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       1 0 , 0 0 0   Y E A R S   I N S T I T U T E   

     watershed ecological services •  www.10000yearsinstitute.org 
360.385.0715 •  PO Box 1081 •  Forks, WA  98331 

June 1, 2026 
 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council  
P.O. Box 43172  
621 Woodland Square Loop  
Olympia, WA 98504-3172  
 
RE: Cascade Renewable Transmission - SEPA Scoping - Submittal of public comment 
 
Dear Washington EFSEC, 
 
10,000 Years Institute performs environmental education and conducts applied science to 
benefit sustainable management of river ecosystems and salmon habitat across the state of 
Washington and the region. Salmon populations across the west coast are of interest to our work. 
 
A 400-kilovolt (kV) high-voltage direct electric transmission facility, the “Cascade Renewable 
Transmission” is proposed for installation down the Columbia River. The proposed line will be 
installed largely within the river bottom and extend 100 miles between the BPA Big Eddy 
substation near The Dalles, Oregon and the PGE Harborton substation in Portland, Oregon. The 
project will grossly impact the Columbia River’s bed in both Oregon and Washington, with 
approximately 40 miles in Washington and 58 miles in Oregon.  
 
It is our understanding that the proposed transmission line will continuously generate heat, with 
an operational temperature of more than 150° F. It will also continuously emit an electromagnetic 
field (EMF) which can harm fish development and migration. If so, operating this proposed 
transmission line could eliminate the native fish community over the life of the project, and turn 
the Columbia River into a warm water fishery. The scope of the EIS must include a thorough and 
conservative evaluation of all potential temperature and EMF impacts at the time scale of the 
proposed project. We have grave concerns about this proposal, and request that EFSEC conduct 
thorough evaluations for appropriate time scales and at the fish population level.  
 
10,000 Years Institute submits the following comments on the scope of the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS): 
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1. The adverse effects of electromagnetic fields on fish has been found to be species-
specific (Formicki et al. 2021). Adverse effects of the electromagnetic field that will be 
generated by the proposed transmission line should be evaluated for each fish species 
that migrates through the Columbia River, with a focus on sensitive life stages. This 
includes both juvenile and adult salmon, and other native species of benthic fish 
(sturgeon, lamprey). Effects on each species must be characterized and addressed. Both 
developmental and behavioral effects must be evaluated. Studies must reflect the actual 
magnitude of the electromagnetic field that is expected from the proposed transmission 
line. 

2. The effects of temperature changes of the water must be investigated. The evaluation 
must address biological processes in fish that are governed by temperature (Little et al. 
2020), including fish reproductive maturation and  development of gametes. Findings that 
temperature adversely affects both survival and reproduction of fish should be translated 
to population level models that reflect the overall impact across the entire area of the 
proposed project at the population level, for both resident and migratory fish species. 
Population modeling studies should reflect and represent the proposed project’s entire 
duration. 

3. The potentially adverse role of increased temperature on individual fish and fish 
populations due to the proposed project must be considered in the context of existing 
expectations for temperature increases resulting from climate change. The baseline 
condition for water temperatures is not the current condition; it is the future condition that 
is expected to result from climate change; added heat from the proposed transmission 
line must be considered in the appropriate future context. Further, assessment and 
modeling of the long-term changes in annual temperature cycles must also take into 
account stochastic events such as drought.  

4. Results of temperature modeling into the future should be presented at the time scale of 
individual months. Presentation as averages across seasons or years will not be useful in 
interpreting temperature risks to fish. 

5. Any evaluation of increases in temperature must also consider how increases in 
temperature enhance the toxicity of common contaminants in the Columbia River such as 
PCBs. For example, warmer waters will increase the metabolic rate of fish. Those fish will 
then eat more food, thereby increasing their exposure to bioaccumulative contaminants 
like PCBs that are present in their prey. Both higher doses of contaminants and the 
increased sensitivity of fish to chemical toxicity must be considered (Laetz et al. 2014, 
Pinheiro et al. 2021). Cumulative toxicity of multiple contaminant exposures (PCBs and 
pesticides) must also be addressed in the EIS. 

6. Delineation of adverse effects from both increases in temperature and additional 
contaminant exposures, and the synergy of these two stressors in combination must 
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address fish growth. Juvenile salmon that do not properly grow and put on fat stores 
generally show poor survival in the ocean, with adverse consequences for population 
survival (Spromberg and Meador, 2005). The likelihood of adverse effects on juvenile 
Chinook survival in the ocean under circumstances in which both metabolic and toxicant 
effects result in both reduced growth and impaired development of fat stores must be 
considered in the EIS. 

7. The potential for exposure of fish to toxic contaminants in sediment during construction  
should also be evaluated; potentially harmful exposure to toxicants is to be expected as 
fine sediments are disturbed during construction. However, the baseline condition also 
includes contaminant exposures throughout the Columbia prior to construction and 
occurs especially in locations directly adjacent to sources, such as the Bonneville Dam 
complex. Data describing the baseline condition across the Columbia in terms of 
contaminant exposures in fish must be established as part of baseline studies; 
construction of the transmission line is not the only source of potential exposures that 
need to be considered in this evaluation. Baseline contamination in the estuary and 
baseline exposure of out-migrating salmon must be considered for a realistic evaluation. 

8. Changes in temperature resulting from the project are likely to lead to an increase in the 
frequency and severity of harmful algae bloom (HAB) formation. A comprehensive model 
of the location and timing of HABs for the lifetime of the project or at least the next 50 
years must be included in the environmental impact evaluation. Further, risks to fish, 
waterfowl and wildlife of any HABs must be fully delineated. 

 
We appreciate consideration of these important details in the EIS review. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jill Silver, Executive Director 
10,000 Years Institute 
jsilver@10000yearsinstitute.org 
 

mailto:jsilver@10000yearsinstitute.org
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