands exists. 

Subtopic: Benefits of existing conservation 

 COMMENT 

Protections provided by the 1997 HCP that are unaltered by the long-term conservation strategy 

already result in the development of old forest conditions that provide substantial benefits to the 

marbled murrelet. Also, marbled murrelet habitat is already protected by existing DNR policy. 

The Services provided DNR with assurances that the 567,000 acres set aside by the 1997 HCP 

would be adequate for the murrelet and all other species covered by the 1997 HCP. They agreed 

to clarify marbled murrelet protections, but agree the set-asides would be enough. Nothing in the 

RDEIS shows more set aside land is warranted. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C369, C433, C547 

Response 

The proposal under consideration is to replace the interim strategy in the 1997 HCP with a long-

term conservation strategy. Section 1.1 of the FEIS describes the respective need and purpose of 

DNR and USFWS for the proposal. In developing the long-term conservation strategy, DNR must 

balance its Objective #2, which is to provide forest conditions in strategic locations on forested 

state trust lands to minimize and mitigate incidental take of marbled murrelets resulting from 

DNR’s forest management activities, with its Objective #1, which is to generate revenue and 

other benefits for each trust by meeting DNR’s trust management responsibilities. Refer to 
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Section 1.1 for DNR’s other three objectives (active management, operational flexibility, and 

implementation certainty). 

The Joint Agencies’ approach to the long-term conservation strategy is to maintain long-term 

forest cover, which is defined as DNR-managed forestlands with commitments to maintaining 

permanent forest cover to provide long-term conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. 

Although DNR may perform some management in long-term forest cover, these areas are 

excluded from variable retention harvest planning under the sustainable harvest calculation (refer 

to tables 2.5 through 2.8 in the FEIS for more information). 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 

riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres. The second part is areas that will be managed specifically for marbled murrelets. Amounts 

of marbled murrelet-specific conservation vary by alternative. Refer to Section 2.2 in the FEIS for 

more information. 

In developing the alternatives, an emphasis was to define large, contiguous blocks of interior 

forest, and more marginal habitat was included only if it served the purpose of reducing edge 

effects or improving security of higher quality habitat. There was no defined habitat acres target. 

The interim strategy required DNR to complete surveys and habitat relationship studies, which 

resulted in the identification of occupied sites on DNR-managed lands within the analysis area. 

Occupied sites that do not overlap long-term forest cover would be in addition to the 567,000 

acres of existing conservation. The 1997 HCP and USFWS’s biological opinion make it clear that 

only the interim strategy was analyzed and authorized at the time the 1997 HCP was approved, 

and that DNR is expected to replace the interim strategy with a long-term conservation strategy.  

 

 Topic: Conservation Measures 

Subtopic: Loopholes 

 COMMENT 

The conservation measures contain loopholes or weaknesses that could harass or cause harm 

to nesting murrelets. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 
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Response 

The alternatives contain various conservation measures that apply to occupied sites, occupied site 

buffers, and other conservation areas, as described in tables 2.2.4 through 2.2.7 of the FEIS. 

While these conservation measures provide for additional minimization of impacts to marbled 

murrelets, they do not avoid all impacts to murrelets associated with ongoing forest management 

activities on DNR-managed lands.   

 

Subtopic: Activities in special habitat areas 

 COMMENT 

When the DEIS was developed, activities such as thinning within special habitat areas and 

occupied site buffers was not allowed. Allowing these activities under Alternative H and the 

proposed amendment would undermine the purpose of protecting habitat from degradation. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Thinning in special habitat areas was added under Alternative H and the proposed amendment to 

allow for operational flexibility and to aid in reaching northern spotted owl habitat objectives. 

Thinning in special habitat areas outside occupied sites is allowed only in non-murrelet habitat 

and future murrelet habitat in the OESF and in nesting, roosting, and foraging or dispersal 

management areas. Thinning must follow the specific rules in Table A-4 in Appendix A of the 

HCP amendment. 

 

 COMMENT 

The frequency and duration of proposed operations within special habitat areas should be 

estimated by DNR so that USFWS can adequately assess the action and resulting impacts and 

condition accordingly. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Proposed operations within special habitat areas is detailed in Table A-4 in Appendix A of the 

HCP amendment. Table A-4 provides specific information about the type of activity, where it can 

occur, when, and any other pertinent restrictions. 
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Subtopic: Activities in occupied sites 

 COMMENT 

Removal of trees for forest health treatments inside occupied marbled murrelet habitat should not 

be allowed or should be severely restricted. If it were to occur, there should be consultation with 

USFWS and a specific management plan for avoiding disturbance during nesting season. Forest 

health treatments should not remove platform trees within occupied sites, because specific nest 

locations are unknown without a tree climbing survey, and undocumented impacts could occur. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

The Joint Agencies have updated conservation measures in tables 2.2.5 through 2.2.8 of the FEIS 

and Table A-4 in Appendix A of the proposed amendment. Within occupied sites, forest health 

treatments must follow a site-specific management prescription and take place outside of the 

nesting season when feasible or follow limited operating periods. Prescribed burning must take 

place outside of the nesting season. 

Subtopic: Activities in occupied site buffers 

 COMMENT 

Thinning in occupied site buffers can increase deleterious effects on adjacent habitat such as 

predation on marbled murrelet chicks and eggs by corvids. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Thinning in occupied site buffers is allowed only in non-murrelet habitat in the OESF and in 

nesting, roosting, and foraging or dispersal management areas, and must follow the specific rules 

in Table A-4 in Appendix A of the HCP amendment. 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter recommends that no thinning take place in any occupied site 100-meter buffer. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 
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Response 

Thinning in occupied site buffers is allowed only in non-murrelet habitat in the OESF and in 

nesting, roosting, and foraging or dispersal management areas, and must follow the specific rules 

in Table A-4 in Appendix A of the HCP amendment. Thinning in these areas provides DNR 

operational flexibility and aids DNR in reaching northern spotted owl habitat objectives. 

 Topic: Other Impacts 

Subtopic: Climate change and carbon sequestration 

 COMMENT 

This is extremely urgent. Climate change is dangerous and we are running out of time to reverse 

our damages. The wildfires will become absolutely worse if the tree cutting goes through. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C96 

Response 

DNR analyzed carbon sequestrated and emitted in the Alternatives for Establishment of a 

Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS and DNR and USFWS incorporated the findings of that 

document in the Long-term Conservation Strategy for the Marbled Murrelet RDEIS and FEIS. 

The analysis found that the amount of carbon sequestered was greater than the amount of carbon 

emitted for all sustainable harvest alternatives; therefore, forest stands on DNR-managed lands 

are expected to continue to sequester carbon from the atmosphere. For that reason, it is unlikely 

that the long-term conservation strategy will significantly increase the severity of wildfires. 

 

 COMMENT 

Climate change is an impending catastrophe that you can help stop. The latest Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) report says that climate change is happening faster than in 

previous reports. We need all the trees we have and more to mitigate climate change and maintain 

air quality. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C107, C110 

Response 

The Joint Agencies’ approach to the long-term conservation strategy is to maintain long-term 

forest cover, which is defined as DNR-managed forestlands with commitments to maintaining 
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permanent forest cover to provide long-term conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. 

Although DNR may perform some management in long-term forest cover, these areas are 

excluded from variable retention harvest planning under the sustainable harvest calculation. 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 

riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres. The second part is areas that will be managed specifically for marbled murrelets. Amounts 

of marbled murrelet-specific conservation vary by alternative. Refer to Section 2.2 in the FEIS for 

more information. 

As a trust lands manager, DNR must balance ecological objectives with its fiduciary 

responsibility to provide sustainable revenue to its trust beneficiaries, meaning that some older 

forests will be harvested. The amount varies by alternative; refer to Section 4.6 of the FEIS for 

more information. 

DNR analyzed carbon sequestrated and emitted in the Alternatives for Establishment of a 

Sustainable Harvest Level Draft Environmental Impact Statement and DNR and USFWS 

incorporated the findings of that document in the Long-term Conservation Strategy for the 

Marbled Murrelet RDEIS and FEIS. The analysis found that the amount of carbon sequestered 

was greater than the amount of carbon emitted for all alternatives; therefore, forest stands on 

DNR-managed lands are expected to continue to sequester carbon from the atmosphere. 

Maintaining working forests on state trust lands also will prevent these forests from being 

converted to non-forestry uses, which will enable them to continue absorbing and sequestering 

carbon into the future. 

 

 COMMENT 

Commenter states that old-growth forests are essential to a diverse habitat and sinking carbon 

from the atmosphere. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C16 

Response 

DNR defines old growth as forests that are at least 5 acres in size, in the structurally complex 

stage of stand development, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start 

of European settlement in the Pacific Northwest. All forests that meet these requirements are 

currently deferred from harvest under the Policy for Sustainable Forests and will remain deferred 

regardless of the outcome of this planning process. These forests will continue to absorb and store 

carbon and provide habitat to native species of wildlife. 
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 COMMENT 

Manage state forests to optimize carbon sequestration and protect marbled murrelets. The 

proposed plan does not protect enough older forest, which is needed to sequester carbon to benefit 

the climate and provide habitat for birds. The murrelets are the canary, the forests are the coal 

mines. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C33, C102, C409 

Response 

DNR analyzed carbon sequestered and emitted in the Alternatives for Establishment of a 

Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS and the Joint Agencies incorporated the findings of that 

document into the Long-term Conservation Strategy for the Marbled Murrelet RDEIS and FEIS. 

The analysis found that the amount of carbon sequestered was greater than the amount of carbon 

emitted for all alternatives; therefore, forest stands on DNR-managed lands are expected to 

continue to sequester carbon from the atmosphere. 

The Joint Agencies’ approach to the long-term conservation strategy is to maintain long-term 

forest cover, which is defined as DNR-managed forestlands with commitments to maintaining 

permanent forest cover to provide long-term conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. 

Although DNR may perform some management in long-term forest cover, these areas are 

excluded from variable retention harvest planning under the sustainable harvest calculation (refer 

to tables 2.5 through 2.8 in the FEIS for more information). 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 

riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres, and many of these acres include older forests. The second part is areas that will be 

managed specifically for marbled murrelets. Amounts of marbled murrelet-specific conservation 

vary by alternative; refer to Section 2.2 in the FEIS for more information. In maintaining long-

term forest cover, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting 

marbled murrelet populations. These forests also will continue to sequester carbon. 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter is very concerned about the decline in marbled murrelet populations in 

Washington, and the loss of the forests the murrelet needs. One reason for concern is the capacity 

of those forests to store large amounts of carbon. These older forests have unmatched capacities 

for storing carbon in both trees and soil; a newly replanted acre does not regain that capacity for 

decades. Also, in a replanted forest, the soil and dead roots are rapidly losing carbon as the young 

trees are beginning to grow. Cutting forest with these capacities causes the loss of large amounts 
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of carbon from slash and soil, and leaves the forest with a fraction of its earlier capacity, regained 

only after decades. The murrelet is signaling us about the forests that, in this time of hurricanes 

and wildfires, we truly need. Marbled murrelets population losses are a serious signal, not just for 

the murrelet but also for people –children alive today and generations to come. Setting aside older 

forest for murrelets will benefit other species and humans and help address climate change. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C18, C19, C22, C24, C26, C27,C 28, C29, C31, C36, C39, C41, C43, C46, C47, C48, C49, C50, 

C51, C53, C56, C58, C59, C68,C 69, C71, C84, C85, C86, C89, C90, C94, C97, C98, C108, 

C155, C156, C157, C166, C194, C246, C274, C315, C376, C461, C491, C499, C537  

Response 

The Joint Agencies’ approach to the long-term conservation strategy is to maintain long-term 

forest cover, which is defined as DNR-managed forestlands with commitments to maintaining 

permanent forest cover to provide long-term conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. 

Although DNR may perform some management in long-term forest cover, these areas are 

excluded from variable retention harvest planning under the sustainable harvest calculation. 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 

riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres, and many of these acres include older forests. The second part is areas that will be 

managed specifically for marbled murrelets. Amounts of marbled murrelet-specific conservation 

vary by alternative; refer to Section 2.2 in the FEIS for more information. In maintaining long-

term forest cover, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting 

marbled murrelet populations. These forests also will continue to sequester carbon. 

As a trust lands manager, DNR must balance these ecological objectives with its fiduciary 

responsibility to provide sustainable revenue to its trust beneficiaries, meaning that some older 

forests will be harvested. The amount varies by alternative; refer to Section 4.6 of the FEIS for 

more information. Although it is true that the soil, dead roots, and slash of these harvested forests 

will lose carbon over time, it is also true that the young stands will absorb carbon as they grow. 

DNR analyzed carbon sequestrated and emitted in the Alternatives for Establishment of a 

Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS and DNR and USFWS incorporated the findings of that 

document in the Long-term Conservation Strategy for the Marbled Murrelet RDEIS and FEIS. 

The analysis found that the amount of carbon sequestered was greater than the amount of carbon 

emitted for all alternatives; therefore, forest stands on DNR-managed lands are expected to 

continue to sequester carbon from the atmosphere. 
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 COMMENT 

DNR looked at climate impacts due to the alternatives but did not analyze the long-term impacts 

of climate change on murrelets and their habitat. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C283 

Response 

Chapter 5 of the FEIS has a section on likely climate change impacts to marbled murrelets and 

their habitat. 

 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS fails to describe the socioeconomic importance of timber harvest-related emission of 

greenhouse gases. The comment references Ricke and others (2018) as a social cost of carbon 

data source. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

The RDEIS references the Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS 

carbon analysis. The analysis in the sustainable harvest level DEIS shows that under each of the 

analyzed alternatives, the amount of carbon sequestered increases compared to current conditions. 

Compared to each other, differences in the net amount of carbon sequestered across all 

alternatives were small. Refer to Section 4.2 in the FEIS for more information. 

The socioeconomic importance of carbon sequestration depends on the valuation method. 

Currently, no revenue is generated for trust beneficiaries from carbon sequestration. It is 

uncertain whether lands included in a long-term conservation strategy could generate revenue 

from carbon sequestration in the future. The social cost of carbon valuations exist. However, 

there is no consensus value, and estimates range widely (more than 100-fold per ton; Ricke and 

others [2018]). Due to the wide-ranging valuation estimates and the long-term nature of the 

conservation strategy, inclusion of specific values in the RDEIS or FEIS would have been 

speculative. 

 

 COMMENT 

The climate analysis in the RDEIS is inadequate because it fails to account for substitution effects 

whereby the use wood products displace carbon emission from alternative products. As a result, 

the RDEIS exaggerates the carbon benefits of harvest reductions. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C441 

Response 

In their review of carbon and forest management in moist forests of the Pacific Northwest, Fain 

and others (2018) define substitution as “quantify[ing] the emissions impact of using or not using 

wood products as opposed to some alternative material (e.g., steel, concrete, plastics, etc.).” Fain 

and others (2018) identify several broad categories that influence the impacts of substitution: 1) 

examining the cumulative carbon benefit across time, which itself contains six variables that can 

influence the magnitude of substitution effects; 2) how much material can be counted toward 

substitution (for example, does substitution result in 50 or 100 percent replacement of other 

materials?); and 3) assumptions in future market demand and policy decisions. Taken together, 

the breadth of assumptions that can be used is wide and can result in substitution having either a 

positive or negative impact on carbon. This large uncertainty also reflects that substitution is 

rarely, if ever, actually tracked (for example, the amount of carbon benefit if buildings or 

developments are partially constructed with wood in lieu of concrete or steel). Harmon and others 

(2009) described substitution as a “theoretical” carbon pool in most cases. Because scientific 

uncertainty in substitution effects is high, confidence in any substitution analysis is therefore low. 

A more conservative approach is thus not to include substitution in a carbon analysis. 

Subtopic: Environmental stressors 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS does not adequately consider or address the environmental stressors that impact 

marbled murrelet populations. This includes factors not related to forest management that 

contribute to the decline of the marbled murrelet, including marine foraging conditions and 

availability of food. Habitat on federal lands has been increasing since implementation of the 

1997 HCP with no change in the decline of marbled murrelets. Any additional habitat conserved 

on DNR-managed lands would not be the factor that turns around this decline. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C369 

Response 

As long as the marbled murrelet remains a listed species, DNR must continue to minimize and 

mitigate take on DNR-managed lands, regardless of changes in marine foraging conditions and 

availability of food, other environmental stressors, or the success or failure of conservation efforts 

on federal lands. For that reason, and because DNR is not responsible for addressing stressors on 

non-DNR managed lands, the impacts evaluated in the RDEIS and FEIS relate primarily to the 

acres of state trust lands being conserved and the conservation measures that will be taken under 

each alternative. 
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DNR did conduct a population viability analysis to help understand how marbled murrelet 

populations might respond to the variations in murrelet habitat proposed under each alternative. 

Too little was known about non-forest influences on murrelet populations to include them in the 

framework of the population viability model used for this work. However, the "risk analysis" 

scenario modeled for the RDEIS was based on the assumption that both inland habitat loss and 

other chronic environmental stressors are responsible for the population decline observed in 

Washington. This scenario used relatively pessimistic demographic rates that result in a declining 

murrelet population with less ability to use inland habitat as it develops. Refer to Section 4.6 of 

the FEIS for more information. 

Subtopic: Southwest Washington 

 COMMENT: 

Regardless of any efforts made by DNR, the portion of the marbled murrelet population in 

southwest Washington will likely continue to be at risk. The RDEIS fails to consider limitations 

in marbled murrelet foraging and feeding, including in the area off southwest Washington. Even 

with metering, the area of conservation in Wahkiakum County will still increase. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C369 

Response 

Under Section 10 of the federal Endangered Species Act, DNR’s responsibility in areas where it 

is seeking incidental take coverage is to “minimize and mitigate to the maximum extent 

practicable” the impacts of “take” of marbled murrelets caused by DNR’s activities. Because the 

murrelet is a listed species, DNR must meet these requirements regardless of changes in 

environmental stressors such as marine foraging conditions and availability of food, including in 

areas off southwest Washington. For that reason, and because DNR is not responsible for 

addressing stressors on non-state trust lands, the impacts evaluated in the RDEIS and FEIS relate 

primarily to the acres of state trust lands being conserved and the conservation measures that will 

be taken under each alternative. 

DNR has focused more of its mitigation in Southwest Washington because of the lack of federal 

lands in this landscape to provide for marbled murrelet conservation (USFWS 1997). Much of the 

existing inland habitat and most known marbled murrelet occupied sites in southwest Washington 

are located on DNR-managed lands. 

The socioeconomic analysis (Section 4.11) in the RDEIS and FEIS indicate that Pacific and 

Wahkiakum counties will be adversely impacted by Alternatives C through H. Per legislative 

direction in 2018, the Commissioner of Public Lands formed a “Solutions Table” tasked with 

providing recommendations to the legislature to offset potential revenue and job losses in these 

and other affected counties (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 
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Subtopic: Ecosystem services 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS does not describe the differences among the alternatives in their impacts on 

ecosystem services derived from Washington’s forests, including state trust lands. The RDEIS 

also does not provide a full analysis of the socioeconomic impacts because it focuses impacts due 

to timber harvest and does not consider the value of ecosystem services. The RDEIS does not 

follow the Principles, Requirements and Guidelines for Water and Land Related Resources 

Implementation Studies (PR&G) because it does not follow an ecosystem-service approach. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413, C442 

Response 

The primary revenue-generating activity on state trust lands in the analysis area is timber 

production. Revenue also is generated for the trusts through leasing. State trust lands benefit local 

economies by providing areas for recreation that can provide tourism income to local businesses.  

The RDEIS describes recreation and leasing impacts in sections 4.7 and 4.9. Sections 4.1, 4.2, 

4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 describe impacts to elements of the environment including earth, climate, 

vegetation, aquatic resources, and wildlife, which may generate ecosystem services. No 

significant impacts are identified in these sections. Since significant impacts are not identified in 

these sections, any socioeconomic value attributed to these elements of the environment are not 

expected to change. 

The socioeconomic analysis (Section 4.11 of the RDEIS and FEIS) addresses ecosystem services 

to the extent that reasonably available data exists. 

Subtopic: Costs of implementing the 1997 HCP and Incidental Take Permit 

 COMMENT 

DNR should compare the total cost of implementing the 1997 HCP to the total cost of obtaining 

incidental take permits, then re-negotiate the terms of the 1997 HCP until the cost of 

implementing the 1997 HCP is less than or equal to the cost of obtaining incidental take permits. 

If, through re-negotiation of 1997 HCP terms, HCP costs remain greater than incidental take 

permit costs, then refrain from entering into a new HCP and instead obtain incidental take 

permits. (Total cost is the sum of administrative costs and loss of potential product sales and 

revenue.) 

RDEIS Commenter 

C10 
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Response 

Pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 

USC 1531 et seq., 1539), DNR can only obtain an incidental take permit with the completion of a 

HCP that meets the Section 10 issuance criteria (Refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS). 

 Topic: Missing or Expanded Analysis 

Subtopic: Population viability analysis 

 COMMENT 

The analytical model used to project population scenarios did not include marine environment 

parameters and so biases the importance of habitat over the importance of marine conditions. 

Extra efforts to help the species may do little or nothing if the ecosystem is not adequately 

understood, but the negative economic consequences of doing so are clear. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C456 

Response 

The population viability analysis (Appendix C of the FEIS) notes that “a host of other factors 

unrelated to forest management likely impact murrelet populations include marine foraging 

conditions, disease, oil spills, and by-catch from gill net fishing (Peery and others 2004, Raphael 

2006). Nevertheless, the relative importance of each of these factors in driving recent population 

decline is not well understood.” Additionally, the population viability analysis also recognizes, 

"as is the case with all PVA (population viability analysis) exercises, projections of risk should 

not be considered as absolute estimates, and only be interpreted as a way to compare the relative 

consequences of different scenarios (Beissinger and Westphal 1998).” 

 

 COMMENT 

The “risk” scenario in the population model most closely approximates real-world conditions for 

murrelets. 

Commenter 

C413, C456 
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Response 

The “risk analysis” scenario is based on the assumption that both inland habitat loss and other 

chronic environmental stressors such as marine conditions are responsible for the murrelet 

population decline observed in Washington. This analysis, as a part of the population viability 

analysis, is not intended to provide an absolute estimate of population response for a particular 

alternative. Instead, it is intended as a tool to help understand how marbled murrelet populations 

might respond to the variations in murrelet habitat proposed under each alternative. Because there 

is uncertainty about the effects of stressors in the marine environment and future changes in 

climate, too little is known about these non-forest influences to incorporate them into the model 

structure. Also, model predictions assume that habitat capacity will remain static on non-DNR-

managed, including federal lands (refer to Section 4.6 and Appendix C of the FEIS). 

 

 COMMENT 

New science contained in the Peery 2016 work does not alter the understanding of the marbled 

murrelet in a way that requires an approach other than protecting occupied sites. The Peery 

(2016) model is based on assumptions that are biologically unrealistic. These assumptions include 

that all non-forest management stressors are ameliorated to isolate the impacts of the alternatives 

and that current population declines are due to a lack of nesting habitat, which is the question at 

issue. Even with these assumption, Peery (2016) concluded that climate change and the marine 

environment must be factored into results; however, they were not. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C441 

Response 

The population viability analysis explores how marbled murrelet populations may change over 

time under both "risk" and "enhancement" scenarios under the different alternatives. The 

assumptions made in the population viability analysis are explicitly stated in the methods, and are 

scientifically based. The purpose of this analysis is to provide a tool to help understand how 

marbled murrelet populations might respond to the variations in murrelet habitat proposed under 

each alternative. The authors note that while the population viability analysis model is sufficiently 

robust and well-parameterized to help assess how the proposed forest management alternatives 

may impact murrelet populations, there is uncertainty about how marine stressors could further 

diminish murrelet populations regardless of projected increases to the amount and quality of 

nesting habitat. Threats in the marine environment do affect marbled murrelets, but these threats 

are not directly affected by the land management choices under DNR discretion. The scope of the 

population viability analysis was to estimate the potential and relative effect of habitat 

management alternatives using parameters largely under the control of the land management 

agency (DNR) (refer to Section 4.6 and Appendix C of the FEIS). 
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Subtopic: Natural disturbance analysis 

 COMMENT 

DNR did not adequately consider potential impacts due to wildfire, ongoing tree species 

mortality, windthrow, or increases in dry summers on murrelet habitat due to climate change. 

DNR should more thoroughly evaluate these impacts. Habitat loss and degradation from such 

disturbances should be accurately calculated and mitigated. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C135, C283, C375, C409, C450, C453, C470, C471, C472, C473, C474, C475, C477, C478, 

C480, C481, C482, C483, C484, C485, C487, C488, C489, C490, C491, C492, C493, C494, 

C495, C496, C497, C498, C499, C500, C501, C502, C503, C504, C505, C506, C507, C508, 

C509, C510, C511, C512, C513, C514, C515, C516, C517, C518, C519, C520, C521, C522, 

C524, C525, C526, C527, C528, C529, C530, C531, C532, C533, C534,C 535, C536, C537, 

C539, C541, C542, C543, C545, C546  

Response 

This analysis is based on the potential impacts to the marbled murrelet and other elements of the 

environment from activities on DNR-managed lands related to forest management. The impacts, 

including the impacts and mitigation estimates, on the marbled murrelet are addressed in Chapter 

4, Appendix C, and Appendix H of the FEIS. 

Section 3.2 of the FEIS provides a general discussion of how natural disturbances may change in 

response to climate, and Chapter 5 provides a discussion that addresses how climate change is 

likely to increase natural disturbance threats to marbled murrelet habitat in Washington. 

As described in Chapter 3.2 of the FEIS, under climate change some disturbance rates are 

expected to increase, such as fire; some are expected to be unchanged, such as windthrow; and 

some are expected to change in location and intensity, such as beetle outbreaks. Based on these 

studies, DNR estimated that the natural disturbance rate of murrelet habitat may double by the 

end of the 50-year analysis period. Based on DNR’s calculations, mitigation for any alternative 

should exceed impacts by approximately 395 adjusted acres to account for this doubling effect. 

Every alternative except B meets this requirement. Refer to Appendix T of the FEIS for more 

information on mitigation for natural disturbance. 

 

 COMMENT 

Rather than consult with USFWS for each instance of potential disturbance, DNR should conduct 

an impacts analysis for various operational practices or recreation that may occur in occupied 

sites, occupied site buffers, or special habitat areas such as new road construction, waste area and 

pit expansion, tailholds, guylines, and yarding corridors. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Tables 2.2.5 through 2.2.8 in the FEIS and Table A-4 in Appendix A to the HCP amendment 

have been updated. Because DNR cannot predict where these activities would occur on the 

landscape over a fifty-year time period, the impact analysis described is not feasible. 

Subtopic: Noise 

 COMMENT 

A thorough noise analysis should be done to inform nest tree buffer protections for the marbled 

murrelet. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

In Chapter 4, noise was included as a potential stressor, along with the potential response or 

impact, and included in the environmental analysis. Conservation measures were developed for 

all alternatives to mitigate for noise disturbance. Refer to Tables 2.2.5 through 2.2.8 in the FEIS 

and Appendix A, Table A-4 in the HCP amendment for more information. 

Subtopic: WAC 222-10-042 

 COMMENT 

Include a detailed explanation on the incorporation and deliberation of WAC 222-10-042 in the 

analysis. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

WAC 222-10-042 is a rule of the Washington Forest Practice Board that applies when forest 

practices applications subject to SEPA may cause adverse impacts to marbled murrelets. This rule 

does not apply here. While SEPA and NEPA apply to the proposal, the forest practice rules are 

not applicable because no forest practices permit is needed to develop a long-term conservation 

strategy for marbled murrelets on forested state trust lands. In addition, future forest practices 

applications consistent with a plan HCP and incidental take permit will not need SEPA review 

because of impacts to a listed species covered by that HCP and incidental take permit. Under 
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WAC 222-16-050(1), Class IV-Special (defining what forest practices need SEPA review) and 

WAC 222-16-080 (defining state critical habitat for threatened and endangered species), forest 

practices consistent with an HCP and incidental take permit are specifically exempt. 

Subtopic: Data and ground truthing 

 COMMENT 

The commenter says that the best data available is needed to protect marbled murrelets and their 

habitat, and ground truth measurements are needed to meet goals. For example, every proposed 

“set-aside” should be ground-truthed by a team of public and private foresters to document 

habitat values and identify management options and expectations. Results should be presented to 

the team for review and comment. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C190, C318, C322, C449 

Response 

Forest inventory data used in the development of the long-term conservation strategy is based on 

an inventory system that include ground-based plots. This data system constitutes the best 

available data on forest stands on DNR-managed lands. The analysis in the FEIS also considers 

habitat identified through field assessment by WDFW. Additional field assessment would delay 

the implementation of the conservation strategy and increase implementation costs. 

DNR’s research and monitoring and adaptive management obligations are stated in the 1997 HCP 

(refer to Section 5 of the 1997 HCP) and are not changed by this amendment. However, the HCP 

amendment adds more detail to these requirements. The Joint Agencies have agreed to the 

following regarding monitoring: Implementation monitoring will document forest management 

activities and describe them in sufficient detail to document compliance with the requirements of 

the long-term conservation strategy on DNR-managed lands covered by the strategy. 

Implementation monitoring also will periodically describe changes in landscape-level habitat 

conditions in areas managed to provide murrelet habitat. This requirement will include a 

summary of the quantity and quality of habitat (P-stage) in occupied sites, occupied site buffers, 

special habitat areas, and areas of long-term forest cover not included in the preceding categories, 

by HCP planning unit. Natural disturbance that occurs in these areas will be tracked through the 

reporting of salvage activities. In addition, during the first decade of implementation, DNR will 

report on the delay of the harvest of 5,000 adjusted acres of habitat. Refer to Section 6.4 of the 

HCP amendment for more information. 

The long-term conservation strategy is based upon conservation of existing marbled murrelet 

habitat and permitting forest stands to naturally develop into murrelet habitat over time in long-

term forest cover. Since effectiveness monitoring is the documentation of changes in habitat 

conditions over time, the methods are the same as those for implementation monitoring. 
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Validation monitoring will only occur within the OESF and will document marbled murrelet use 

of select areas managed to provide nesting habitat. Monitoring will rely upon surveys to detect 

changes in site occupancy. 

Chapter 6 of the FEIS lists all of the literature cited and sources of data used in the environmental 

analysis. 

Subtopic: Incomplete knowledge about marbled murrelets 

 COMMENT 

Commenters question the research on the marbled murrelet, including a statement that studies are 

incomplete and have not proven that the loss of inland habitat is responsible for marbled murrelet 

population decline, and that knowledge of the needs of the marbled murrelet is incomplete. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C268, C277 

Response 

The factors influencing marbled murrelet populations are described in Section 3.6 of the FEIS. 

While murrelets spends the majority of their time at sea, the portion of their life histories that 

takes place in the forest (breeding) is critical for survival and population growth and is the aspect 

that DNR can influence with its proposal for a long-term conservation strategy on DNR-managed 

lands. 

The best available science was used throughout the development and analysis of the alternatives. 

The 2008 Science Team Report was referenced repeatedly in the DEIS, RDEIS, and FEIS and is 

the basis for several components of the long-term conservation strategy, including the P-stage 

habitat classification model and the addition of occupied sites to all action alternatives. However, 

the 2008 Science Team report was not the only source of best available science used to develop 

the alternatives and analyze their impacts. Many sources of current science also were used 

throughout the DEIS and RDEIS and carried through the FEIS. (Refer to Chapter 6 of the DEIS; 

also refer to literature cited in the appendices.) 

Subtopic: Data for comparing alternatives 

 COMMENT 

The lack of information about location and volume of harvest makes comparative analysis of the 

alternatives difficult. 

RDEIS Commenter 

318 
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Response 

The exact location of harvest activities is determine by field staff during implementation of the 

sustainable harvest level, not by the sustainable harvest model used to generate data presented in 

the financial analysis (Appendix P to the FEIS) 

Subtopic: Occupied sites on other ownerships 

 COMMENT 

DNR's RDEIS did not include an evaluation of occupied sites on non-DNR-managed lands nor 

landscape-wide management plans across land ownerships. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Occupied sites on non-DNR-managed lands as well as landscape-wide management plans on non-

DNR-managed lands are outside the analysis area and are therefore outside the scope of this EIS. 

Section 5.3 of the FEIS includes a discussion of forest management on non-DNR-managed lands 

and Table 5.4.1 summarizes incremental impacts of the alternatives added to past effects and 

future trends within the range of the marbled murrelet. 

Subtopic: Low-quality northern spotted owl habitat 

 COMMENT 

DNR should treat low-quality northern spotted owl habitat the same for all alternatives in the 

FEIS, or explain how its current approach does not bias the analysis. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Alternative F includes existing, mapped low-quality northern spotted owl habitat as long-term 

forest cover (refer to Section 2.3 of the FEIS). Under this alternative, variable retention harvests 

would not be allowed to occur in low-quality northern spotted owl habitat. Under other 

alternatives, variable retention harvests may occur in low-quality northern spotted owl habitat as 

long as the activity is consistent with that alternative’s rules and DNR’s northern spotted owl 

conservation strategy, which includes northern spotted owl habitat thresholds for the OESF and 

other HCP planning units. 
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Subtopic: Paradigm for review 

 COMMENT 

Reviews for protection of species needs to be under a new paradigm, including a matrix of habitat 

pathways and indicators. One example is the Federal Services’ methodology for analysis of 

environmental baselines and effects on proposed action in aquatic environments. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

The matrix of pathways and indicators is an analysis tool developed to evaluate the condition of 

various factors that influence salmonid habitats. For marbled murrelets, the FEIS uses measures 

of habitat quality, quantity, location, and the amount of habitat in interior and edge-influenced 

areas as indicators of habitat conditions for marbled murrelets, now and in the future (refer to 

sections 3.6 and 4.6 of the FEIS).  

 Topic: Process 

Subtopic: Amendment  

 COMMENT 

This amendment may not be required under the Implementation Agreement. Compounding this 

error, the amendment violates DNR's trust obligations because it mirrors the USFWS recovery 

plan and DNR cannot set aside more than legally required. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C441 

Response 

DNR’s HCP amendment is for a long-term conservation strategy for the marbled murrelet to 

replace the current interim strategy. As stated in the 1997 HCP, the interim strategy was only 

intended to remain in place while DNR participated in the collection of information and the 

development of a long-term conservation strategy. The 1997 HCP and USFWS’s biological 

opinion make it clear that only the interim strategy was analyzed and authorized at the time the 

1997 HCP was approved. In Section 1.1 of the FEIS, the respective need and purpose of DNR 

and USFWS for the proposal clearly indicates that consistency with its fiduciary responsibility to 

the trust beneficiaries as defined by law is required for this proposal (refer to Objective #1).  
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USFWS and the DNR have determined that the take of high quality habitat contemplated in 

the HCP amendment was neither proposed by DNR in the 1997 HCP, nor was it permitted 

by USFWS in its incidental take permit. Each agency concluded that the take of high quality 

habitat contemplated in the HCP amendment would exceed currently permitted take; 

therefore, an HCP and incidental take permit amendment is required. 

 

 COMMENT 

The HCP amendment is premature to the extent that it assumes Alternative H, an alternative that 

has not been analyzed and viewed by the Board of Natural Resources, is the preferred alternative. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

In August, 2017, the Board of Natural Resources directed DNR to develop and analyze a 

preferred alternative for the long-term conservation strategy.  The Joint Agencies developed the 

Alternative H based on this direction. Alternative H was adopted as the preferred alternative by 

the board at the November, 2017 board meeting. 

Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality’s NEPA implementing regulations, USFWS 

must identify an agency-preferred alternative in a final environmental impact statement, unless it 

is prohibited by law from doing so (40 CFR 1502.14(e)). USFWS is not prohibited by law from 

including an agency preferred alternative in this EIS.   

The HCP amendment represents a culmination of twenty-two years of work that began with 

collecting data about murrelet nesting on DNR-managed lands, developing habitat models, 

conducting surveys and identifying occupied sites. The effort continued with the convening of a 

multi-agency Science Team in 2008, which developed the P-stage habitat model, re-delineated 

occupied sites to ensure any errors due to survey protocol changes were addressed, and 

recommended a conservation strategy, which became Alternative F. 

Over the past several years, USFWS and DNR partnered to develop an analytical framework to 

provide objective, repeatable, science-based estimates of potential impacts and mitigation to 

murrelet habitat on DNR-managed lands. Both agencies developed multiple alternatives for the 

long-term conservation strategy, each of which build upon occupied sites, the P-stage model, 

existing conservation within long-term forest cover, and different conservation areas specifically 

set aside for marbled murrelet conservation. These alternatives were analyzed for environmental 

consequences in a DEIS, RDEIS and now FEIS, developed under both SEPA and NEPA. 

Alternative H was developed based on direction from the Board of Natural Resources to 

minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts and address uncertainty, and reduce 

disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. The public has been provided with 

opportunities to comment throughout the expanded scoping phase, as well as on the DEIS, 

RDEIS, and HCP amendment.  
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Following the public comment period for the RDEIS and proposed HCP amendment, DNR 

revised its proposed HCP amendment, which is based on Alternative H. The proposed HCP 

amendment has been submitted to USFWS and is included as Appendix Q of this FEIS.  If 

USFWS makes a final determination to approve DNR’s application and issue an amended 

incidental take permit, the board will decide whether to accept the permit terms and conditions. 

Board approval is required to amend an existing, board-approved HCP. 

 

 COMMENT 

Before approving a major amendment to DNR’s 1997 HCP, such as the long-term conservation 

strategy, the USFWS must find that the HCP amendment complies with the “issuance criteria” 

contained in Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act. Yet the HCP amendment was drafted and 

submitted for public comment before the USFWS has formally applied the Section 10 issuance 

criteria to DNR’s long-term conservation strategy and documented them. For example, the HCP 

amendment makes conclusory findings that only Alternative H meets DNR’s objectives and that 

the other alternatives do not, that Alternative H best balances impacts to mitigation, and that 

Alternative H does not rely on unproven or unfinanced approaches. There is no basis for these 

summary conclusions unless and until the agencies issue an FEIS and USFWS issues its Section 

10 findings. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

The HCP amendment that was submitted at the time of the RDEIS was a draft based on the best 

available science, data and analysis. It has been revised based on comments received and updated 

analysis in the FEIS.  

Pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered Species Act, DNR can only obtain an 

incidental take permit with the completion of an HCP that meets the Section 10 issuance criteria 

of the Endangered Species Act (refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS). The issuance criteria includes a 

determination from USFWS that the take will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival 

and recovery of the species in the wild. USFWS will prepare a biological opionion to analyze (in 

part) the effects of the proposed action. 

 

 COMMENT 

The amendment mischaracterizes a key biological point: the biological significance of DNR's 

forests. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 
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Response 

The land within the 55-mile range of the marbled murrelet totals over 16 million acres. DNR 

manages approximately 9 percent of this land (Refer to Section 1.3 in the FEIS). Habitat models 

developed for the Northwest Forest Plan indicate approximately 1.3 million acres of potential 

inland habitat in Washington. Most of this habitat occurs on federal lands managed under the 

Northwest Forest Plan while approximately 14 percent of the total murrelet habitat occurs on 

DNR-managed land (Refer to Section 3.6 of the FEIS). 

All alternatives recognize the value of long-term forest cover on DNR-managed lands. The 

population viability analysis examines the impact of configurations of long-term forest cover on 

DNR-managed lands, as represented by each alternative, on the murrelet population at both the 

scale of DNR-managed lands and statewide. However, the population viability analysis model 

was not designed to provide an absolute estimate of population response for a particular 

alternative. Instead, the model was designed to show relative differences between the alternatives 

to help understand how marbled murrelet populations might respond to those variations in inland 

habitat proposed under each. Refer to Section 4.6, “Effect on Marbled Murrelet Populations,” and 

Appendix C for more information. As noted in the RDEIS, population viability analysis 

modelling results for the Washington population of marbled murrelets showed no substantial 

difference in population size or quasi-extinction probabilities. This result is due to two factors: (1) 

only 14 percent of the marbled murrelet population in Washington is attributed to DNR-managed 

lands (refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS), and (2) habitat conditions on non-DNR-managed lands in 

Washington does not change over time in the model, so the Washington population continues to 

decline throughout the 50-year modeling period (Appendix C, p. 33). The population viability 

analysis results, which focus solely on habitat changes on DNR-managed lands, indicate 

significant differences in ending population sizes amongst the alternatives considered (refer to 

Table 4.6.9 in the FEIS). 

 

 COMMENT 

The Amendment's key rationale (that Alternative H is enough because DNR's forest "only" 

contain 14 percent of the remaining murrelet habitat) ignores the Endangered Species Act Section 

7 principle that agencies such as the USFWS cannot authorize actions that potentially reduce the 

likelihood of the species surviving or recovering. 

 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, a federal agency cannot take an action, 

including permit issuance, which is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any 

endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
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habitat of such species.  Endangered Species Act implementing regulations interprete “jeopardize 

the continued existence” to mean “engage in an action that reasonably would be expected, 

directly or indirectly, to reduce appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of a 

listed species in the wild by reducing the reproduction, numbers, or distribution of that species.” 

(50 CFR 402.2).   

If USFWS chooses to proceed with consideration of incidential take permit issuance for 

Alternative H or any other alternative, USFWS will complete a biological opinion that examines 

the effects of the proposed action on the species, including whether the proposed action 

jeopardizes the continued existence of the species. USFWS will use the best available scientific 

and commercial data available in the preparation of a biological opinion, including information 

from species experts, State and tribal experts, peer-reviewed journals, and state heritage 

programs. 

Subtopic: Commenting on two DEIS documents 

 COMMENT 

DNR released the marbled murrelet long-term conservation strategy DEIS and sustainable harvest 

level DEIS at the same time and placed the emphasis on the long-term conservation strategy 

DEIS, which led to some commenters failing to submit comments on the sustainable harvest level 

DEIS. Alternatives F, G, and H were unfairly developed without considering comments on the 

sustainable harvest level DEIS and therefore are not valid alternatives. Commenter sent 

comments on the Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS (DNR 

2016). 

RDEIS Commenter 

C129 

Response 

The Joint Agencies held a 90-day comment period for both the Long-term Conservation Strategy 

for the Marbled Murrelet DEIS and the Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest 

Level DEIS. Alternative F was included in the long-term conservation strategy DEIS. While the 

final long-term conservation strategy will directly impact the sustainable harvest level, the 

sustainable harvest level does not inform the final long-term conservation strategy. Comments 

submitted on the sustainable harvest level DEIS will be responded to in the sustainable harvest 

level FEIS. 

Subtopic: Comments on DEIS 

 COMMENT 

DNR has not responded to comments on the marbled murrelet DEIS. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C213 

Response 

Responses to the comments on the marbled murrelet DEIS are provided in part one of this 

document. Section 1.4 of the RDEIS identifies changes made between the DEIS and the RDEIS, 

including those that were made based on comments received on the DEIS. 

 Topic: Mature and Old Growth Forests 

Subtopic: Protect old-growth forest 

 COMMENT 

Many commenters highlighted the importance of protecting old or old-growth forest. The 

proposed strategy is an outrage because it will harvest old-growth forest and there is so little of it 

left. We need to protect every old growth tree we have left not just for the marbled murrelet but 

for all of us. It is important to conserve old growth trees within 50 miles of marbled murrelet 

populations. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C42, C78, C79, C104, C175, C184, C191, C201, C237, C247, C324, C352,C 353, C358, C372, 

C374, C392, C419, C420, C472, C482, C492, C498, C506, C520, C535 

Response 

DNR defines old growth as forests that are in the structurally complex stage of stand 

development, at least five acres in size, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally 

considered the start of European settlement in the Pacific Northwest. All forests that meet these 

requirements are currently deferred from harvest under the Policy for Sustainable Forests and 

will remain deferred regardless of the outcome of this planning process. 

 

 COMMENT 

Leave 20 percent of old trees for marbled murrelets. Thin out the forest while sustaining habitat. 

Do not allow clear-cutting of 38,000 acres of prime forest. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C353 
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Response 

As a trust lands manager, DNR must balance ecological objectives with its fiduciary 

responsibilities to the trust beneficiaries. Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of 

Natural Resources to DNR to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, 

and reduce disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. This alternative best meets 

DNR’s need and purpose of the project by integrating DNR’s obligations to provide marbled 

murrelet conservation under the Endangered Species Act with DNR’s fiduciary obligations to 

provide revenue to its trust beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking 

action on a permit decision. 

Under this alternative, DNR will maintain “long-term forest cover,” which is DNR-managed 

forestlands with commitments to maintaining permanent forest cover to provide long-term 

conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. Although DNR may perform some management in 

long-term forest cover, these areas are excluded from variable retention harvest planning under 

the sustainable harvest calculation (refer to tables 2.5 through 2.8 in the FEIS for more 

information). 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 

riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres. The second part is areas that will be managed specifically for marbled murrelets. 

Alternative H focuses marbled-murrelet-specific conservation into 20 special habitat areas that 

are distributed across strategically important locations for marbled murrelets. Special habitat 

areas are designed to increase marbled murrelet productivity by reducing edge and fragmentation. 

Under Alternative H, DNR would harvest approximately 38,000 acres of murrelet habitat over the 

analysis period outside long-term forest cover. However, harvest of a portion of this habitat will 

be metered in the first decade to give forests within long-term forest cover time to develop into 

higher-quality habitat. Metering will enable DNR to maintain habitat capacity across the analysis 

area during the first decade. In subsequent decades, habitat capacity will increase over existing 

conditions. 

Under Alternative H, some thinning would be allowed within special habitat areas to meet 

specific management objectives. Refer to Section 2.2 of the FEIS for more information. Thinning 

in other areas will be subject to DNR management objectives and policies and state and federal 

laws. 

 

 COMMENT 

Improve coastal old growth for nesting sites. Also work on increasing fish prey. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C79 

Response 

DNR defines old growth as forests that are at least five acres in size, in the structurally complex 

stage of stand development, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start 

of European settlement in the Pacific Northwest. All forests that meet these requirements, 

including those within 50 miles of marbled murrelet populations, are currently deferred from 

harvest under the Policy for Sustainable Forests and will remain deferred regardless of the 

outcome of this planning process. As old-growth forests already function as habitat, DNR will not 

conduct thinning or other management activities within them. Increasing fish prey is outside the 

scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS 

for this proposal. 

 

 COMMENT 

Conversion of old-growth forest to young plantation can result in reduced stream flow. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

DNR defines old growth as forests that are at least five acres in size, in the structurally complex 

stage of stand development, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start 

of European settlement in the Pacific Northwest. All forests that meet these requirements are 

conserved under the no action alternative and all action alternatives consistent with the Policy for 

Sustainable Forests. 

Subtopic: Saving or maintaining trees 

 COMMENT 

Several commenters expressed concern about saving or maintaining trees. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C14, C17, C52, C54, C55, C70, C86, C88, C94, C95, C96, C107, C108, C109, C484, C490, 

C492, C498, C506, C520, C535  

Response 

The Joint Agencies recognize the value of trees to provide a variety of services, including 

providing habitat for wildlife and sequestering carbon. All alternatives considered for the long-
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term conservation strategy conserve forested areas in long-term forest cover, with amounts 

varying depending on the alternative (refer to Table 2.2.4 in the FEIS). Within long-term forest 

cover, the amount of habitat for marbled murrelets will increase over time under all alternatives 

(refer to Table 4.6.3 in the FEIS). 

DNR analyzed carbon sequestrated and emitted in the Alternatives for Establishment of a 

Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS and DNR and USFWS incorporated the findings of that 

document in the Long-term Conservation Strategy for the Marbled Murrelet RDEIS and FEIS. 

The analysis found that the amount of carbon sequestered was greater than the amount of carbon 

emitted for all alternatives; therefore, forest stands on DNR-managed lands are expected to 

continue to sequester carbon from the atmosphere. 

Subtopic: Old growth is already protected 

 COMMENT 

The marbled murrelet is an old-growth species and its habitat is already protected by existing 

DNR policy. 

Commenter 

C441 

Response 

DNR defines old growth as forests that are at least five acres in size, in the structurally complex 

stage of stand development, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start 

of European settlement in the Pacific Northwest. All forests that meet these requirements are 

currently deferred from harvest under the Policy for Sustainable Forests and will remain deferred 

regardless of the outcome of this planning process. 

Marbled murrelet habitat is any forest stand that has a P-stage value greater than .25 (refer to 

Appendix E of the FEIS for more information), which includes forests that are younger than old 

growth. The amount of this habitat that will be designated for murrelet conservation under the 

long-term conservation strategy varies by alternative. Refer to Table 2.2.4 of the FEIS for more 

information. 

 Topic: Other 

Subtopic: Act quickly and boldly 

 COMMENT 

So much of the environment is under assault. We are seeing incredibly bad events associated with 

climate change. A particular concern is wildfires. Marbled murrelets are an indicator species and 
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should not be allowed to perish. Each threatened species is another warning of the danger to 

humanity itself. This about more than birds. Because all organisms within an ecosystem are 

linked, our lives are threatened too. Saving our forests is key to our survival. The trees and 

wildlife are a big part of our ecosystem. We cannot improve it so it needs to be preserved! Please 

act now to protect the forests, the wildlife, the marbled murrelet, our beautiful state, and all of us. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C14, C26, C51, C54, C69, C157, C323, C495, C527, C365, C396, C426, C445, C542 

Response 

As a trust lands manager, DNR must balance ecological objectives with its fiduciary 

responsibilities to the trust beneficiaries. Alternative H is based on direction from the Board of 

Natural Resources to DNR to minimize impacts to murrelets, offset impacts, address uncertainty, 

and reduce disproportionate financial impacts to trust beneficiaries. This alternative best meets 

DNR’s need and purpose of the project by integrating DNR’s obligations to provide marbled 

murrelet conservation under the Endangered Species Act with DNR’s fiduciary obligations to 

provide revenue to its trust beneficiaries, and best meets USFWS’ need and purpose for taking 

action on a permit decision. 

Under this alternative, DNR will maintain “long-term forest cover,” which is DNR-managed 

forestlands with commitments to maintaining permanent forest cover to provide long-term 

conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. Although DNR may perform some management in 

long-term forest cover, these areas are excluded from variable retention harvest planning under 

the sustainable harvest calculation (refer to tables 2.5 through 2.8 in the FEIS for more 

information). 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 

riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres and include areas of older forests. The second part is areas that will be managed specifically 

for marbled murrelets. Alternative H focuses marbled-murrelet-specific conservation into 20 

special habitat areas that are distributed across strategically important locations for marbled 

murrelets. Special habitat areas are designed to increase marbled murrelet productivity by 

reducing edge and fragmentation. 

Only approximately 14 percent of murrelet habitat in Washington occurs on DNR-managed lands 

(refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS). Given this small percentage, DNR lands can contribute to 

species recovery but not control it. 

While DNR develops the long-term conservation strategy, it will continue to manage state trust 

lands under its current policies. These policies are designed conserve and enhance natural systems 

and resources to produce long-term, sustainable trust income and environmental and other 

benefits for the people of Washington. 
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Subtopic: Ancillary benefits 

 COMMENT 

Setting aside virgin forests for murrelets will protect plants and wildlife that have not yet been 

categorized and that possibly exist nowhere else. We need to preserve all of it. There is too little 

left to sacrifice to more exploitation. We should set aside as much old growth forests as possible, 

for the marbled murrelets, other species, and ourselves. Once gone, these forests cannot be 

replace, and we have done too much damage to the environment already. The diversity of this 

planet is not ours for the taking. Immediate action is needed to save these old-growth forests. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C159, C504, C510, C520, C521 

Response 

DNR defines old growth as forests that are larger than 5 acres, in the structurally complex stage 

of stand development, and originated prior to 1850, which is generally considered the start of 

European settlement in the Pacific Northwest. All forests that meet these requirements are 

currently deferred from harvest under the Policy for Sustainable Forests and will remain deferred 

regardless of the outcome of this planning process. 

 

 COMMENT 

Coastal forests improve visitor appreciation of the landscape and provide benefits for air and 

water purity, which in turn will allow more trees to grow. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C204 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

Sustainable management of the forest environment will protect all species from unanticipated 

impacts in the future. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C396, C537 
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Response 

Although it is not possible to protect all species from unanticipated future impacts, DNR manages 

state trust lands sustainably through its current policies and procedures to ensure long-term health 

and productivity of the forest and perpetuation of biodiversity. 

 

 COMMENT 

Logging not only provides jobs but will lower fire danger and protect communities. Setting areas 

aside from logging could mean devastating fires similar to those in California. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C291, C293, C301 

Response 

Forests on the west side of the Cascade Crest receive a significant amount of annual precipitation. 

These forests tend to have dense, closed-canopy, biomass (fuel)-rich stand structure and naturally 

experience infrequent, stand-replacing wildfires (Halofsky and others 2018). Fires of this nature 

are largely indifferent to manipulations of stand structure (Halofsky and others 2018). While 

logging may reduce wildfire risk initially, the risk will return quickly as the forest regenerates. 

 

 COMMENT 

The state needs more forests to absorb CO2, compensate for losses due to wildfire, and protect our 

natural heritage. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C105, C188, C193, C436 

Response 

DNR analyzed carbon sequestrated and emitted in the Alternatives for Establishment of a 

Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS and DNR and USFWS incorporated the findings of that 

document into the RDEIS and FEIS for the long-term conservation strategy. The analysis found 

that the amount of carbon sequestered was greater than the amount of carbon emitted for all 

alternatives; therefore, forest stands on DNR-managed lands are expected to continue to sequester 

carbon from the atmosphere. 
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Subtopic: Approval to sell state resources 

 COMMENT 

This is the public domain, “the public” trust and you don’t have the approval to sell these 

resources. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C51 

Response 

While DNR-managed lands are public lands, the use of these lands is restricted. State trust lands 

must be managed consistent with DNR’s fiduciary responsibility as defined by law. State trust 

lands are lands held in trust for specific beneficiaries such as counties and universities. As a trust 

lands manager, DNR must manage these lands to produce perpetual income for the trust 

beneficiaries and follow the common law duties of a trustee. Two of these duties were defined in 

the 1984 landmark decision County of Skamania v. State of Washington: 1) a trustee must act 

with undivided loyalty to the trust beneficiaries to the exclusion of all other interests, and 2) a 

state’s duty as trustee is to manage trust assets prudently (DNR 2006, p. 15). Trust responsibilities 

also include making state trust lands productive, preserving the corpus of the trust, exercising 

reasonable care and skill in managing the trust, and acting impartially with respect to current and 

future trust beneficiaries. Refer to Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the FEIS. In western Washington, DNR 

meets these requirements primarily through the sustainable harvest of timber. 

Subtopic: Failure to adopt a strategy 

 COMMENT 

DNR promised beneficiaries stability and predictability when it adopted the 1997 HCP. Failure to 

complete the long-term conservation strategy has instead resulted in reduced harvests, 

controversy, and instability for trust beneficiaries and DNR’s long-term financial health. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C364 

Response 

Publication of the FEIS is a significant step forward in developing the long-term conservation 

strategy. 
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Subtopic: Fish impacts 

 COMMENT 

In the RDEIS, DNR did not account for a significant drop in marine fish abundance that could 

result from human activities and climate change. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C422 

Response 

Too little was known about the effects of stressors in the marine environment and future changes 

in climate to incorporate them into the population viability model (Appendix C), which was used 

to analyze how marbled murrelet populations may respond to changes in inland habitat under 

each alternative. However, the "risk analysis" scenario modeled for the RDEIS was based on the 

assumption that both inland habitat loss and other chronic environmental stressors are responsible 

for the population decline observed in Washington. This scenario used relatively pessimistic 

demographic rates that result in a declining murrelet population with less ability to use inland 

habitat as it develops. 

The population viability analysis model was not designed to provide an absolute estimate of 

population response for a particular alternative. Instead, the model was developed to help 

understand how marbled murrelet populations might respond to the variations in murrelet habitat 

proposed under each alternative. 

Peery and Jones modeled several population scenarios at the scale of Washington State, and 

DNR-managed lands only (refer to Appendix C to the FEIS). The model assumed that habitat was 

the main influence on current population declines. Since only approximately 14 percent of 

murrelet habitat in Washington occurs on DNR-managed lands (refer to Section 3.6 in the FEIS), 

the model focused on the relative differences between the alternatives by artificially holding 

habitat conditions on non-DNR-managed lands constant. Refer to Section 4.6, “Effect on Marbled 

Murrelet Populations,” in the FEIS for more information. 

 

 COMMENT 

Alternative H is based on incorrect ecosystem assumptions including future reductions in fish 

populations. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 
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Response 

The long-term conservation strategy is designed to minimize and mitigate impact to marbled 

murrelets due to management on DNR-managed lands. Impacts to murrelets due to changes in 

fish populations in the marine environment are outside the scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 

for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

 COMMENT 

The strategy should ensure abundant fish in the Puget Sound and protect shorelines where 

murrelets feed from noise, boat and drone interference, and other disturbances. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C323 

Response 

Assuring abundant fish in the Puget Sound is outside the scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 

for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

 

 COMMENT 

Sustainable fishing strategies and avoidance of marine pollution would benefit the murrelet and 

people. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C235 

Response 

The Joint Agencies recognize the importance of the marine environment for marbled murrelets; 

however, detailed analysis of marine conditions is outside of the scope of this EIS. Refer to 

Section 1.1 for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

Subtopic: Stream impacts from timber harvest 

 COMMENT 

Expanding timber harvest on DNR-managed lands could result in increased stream temperatures 

and an increase in stream sedimentation. The socioeconomic effects of these impacts are not 

accounted for. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 
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Response 

Chapter 4.4 describes impacts to aquatic resources. Management on DNR-managed lands is 

consistent with the 1997 HCP, which includes a riparian conservation strategy to protect listed 

salmonids. Analysis in the RDEIS found that “all action alternatives would maintain or enhance 

aquatic functions, with the possible exception of riparian microclimate, which could see increased 

impacts under Alternative B (which has less long-term forest cover than the no action 

alternative).” Alternatives C through H have more long-term forest cover than the no action 

alternative. While no alternative proposes a harvest level, an analysis presented in Appendix P 

shows that alternatives C through H result in less timber harvest than the no action alternative 

over a 100-year period. Refer to Figure 2.4.1 in the FEIS for the estimated change in long-term 

forest cover in strategic locations and high-value landscapes under the alternatives. Refer to Table 

4.6.2 for the estimated acres of habitat released for harvest in the analysis area by the end of the 

planning period. 

As no significant impact to aquatic functions are expected under the action alternatives, 

significant socioeconomic impacts are not expected. 

Subtopic: Impacts of past management 

 COMMENT 

Lack of foresight and willful negligence resulted in the marbled murrelet being listed as 

endangered. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C166 

Response 

Marbled murrelets were federally listed as threatened in 1992 primarily due to loss of old forest 

habitat from timber harvesting and mortality associated with net fisheries and oil spills. Today, 

the species is also threatened by predation of adult murrelets, chicks, and eggs at nest sites, 

changes in marine foraging conditions that affect prey availability, post-fledgling mortality, and 

cumulative and interactive effects (USFWS 2012b). 

Subtopic: Indicator species 

 COMMENT 

Murrelets should be protected because they are indicators of ecosystem health. Please save this 

indicator species and preserve large trees that store carbon. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C41, C323, C365, C396, C426, C445, C542 
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Response 

Marbled murrelets are protected under the federal Endangered Species Act as a threatened 

species. DNR committed to developing a long-term conservation strategy for them per its 1997 

HCP. 

The Joint Agencies’ approach to the long-term conservation strategy is to maintain “long-term 

forest cover,” which is DNR-managed forestlands with commitments to maintaining permanent 

forest cover to provide long-term conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. Although DNR 

may perform some management in long-term forest cover, these areas are excluded from variable 

retention harvest planning under the sustainable harvest calculation (refer to tables 2.5 through 

2.8 in the FEIS for more information). 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 

riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres and include areas of older forests. The second part is areas that will be managed specifically 

for marbled murrelets. Amounts of murrelet-specific conservation vary by alternative; refer to 

Table 2.2.4 in the FEIS for more information. 

 

 COMMENT 

The murrelet is an indicator species and the intertwining of the aquatic and terrestrial 

environments need more analysis. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

Chapter 4 of the RDEIS contains the environmental analysis of the eight alternatives. Refer to 

Section 4.4 of the FEIS for an analysis of aquatic resources. 

Subtopic: Keep lands open 

 COMMENT 

Protect the forests, but keep them open for management and other uses. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C240 
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Response 

On state trust lands outside marbled murrelet conservation areas, forest management activities 

will be subject to the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, sustainable harvest calculation, 

forest practices rules, state and federal laws, and DNR's management objectives for those areas. 

The type and amount of forest management allowed in these areas will vary. Recreation and other 

access will be allowed when such recreation is consistent with trust objectives. 

Within marbled murrelet conservation areas, forest management and other land uses, including 

recreation, will be subject to a set of conservation measures designed to address potential impacts 

from these activities. Refer to Chapter 2 of the FEIS for a full explanation. 

Subtopic: Meeting trust responsibilities 

 COMMENT 

DNR has not met its trust responsibilities for some time. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C292 

Response 

Refer to DNR's annual reports (https://www.dnr.wa.gov/about/fiscal-reports/dnr-annual-reports) 

for a summary of revenue DNR provides its trust beneficiaries each fiscal year. 

Subtopic: Metering 

 COMMENT 

Metering is critical to Alternative H's performance; however, the specific locations of areas to be 

metered are not identified in the RDEIS, nor is a robust discussion of the assumptions made for 

the purposes of analysis about the acres identified for metering. This seems to lead to less 

certainty around the analytical conclusions for population viability and risk. The FEIS should 

include additional discussion about the analysis of the metering strategy, including the location 

and quality of habitat assumed to be included in the metering strategy for the purposes of the 

analysis. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C297 

Response 

Under Alternative H, current marbled murrelet habitat (habitat with a P-stage value of at least 

0.25) that is located outside of long-term forest cover is available for harvest. In the first decade 

only, DNR will delay harvest of some of this habitat to give forests within long-term forest cover 

https://www.dnr.wa.gov/about/fiscal-reports/dnr-annual-reports
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time to develop into higher-quality habitat. This “metering” strategy will help DNR maintain 

habitat capacity across the analysis area during the first decade. In subsequent decades, habitat 

capacity will increase. 

The amount of current habitat to be metered (5,000 adjusted acres) is based on the analytical 

framework and an analysis of input data for the population viability analysis (refer to Appendices 

B and C for more information about the analytical framework and population viability analysis, 

respectively). The purpose of the analytical framework is to allow for a comparison of impacts 

across DNR-managed lands. As described in Appendix B, “The analytical framework is a 

methodology agreed upon by DNR and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), also 

referred to as the “Joint Agencies,” to provide objective, repeatable, science-based estimates of 

potential impacts and mitigation to marbled murrelet habitat from DNR’s land management 

activities under the 1997 HCP. The analytical framework provides the means to assess how 

DNR’s mitigation measures cover potential impacts. This quantification will enable the Joint 

Agencies to evaluate whether a proposed conservation strategy meets the issuance criteria for the 

incidental take permit.” DNR did not specify the specific location of habitat outside of long-term 

forest cover that will be harvested or retained under the metering strategy because it is 

unnecessary to do so. The analytical framework adjusts habitat values for quality, location, and 

configuration, making it possible to find comparable acres. 

 

 COMMENT 

Should a metering strategy, such as that proposed under Alternative H, be selected the commenter 

encourages the Joint Agencies to include in the FEIS and Record of Decision a required 

assessment of habitat quantity and quality after the first decade of implementation to determine 

whether the planning area can sustain additional harvest while maintaining habitat sufficient to 

conserve murrelet populations. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C297 

Response 

DNR will track acres harvested and retained during the first decade to ensure that habitat capacity 

is maintained. DNR will also conduct implementation, effectiveness, and validation monitoring 

(refer to Section 6.4 of the 1997 HCP amendment). 

DNR’s research and monitoring and adaptive management obligations are stated in the 1997 HCP 

(refer to Section 5 of the 1997 HCP) and are not changed by this amendment. However, the HCP 

amendment adds more detail to these requirements. Specifically, the Joint Agencies have agreed 

to the following regarding monitoring: Implementation monitoring will document forest 

management activities and describe them in sufficient detail to document compliance with the 

requirements of the long-term conservation strategy on DNR-managed lands covered by the 

strategy. Implementation monitoring also will periodically describe changes in landscape-level 
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habitat conditions in areas managed to provide murrelet habitat. This requirement will include a 

summary of the quantity and quality of habitat (P-stage) in occupied sites, occupied site buffers, 

special habitat areas, and areas of long-term forest cover not included in the preceding categories, 

by HCP planning unit. Natural disturbance that occurs in these areas will be tracked through the 

reporting of salvage activities. In addition, during the first decade of implementation, DNR will 

report on the delay of the harvest of 5,000 adjusted acres of habitat. Refer to Section 6.4 of the 

HCP amendment for more information. 

 

 COMMENT 

Several comments expressed a need for a more robust monitoring and adaptive management plan 

to be included in the long-term conservation strategy that is tied to explicit and measureable 

biological goals and objectives. They also stated that there should be provisions for review of the 

plan and research to test the assumptions and effectiveness of management actions, as well as 

explicit commitments of resources for monitoring and evaluating unexpected changes to 

landscapes. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C151, C200, C282, C305, C382, C463, C467 

Response 

DNR’s research and monitoring and adaptive management obligations are stated in the 1997 HCP 

(refer to Section 5 of the 1997 HCP) and are not changed by this amendment. However, the HCP 

amendment adds more detail to these requirements. “Adaptive management provides for ongoing 

modifications of management practices to respond to new information and scientific 

developments. The monitoring and research provisions of the HCP are in part designed to identify 

modifications to existing management practices.” (DNR 1997, p. B.10). Implementation 

monitoring will document forest management activities and describe them in sufficient detail to 

document compliance with the requirements of the long-term conservation strategy on DNR-

managed lands covered by the strategy. Implementation monitoring also will periodically 

describe changes in landscape-level habitat conditions in areas managed to provide murrelet 

habitat. This requirement will include a summary of the quantity and quality of habitat (P-stage) 

in occupied sites, occupied site buffers, special habitat areas, and areas of long-term forest cover 

not included in the preceding categories, by HCP planning unit. Natural disturbance that occurs in 

these areas will be tracked through the reporting of salvage activities. In addition, during the first 

decade of implementation, DNR will report on the delay of the harvest of 5,000 adjusted acres of 

habitat. Refer to Section 6.4 of the HCP amendment for more information. 

The long-term conservation strategy is based upon conservation of existing marbled murrelet 

habitat and permitting forest stands to naturally develop into murrelet habitat over time in long-

term forest cover. Since effectiveness monitoring is the documentation of changes in habitat 

conditions over time, the methods are the same as those for implementation monitoring. 
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Validation monitoring will only occur within the OESF and will document marbled murrelet use 

of select areas managed to provide nesting habitat. Monitoring will rely upon surveys to detect 

changes in site occupancy. 

 

 COMMENT 

Please provide specific language provisions in the HCP amendment to monitor the new P-Stage 

habitat model. Effectiveness monitoring and adaptive management details on P-stage modeling 

are imperative for accurately reporting and tracking impacts and mitigation compliance. 

Integration of periodic forest inventory updates, new technology and a plan to measure how well 

nesting platform structures are developing as the modeled habitat matures throughout the decades 

are vital components of effectiveness and validation monitoring to inform USFWS. These 

management details are sorely needed in the Amendment/Long-term Conservation Strategy, and 

assurances by DNR must be made to USFWS. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Per the 1997 HCP, “Adaptive management provides for ongoing modifications of management 

practices to respond to new information and scientific developments. The monitoring and 

research provisions of the HCP are in part designed to identify modifications to existing 

management practices.” (DNR 1997, p. B.10). Page V.2 of the 1997 HCP states that 

“Implementation monitoring will document the types, amounts, and locations of forest 

management activities carried out on DNR-managed lands in each HCP planning unit, both inside 

and outside areas addressed by the conservation strategies…. Implementation monitoring will 

also periodically describe changes in landscale-level habitat conditions in areas managed to 

provide spotted owl and murrelet habitat.” These obligations are not changed by this HCP 

amendment. However, these requirements have been made more detailed. 

Implementation monitoring will document forest management activities and describe them in 

sufficient detail to document compliance with the requirements of the long-term conservation 

strategy on DNR-managed lands covered by the strategy. Implementation monitoring will 

periodically describe changes in landscape-level habitat conditions in areas managed to provide 

murrelet habitat. This requirement will include a summary of the quantity and quality of habitat 

(P-stage) in occupied sites, occupied site buffers, special habitat areas, and areas of long-term 

forest cover not included in the preceding categories, by HCP planning unit. Natural disturbance 

that occurs in these areas will be tracked through the reporting of salvage activities. In addition, 

during the first decade of implementation, DNR will report on the delay of the harvest of 5,000 

adjusted acres of habitat. Refer to Section 6.4 of the HCP amendment for more information. 

The long-term conservation strategy is based upon conservation of existing marbled murrelet 

habitat and permitting forest stands to naturally develop into murrelet habitat over time in long-
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term forest cover. Since effectiveness monitoring is the documentation of changes in habitat 

conditions over time, the methods are the same as those for implementation monitoring. 

Validation monitoring will only occur within the OESF and will document marbled murrelet use 

of select areas managed to provide nesting habitat. Monitoring will rely upon surveys to detect 

changes in site occupancy. 

Subtopic: Protection of all species 

 COMMENT 

Commenter expressed support for protection of all endangered species and habitat, not just 

marbled murrelets. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C401, C332 

Response 

The proposed action is an amendment to the 1997 HCP and associated incidental take permit. The 

1997 HCP covers multiple species with a suite of habitat conservation strategies. Refer to Section 

1.2 of the FEIS. 

The Joint Agencies’ approach to the long-term conservation strategy is to maintain long-term 

forest cover, which is defined as DNR-managed forestlands with commitments to maintaining 

permanent forest cover to provide long-term conservation benefits to the marbled murrelet. 

Although DNR may perform some management in long-term forest cover, these areas are 

excluded from variable retention harvest planning under the sustainable harvest calculation (refer 

to tables 2.5 through 2.8 in the FEIS for more information). 

Long-term forest cover consists of two parts. One part is areas that are subject to existing policy 

or legal constraints under the 1997 HCP, Policy for Sustainable Forests, and Washington State 

law. Examples include old-growth forests, natural areas, and areas being managed under the 

riparian and northern spotted owl 1997 HCP conservation strategies. These areas total 567,000 

acres. The second part is areas that will be managed specifically for marbled murrelets. Amounts 

of marbled murrelet-specific conservation vary by alternative. Refer to Section 2.2 in the FEIS for 

more information. Long-term forest cover will provide habitat to other listed wildlife species, 

such as the northern spotted owl. 

Subtopic: P-stage issues 

 COMMENT 

WDFW identified 1,540 acres that they believe should be considered “high-quality habitat.” 

These stands are “still undocumented by DNR” as high quality habitat and 722 acres of the 1,540 
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identified are without any conservation consideration in the proposed long-term conservation 

strategy. WDFW would like an understanding of how P-stage was applied to these polygons. A 

particular example is the polygon ("Dickey 02") which WDFW found to contain old forest with 

abundant large platform trees which the P-stage model gave a value of zero and was subsequently 

given a P-stage value of 0.25. These polygons should be included in the take and mitigation 

calculation. 

Commenter 

C305, C413 

Response 

WDFW and USFWS conducted an analysis of DNR’s large data overlay outputs to identify areas 

in which the P-stage model did not identify potential existing habitat or applied a lower P-stage 

value than was thought to be appropriate based on expert opinion. They used site visits and ortho-

photographic imagery to conduct this analysis. 

The Joint Agencies developed a method to apply a P-stage value to the 1,504 acres identified by 

WDFW and included them in the take and mitigation calculation for the FEIS (DNR excluded 36 

of the 1,540 acres that were non-forested or not DNR-managed land). These stands were assigned 

a P-stage of 0.36 for Decade 0, as that was the closest value to the acre-weighted, average P-stage 

value of habitat on DNR-managed lands. In decades 1 through 5, these stands were assigned the 

following values: Decade 1, 0.36; Decade 2, 0.47; Decade 3, 0.47; Decade 4, 0.62; and Decade 5, 

0.62. 

 

 COMMENT 

Commenters expressed concern about the accuracy of DNR’s P-stage model. DNR field-verified 

some stands for whether the P-stage model identified marbled murrelet habitat and shared the 

data with USFWS. USFWS determined that the data showed a P-stage false-negative rate of 7 to 

18 percent, which varied by DNR region. This percentage demonstrates that error exists in the 

model to an unknown degree and extent. DNR has not accounted for this error and it is unknown 

how it affects the take and mitigation. The risk of losing undocumented habitat due to false 

negatives is a large ecological risk for a species in steep decline. 

A presale ID team consisting of USFWS, WDFW, and DNR should verify the correct habitat 

quality attributes of these polygons. DNR should correct the forest inventory as needed, properly 

delineate and classify them as habitat, assign them to conservation areas or long-term forest cover 

as appropriate, and include them in take and mitigation balances. They also should be 

documented through effectiveness monitoring. DNR needs to conduct rigorous validation to help 

reduce model uncertainty and improve habitat predictability. Commenter suggests a model 

validation by ground assessment of a stratified random sample of FRIS polygons in model-

assessed landscapes. 
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Commenter 

C305 

Response 

In their review, USFWS did not actually determine a false negative rate. Instead, they compared 

results from different habitat models. Several such models exist. For example, the Maxent model 

is used on federal lands. DNR used the “reclassified habitat model” to develop the interim 

marbled murrelet conservation strategy. The interim strategy also includes a definition used to 

identify murrelet habitat in the field; this definition differed from the definition used in the 

reclassified habitat model. Today, the Joint Agencies use the P-stage model for the development 

of the long-term conservation strategy. 

Comparing model outputs will highlight the differences between the models. It will not, however, 

indicate which model is identifying habitat correctly. Likewise, whether the definition of murrelet 

habitat used in a field-based review would more accurately identify habitat than the P-stage 

model is not known. As a result, the assumption that a pre-sales ID team would reduce 

uncertainly cannot be substantiated.  

DNR acknowledges uncertainties with the P-stage model (refer to Attachment C-4 of the HCP 

amendment). However, the Joint Agencies selected the P-stage model because it is the only 

model that meets all requirements of both agencies for development and assessment of the long-

term conservation strategy (Appendix E). The P-stage model was developed jointly by USFWS, 

WDFW, research scientists, marbled murrelet experts, and DNR. The P-stage model is consistent 

with the Maxent model in its estimates for areas surveyed for murrelets and areas found to be 

occupied (refer to Appendix E for more information). DNR will conduct effectiveness monitoring 

as described in the HCP amendment (refer to section 6.4). The amendment was developed in 

coordination with USFWS. 

 

 COMMENT 

The progression of forest stands through P-stages is an untested assumption. Another uncertainty 

is the assumption in the P-stage model that stand age by tree species and height alone will provide 

nesting platforms at the actual time intervals indicated. No studies are known that show P-stage 

produces nesting structures that are available at the age-step thresholds intervals specified, and 

there is no specific quantification for this in the long-term conservation strategy. Effectiveness 

monitoring should be used to verify that habitat structures are available and increasing with each 

step in P-stage value. 

Commenter 

C305 
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Response 

The P-stage habitat model is based on an analysis of the forest structures in surveyed forest stands 

that included both known occupied sites and forest stands where occupancy was not detected. As 

originally designed by the Science Team (composed of USFWS, WDFW, research scientists, 

marbled murrelet experts, and DNR), the P-stage model, based on data of occupancy from DNR-

managed stands in southwest Washington, was a continuous model (Raphael and others 2008), 

meaning habitat developed along a continuous curve. To apply this model over a larger area to 

include the OESF and Straits, the Science Team converted this continuous model into a 

categorical model (refer to Appendix E to the RDEIS), meaning that habitat was categorized 

based on its value (for example, habitat on the lower end of the P-stage model curve is 

categorized as 0.25. Slightly higher quality habitat is categorized as P-stage 0.36, and so on up to 

0.89. At the commencement of the development of the long-term conservation strategy, the Joint 

Agencies evaluated various habitat models and agreed on using the categorical P-stage model for 

the long-term conservation strategy. DNR will conduct effectiveness monitoring as described in 

the HCP amendment (refer to Section 6.4). 

By converting the model to a categorical model, DNR does not mean to imply that a forest stand 

will become habitat at exact time intervals; habitat development on the landscape will continue 

according to site-specific conditions. In the model, habitat will be separated into categories to 

facilitate the calculation of impact and mitigation.  

 

 COMMENT 

Unsurveyed forest inventory habitat is a possible source of undocumented take of occupied 

habitat. The true extent of occupied habitat on DNR-managed lands is not entirely known, due to 

incomplete survey efforts and differing Pacific Seabird Group protocol survey methods since 

1994. It is unknown how many undocumented occupied sites exist in the OESF and North Puget 

planning units, and this uncertainty introduces potential for future undocumented take of 

occupied habitat. 

Commenter  

C305 

Response 

All surveys were conducted under methods that were approved by USFWS at the time of survey. 

DNR sought, and received, approval from USFWS to discontinue surveys to focus on the 

development of the long-term conservation strategy. The Science Team reviewed all occupied 

sites that had been surveyed and adjusted the boundaries of some sites, resulting in the addition of 

approximately 16,000 acres to occupied sites (refer to Appendix E of the RDEIS). Alternatives B 

through H included these updated occupied site boundaries. 
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The P-stage model is used to assess the impacts of the long-term conservation strategy on 

marbled murrelet habitat. The P-stage value is the probability of occupancy and takes into 

account that some areas currently not identified as occupied sites may be occupied, and likewise 

that some areas that could be occupied are not occupied. 

 

 COMMENT  

Commenter questioned the value of narrow areas of habitat to marbled murrelet. 

Commenter  

C441 

Response 

Stringers (narrow areas [less than 200 meters wide], predominantly riparian management zones, 

where adjacent uplands have not been designated as long-term forest cover) are considered part of 

long-term forest cover. However, they are not assigned credit for mitigation under the alternatives 

because they are too narrow to provide interior forest. They were included as a component of 

marbled murrelet conservation on DNR-managed lands because can provide limited nesting 

opportunities for murrelets when surrounded by mature forest.  

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter questioned whether particular stands are appropriately identified as P-stage. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C441 

Response 

In response to this comment, DNR reviewed the P-stage data and made two updates for the FEIS. 

First, areas that had been harvested but assigned P-stage values were removed from the P-stage 

data. This update was similar to the update performed between the publication of the DEIS and 

the RDEIS. Refer to “Recent and Historic Harvest Activities” in Appendix O to the RDEIS, and 

“Updates to stand delineations” in Appendix O to the FEIS for more information. Second, DNR 

updated age data for stands that previously had estimated ages in DNR’s previous forest 

inventory system (FRIS). Updated age data came from DNR’s current forest inventory system 

(RS-FRIS). As a result of these two changes, the area of P-stage habitat changed from 211,650 to 

207,067 acres, a reduction of 4,583 acres. 
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Subtopic: Range of alternatives 

 COMMENT 

Inclusion of alternatives G and H appears to address the USEPA's concern about the range of 

alternatives analyzed in the DEIS by bridging the gap between alternatives E and F. Alternative G 

allows the decision makers to consider a fuller spectrum of alternatives, consistent with Council 

on Environmental Quality (CEQ) directions. Alternative H includes the key concept of metering 

harvest of marbled murrelet habitat until the end of the first decade of habitat conservation plan 

implementation. 

Commenter 

C297 

Response 

Alternative G was added in response to comments received from the USEPA and WDFW on the 

DEIS. Alternative H was developed with direction from the Board of Natural Resources and is 

responsive to comments received on the DEIS. 

Subtopic: Sustainable logging practices 

 COMMENT 

If DNR restricts logging on state trust lands, demand will travel to other areas where lands are 

less productive and practices are less sustainable. 

Commenter 

C355 

Response 

The potential reduction in the harvest level will depend on the final alternative selected in this 

planning process. Under Alternative H, the potential reduction comprises a very small percentage 

of Washington State's overall log supply and is not likely to cause a significant shift in demand to 

other areas. Also note that all commercial forests in the state are subject to the forest practices 

rules. Although these rules are not as stringent as DNR's management under its Policy for 

Sustainable Forests and 1997 HCP, they are written to ensure that forest management in the state 

meets certain standards. If log demand shifts within the state, it is not likely to shift to an area that 

is markedly less sustainable or productive. 
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Subtopic: Thank you 

 COMMENT 

Thank you for developing a science-based strategy to preserve marbled murrelet populations and 

their habitat. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C60, C62, C64, C74, C75, C76, C80  

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

Thank you (no specifics) 

RDEIS Commenters 

C13, C14, C15, C373 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Trust Land Transfer Program 

 COMMENT 

DNR should use the Trust Land Transfer program to trade higher-quality murrelet habitat for less 

ecologically sensitive land elsewhere that could generate revenue for trust beneficiaries. Protected 

areas could be added to existing state parks or natural resource conservation areas. A review of 

protected areas that could be transferred should be included in the FEIS. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C422, C442 

Response 

Section 4.11 contains a discussion of potential mitigation for adverse impacts. In particular, RCW 

79.22.060 authorizes the transfer or disposition of certain state trust lands encumbered with long-

term deferrals due to Endangered Species Act-listed species. However, such transfers require 

funding by the Washington State Legislature and DNR cannot predict future funding levels. None 

of the conservation strategies restrict the transfer of lands through this or other land transfer 

programs. 
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Subtopic: Legislative revenue 

 COMMENT 

Commenter asks for support for legislative measures to replace foregone revenue. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C416 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Accounting for uncertainty 

 COMMENT 

Alternatives G and H both account for some level of uncertainty around future habitat loss from 

natural disturbance, with take exceeding mitigation. The exceedance is larger under Alternative 

G; therefore, the commenter believes Alternative G is aligned with the need of DNR to obtain 

long-term certainty for harvest and other management activities on forested state trust lands. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C297 

Response 

Raphael and others (2016) assessed current natural disturbance rates of marbled murrelet habitat 

and reported that, between 1993 and 2012, 11,116 acres of “higher quality habitat” was lost to 

natural disturbances across all ownerships in Washington, including federal reserves. This loss 

represents about 0.72 percent of nesting habitat over 20 years, or about 0.36 percent habitat loss 

per decade across all ownerships due to natural disturbance (wildfire, windthrow, insects, and 

disease). The analysis by Raphael and others (2016) was done using a “Maxent” marbled 

murrelet habitat model that the Joint Agencies found to be reasonably consistent with the P-stage 

model (refer to Appendix E of the RDEIS). Davis and others (2016) studied natural disturbance 

rates of northern spotted owl habitat and found results similar to those reported by Raphael and 

other (2016) for habitat loss due to natural disturbance for all lands in western Washington. 

As described in Chapter 3.2 of the FEIS, under climate change some disturbance rates are 

expected to increase, such as fire; some are expected to be unchanged, such as windthrow; and 

some are expected to change in location and intensity, such as beetle outbreaks. Based on these 

studies, DNR estimated that the natural disturbance rate of murrelet habitat will double by the end 

of the 50-year analysis period. Under this assumption, mitigation needs to exceed impact by 

approximately 395 adjusted acres to account for potential loss of habitat to natural disturbance. 
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Every alternative except B meets this requirement. Refer to Appendix T for more information on 

mitigation for natural disturbance. 

 

 COMMENT 

The proposed HCP amendment states that the long-term conservation strategy "will mitigate 

against the full spectrum of uncertainties" (Section 7.3, p. 20), including effects of natural 

disturbance, effects of climate change on Washington's forests, imperfect knowledge of murrelet 

biology and population dynamics, and uncertainties related to strategy implementation. WDFW 

contends that the total impact from all of these uncertainties would not be adequately mitigated 

by the proposed 735 adjusted acres and advises DNR to re-engage with USFWS, acknowledge 

the significant impactors and uncertainties WDFW has identifies and reassess the total impact and 

required mitigation, with technical assistance from USFWS. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Raphael and others (2016) assessed current natural disturbance rates of marbled murrelet habitat 

and reported that, between 1993 and 2012, 11,116 acres of “higher quality habitat” was lost to 

natural disturbances across all ownerships in Washington, including federal reserves. This loss 

represents about 0.72 percent of nesting habitat over 20 years, or about 0.36 percent habitat loss 

per decade across all ownerships due to natural disturbance (wildfire, windthrow, insects, and 

disease). The analysis by Raphael and others (2016) was done using a “Maxent” marbled 

murrelet habitat model that the Joint Agencies found to be reasonably consistent with the P-stage 

model (refer to Appendix E of the RDEIS). Davis and others (2016) studied natural disturbance 

rates of northern spotted owl habitat and found results similar to those reported by Raphael and 

other (2016) for habitat loss due to natural disturbance for all lands in western Washington. 

As described in Chapter 3.2 of the FEIS, under climate change some disturbance rates are 

expected to increase, such as fire; some are expected to be unchanged, such as windthrow; and 

some are expected to change in location and intensity, such as beetle outbreaks. Based on these 

studies, DNR estimated that the natural disturbance rate of murrelet habitat will double by the end 

of the 50-year analysis period. Under this assumption, mitigation needs to exceed impact by 

approximately 395 adjusted acres to account for potential loss of habitat to natural disturbance. 

Every alternative except B meets this requirement. Refer to Appendix T for more information on 

mitigation for natural disturbance. 
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 COMMENT 

Alternative H is based on optimistic assumptions about unknown impacts such as climate change 

and forest fires. There are several uncertainties that DNR cannot control, such as windthrow, fire, 

and climate change impacts that DNR estimates will be mitigated by an “epsilon” of 735 adjusted 

acres. This is not sufficient. More lands needs to be conserved in light of the uncertainty of 

climate change, and the anticipated forecasts of precipitation and temperature and the associated 

predications of forest cover by species. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305, C397, C442 

Response 

The commenter correctly mentions that these are adjusted acres, and net acres of mitigation 

would be greater. DNR based this estimate on research conducted by Raphael and others (2016). 

Refer to Appendix T for more information. 

A description of current condition and environmental impacts regarding climate and vegetation 

conditions can be found in Chapters 3 (Sections 3.2 and 3.3) and 4 (Sections 4.2 and 4.3). 

Subtopic: Risk 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS identifies numerous biophysical risks that would accompany implementation of the 

proposed action. The RDEIS states that risks have been minimized by existing regulations, 

policies, and procedures. However, minimizing impacts and risk is not the same as eliminating 

impacts and risk. Additionally, the RDEIS does not say what will happen if regulations, policies, 

and procedures are not implemented as planned. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Not complying with the existing regulatory framework, including state and federal law, would 

result in increased risk and impact. The existing regulatory framework includes penalties for lack 

of compliance. The magnitude of risk and impact from non-compliance depends on the activity, 

as does the magnitude of the penalty. 

As described in the RDEIS, neither the no-action alternative nor the action alternatives eliminate 

all risk. The RDEIS and FEIS described the risks under each alternative. 
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 COMMENT 

DNR does not quantify the socioeconomic impact of the biophysical risks identified. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

The RDEIS and FEIS finds no difference in impacts to elements of the environment managed 

under existing regulations, policies, and procedures. 

Subtopic: Other values of state trust lands 

 COMMENT 

DNR-managed lands can provide aesthetic value. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Due to similarities between the alternatives described in the RDEIS, aesthetic values are not 

expected to change under the action alternatives. State trust lands will continue to be a working 

forest landscape. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR-managed land can provide recreational value. The RDEIS provide no assessment of the 

value of the differences in how the different alternatives would affect this. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Chapter 4.7 in the FEIS describes the impacts to recreation. The analysis in this chapter found 

that: 

 “No impact to existing designated and dispersed uses are expected.” 

 “Clearly defined marbled murrelet conservation areas could provide more certainty to 

recreation planning.” 
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 “Restrictions on development in marbled murrelet conservation areas could shift 

recreation use to other areas or result in undesignated uses. Recreation planning can take 

into account potential restrictions on development, but restrictions may affect some local 

user groups.” 

The socioeconomic section states, “The analysis of impacts to recreation (refer to Section 4.7, 

“Recreation,” in the FEIS) shows that the action alternatives do not have a measurable, negative 

impact on recreation in the analysis area.” As such, no significant socioeconomic impacts are 

expected due to changes in recreation use. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR-managed lands can provide spiritual value. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Due to similarities between the alternatives described in the RDEIS and FEIS, spiritual values are 

not expected to change under the action alternatives. State trust lands will continue to be a 

working forest landscape. 

Subtopic: Ecological forestry 

 COMMENT 

Ecological forestry, which considers multiple values, conservation, and informed management in 

set-aside areas, should be considered. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C318 

Response 

Management of areas of long-term forest cover will be consistent with the 1997 HCP. 

Subtopic: Appendix O 

 COMMENT 

DNR mischaracterized the first sentence of page O-4 in Appendix O. Please strike language “… 

felt should have been identified as potential existing habitat…” It should read: “WDFW identified 

1,540 high quality habitat acres in 20 polygons (“False- negatives”) that either were P-stage 0 or 
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low quality (0.25, 0.36) P-stage assigned by the model. All of these acres were shown to have 

high quality habitat (>0.47 P-stage) attributes by ground validation and some collection of data by 

WDFW/USFWS.” 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Appendix O was revised for the FEIS to reflect changes that occurred between the RDEIS and 

FEIS. The section mentioned above was not included since it was specific to the change between 

the DEIS and RDEIS. 

Subtopic: Education 

 COMMENT 

Educating the public at state parks about food and litter control would enhance our parks and 

benefit marbled murrelets. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C235 

Response 

While it is true that control of sources of food and litter at state parks could help to control 

concentrations of corvids, known predators of marbled murrelet eggs and chicks, DNR does not 

manage state parks. Therefore, educating the public at state parks is outside of the scope of this 

EIS. 

Subtopic: Public land management 

 COMMENT 

The commenter is incredulous that the Trump administration’s attack on public lands is being 

tolerated by the national government. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C519 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Subtopic: Board of Natural Resources 

 COMMENT 

Each Board of Natural Resources member should read the marbled murrelets comments rather 

than rely on a staff summary. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C462 

Response 

All Board of Natural Resources members were provided with electronic copies of all comments 

received. 

Subtopic: Peer review of the EIS 

 COMMENT 

What "peer review" was conducted for the EIS documents and the amendment? 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

A comment period was provided for the scoping process, the DEIS, and the RDEIS. Comments 

were submitted from a wide range of individuals, organizations and agencies. Additionally, the 

agencies used best available science and information in the development of the documents. 

Literature cited is provided in Chapter 6. 

Subtopic: WDFW involvement in the biological opinion 

 COMMENT 

The commenter recommended WDFW involvement in the biological opinion. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

USFWS is directed to use the best available scientific and commercial data available in the 

preparation of a biological opinion, including information from species experts, state/tribal 

experts, peer-reviewed journals, and state heritage programs. WDFW has species experts and 

maintains the Priority Habitat and Species database, which provide the best available information 
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regarding marbled murrelet occurrences within Washington. USFWS regularly relies on 

cooperation with WDFW for access to this information.  

Subtopic: Plan operational flexibility 

 COMMENT 

Preliminary data from Oregon State University indicates that the actual radius for inland habitat 

may be much less than 55 miles. Add flexibility to the plan allowing for change of radius as 

further studies warrant. Allow for operational flexibility if it is determined that the set-aside acres 

were more than necessary under the 1997 HCP and the HCP amendment. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C547 

Response 

The inland range of the marbled murrelet in southern Oregon and northern California was revised 

based on extensive surveys in the region that demonstrated that murrelets are strongly associated 

with the hemlock/tanoak vegetation zone, which extends from 10 to 32 miles inland.  USFWS 

revised the critical habitat designation for the marbled murrelet in Oregon and California based 

on these studies (76 FR 61599 [Oct. 5, 2011]).  In Washington, murrelet occupancy behaviors 

have been detected up to 53 miles inland, which is the basis for the current use of the 55-mile 

line. The 1997 HCP Implementation Agreement has an adaptive management section (Section 

24.5) that allows the Joint Agencies to respond to enumerated changes in circumstance and best 

available science. This section of the Implementation Agreement does not specifically address the 

inland range of the marbled murrelet. However, any change in understanding of the inland range 

of the murrelet could potentially be considered a change in habitat definitions for the species, 

which is addressed in section 24.5 of the Implmentation Agreement. Additionally, Section 23.1 of 

the Implementation Agreement, “Unforseen Circumstances,” could potentially be used to address 

this potential, future change to the inland range of the marbled murrelet. 

 Topic: Legal Issues 

Subtopic: Legal standard 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS uses the wrong legal standard in recommending a long-term conservation strategy 

and the proposed HCP amendment exceeds DNR's legal obligations to comply with the existing 

incidental take permit and Implementation Agreement. The RDEIS describes alternatives for the 

Board of Natural Resources to consider in requesting an amendment to the existing HCP and 

considering whether a corresponding amendment to the permit is required. What the RDEIS does 
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not do, however, is explain that DNR does not need to start the process from the beginning and 

have its long-term conservation strategy evaluated anew under the Endangered Species Act. DNR 

already has an approved HCP and a permit that allows for incidental take of marbled murrelets. 

Modification of these operative documents follows the terms of the Implementation Agreement 

that is attached as Appendix B to the 1997 HCP. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C433 

Response 

In 1996, DNR applied to the USFWS for an incidental take permit to take marbled murrelets and 

other Endangered Species Act-protected species in association its land management activities.  

DNR proposed, and USFWS approved, a five-step interim strategy for murrelet habitat 

identification and protection.  The interim strategy involved collecting scientific information; 

preserving, on an interim-basis, all murrelet habitat in westside planning units; and ultimately, 

DNR submitting its proposal for a long-term conservation strategy for the murrelet to USFWS for 

approval (DNR 1997, p. IV. 39-40).  

Pursuant to the interim strategy, DNR can release up to 74,286 acres of unsurveyed, suitable, but 

mostly low-quality murrelet habitat for harvest. This habitat was expected to support fewer 

marbled murrelets, with lower reproductive success than other higher-quality habitats, and 

constitutes roughly 5 percent of the potentially occupied sites on DNR-managed lands.  

Approximately 31,000 acres of this habitat has been harvested since implementation of the 

interim strategy. 

In contrast to this low-quality habitat, the interim strategy restricted harvest of most high-quality 

murrelet habitat in the westside planning units.  The purpose of this restriction was to preserve 

high-quality habitat for possible future protection under the long-term conservation strategy.  

High-quality habitat preserved under the interim strategy constitutes those areas that are estimated 

to support approximately 95 percent of the nesting murrelets on DNR lands.  

The long-term conservation strategy had not been developed at the time of incidental take permit 

consideration, and therefore its implementation was not evaluated in the 1997 biological opinion.  

The 1997 biological opinion states that “any take resulting from implementation of [the long-term 

conservation strategy] would require a permit amendment.” Any change which increases the level 

of incidental take would require an incidental take permit amendment. Several actions may result 

in amendment proceedings, including new listings, land transactions, adjustments to conservation 

strategies, and increases in levels of take. The types and procedures for amendments are specified 

in section 25 of the Implementation Agreement. The take of high-quality habitat at issue would be 

new take that results from implementation of the long-term conservation strategy. 

USFWS and DNR have determined that the take of high-quality habitat contemplated in the HCP 

amendment was neither proposed by DNR in the 1997 HCP, nor permitted by USFWS in the 

1997 incidental take permit.  Each agency concludes that the take of high-quality habitat 
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contemplated in the HCP amendment would exceed currently permitted take, and, therefore, an 

HCP and incidental take permit amendment is required.   

Subtopic: Appeal of SEPA decision 

 COMMENT 

The commenter questions whether appeals of the SEPA decision, associated decision, and 

proposed amendment to the 1997 HCP would go to the Pollution Control Hearings Board 

(PCHB) and to let them know if it is correct. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

Under RCW 43.30.215, the Board of Natural Resources has the authority to establish land 

management policies for all lands and resources managed by DNR. Refer to discussion in Section 

1.4 on the DNR decision maker. RCW 43.21B.110 addresses the jurisdiction of the PCHB and 

does not include any reference to appeals of SEPA decisions associated with a management plan 

for DNR-managed lands, or any decisions of the board under RCW 43.30.215. Appeals 

provisions in SEPA are found in RCW 43.21C.060-080. Additionally, DNR’s SEPA rules adopt 

by reference WAC 197-11-680, which addresses appeals under SEPA. 

 

Subtopic: Compliance with the Endangered Species Act 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS assumption that the "trust mandate" prevents the Board of Natural Resources from 

adopting a long-term conservation strategy that provides more conservation than the bare 

minimum acceptable to the USFWS for issuance of the Section 10 permit is wrong as a matter of 

law. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

DNR needs to obtain long-term certainty for timber harvest and other management activities on 

forested state trust lands, consistent with commitments in the 1997 HCP and its fiduciary 

responsibility. DNR’s purpose of the proposed action is to develop a long-term conservation 

strategy for marbled murrelets subject to DNR’s fiduciary responsibility as defined by law (refer 

to Section 1.1 of the FEIS). DNR’s objectives provide clear statements for how the long-term 



  RDEIS COMMENT RESPONSES 

 
 
Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy FEIS 
Appendix S  Page S-262 

conservation strategy will achieve this purpose. DNR will submit an HCP amendment to USFWS 

that meets all of these objectives. USFWS will determine whether the application meets the 

issuance criteria under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act. DNR’s fiduciary 

responsibilities are briefly explained in Section 1.2 of the FEIS. Refer to the Policy for 

Sustainable Forests for a more detailed discussion (DNR 2006, p. 9 through 16). Refer also to 

County of Skamania v. State of Washington, 102 Wn.2d 127, 685 P.2d 576 (1984); AGO 1996, 

No. 11 (formal Attorney General of Washington’s opinion that provides more explanation about 

DNR’s authority to enter into a long-term plan to satisfy the requirements of the Endangered 

Species Act and its common law or statutory duties regarding state trust lands). 

Subtopic: Compliance with the US Constitution and the Endangered 

Species Act 

 COMMENT  

DNR must fully comply with the U.S. Constitution and federal laws before any state law; 

therefore, the Endangered Species Act is higher law than any state law. Clearcuts cannot continue 

and we need a different way to fund the trusts. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

DNR’s land management fiduciary duties stem from the Washington Enabling Act (a federal 

statute) and Washington State’s Constitution. Refer to Washington Enabling Act § 11, 25 Stat. 

676 (1889), amended by Act of August 11, 1921, 42 Stat. 158, and Act of May 7, 1932, 47 Stat. 

150; refer also to Const. art. 16, § 1. DNR's 1997 HCP and associated incidental take permit are 

in full compliance with the federal Endangered Species Act and 1997 HCP-related obligations. 

By amending the long-term conservation strategy in the 1997 HCP and applying for an amended 

incidental take permit, DNR is seeking to stay in compliance with the federal Endangered Species 

Act. Exploring other funding opportunities for revenue generation for the trusts is outside the 

scope of this proposal. However, the Washington State Legislature has directed the 

Commissioner of Public Lands to appoint a marbled murrelet advisory committee to develop 

recommendations to the Washington State Legislature, including additional means of financing 

county services. (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 

Subtopic: Incidental take permit 

 COMMENT 

Please amend the incidental take permit. 
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RDEIS Commenters 

C59, C68 

Response 

DNR is seeking to amend its 1997 incidental take permit. USFWS will evaluate DNR's 

application for an incidental take permit amendment under Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the Endangered 

Species Act. Refer to Section 1.4 of the FEIS for a discussion of the USFWS approval process. 

Subtopic: Regulations 

 COMMENT 

State regulations need significant improvements. More protections of the lands, upper and lower 

elevations, is needed. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

Changing state regulations is outside the scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS for 

the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

Subtopic: Supreme Court decision 

 COMMENT 

In Weyerhaeuser vs. USFWS (November 2018), the court found that critical habitat for a species 

cannot be interpreted to include any areas where an endangered species might live only if 

significant changes were made. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C547 

Response 

This proposal is an amendment to the 1997 HCP and associated incidental take permit, not a 

designation of critical habitat at issue in Weyerhaeuser vs. USFWS. The RDEIS uses a P-stage 

model to identify current and potential future location and quality of marbled murrelet habitat 

across DNR-managed lands. Appendix E in the FEIS lists the objectives for the habitat model, 

which is also used in calculating take and mitigation, a critical component of obtaining the 

incidental take permit. 
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 Topic: Socioeconomic impacts 

Subtopic: Alternate sources of revenue 

 COMMENT 

The commenters state that impacted counties and institutions have the ability to find alternate 

sources of revenue, and that more opportunities need to be created besides logging to do so 

because the marbled murrelet does not have other options. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C183, C382, C382, C389, C459, C466, C467 

Response 

Procurement of alternate sources of revenue by counties and specific trust beneficiaries is outside 

the scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of 

DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

The Washington State Legislature has directed the Commissioner of Public Lands to appoint a 

marbled murrelet advisory committee to develop recommendations to the Washington State 

Legislature, including additional means of financing county services. (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR’s financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS) focused on logging and did not consider 

other possibilities for jobs, community sustainability, and growth. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C375 

Response 

Procurement of alternate sources of revenue by counties and specific trust beneficiaries is outside 

the scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of 

DNR and USFWS for this proposal 

The Washington State Legislature has directed the Commissioner of Public Lands to appoint a 

marbled murrelet advisory committee to develop recommendations to the Washington State 

Legislature, including additional means of financing county services. (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 
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 COMMENT 

Cutting old-growth trees to maintain funding for public schools is blaming future generations for 

the need to render the species extinct. There are other sources of funding for public schools. 

Saying that forests must be cut because working class communities demand it is another way to 

pass the blame to someone else and falsely say that disempowered communities want to ruin their 

own environment. Why not find a way to harvest second growth forests, leave old growth 

standing for the good of the communities (including ecotourism), promote the drive to save the 

murrelets, and develop strong environmental education around Washington’s green reputation? 

RDEIS Commenter 

C386 

Response 

The Policy for Sustainable Forest contains a policy on old-growth stands in western Washington 

which defers from harvest old-growth stands that are 5 acres and larger, originated before the year 

1850, and are in the structurally complex state of forest development. Outside of old-growth 

stands, old-growth remnant trees are the focus of the large, structurally unique trees conservation 

component of the 1997 HCP Multispecies Conservation Strategy. The Board of Natural 

Resources must be notified about any exceptions to the policy on old-growth stands (except in the 

OESF) as well as the removal of very large diameter, structurally unique trees. 

Subtopic: Emergent technologies 

 COMMENT 

The financial analysis and the Solutions Table losses and gain report fail to analyze the potential 

gains to trusts beneficiaries from emergent technologies and markets for advanced wood 

products. Setting aside large swaths of forest land from harvest will adversely impact our 

community and emerging advanced wood products industry, for example the use of western 

hemlock (47 percent of growing stock trees in Olympic peninsula) with recycled carbon fiber in 

building materials and with thermal modification to create resilient and decay resistant products. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C318 

Response 

Emergent technologies and markets may change the potential gains to trust beneficiaries in the 

future. These changes are independent of a long-term conservation strategy. The exact impact of 

emergent technologies and markets on trust beneficiaries is speculative at the current time. 
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Subtopic: Benefit to county 

 COMMENT 

DNR timber sales throughout western Washington benefit the milling and associated 

infrastructure in Lewis County. 

RDEIS Commenter  

C354  

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Cost of preserving habitat 

 COMMENT 

DNR should take into consideration the cost of preserving habitat to the citizens of the state. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C174 

Response 

Impacts of the various alternatives on social and economic values were evaluated in the 

Socioeconomics section (4.11) of the RDEIS. Updated analyses may be found in the 

Socioeconomics section (4.11) of the FEIS. Impacts of the HCP amendment in terms of operable 

acres are provided at the taxing district level in Appendix R of the FEIS. The financial analysis 

(Appendix P to the FEIS) contains financial projections which compare how different scenarios 

of marbled murrelet conservation, arrearage harvest, and riparian thinning options affect DNR's 

ability to meet its trust management obligations. 

Subtopic: Disproportionate impacts 

 COMMENT 

The reduction of the manageable land base under the alternatives, including Alternative A 

(interim strategy), will significantly reduce revenues from timber sales and disproportionately 

affect timber-dependent counties. The interim strategy has caused economic hardship and 

alternatives under consideration would continue this. Beneficiaries of DNR's timber sale program 

include schools, hospitals, fire districts, libraries and other public entities that provide critical 

government services. The State Forestland Replacement Program, intended to reduce impacts 

from the interim strategy, has not been successful. DNR did not adequately analyze these impacts 

in its EIS, which is a violation of SEPA (WAC 197-11-444). 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C67, C368, C404 

Response 

The Socioeconomic analysis (Section 4.11 in the FEIS) was conducted at the trust, benefitting 

county, or Washington State general fund scale. The socioeconomic and environmental justice 

analyses were performed using reasonably available data at a scale in keeping with the landscape-

level change expected under the alternatives, including Alternative H. The impact analysis 

satisfies the SEPA requirement to identify potential adverse impacts and compare alternatives at 

an appropriate scale. 

The Socioeconomic sections (4.11) in the RDEIS and FEIS indicate that Pacific and Wahkiakum 

counties will be adversely impacted by Alternatives C through H. Per legislative direction in 

2018, the Commissioner of Public Lands formed a Solutions Table that is tasked with providing 

recommendations to the Washington State Legislature that will offset potential revenue and job 

losses in rural communities (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 

Subtopic: Economic impacts 

 COMMENT 

DNR should not put birds ahead of people by harming an already declining timber industry. We 

need to get Washington back to being a logging state. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C7, C8, C236 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS employs an analysis similar to that conducted by Dr. Julie Daniels in 2004; however, 

using this countywide approach, the analysis overlooks a caveat and caution raised by both Dr. 

Daniels and the Environmental Justice Guidelines outlined in EO 12898 that aggregating 

information may result in an "averaging over" of a land manager's actions. The commenter says 

that the methods used in the RDEIS to assess impacts of Alternative H within strategic locations 

and special habitat areas results in the averaging over of impacts in Clallam County, leaving the 

impression that Alternative H would have a positive impact in spite of additional operational 

acres being reduced in the Clallam State Forest Lands. The RDEIS does not address minority 

populations, tribal nations, or low-income populations specifically associated with the key 

elements of Alternative H - the strategic locations and the special habitat areas. 
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Daniels (2004) also is outdated. Timber dependency should be recalculated since there has been a 

significant reduction in timber dependence in the last 15 to 20 years. However, in Pacific and 

Wahkiakum counties, the decreases in timber dependency have not been balanced by increase in 

other sectors. These two counties face challenges because of their size, geographic location, and 

limited economic diversity. Also, the data from Daniels (2004) was compiled before the recent 

recession and descriptors of resilience and diversity within counties are outdated. A modern and 

more robust analysis is necessary in areas that will be adversely impacted. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C300, C369, C416, C442 

Response 

Socioeconomic analyses were conducted at the trust, benefitting county, or Washington State 

general fund scale for the RDEIS and FEIS within the “Socioeconomics” section (4.11). The 

socioeconomic analysis was performed using reasonably available data at a scale in keeping with 

the landscape-level change expected under the alternatives. The impact analysis satisfies the 

SEPA requirement to identify potential adverse impacts and compare alternatives at an 

appropriate scale. Environmental justice was analyzed in Section 4.10 of the RDEIS and a 

description of the effects of the alternatives on low-income and minority populations was 

included. Based on the commenter’s suggestion, the Joint Agencies incorporated new analysis in 

the FEIS that examines potential impacts of the alternatives on school districts that have high 

proportions of low-income or minority student enrollment (refer to Section 4.10).  

Potential impacts to traditional cultural materials and foods were analyzed in the Cultural and 

Historic Resources section (4.12) of the RDEIS and FEIS. Alternative H was included in all of 

these analyses. Appendix R to the FEIS includes an analysis of the potential impacts of the HCP 

amendment on trust beneficiares at the taxing district level, in terms of the percent change in 

operable acres. 

DNR found no analysis assessing counties’ dependence on state trust lands that has been 

published since Daniels (2004). Employment and demographic trends are presented in Section 

3.11 of the RDEIS and FEIS. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR is required to mitigate for economic impacts found in the environmental analysis. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C416 
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Response 

Section 4.11 describe potential mitigation for adverse impacts. It is the Board of Natural 

Resources’ discretion on whether to choose and enact these or other mitigation strategies and how 

to meet the requirements of other state and federal laws, including the trust mandate. 

Subtopic: Environmental justice  

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS addresses both SEPA and NEPA; only NEPA requires analysis of impacts on low-

income and minority communities or populations. Direction on what this analysis is to include is 

described in a 1994 Executive Order signed by President Bill Clinton (EO12898). The RDEIS 

fails to comply with this executive order. The RDEIS focuses primarily on county-wide impacts, 

with some discussion on minority forest workforce. The RDEIS could have analyzed impacts at 

the strategic location or special habitat area level and on identifiable low-income populations. The 

RDEIS failed to determine the impact of Alternative H on sensitive population such as the tribal 

nations associated with the strategic locations. This analysis would have provided information for 

the Board of Natural Resources and the Solutions Table about the nature and degree of impacts, 

allowing for a focused discussion on possible changes to Alternative H or reasonable mitigation. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C300 

Response 

The “Environmental Justice” section (4.10) in the RDEIS measured the impacts of the 

alternatives on low-income and minority populations in terms of adverse human health effects 

and adverse economic effects. Based on the commenter’s suggestion, in the FEIS the Joint 

Agencies incorporated new analysis that examines potential impacts of the alternatives on school 

districts that have high proportions of low-income or minority student enrollment (refer to 

Section 4.10). None of the alternatives would cause environmental harm or risks to human health 

to any individuals or communities, including low-income or minority communities. Low- income 

or minority collectors of forest greens and other non-timber products are not likely to be 

disproportionately affected by any of the alternatives. Low-income and minority populations in 

Pacific and Wahkiakum counties may experience a potential loss of income, but these counties do 

not have minority or low-income populations higher than the average among the counties in the 

analysis area and impacts would not be disproportionate compared to the rest of the population in 

these counties. Indirect impacts to government services for low-income and minority populations 

could occur due to reductions in local revenues. However, most government services supporting 

low-income and minority populations are provided by state and federal funding, not local 

funding. Potential impacts to traditional cultural materials and foods were analyzed in Section 

4.12, “Cultural and Historic Resources,” of the RDEIS and FEIS. Appendix R includes potential 

impacts of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the percent change in 

operable acres. 
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Subtopic: Environmental justice and socioeconomic analysis 

 COMMENT 

DNR failed to undertake the required economic justice and socioeconomic analyses required 

under NEPA. Further, DNR failed to address impacts on public services and utilities required by 

SEPA. Specifically, DNR failed to consider how Alternative H would impact revenue to trust 

beneficiaries, specifically associated with the Clallam Bay block. DNR did not utilize readily 

available data on low-income or minority communities available through StratLocs. While DNR 

did use StratLocs, the opportunity to apply identifiable geographic areas with census, treasury, 

and tribal information was missed. Further, DNR relied on outdated 2000 U.S. Census data rather 

than more recent information. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C300 

Response 

The RDEIS and FEIS analyzed environmental justice at the county scale. Socioeconomic 

analyses were conducted at the trust, benefitting county, or Washington State general fund scale 

for the RDEIS and FEIS. In the DEIS and RDEIS, 2015 U.S. census data was used that 

summarized population data at the county level. These scales are the same as other analyses in the 

DEIS and RDEIS. Appendix R of the FEIS contains impacts of the HCP amendment on taxing 

districts in terms of operable acres. Based on the commenter’s suggestion to use additional, 

readily available data on low-income or minority communities, the Joint Agencies incorporated 

new analysis in the FEIS that examines potential impacts of the alternatives on school districts 

that have high proportions of low-income or minority student enrollment (refer to Section 4.10). 

The impacts on public services and utilities were analyzed in the RDEIS and FEIS in Section 4.9, 

“Public Services and Utilities,” in the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Social justice 

 COMMENT 

DNR did not adequately analyze the social justice impacts of reducing harvest. Wood processing 

facilities in rural areas do not have reasonable alternatives to DNR wood. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C394 

Response 

Environmental justice was analyzed in Section 4.10 of the RDEIS and FEIS, and a description of 

the effects of the alternatives on low-income and minority populations was included in this 

analysis. 
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Subtopic: Encumbered lands 

 COMMENT 

Lands encumbered by species listed under the Endangered Species Act result in socioeconomic 

impacts that have not been meaningfully analyzed. Meaningful analysis should be community 

specific; use of county averages can miss impacts to counties that contain both highly developed 

urban areas and remote rural areas. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C410 

Response 

Impacts of the HCP amendment in terms of operable acres are provided at the taxing district level 

in Appendix R of the FEIS. The socioeconomic analysis (Section 4.11 in the FEIS) was 

performed using reasonably available data at a scale in keeping with the landscape-level change 

expected under the alternatives. The impact analysis satisfies SEPA requirement to identify 

potential adverse impacts and compare alternatives at an appropriate scale. 

Subtopic: Financial analysis 

 COMMENT 

The analysis lacks clarification of assumptions around discount rate, stumpage returns, acres, and 

forest productivity that needs to be rectified. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C330 

Response 

The 3 percent discount rate chosen by DNR for the financial analysis (refer to Appendix P to the 

RDEIS and FEIS) was chosen to ensure DNR's harvest levels adhere to the trust mandate, which 

is summarized in the Policy for Sustainable Forests. The discount rate chosen ensures 

intergenerational equity is maintained, because higher interest rates tend to accelerate the rate of 

harvest in earlier decades as the forest estate model used in determining DNR's harvest levels 

seeks to maximize net present value. The financial analysis incorrectly stated that stumpage rates 

were derived from a review of DNR timber sales from fiscal years 2011 through 2018. Stumpage 

rates were actually derived from fiscal years 2011 through 2017. Forest productivity is 

determined by site index class and cover type, which dictate forest growth in the Pacific 

Northwest Coast variant of the Forest Vegetation Simulator. The maximum stands density indices 

were changed from the default values in the Forest Vegetation Simulator to reflect actual growth 

on DNR-managed lands as determined by plot data on DNR-managed lands. 



  RDEIS COMMENT RESPONSES 

 
 
Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy FEIS 
Appendix S  Page S-272 

 COMMENT 

The lack of a finite economic impact analysis that fully discloses the impacts to public services in 

the planning area is extremely concerning. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C354 

Response 

Dynamic, variable factors, including age class of the forest within a tax district, future timber 

supply and demand, localized mill infrastructure, and future tax levy rates, make revenue forecast 

at the local tax district level for any given year highly speculative. Appendix R includes an 

analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the percent change in 

operable acres. 

 

 COMMENT 

In order to meet both NEPA and SEPA requirements, the Joint Agencies must provide an analysis 

that fully discloses the economic impacts to those living and working in the analysis area. The 

financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS and FEIS) for the sustainable harvest calculation 

and the Solutions Table losses and gains report are not adequate. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C344, C354 

Response 

Dynamic, variable factors, including age class of the forest within a tax district, future timber 

supply and demand, localized mill infrastructure, and future tax levy rates, make revenue forecast 

at the local tax district level for any given year highly speculative. Appendix R includes an 

analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the percent change in 

operable acres. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR should provide a financial analysis that is clear and easy to understand. That analysis should 

consist of a summary sheet of the number of acres by trust, broken down to each smaller 

beneficiary. It should include volume by age class, current market value, and number of acres 

preserved and the value of unharvested timber over time. Also explain your reason for choosing 

the discount rate. Failure to provide an adequate and comparative financial analysis for each 

alternative means decision makers cannot consider all the impacts. This failure also violates 

SEPA, which requires analysis of these impacts. 
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RDEIS Commenters 

C362, C364, C394 

Response 

Dynamic, variable factors, including age class of the forest within a tax district, future timber 

supply and demand, localized mill infrastructure, and future tax levy rates make revenue forecast 

at the local tax district level for any given year highly speculative. Appendix R includes an 

analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the percent change in 

operable acres. The 3 percent discount rate chosen by DNR for the financial analysis (Appendix P 

to the FEIS) was chosen to ensure DNR's harvest levels adhere to the trust mandate which is 

summarized in the Policy for Sustainable Forests. The discount rate chosen ensures 

intergenerational equity is maintained as higher interest rates tend to accelerate the rate of harvest 

in earlier decades as the forest estate model used in determining DNR's harvest levels seeks to 

maximize net present value. The socioeconomic analysis (Section 4.11 in the RDEIS) was 

performed using reasonably available data at a scale in keeping with the landscape-level change 

expected under the alternatives. SEPA does not require a comparative financial analysis for each 

alternative. The financial analysis was tasked outside of the requirements of SEPA requirements 

as a means to assist the Board of Natural Resources in their decision and to meet the requirements 

of federal law under the NEPA. The financial analysis was tasked outside of the requirements of 

SEPA as a means to inform the Board of Natural Resources during the development of the HCP 

amendment, and to meet NEPA requirements. 

 

 COMMENT 

The financial analysis that DNR provided in October 2018 was difficult to understand. DNR 

should provide a public meeting on just the financials. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C306 

Response 

The financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS and FEIS) was created separate from the SEPA 

and NEPA processes and was produced to help the Board of Natural Resources understand how 

each alternative affects DNR's ability to meet its trust management obligations. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR provides no baseline for the magnitude of change values presented in tables 5 and 11 in the 

financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS and FEIS). 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C416 

Response 

The values presented in tables 5 and 11 in the financial analysis show the range on net present 

value (Table 5) and planning decade volume (Table 11) results from the 38 scenarios analyzed in 

the document. The purpose of this table is to show the effects of each of the three variables, 

marbled murrelet conservation, arrearage harvest, and riparian harvest, on each trust and state 

forest transfer lands in each county, within the scenarios analyzed. These tables do not compare 

scenario results with past conditions. 

 

 COMMENT 

Under Alternative H, timber harvest from state trust lands will decrease during the first four of 

the five decades of the strategy. This decrease will cause an increase in DNR's cost structure and 

will affect trust beneficiaries. This change is not analyzed in the RDEIS or supporting documents. 

More emphasis needs to be given to analysis of decreasing timber harvest from state trust lands 

that would occur during the first four decades if the preferred alternative is adopted. The  

financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS and FEIS) shows harvest volume dropping to about 

3 billion board feet in the fifth decade, jeopardizing DNR’s ability to have enough funds to 

manage trust lands. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C369, C416 

Response 

Harvest levels are set by the Board of Natural Resources. Harvest levels presented in the financial 

analysis are projections only. Harvest levels decades from now depend on numerous factors, 

including harvest levels in the intervening decades. DNR cannot speculate on the management 

funds that would be required to manage state trust lands several decades from now. 

 

 COMMENT 

The Solutions Table losses and gains report’s statement about additional harvest available to 

Clallam County under Alternative H is inconsistent with the RDEIS Table 4.11.4. This is just one 

example of inconsistencies in the financial reports. 

RDEIS Commenter 

318 
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Response 

RDEIS Table 4.11.4 reports the changes in operable acres under each long-term conservation 

strategy alternative on State Forest Transfer lands in Clallam County. The Solutions Table losses 

and gains report shows changes to county economies, and to the revenue of all trusts within a 

county. When comparting the results shown in the RDEIS and Solutions Table losses and gains 

report, reviewers must consider the differences in data reported and the differences in spatial 

scale. The results shown in the two documents are consistent with each other as they are both 

based on a comparison of the action alternatives with Alternative A. 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR’s financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS and FEIS) is unrealistic and the strategy will 

not remedy claims of dire species outcomes. Claims of threatened habitat are flawed and not 

based on facts. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C168 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Impact on local jobs 

 COMMENT 

DNR should maintain timber jobs and funding by not shutting down harvest on state trust lands. 

DNR already is deferring harvest on 583,000 acres. No more land should be taken out of timber 

production. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C178, C226, C234, C313, C320, C334, C355, C454 

Response 

Refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS for DNR’s need and purpose of the proposal and Section 1.2 for 

a description of DNR’s fiduciary responsibilities. As a trust lands manager, DNR must “generate 

revenue and other benefits for each trust by meeting DNR’s trust management responsibilities” 

(Objective #1). DNR also must meet its Objective #2, which is to “provide forest conditions in 

strategic locations on forested state trust lands that minimize and mitigate incidental take of 

marbled murrelets resulting from DNR’s forest management activities. In accomplishing this 

objective, DNR expects to make a significant contribution to maintaining and protecting marbled 

murrelet populations.” 
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Subtopic: Impacts to counties 

 COMMENT 

Given the reliance of several counties on revenue from state trust land for public health and safety 

services, the importance of the forest products industry to counties, and the importance of 

maintaining forest health for a variety of reasons, the Washington State Association of Counties 

would like to stress the importance of DNR showing fiscal responsibility for the trust 

beneficiaries. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C369 

Response 

The respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for the proposal are discussed in Section 

1.1 of the FEIS. DNR’s Objective #1 expressly recognizes the trust mandate: “Generate revenue 

and other benefits for each trust by meeting DNR’s trust management responsibilities. Those 

responsibilities include making state trust lands productive, preserving the corpus of the trust, 

exercising reasonable care and skill in managing the trust, acting prudently with respect to trust 

assets, acting with undivided loyalty to trust beneficiaries, and acting impartially with respect to 

current and future trust beneficiaries.” 

Economics at the county level are analyzed in Section 4.11, “Socioeconomics,” of the FEIS. 

Appendix R includes an analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the 

percent change in operable acres.  

Subtopic: Impacts to harvest 

 COMMENT 

One commenter urged the Board of Natural Resources to adopt the alternative with the least 

impact to harvest options. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C268 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 



  RDEIS COMMENT RESPONSES 

 
 
Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy FEIS 
Appendix S  Page S-277 

Subtopic: Impacts to rural economies 

 COMMENT 

DNR does not understand the impacts of their actions on people, local schools, or rural 

economies. Several of the alternatives have potentially catastrophic consequences for trust 

beneficiaries, including those in Southwest Washington, Northwest Washington, and on the 

Olympic Peninsula. Most of the alternatives will harm the socioeconomics of Pacific and 

Wahkiakum counties. While alternatives F and G are particularly detrimental, even Alternative H 

will have severe consequences. The rural communities of southwest Washington have already 

suffered the loss of thousands of forested acres for existing conservation efforts for the marbled 

murrelet, even though they are the communities that can least afford to have more of their land 

swallowed up by additional set asides. The Olympic Peninsula has not recovered from the 

economic impacts of conserving habitat for northern spotted owls. Efforts to save the northern 

spotted owl have failed and put many people out of work. DNR should not make the same 

mistake with the conservation strategy. DNR does not have adequate scientific results to justify 

setting aside additional land for the marbled murrelet and harming rural economies. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C8, C11, C229, C242, C169, C236, C304, C403 

Response 

Section 4.11, “Socioeconomics,” in the RDEIS and FEIS indicate that Pacific and Wahkiakum 

counties will be adversely impacted by alternatives C through H. Per legislative direction in 2018, 

the Commissioner of Public Lands formed a Solutions Table that is tasked with providing 

recommendations to the Washigton State Legislature that will offset potential revenue and job 

losses in rural communities (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 

Economics at the county level are analyzed in Section 4.11 of the RDEIS and FEIS. Appendix R 

includes an analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the percent 

change in operable acres.  

The best available science was used throughout the development and analysis of the alternatives. 

Subtopic: Impacts to employment 

 COMMENT 

The Solutions Table losses and gains report identified an annual job loss in Skagit County of 10.8 

jobs and an economic output loss of $2,133,700 per year for the first decade. However, the 

RDEIS fails to disclose the impacts to revenue and volume by county for decades beyond the 

initial planning decade. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C416 

Response 

The Solutions Table losses and gains report was published in October 2018, about one month 

after the release of the RDEIS. After the report was released, the comment period for the RDEIS 

was extended to allow commenters to review this report and the financial analysis prior to the end 

of the comment period. 

 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS fails to disclose potential outcomes of job losses such as “depression/drinking, 

frustration/abuse, basic needs/theft and even loss of homes.” 

RDEIS Commenter 

C416 

Response 

Indirect effects of changes in employment are beyond the scope of this EIS. 

 

 COMMENT 

Data presented in the RDEIS indicated that timber employment per volume harvested is 

declining. As a result, timber impacts to employment are overstated. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

The RDEIS and FEIS state that potential impacts to county employment are possible in Pacific 

and Wahkiakum counties under alternatives C through H. As described in Section 3.11, 

“Socioeconomics,” these are the two most timber-dependent counties in the analysis area. 

Reductions in employment due to the alternatives would be in addition to reductions due to other 

reasons, such as mechanization. 
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 COMMENT 

The RDEIS reports that there are 10 times as many jobs in recreation as timber in Washington 

State, but the socioeconomic discussion focuses on timber jobs. To justify this, the RDEIS data 

on the economic importance of recreation was unavailable. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

Section 3.7, “Recreation,” of the RDEIS and FEIS states that “State trust lands provide 

opportunities for recreation. The value of these opportunities has not been studied in detail for all 

state trust lands in the marbled murrelet analysis area.” 

As the analysis of the alternatives in Section 4.7, “Recreation,” of the RDEIS and FEIS does not 

anticipate significant impacts on recreation due to the conservation strategy alternatives, Section 

4.11, “Socioeconomics,” states that “tax revenue from economic activity on DNR-managed 

forestlands from sources other than timber harvest (for example, recreation) is not expected to 

change significantly under any action alternative.” For the same reason, Section 4.11 does not 

include an analysis of effects on employment due to recreation. 

 

 COMMENT 

By using statewide factors in the employment analysis, the analysis of employment and income 

fails to adequately portray the impact on family wage jobs in economically distressed counties. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C318 

Response 

The employment analysis in Section 4.11, “Socioeconomics,” of the RDEIS and FEIS considers 

both western Washington and county-level impacts. This section notes that adverse impacts to 

employment are expected in Pacific and Wahkiakum counties under alternatives C through H due 

to decreased harvest volume. 

 

 COMMENT 

The Solutions Table losses and gains analysis used multipliers that do not reflect current 

employment by harvest volume in Clallam County. It also uses figures from 2017, which were 

significantly different than 2014, which is an outcome of DNR harvesting practices. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C318 

Response 

The employment multipliers used in the Solutions Table losses and gains report are based on the 

2016 addition of the IMPLAN economic model updated to use market relationships, based on 

2018 data. The report compares harvest levels under two management scenarios. Harvest levels 

under these scenarios may differ from actual harvest experienced in 2014 as harvest levels vary 

from year to year. 

 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS presents a vision of recreation for the economic future of Clallam County. Recreation 

pays a much lower wage than employment in the logging or wood manufacturing industries. 

RDEIS Commenter 

318 

Response 

Analysis in the RDEIS and FEIS anticipates that recreation will continue on DNR-managed 

lands. In Section 4.7, “Recreation,” the RDEIS and FEIS state that “The state’s population is 

projected to grow by several million over the next three to four decades. The Washington State 

Recreation and Conservation Office completed an assessment of supply of outdoor recreation 

facilities and opportunities in Washington (Recreation and Conservation Office 2013). Their 

findings suggest that the current supply of recreation is not completely meeting public demand, 

and meeting that demand is further challenged by the pressures of population growth and 

urbanization in Washington. These pressures are likely to intensify over the next several decades 

as land available for recreation becomes more restricted. As a result, existing facilities and trails 

most likely will see more use and public interest will increase to develop new facilities and new 

trails (both motorized and non-motorized).” However, no alternative analyzed includes specific 

measures designed to increase recreational use. 

As the analysis of the alternatives in Section 4.7 does not anticipate significant impacts on 

recreation due to the conservation strategy alternatives, Section 4.11, “Socioeconomics,” states 

that “tax revenue from economic activity on DNR-managed forestlands from sources other than 

timber harvest (for example, recreation) is not expected to change significantly under any action 

alternative.” For the same reason, Section 4.11 does not include an analysis of effects on 

employment due to recreation. 
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Subtopic: Impacts to working families 

 COMMENT 

The socioeconomic data in the RDEIS is misleading and does not accurately capture the 

conditions of working families. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C318 

Response 

Section 3.11 of the RDEIS includes data on population and employment, and median income data 

from the Washington Employment Security Department and Washington Office of Financial 

Management. 

Subtopic: Impacts to expansion of communication sites 

 COMMENT 

The alternatives’ impacts on the ability to expand communication sites are under-represented. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C416 

Response 

Section 4.9, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the RDEIS states that there are between 0 and 3 

existing communication sites currently located within proposed marbled murrelet conservation 

areas under one or more of the action alternatives. New leases for communication sites will be 

limited in occupied sites, special habitat areas, and the 0.5 mile buffers on occupied sites within 

emphasis areas under the proposed conservation measures for the action alternatives. 

Consultation between DNR and USFWS will be necessary to avoid impacts to habitat in these 

areas. Because specific sites anticipated for new leases cannot be known at this time, it is difficult 

to predict whether the proposed sites may be impacted by the action alternatives. Given the 

amount of land still available within the analysis area and the availability of existing sites to co-

locate new services, the long-term conservation strategy is not anticipated to be a major impact to 

public communication services. 
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Subtopic: Impacts to other benefits of state trust lands 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS does not describe the “other benefits” of state trust lands. It does not describe how the 

different alternatives would affect the value of these benefits or their sustainable availability in 

the future. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C413 

Response 

The commenter seems to be referring to the “other benefits” as listed in DNR’s Policy for 

Sustainable Forests: “The purpose of the Policy for Sustainable Forests is to conserve and 

enhance the natural systems and resources of forested state trust lands managed by DNR to 

produce long-term, sustainable trust income, and environmental and other benefits for the people 

of Washington.” In addition to earning income, activities on trust lands are managed to protect 

habitat for native plant and animal species, provide clean and abundant water, and offer diverse 

public recreation opportunities. 

The RDEIS and FEIS were prepared to comply with both SEPA and NEPA. As such it contains 

analyses of elements of the environment where impacts may occur. The RDEIS and FEIS contain 

chapters presenting current conditions and environmental consequences to those 12 elements. A 

complete enumeration of the benefits of DNR-managed lands is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Subtopic: Funding management account 

 COMMENT 

Only Alternative B provides enough funding to the management account to support western 

Washington state trust land management, which costs $51 million per year. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C416 

Response 

The average costs of western Washington land management was $51 million per year between 

fiscal years 2011 and 2018. A portion of these costs varies based on the amount of timber harvest 

that occurs. For example, the cost of planting varies by the area of variable retention harvest that 

occurs. Under scenarios that have lower projected harvest levels, lower costs would be incurred. 

All scenarios are modeled such that the activities must generate enough funding to pay for the 

projected management. In all scenarios, the model projects management funds to be adequate to 

pay for land management expenses calculated at the modeled harvest level. 
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Subtopic: Insufficient analysis of economic impacts to public services and 

utilities 

 COMMENT 

Every acre removed from commercial forestry under this proposal results in a direct reduction in 

public services and utilities in some of Washington's poorest counties. The RDEIS fails to address 

impacts on public services and utilities including fire, law enforcement, and schools. In particular, 

impacts to Clallam County Fire District 5 and the Cape Flattery School District with depend upon 

the Clallam Bay Block for revenue. Nor has there been analysis of impacts on non-DNR services 

or utilities. The commenter points out that, under SEPA, the RDEIS should have assessed impacts 

on revenues to the Forks Hospital District, North Olympic Library Systems, and Clallam County, 

and their ability to provide medical, library, law enforcement, road maintenance, and sewer 

services, respectively. Focusing on overall county impacts overlooks impacts to the Clallam 

Bay/Sekiu communities and other communities within the strategic location in the OESF. 

The RDEIS must describe specifically the impact on public services in each affected county from 

the alternatives and must propose mitigation for those impacts. The RDEIS must also include 

analysis on the economic impacts to counties. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C67, C300, C363, C380, C441 

Response 

The impacts on public services and utilities were analyzed in the RDEIS and FEIS in Section 4.9, 

“Public Services and Utilities.” Appendix R includes an analysis of the HCP amendment at the 

taxing district level in terms of the percent change in operable acres. Per legislative direction in 

2018, the Commissioner of Public Lands formed a Solutions Table that is tasked with providing 

recommendations to the Washington State Legislature that will offset potential revenue and job 

losses in rural communities (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 

Subtopic: Taxing districts 

 COMMENT 

Reduction in timber sale volume potentially harms public services in Lewis County, including the 

Timberland Regional Library (TRL). There is concern about reduced revenue affecting the work 

the library does in the community. 

TRL is an Intercounty Rural Library District serving Mason, Pacific, Grays Harbor, Lewis, and 

Thurston Counties. It is a junior taxing district funded by property taxes and timber sale revenue 

in the five-county area. Timber revenue accounts for approximately 10 percent of TRL’s budget. 

Four of the five counties served are considered "distressed" and TRL provides several important 

services to these counties. TRL does not consider either the financial analysis (Appendix P to the 
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RDEIS and FEIS) or the Solutions Table losses and gains report (October 2018) published by 

DNR to sufficiently address specific and significant impacts of DNR's decisions on junior taxing 

districts. Therefore, TRL respectfully requests that DNR perform a much deeper analysis of the 

effects its decisions have on junior taxing districts and on the economies of rural communities. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C354, C313 

Response 

Appendix R includes an analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the 

percent change in operable acres.  

 

 COMMENT 

Revenue from DNR timber sales is an important source of income for counties and junior taxing 

districts, including schools, fire districts, and libraries. The impact of the preferred alternative 

varies across and within each county and in many cases will fatally affect revenue to junior taxing 

districts such as hospitals, fire departments, and libraries throughout rural western Washington. 

The analysis failed to include impacts to junior taxing districts or at levels lower than entire 

counties. Impacts to each trust need to be evaluated, including setting aside areas that are not 

currently and will not become marbled murrelet habitat. SEPA requires an evaluation of impacts 

to public services and NEPA requires an evaluation of impacts to environmental elements 

including socioeconomics, and environmental justice, which require a robust economic analysis. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C330, C354, C363, C369, C416 

Response 

Appendix R includes an analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the 

percent change in operable acres. Economic analyses also are included in Section 4.11, 

“Socioeconomics,” and Appendix P. 

 

 COMMENT 

Populations of concern, as described in EO 12898, may be impacted by Alternative H, the 

Olympic Peninsula strategic location, and special habitat areas within the Clallam Bay Block. The 

commenter states that Alternative H would have significant, unmitigated, and unacknowledged 

consequences on junior taxing districts in western Clallam County. The RDEIS did not analyze 

the impacts of Alternative H on “community structures” and failed to make the connection 

between timber revenues and the community's physical ability to provide essential public 

services. Junior taxing districts potentially affected include the Cape Flattery School District, the 
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Clallam Bay Bruins, Clallam County Fire District No. 5, a branch of the North Olympic Library 

System, a medical clinic operated by the Forks hospital, and the Washington State Department of 

Corrections Clallam Bay Correctional Facility. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C300 

Response 

The RDEIS analyzed the potential impacts of the alternatives on low-income and minority 

populations in Section 4.10, “Environmental Justice,” of the RDEIS and FEIS. Based on the 

commenter’s suggestion, the Joint Agencies incorporated new analysis in the FEIS that examines 

potential impacts of the alternatives on school districts that have high proportions of low-income 

or minority student enrollment (refer to Section 4.10). Socioeconomic impacts were analyzed in 

Section 4.11, “Socioeconomics,” at scales similar to other analyses in the RDEIS and FEIS. 

Appendix R includes an analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the 

percent change in operable acres. 

 

 COMMENT 

The Port of Port Angeles requests that DNR complete a thorough economic and timber harvest 

impact analysis of all the alternatives under consideration by county; that the analysis be made 

available to the public; and that the comment period for the RDEIS be extended so that he public 

can review and comment on the analysis. The analysis must include impact to trust beneficiaries, 

including junior taxing districts, in areas that will be impacted by the alternatives. A "statewide" 

analysis is not adequate because of differential impacts in the areas where new encumbrances on 

land management are under consideration. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C81 

Response 

Socioeconomic analyses were conducted at the trust, benefitting county, or Washington State 

general fund scale for the RDEIS within Section 4.11, “Socioeconomic,” in the RDEIS and FEIS. 

Section 2.1 of the Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS compares 

changes in harvest volume across a range of marbled murrelet conservation alternatives coupled 

with different riparian management and arrearage scenarios. Appendix R includes an analysis of 

the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the percent change in operable acres. 
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 COMMENT 

Most state trust lands in the Clallam Bay Block are State Forest Lands. There are two special 

habitat areas and one occupied site and associated buffer within this block. The commenter 

estimates that approximately 25 to 28 percent of the block would be within Alternative H special 

habitat areas. The RDEIS did not analyze the impacts of Alternative H on junior taxing districts 

associated with the Clallam Bay block, including the Cape Flattery School District. There are 

several sources available that could be utilized to analyze these impacts, including U.S Treasury's 

low-income community data, DNR GIS data showing tribal lands, revenue reports from junior 

taxing districts, and the timber sale history of the Clallam Bay Block (5 to 10 years). This data 

could have been analyzed in comparison to the predicted future timber harvest to assess impacts 

of Alternative H on the stakeholders into the community and how to mitigate those impacts. 

Developing a quantifiable estimate of the annual impact, or decadal impact, could be the much 

needed insight for the Commissioner's Solutions Table. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C300 

Response 

The socioeconomic analysis in the RDEIS was performed using reasonably available data at a 

scale in keeping with the landscape level change expected under the alternatives. Based on the 

commenter’s suggestion to use additional, readily available data on low-income or minority 

communities, the Joint Agencies incorporated new analysis in the FEIS that examines potential 

impacts of the alternatives on school districts that have high proportions of low-income or 

minority student enrollment (refer to Section 4.10). Appendix R includes an analysis of the HCP 

amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the percent change in operable acres. 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter maintains that Alternative B is in the best interests of the trust beneficiaries of the 

OESF. If Alternative H is selected by the Board of Natural Resources, the environmental justice 

and socioeconomic sections of the RDEIS need to be significantly revised, tying Alternative H's 

strategic locations and accompanying special habitat areas with the identifiable communities of 

concern. Current special habitat areas in the Clallam Bay Block would have lasting, financially 

devastating impacts for many decades. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C300 

Response 

Section 4.10, “Environmental Justice,” section was revised in response to this comment to include 

an analysis of potential impacts to school districts that have high proportions of low-income or 
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minority student enrollment (refer to Section 4.10). Student enrollment data for the 2017 through 

2018 school year was obtained from the State of Washington Office of Superintendent of Public 

Instruction’s Report Card report. Appendix R includes an analysis of the HCP amendment at the 

taxing district level in terms of the percent change in operable acres. Refer to Table R-5 for 

results specific to Clallam County. 

 

 COMMENT 

As a trust beneficiary and junior taxing district, the Sultan School District opposes any action by 

DNR that would increase restrictions on state forest trust lands that would decrease the ability of 

these lands to generate revenue. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C203 

Response 

Appendix R includes an analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the 

percent change in operable acres.  

Subtopic: Timber volume and mills 

 COMMENT 

DNR timber volume to county mills is an important source of income for the county and its junior 

taxing districts. The mills provide financial benefit through taxes and employment and the timber 

sale program along with the mills create additional economic benefits in the form of logging, 

trucking, equipment sales, and other associated employment. Mill employees' children also attend 

local schools and employees contribute to the community as coaches, serving on PTSA and other 

civic organizations, and supporting local businesses. The mills, along with the direct and indirect 

employment they bring, are the life blood of the rural communities. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C354, C363 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Subtopic: Local population 

 COMMENT 

DNR should consider tying the conservation plan to specific economic investments in the 

affected counties in ways that also further habitat plans. Perhaps DNR could recruit, train, and 

hire foresters and other specialists to work on murrelet, spotted owl, and other critical habitat in 

ways that tap into the expertise and culture of the local population. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C461 

Response 

Per legislative direction in 2018, the Commissioner of Public Lands formed a Solutions Table 

that is tasked with providing recommendations to the Washington State Legislature that will 

offset potential revenue and job losses in rural communities (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 

 

 COMMENT 

Sustainable management in the future should include dignified retirement packages for older 

loggers and subsidized training and diversification into the new economy based on using bamboo 

and hemp to make lumber and paper products. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C453  

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

People who rely on forest-based jobs need assistance to develop other skills and find other 

employment. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C472, C515 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Subtopic: Preservation of species 

 COMMENT 

The Hood Canal School District and the Timberland Regional Library will survive and thrive 

with an alternative more conducive to marbled murrelet recovery and it is unfortunate that both 

organizations do not do more to educate students and the public about the importance of 

preserving endangered species and why these species are worth a few tax dollars to preserve. 

RDEIS Commenter  

C421 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Purpose of 1997 HCP 

 COMMENT 

The 1997 HCP was intended to provide certainty of timber supply and reduce the risk of legal 

challenges under the Endangered Species Act. None of the alternatives result in an increased 

incidental take of marbled murrelets; therefore, the Board of Natural Resources may select any 

alternative without violating 1997 HCP obligations. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C354 

Response 

The long-term conservation strategy is required per DNR's 1997 HCP, which allows DNR to 

remain compliant with the Endangered Species Act while managing state trust lands. The Board 

of Natural Resources has the discretion to select an alternative within the range analyzed that they 

believe best meets DNR and USFWS’ need and purpose of the proposal. Section 1.4 of the FEIS 

contains a discussion of the USFWS approval process required for the long-term conservation 

strategy, which requires an incidental take permit amendment under Section 10 of the Endangered 

Species Act. 

Subtopic: Team of beneficiaries to assess impacts 

 COMMENT 

DNR should assemble a team chosen by trust beneficiaries to work with DNR to develop the 

methodology and analysis of the impacts to local governments and every trust beneficiary. 

Results should be presented to the public for review and comment. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C318 

Response 

The Board of Natural Resources, if it so chooses, may convene a team of trust beneficiaries to 

analyze impacts to local governments and every trust beneficiary. Appendix R includes an 

analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms of the percent change in 

operable acres. 

Subtopic: Assessing impacts across ownerships 

 COMMENT 

Focusing on the change in operable acres, and corresponding volume changes, based on the 

Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS, does not put the impacts in 

the correct context because the volume harvested from private lands is not reported. Due to the 

use of weighted acres, it is difficult to relate the impacts of the alternatives to the land base that 

supports the statewide timber industry. It is only proper to analyze the impacts relative to the 

entire timber land base, not just state trust lands. 

Also, the EIS does not provide an analysis of how the long-term conservation strategy could 

affect the flow of logs to mills. The impacts of the alternatives would be spread across a number 

of counties because timber is processed in many counties. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

The long-term conservation strategy applies only to DNR-managed lands. Harvest volumes from 

all ownerships, public and private, and from DNR-managed lands are reported in Figure 3.11.2 of 

the RDEIS. Section 5.3 includes a discussion of forest management on non-DNR-managed lands 

and Table 5.11 summarizes incremental impacts of the alternatives added to past effects and 

future trends within the range of the marbled murrelet. 

The use of weighted acres takes into account that different areas of DNR-managed lands have 

different management constraints. 

Impact to counties from changes in trust revenue are assessed in Section 4.11, “Socioeconomics,” 

of the RDEIS. State Forest Transfer and State Forest Purchases lands in each county provide 

revenue to county beneficiaries. Impacts on these trusts are assessed by calculating the change in 

operable acres in each county or trust. 

Employment and local tax impacts also are assessed at the county level. The FEIS states in 

Section 4.11 that two assumptions are made regarding county-level employment impacts. These 
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assumptions are “that, within a county, timber harvest volume is closely related to employment 

levels in timber-related jobs” and “that workers are not employed outside their home county.” 

DNR acknowledges that some workers are employed outside their home county, but could find 

no documentation of mobility of timber sector employees that was appropriate for this analysis. 

Impacts to employment depend on harvest levels, which on state trust lands are guided by the 

sustainable harvest level. The sustainable harvest level is based on forest inventory growth, DNR 

policies, and state and federal laws, and will be affected by the long-term conservation strategy. 

The financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS and FEIS) was specific to the sustainable 

harvest calculation. This analysis considered the potential financial impacts of 38 scenarios for 

the sustainable harvest level on trust beneficiaries, each scenario representing a different 

combination of long-term conservation strategy, arrearage, and riparian thinning options. The 

financial analysis was intended to inform the Board of Natural Resources’ decision about the 

sustainable harvest level. 

 

 COMMENT  

The EIS should include an analysis of the threats to productive tribal and private forestland from 

development and other conversions. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

The FEIS analyzes impacts due to the proposed action, the amendment of the 1997 HCP to 

replace the interim strategy with a long-term conservation strategy. Changes in management of 

tribal and private lands are outside the scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS for the 

respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for the proposal. Section 5.3 of the FEIS 

includes a discussion of forest management on non-DNR managed lands and Table 5.4.1 

summarizes incremental impacts of the alternatives added to past effects and future trends within 

the range of the marbled murrelet. 

 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS should have made it clear that the multipliers cited for jobs per million board feet of 

timber harvested apply to the entire timber industry operating across all Washington ownership, 

not to DNR-managed lands alone. Since the RDEIS is using multipliers that apply to the entire 

Washington timber industry, this document should have extended analyses across all ownerships 

instead of limiting their assessments only to DNR-managed lands. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

Data on job multipliers have been studied at the scale of all timber lands in Washington. 

Multipliers specific to DNR-managed lands are not available. 

The analysis considers changes in employment in the analysis area counties due to changes in 

harvest from DNR-managed lands. The long-term conservation strategy is assumed to have no 

significant impacts on counties outside the analysis area. 

Subtopic: Paper manufacturing jobs 

 COMMENT 

Paper manufacturing wages and jobs have been in continuous decline since 1990.  

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

Figure 3.11.1 in the FEIS shows that manufacturing jobs declined from 2001 through 2016. 

Subtopic: Timber employment within the analysis area 

 COMMENT 

The document provides no context for the importance of timber employment within the analysis 

area or at the county level. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

Table 3.11.12 shows the percent of paid employees in each of the 17 counties in the analysis area 

and statewide that work in the forest product sector, based on Bureau of Labor Statistics data. 

Table 3.11.2 shows the total employment in each of the 17 counties in the analysis area and 

statewide based on Washington Employment Security data. 
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Subtopic: Link between timber jobs and harvest volume 

 COMMENT 

We strongly agree with the statement that timber jobs do not show a strong link with harvest 

volumes from DNR-managed lands. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Economic growth 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS continually downplays the overall growth in the economy of the analysis area. On 

page 3-60 it states “Employment in most counties increased in that time [2011-2016], but 

decreased in Grays Harbor and Wahkiakum counties in southwest Washington.” It would have 

been more accurate to have stated that “Employment in nearly all counties increased, but 

decreased in Grays Harbor and Wahkiakum counties in southwest Washington.” 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

The RDEIS reports that employment decreased in two counties, Grays Harbor and Wahkiakum, 

between 2001 and 2016, based on Washington Employment Security data. Table 3.11.3 shows 

changes in employment and other demographic data for all 17 counties in the analysis area. 

Subtopic: Timber export volumes 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS states that the effects of increases in log export volumes since 2006 on “wood 

products and paper sectors is uncertain.” The document further states that the increase in log 

exports corresponds to a period of sharpest declines in harvest from other ownerships. This 

incorrect statement appears to be a swipe at reductions in national forest cutting levels. The 

commenter states that: 1) When log export share of total log consumption in Washington State 

reaches 28 percent (DNR 2017), it is most unlikely that the theoretical loss of volume to local 

processing is an “uncertain effect”; and 2) the national forest cut level adjustments statewide had 

essentially stabilized a decade before the increases in export volumes notes for 2006. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

Figure 3.11.5 in the RDEIS shows that export volume increased continuously from 2006 to 2014. 

Figure 3.11.2 shows that total employment in the forest products sector declined rapidly between 

2006 and 2009. Between 2009 and 2014, the employment trend was only slightly downward. The 

slower decline in this period may be due to an increase in harvest volumes. Based on data in the 

FEIS, DNR cannot assess the specific causes of changes in employment. 

The role of harvest levels on federal lands was not specifically considered. Timber harvest from 

federal lands is included in the “all ownership harvest” category in figures 3.11.2 and 3.11.3 in 

the RDEIS. Figure 3.11.2 shows that timber harvest in counties in the analysis area declined from 

3,000 to 2,000 million board feet between 2004 and 2009. In 2004, 95 million board feet were 

harvested from federal lands in western Washington (DNR 2005). In 2009, harvest on these lands 

had increased to 101 million board feet (DNR 2010b). From 2004 to 2009 harvest on private 

lands declined from 2,595 to 1,423 million board feet (DNR 2005, DNR 2010b). 

Subtopic: Uncertainties in timber demand 

 COMMENT 

The rationale for Alternative H is partly based on eliminating uncertainties; however, many 

factors influence timber demand. The analysis should include a range of impacts based on 

uncertainties in timber demand based on tariffs and changes in the housing market. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

A long-term conservation strategy provides regulatory certainty by allowing DNR to perform 

management activities in compliance with the Endangered Species Act. The long-term 

conservation strategy does not propose changes to tariffs or housing market regulation, as these 

issues are beyond DNR’s control. As such, tariffs and housing market changes are outside the 

scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS 

for this proposal. 
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Subtopic: Changes in timber harvest-related employment 

 COMMENT 

Timber harvest-related employment has declined over time, and is projected to continue to 

decline. The EIS must address the reality of the projected future in order to produce useful 

information regarding economic impacts analysis. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

Both the RDEIS and FEIS include analysis of the impacts of the long-term conservation strategy 

on trust revenue, tax revenue, employment, and environmental services and non-market values in 

Section 4.11, “Socieconomics.” Section 3.11 present current conditions. Figures 3.11.2 and 3.11.3 

show employment trends in the forest products sector. 

Subtopic: Amount of timber land base affected 

 COMMENT 

Alternative F would impact only 0.5 percent of the timber land base (34,000 acres out of 

3,683,000). Alternative H would impact only 0.09 percent of the timber land base (6,000 acres 

out of 3,683,000). 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

The values of 34,000 and 6,000 acres mentioned by the commenter come from analysis in Section 

4.11, “Socioeconomics,” of the RDEIS in which the “operable acres” are reported. As described 

in the RDEIS and Appendix M, operable acres are weighted to account for differences in 

management constraints. Comparing weighted acres of DNR-managed lands to gross acres under 

other ownerships does not result in an accurate comparison of the change in area due to a long-

term conservation strategy alternative. Additionally, the source of the 3,683,000 acre total is not 

provided. It is unclear what this figure represents. 

Per the FEIS, Alternative F contains 143,000 more acres of long-term forest cover than 

Alternative A. Alternative H contains 4,000 more acres of murrelet specific conservation that 

Alternative A. 
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 COMMENT 

The EIS does not disclose the operable acres in each of the 17 counties since the federal trusts are 

not included in the county-level values (refer to tables 4.11.3 and 4.11.4). 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

The analysis is organized by trust. Tables 4.11.3 and 4.11.4 provide the change in operable acres 

by county for the State Forest Transfer and State Forest Purchase lands. County level data is 

presented for these trusts as they directly support beneficiaries in each county. The federally 

granted trust land in the analysis area support other beneficiaries. 

Subtopic: Road maintenance 

 COMMENT 

Commenter asks who will pay for continued road maintenance or abandonment of roads on lands 

deferred from harvest under the long-term conservation strategy. If road maintenance or 

abandonment is paid from the 25 percent management fee that DNR collects on timber sales, and 

there are fewer timber sales in the basin, the net result could be a reduction in revenue to trust 

beneficiaries (specifically, Clallam County). Commenter also is concerned that if DNR abandons 

some of these roads, a longer, more expensive road will need to be built to access a timber sale, 

which also could reduce revenue to trust beneficiaries. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C306 

Response 

Section 4.8, “Roads,” of the RDEIS and FEIS describes the potential effects of the alternatives on 

DNR's network of forest roads and how changes to road use or management would affect other 

elements of the environment. DNR's road maintenance and abandonment plan and the costs 

associated with it are beyond the scope of this project. To pay for forest road maintenance and 

abandonment, DNR collects a fee (RCW 79.38) from purchasers of DNR timber sales that is 

based on the volume of timber purchased. The fee is deposited into an Access Road Revolving 

Fund which is used to pay for maintaining, repairing, and reconstructing roads that provide access 

to public lands or state trust lands. The Access Road Revolving Fund can also be used for road 

abandonment. 
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Subtopic: Sharing of financial burden across beneficiaries 

 COMMENT 

DNR should use some form of consolidation across state forests so beneficiaries can share the 

financial burden of protecting murrelets. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C421 

Response 

Marbled murrelet habitat and strategic areas identified for conservation are independent of trust 

beneficiary boundaries on state trust lands. Therefore, certain conservation alternatives impact 

certain trust beneficiaries more than others. Per legislative direction in 2018, the Commissioner of 

Public Lands formed a Solutions Table that is tasked with providing recommendations to the 

Washington State Legislature that will offset potential revenue and job losses in rural 

communities (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 

Subtopic: Skagit County economic impacts 

 COMMENT 

As a resident of Skagit County and a parent of two children who attend school in Skagit County, 

the commenter is deeply concerned that the trust beneficiaries are unaware of the potential loss of 

revenue at stake. A full economic analysis should be run. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C99 

Response 

Socioeconomic analyses were conducted at the trust, benefitting county, or Washington State 

general fund scale for the RDEIS and FEIS within Section 4.11, “Socioeconomics.” The 

socioeconomic analysis was performed using reasonably available data at a scale in keeping with 

the landscape-level change expected under the alternatives. The impact analysis satisfies the EIS 

requirement to identify potential adverse impacts and compare alternatives at an appropriate 

scale. Appendix R includes an analysis of the HCP amendment at the taxing district level in terms 

of the percent change in operable acres. 

 

 COMMENT 

The City of Forks supports the comments provided by the Port of Port of Angeles regarding the 

RDEIS, the financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS and FEIS), and the Solutions Table 
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losses and gains analysis, specifically incorporating by reference the analysis by Professor Dan 

Underwood prepared for the Port of Port Angeles regarding these documents. The City of Forks 

concurs with some of the challenges raised by Dr. Underwood regarding conclusions about 

Clallam County and supports his recommendation that a team chaired by trust beneficiaries be 

assembled to work with DNR to develop "a methodology and analysis of the impacts to local 

governments and every trust beneficiary." The City of Forks further volunteers to participate on 

this team.  

Commenter 

C300  

Response 

Per legislative direction in 2018, the Commissioner of Public Lands formed a Solutions Table 

that is tasked with providing recommendations to the Washington State Legislature that will 

offset potential revenue and job losses in rural communities (Laws of 2018, Ch. 255). 

 

 COMMENT 

DNR has claimed that an economic analysis is not required by SEPA. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C416 

Response 

The RDEIS and FEIS were prepared to comply with both SEPA and NEPA. As such, these 

documents contains analyses of elements of the environment where impacts may occur. The 

RDEIS and FEIS contain chapters presenting current conditions and environmental consequences 

to those elements. Refer to sections 3.9 and 4.9 (Public Services and Utilities), 3.10 and 4.10 

(Environmental Justice), and 3.11 and 4.11 (Socioeconomics). 

Subtopic: Solutions Table 

 COMMENT 

The commenter supports DNR’s efforts on the Solutions Table to find ways to create more 

economic opportunities and new ways to fund county services other than logging remaining 

marbled murrelet habitat. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C536  
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Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

Subtopic: Log exports 

 COMMENT 

The RDEIS should more fully discuss the log export sector of Washington’s timber economy in 

relation to the long-term conservation strategy. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

Unprocessed timber, such as raw logs, from state trust lands cannot be exported by law (WAC 

240-15). The marbled murrelet long-term conservation strategy applies only to DNR-managed 

lands. Harvest volumes from all ownerships, public and private, and from DNR-managed lands 

are reported in Figure 3.11.2 in the FEIS. Section 5.3 of the FEIS includes a discussion of forest 

management on non-DNR managed lands and Table 5.4.1 summarizes incremental impacts of the 

alternatives added to past effects and future trends within the range of the marbled murrelet. 

Subtopic: Trust mandate and trust revenue 

 COMMENT 

A few commenters expressed concern regarding DNR's obligation to generate revenue according 

to the trust mandate and provided alternate revenue-generation ideas such as raising taxes, 

creating a state income tax, or raising revenue through existing fees such as parking tickets, 

speeding tickets, or traffic violations. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C361, C172, C335, C395 

Response 

Procurement of alternate sources of revenue by counties and specific trust beneficiaries is outside 

the scope of this EIS. However, the Washington State Legislature has directed the Commissioner 

of Public Lands to appoint a marbled murrelet advisory committee to develop recommendations 

for the legislature, including additional means of financing county services (Laws of 2018, Ch. 

255). Refer to Section 1.1 for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this 

proposal. 



  RDEIS COMMENT RESPONSES 

 
 
Marbled Murrelet Long-Term Conservation Strategy FEIS 
Appendix S  Page S-300 

Subtopic: Closing timberlands in Pacific County  

 COMMENT 

DNR appears to be closing all timberlands in Pacific County to logging. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C6 

Response 

Pacific County includes a variety of forest landowners besides DNR. Under all of the alternatives, 

DNR-managed lands are available for timber harvest in Pacific County. 

 Topic: Out of Scope 

Subtopic: Sustainable harvest calculation 

 COMMENT 

No new sustainable harvest calculations are provided in the RDEIS. Without new sustainable 

harvest calculations, the RDEIS analysis is flawed. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

The marbled murrelet RDEIS and FEIS considers the effects of the change in quality and location 

of marbled murrelet conservation on DNR-managed lands. The sustainable harvest level is based 

on these changes and a range of other information including forest inventory and growth, state 

and federal law, and DNR policy. The sustainable harvest level for the 2015 through 2024 

planning decade is being analyzed in a separate planning process. Refer to the Alternatives for 

Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest Level DEIS for more information. 

The financial analysis (Appendix P to the FEIS) is specific to the sustainable harvest calculation. 

This analysis considered the potential financial impacts of 38 scenarios for the sustainable harvest 

level on trust beneficiaries, each scenario representing a different combination of long-term 

conservation strategy, arrearage, and riparian thinning options. The financial analysis was 

intended to inform the Board of Natural Resources’ decision about the sustainable harvest level. 
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 COMMENT 

The baseline for the sustainable harvest calculation is 550 million board feet per year, which is 

more than the actual timber output from DNR. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C442 

Response 

The sustainable harvest level for the 2015 through 2024 planning decade is being analyzed in a 

separate planning process. Refer to the Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest 

Level DEIS for more information. 

The financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS and FEIS) was specific to the sustainable 

harvest calculation. This analysis considered the potential financial impacts of 38 scenarios for 

the sustainable harvest level on trust beneficiaries, each scenario representing a different 

combination of long-term conservation strategy, arrearage, and riparian thinning options. The 

financial analysis was intended to inform the Board of Natural Resources’ decision about the 

sustainable harvest level. The financial analysis does not in include comparisons with a level of 

550 million board feet per year. 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter does not understand why timber volume harvested from riparian management 

zones would not be included in the sustainable harvest calculation, but would count toward 

attainment of the sustainable harvest level. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C318 

Response 

The sustainable harvest level for the 2015 through 2024 planning decade is being analyzed in a 

separate planning process. Refer to the Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest 

Level DEIS for more information. 

In its November 2017 meeting, the Board of Natural Resources declined to set a specific target 

for timber harvest from riparian areas. For that reason, DNR did not factor riparian harvests into 

the overall sustainable harvest level. However, any commercial harvest that does occur in riparian 

areas, for example commercial thinning, would generate revenue for trust beneficiaries and would 

count against the attainment of the sustainable harvest level. 
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 COMMENT 

DNR has not met its harvest targets in Clallam County for the past decade and failure to complete 

the current sustainable harvest level has created a diminished flow of lumber to support local 

employment and income. The financial analysis adds further confusion over arrearage. 

RDEIS Commenter 

318 

Response 

DNR does not set the sustainable harvest level by county. The sustainable harvest level is set by 

sustainable harvest unit. Within Clallam County, there are three sustainable harvest units: OESF, 

which includes all lands in the OESF HCP planning unit; Clallam, which includes all State Forest 

Transfer Lands in Clallam County outside of the OESF; and federal, which includes all federally 

granted trust lands and State Forest Purchase Lands in all counties, not including land in the 

OESF or Capitol State Forest (refer to the Policy for Sustainable Forests for information about 

sustainable harvest units). In all three of these sustainable harvest units, actual harvest was less 

than the projected harvest in the fiscal year 2005 through 2014 planning decade. The differences 

between actual and projected harvest levels are the subject of a separate planning process under 

SEPA. Refer to the Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest Level for Forested 

State Trust Lands DEIS for more information. 

The financial analysis (Appendix P to the RDEIS and FEIS) provided information on the harvest 

volume and 10-decade net present value of 38 sustainable harvest level scenarios, each scenario 

representing a different combination of long-term conservation strategy, arrearage, and riparian 

thinning options. 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter disagrees with the process to develop the arrearage harvest amount, and feels it 

should be 702 million board feet, not 382 million board feet. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C306 

Response 

The sustainable harvest level for the 2015 through 2024 planning decade is being analyzed in a 

separate planning process. Refer to the Alternatives for Establishment of a Sustainable Harvest 

Level DEIS for more information. 
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Subtopic: Human population 

 COMMENT 

The commenter suggests writing an environmental impact statement on the reduction of the 

human population, as the size of the human population is the root cause of the problem with 

marbled murrelets. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C520 

Response 

Human population growth and increasing demand on space is a known stressor on Washington 

forests (DNR 2006); however, analysis of human population growth or decreasing the human 

population is outside the scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 for the respective need and 

purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

Subtopic: Illegal logging 

 COMMENT 

The commenter reported illegal logging near Marblemount, Washington and expressed concern 

that selective logging is condemned but nothing is done to stop illegal logging. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C270 

Response 

DNR's Forest Practices division regulates logging on state and private land in Washington. 

Logging regulations are outside of the scope of this EIS. Refer to Section 1.1 of the FEIS for the 

respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal.  

Subtopic: Jacobsen trust land transfer 

 COMMENT 

Save the Jacobsen trust land transfer given to the City of Kelso. The City of Kelso is going to log 

it because DNR did not place a logging restriction on it. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C1 
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Response 

Logging restrictions on non-DNR-managed land are outside of the scope of this EIS. Refer to 

Section 1.1 of the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this 

proposal. 

Subtopic: Navy Growlers 

 COMMENT 

Commenter submitted comments prepared for the US Navy's EISs for the Expanded Growler 

Fleet at NASWI to do Northwest Training and Testing, The Citizens of Ebey's Reserve are 

considering a challenge to these projects under the Endangered Species Act. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C451 

Response 

The Joint Agencies recognize the potential for noise to impact nesting murrelets (refer to Chapter 

4 of the RDEIS). However, decisions regarding naval activities are outside the scope of this EIS. 

A discussion on the potential impacts of growler jet noise on murrelets is included in Chapter 5 of 

the FEIS. 

Subtopic: Adjacent landowner coordination 

 COMMENT 

What coordination with adjacent landowners is being done to "high-grade" intact and remnant 

habitat? 

RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

The 1997 HCP and incidental take permit are only applicable to DNR-managed lands. It is 

outside the scope of this EIS to influence decisions of other landowners. Refer to Section 1.1 of 

the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

 

 COMMENT 

Identify, enhance and preserve “island” and “linkage” habitat with other landowners. Consider 

“buy-out” preservation of high-quality habitat. 
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RDEIS Commenter 

C397 

Response 

The 1997 HCP and incidental take permit are only applicable to DNR-managed lands. It is 

outside the scope of this EIS to influence decisions of other landowners. Refer to Section 1.1 of 

the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

RCW 79.22.060 authorizes the transfer or disposition of certain state trust lands encumbered with 

long-term deferrals due to Endangered Species Act-listed species. However, such transfers 

require funding by the Washington State Legislature and DNR cannot predict future funding 

levels. 

 

 COMMENT 

As habitat develops on federal lands, can DNR-managed land be released for active management? 

RDEIS Commenter 

C547 

Response 

The 1997 HCP and incidental take permit are only applicable to DNR-managed lands. It is 

outside the scope of this EIS to influence decisions of other landowners. Refer to Section 1.1 of 

the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter would like to see the quantity of habitat that USFWS would like to protect 

statewide, including all ownerships. DNR could then determine how much of that habitat is on 

federal land. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C547 

Response 

The 1997 HCP and incidental take permit are only applicable to DNR-managed lands. It is 

outside the scope of this EIS to influence decisions of other landowners. Refer to Section 1.1 of 

the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 
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 COMMENT 

DNR should consider areas being conserved for marbled murrelets on federal land, not state trust 

lands. DNR likely is underestimating the contribution of federal lands. The U.S. Forest Service 

will be shifting toward more active management that will create murrelet habitat on federal land. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C362, C403 

Response 

The 1997 HCP and incidental take permit are only applicable to DNR-managed lands. It is 

outside the scope of this EIS to influence decisions of other landowners. Refer to Section 1.1 of 

the FEIS for the respective need and purpose of DNR and USFWS for this proposal. 

  Non-substantive Comments 

 COMMENT 

You are doing a job. 

RDEIS Commenters 

C113, C121 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

Listen 

RDEIS Commenter 

C120 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 
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 COMMENT 

Test 

RDEIS Commenter 

C3, C119 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

Great 

RDEIS Commenter 

C120 

Response 

Thank you for your comment. 

 

 COMMENT 

Survey monkey forms submitted with no comment. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C125, C126, C128, C130, C134, C135, C142, C143, C158, C165, C163, C167, C171, C318, 

C182, C218, C219, C264, C276, C279 

Response 

Thank you for responding. 
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Part 3: Response to Comments on the 

HCP Amendment 
Commenters listed in this section are included in the commenter list in Part 2 of this appendix. 

 COMMENT 

DNR’s HCP amendment (Section 6.2.) states several times that there are 592 existing occupied 

sites, but the RDEIS in Chapter 3 states there are 401 occupied sites. Please explain. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Occupied sites are represented in DNR’s GIS database as polygons. When DNR completed the 

RDEIS, many of these occupied site polygons were contiguous. Reasons vary. For example, some 

areas were divided into sections for field surveys and those found to be occupied were entered 

into the database as separate polygons, even if they shared a boundary. In other cases, a single 

occupied site was entered as two polygons because it crossed an administrative or watershed 

boundary. Multiple, contiguous polygons make it difficult for DNR to consistently report the total 

number of occupied sites on DNR-managed land, because DNR must determine if contiguous 

polygons represented several occupied sites or one.  

To ensure consistency for monitoring and reporting purposes moving forward, DNR has 

developed a method for dissolving (combining) contiguous occupied site polygons into a single 

polygon in DNR’s GIS database. Each of these dissolved polygons is counted as one site. This 

method is reliable, objective, and repeatable and does not affect the total number of acres of 

occupied sites that DNR will protect.  

Per this method, DNR currently protects 397 occupied sites under the current interim strategy. 

DNR will protect 388 occupied sites under the HCP amendment  

The acres of occupied sites have not changed since the RDEIS was published: 42,975 acres of 

occupied sites will be protected under Alternative A and 59,331 acres will be protected under 

alternatives B through H5. There are fewer occupied sites under the HCP amendment because 

these sites tend to be larger and more contiguous, meaning more of them were dissolved into 

single polygons. Refer to Appendix D to the FEIS for more information on occupied sites. 
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 COMMENT 

The HCP amendment (Section 6.3.3.1, p. 13, 3rd and 5th paragraphs) states that DNR will not 

provide habitat protection or restrict management in any murrelet occupied sites (or establish 

buffers) if those sites are discovered after the incidental take permit is amended. This lack of 

protection is a possible source of undocumented and unmodeled take of P-stage 1.0 (occupied 

site), and is an egregious concern that the commenter does not condone. The commenter suggests 

to the Joint Agencies that some provision should be made in the HCP amendment for DNR to 

accept a certain number of new occupied sites, and then consult with USFWS after that number is 

reached. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

The purpose of an HCP is to provide an HCP applicant with the assurance that if Section 10 

permit issuance criteria are met, including, without limitiation, minimizing and mitigating the 

impact of the taking, it may proceed with its action in conformance with the requirmements of the 

Endangered Species Act. The HCP amendment does not include a provision to protect additional 

occupied sites because doing so would introduce uncertainty in HCP implementation. The 

number of occupied sites that may be discovered in areas released for harvest is unknown. The P-

stage model provides an index of probability of occupancy, and is used to account for take of 

murrelets in areas released for harvest.  

Under the HCP amendment, DNR will protect habitat and restrict management activities in all 

recorded murrelet occupied sites on DNR-managed lands as of the date on which the incidental 

take permit is amended. In addition, the HCP amendment protects murrelet habitat within long-

term forest cover. These protections would be implemented in exchange for USFWS’ assurance 

that additional protections will not be required in excess of those contemplated in the HCP 

amendment, the incidental take permit (if any are included), and the Implementation Agreement.     

 

 COMMENT  

The total of 42,400 acres of “occupied habitat conserved pending adoption of LCS…” in Table 

A-1 does not match the “Occupied sites- 9,000 acre” in Table A-3. Please clarify or explain. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Table A-1 shows the acres of occupied sites identified under the interim strategy. Table A-3 

shows the additional acres of occupied sites that would be conserved under the long-term 

conservation strategy. 
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 COMMENT 

In Table A-3, strike “habitat conserved” from the caption and replace it with “murrelet specific 

conservation” or similar. The word “habitat” as used in this and all RDEIS documents means 

“potential nesting habitat.” Not all of the acres within the occupied site buffers or special habitat 

areas will be murrelet habitat at plan’s end. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

The caption for Table A-3 was changed to “Acres of marbled murrelet-specific and existing 

conservation managed as long-term forest cover (LTFC) under Washington State Department of 

Natural Resources’ Marbled Murrelet Long-term Conservation Strategy.” 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter has many concerns with Table A-4 in the HCP amendment that are seen as likely 

impacts to individual marbled murrelets or degradation of occupied sites. The commenter is 

opposed to pre-commercial and commercial thinning in occupied site buffers because of 

increased risk of predation and other edge effects. The term “allowed to enhance or maintain 

security forest with windfirm canopies” is ambiguous and more details are needed. Up to what 

ages would thinnings in buffers be undertaken in western hemlock or Douglas-fir type forests? 

What are DNR’s thinning approaches or regimes by age and or site class? When would DNR not 

want to thin (at what age is a stand too old so that no economic benefit would be realized)? Please 

explain rationale on each of these. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

The Joint Agencies have updated Table A-4 for the FEIS and proposed HCP amendment. 

 

 COMMENT 

Overall, the commenter is pleased to see many significantly sized special habitat areas distributed 

across DNR-managed lands. However, it appears the North Puget strategic location is under-

mitigated in terms of having more harvest than habitat ingrowth by the end of the plan. Please 

provide an explanation. The commenter would advocate for additional special habitat areas to be 
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added there, such as the Van Zandt and Racehorse Creek special habitat areas from the DEIS 

(2016). 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Total habitat acres in the North Puget strategic location are currently estimated at 60,061 acres 

(refer to Table 3.6.1 in the FEIS). Estimated habitat acres in the final decade of the planning 

period under Alternative H are expected to be 72,065 acres, indicating a net increase in total 

habitat over the term of the 1997 HCP in the North Puget strategic location (Table 4.6.3 in the 

FEIS). However, the analytical framework developed for estimating impacts and mitigation 

applies both P-stage adjustments and temporal discounts to habitat that develops in later decades, 

resulting in negative values in the North Puget strategic location (mitigation minus impact) for 

some alternatives (refer to Table 4.6.5 in the FEIS and Appendix H to the FEIS). 

 

 COMMENT 

The commenter has concerns with the P-Stage designation for the “Moclips” special habitat area, 

which is modeled as mostly high-quality habitat, and suspects that the .89 and .62 P-stage 

designations may not be entirely accurate, based on orthophoto inspection that looks 

unremarkable. The commenter intends to field inspect these areas to get a better perspective on 

stand development stages and how P-stage may be performing in this case. 

RDEIS Commenter 

C305 

Response 

Appendix E of the FEIS provides a detailed explanation of the P-stage habitat model. Only stands 

that are naturally regenerated (and therefore more likely to contain some scattered legacy trees 

from previous stands) are included in murrelet habitat. Murrelet nest sites have been documented 

in second-growth forests with structural elements similar to old-growth, such as remnant old-

growth trees, or younger trees with platforms created by deformities or dwarf-mistletoe 

investigations (Grenier and Nelson 1995, Evans-Mack 2003).
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